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Executive Summary
Background
Local Initiatives for Food-security Transformation Project (LIFT) was a 3.5-year project implemented by CARE International, Timor-Leste for addressing the underlying causes of food insecurity of 3,024 food insecure vulnerable households in Maubara sub-district of Liquica district and Bobonaro sub-district of Bobonaro district in Timor-Leste. Donors for the LIFT project were the European Commission and Austrian Development Cooperation (ADA); the grant holder is CARE Österreich and the implementing agency is CARE International Timor-Leste (CITL). Total cost of the project is EUR1,500,000 with 90% contribution from the European Commission, 5% from ADA and 5% from CARE Österreich. The project incorporated four inter-related strategies: (1) Promoting the empowerment of vulnerable women, men and youth groups to access social and agricultural support services, (2) Increasing agricultural production and productivity, (3) Increasing availability of improved seed through seed production at the household level, and (4) Strengthening capacity of Extension Workers of the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries to support communities on agriculture and food security.  Though planned to be started January 2007, conflict in the country in February-April 2007 delayed hiring of project staff, which began in July 2007. Though planned for four years January 2007 to December 2010, actual implementation time of the project was for 3.5 years from July 2007 to December 2010 due to the affect of the conflict in the country. The project conducted a final evaluation in December 2010, and this executive summary highlights the findings of the evaluation.

The evaluation used desk study and field visit. Desk review covered review of documents provided by CARE, development of methodology, data analysis, draft report preparation and final report preparation. Field visits were made in Lisadila Suco, Mankabia and Ulwana Aldias in Liquica and Sordali, Lourba and Mungis village in Bobonaro which together covered seven field observations, four interactions with 41 female and 18 male individual farmers who were mostly the members of farmer groups, consultations with two NGO partner organisations,  and staff of two government’s line agencies. In addition, nine frontline Extension Workers were also consulted. Interactions were held also with Dili-based concerned senior officials of MAF, Seeds of Life (SOL), and three EC-funded NGOs on Food Security. The evaluator also participated in two ‘Project Handover Ceremonies’ in Liquica and Bobonaro districts organised by CARE/LIFT. The evaluation used data from the recently conducted End line Survey of the project and data from the project data base.  The evaluation assessed mainly the project relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability using both qualitative and quantitative data. 

Main findings of the evaluation

Relevance 

Alignment with national plan and priorities: The project has well aligned with the national plan and priorities of the government of Timor-Leste particularly in the area of food crop development, horticulture development, seed production, water harvesting, mobilization and capacity building of agricultural communities, gender integration and food security.

Contributing to MAF objective: The project contributed, to some extent, achieve the MAF objective of increasing production, productivity and quality of food crops for small-scale farmers; improving and building irrigation facilities for higher production and productivity; strengthening gender integration; and improving institutional development and outreach of agricultural extension and information system.

Response to local needs and the overall context: The project tried to respond to the local needs using a comprehensively food security framework while working with most vulnerable food insecure people in least developed areas of the country where service providers were nearly non-existent at the time of project design; and where drought, crop pests, flood and soil erosion, strong wind and post harvest storage loss of the major crops were common. 

Build on existing strengths and capacities: The project was implemented through local farmers groups, using local materials and labour to a large extent. Some external materials were used only when they were necessary. 

Adaptations made to fit the realities of the local context: The project exercised flexibility in several cases and redesigned the activities to fit realities of the local context including in devising mechanism for household storage of seeds and food grains making the seed storage technology accessible to poor vulnerable households. 

Effectiveness

Technological appropriateness: The project used piloting and expansion approach to test and promote technologies. According to this approach, the project helped farmers conduct the on-farm trials and demonstrations in a small scale in the beginning, evaluate the technology from farmers’ perspectives, and then the farmer preferred technologies were scaled up to other farmer groups and farmers. The technologies that were not preferred by them were dropped. This approach helped ensure the technological appropriateness.

Appropriateness of staffing structure: The project had 24 staff comprising of an expatriate and 23 national staff. The duties of the staff were assigned from project component and management perspective. Number of staff at district level was assigned based on the programme weight considering number of beneficiaries to be covered. The agent-client ratio was 1:300 which was comparable with the ratio of other developing countries. Since the staff force was happy with current staffing pattern and that every result was achieved as per planned and revised document, this could be said that the current staffing pattern was appropriate.

Food production and diversification: Several sources indicated that there was increase in agricultural and food production for target households especially for maize, peanuts, cassava, sweet potato and vegetables. The reasons for increase were given as use of improved seed varieties and soil improvement technologies. There was almost two-third increase in production in the main crop maize. Food diversification was observed during the dry season with production of vegetables using water harvest technology, to a large extent and through planting of improved seed varieties. 

Behaviour change of target group: The evaluation looked at change in the behaviour of target beneficiaries in terms of food/seed production and storage, consumption of nutrient rich foods in dry season, personal and household hygiene. Farmers practiced various techniques including collective seed production, dry season vegetable production and marketing, water conservation in rainy season and using it for dry season irrigation, and preparing liquid organic fertilizers and compost. They diversified their diet during dry season (May-October) while eating vegetables additionally to their traditional food: maize and bean.  They paid more attention to personal hygiene by practicing hand washing after toilet use, vegetable washing before cooking and using LED lamp for lighting. The target groups attributed these changes to the project support. 

Sharing of good practices among stakeholders: There had been frequent sharing of good practices with MAF Extension Workers, MAF food security technical working group, EC-supported NGOs food security coordination group and others. At the community level, good practices were shared by making visits of farmers and MAF Extension Workers to programme sites. At the district level, experience sharing workshops were organised which were participated by representative of men and women farmers, Extension Workers, staff of partner NGOs, staff of bilateral agencies working in the district and LIFT staff. 

Mobilisation of local strengths: Beneficiary households were members in Farmer Groups. The group members are mobilized themselves, and also have mobilized local resources in some cases and have blended local resources with improved technology in other cases. However, the capacity of community to mobilise the local resources and influence policy is yet to be developed. 

Reduction in hungry months: There has been reduction in two months hunger in 2010 and is expected to reduce for 3.75 months from the later part of 2011 once result of 6000 air tight drums distributed to target households is realised. The reduction in hungry months has been mainly due to increased production of maize, increased cash earning from the sale of vegetables and saving from the food grain loss which were promoted by the project. 

Ability of community to draw attention of external stakeholders: Among many good practices, community level seed multiplication and low-cost micro water conservation techniques practiced by the community were able to draw attention of development partners including MAF, AusAID, EC. The partners are going to support for the promotion of these technologies to other areas. However, this was possible with intensive support of the project; communities themselves have to develop the level of capacity in future. 

Attribution to changes in food security status, health and nutrition and overall well-being of beneficiaries and communities were project supports in terms of training, improved seeds, materials, learning visit; project approach of piloting and expansion; and group approach to working together.  

Equity between women and men: In congruence with CARE/LIFT’s gender strategy, there were over 50% women in farmers’ groups; one-third in project staff , and  many stereotyped gender-specific operations have moved to joint operations. Some example: 

· Traditionally, maize shelling was women specific task. With the introduction of maize shelling machine, this activity is now done by both men and women. 

· Similarly, maize grinding role of women had gone to both men and women in the area where grinding machine was practiced. 

· Decision about selecting plot for specific crop was traditionally made by men. This is now shifted to women. 

· Participation in community work and conducting meeting was men specific task. These days, this activity is done both by men and women. 

CARE’s collaboration/partnerships with stakeholders: The partnership approach of CARE/LIFT has been heralded by farmers groups, government agencies at Suco, sub-district, district and national level. The active role of CARE in EC-funded Food Security Coordination Group was also appreciated for sharing good practices among stakeholders. Its role in providing field level feedback to SOL/MAF was particularly highlighted. The effective collaboration with stakeholders has to some extent contributed to promote micro-macro linkage and encourage decision-makers to make evidence based policies, especially in community based seed production and storage and water harvest technologies.

Cost effectiveness: Net benefit from incremental yield Sele maize is US$ 138.88 per group from a 0.25 land. Food grain storage at air tight drum is also positive at US$ 17.60 and a home garden is US$ 107.44.  The cost-sharing mechanism practiced by the project had also contributed to make activity less costly. In general, the project contribution was 75% and target group contribution 25%. 

Visibility of donors: One can easily see the EC logo on maize seed and food grain airtight drums and water harvest pond year round. The signboards kept in different places also have increased the project’s visibility. It is not only that the project is visible, more importantly; it has earned the good image.

Efficiency

Responsiveness of project management: The project was found responsive to change programme and staff as per the changing context. Change in the 4th component of the project and change in the staff structure accordingly including change in programme manager’s base from Dili to Maliana were some example of project being responsive to the changing context. The procurement and supply was in time in most cases. In some cases it was delayed delivery to project site due to lengthy procedure and centralised system. 

Integrated approach: The group approach used by the project brought activities related to all four components into group. This way, the activities were implemented in an integrated manner. Because of this integrated approach, the project was able to generate good results. 

Budget delivery: There has been almost 97% budget spent up to December 2010. The expenditure however is skewed toward the later part of the project due to changes in the programme/activities. Spending 97% of the total budget is an encouraging aspect. 

Contribution of associate partner and Government Bodies: The associate partner of the project was Seeds of Life within the MAF. This was the main source of improved seeds of the project for field trials and demonstration plots. The CARE/LIFT project was in a good book of SOL mainly because the project provided regular feedback on the results of varieties adopted by farmers in details as per agreement with SOL. Since there was a high level of trust built between these two entities, getting required quantity of seed and other support for the project from SOL was not a problem.  The project ensured the support of government by continuously involving them from the beginning of project implementation. The project responded the government concern positively and even made some changes in the project activities as per the government’s demand.MAF Extension Workers and CARE/LIFT staff were in regular contacts through joint field visits, periodic and regular monthly meetings. The contact between them increased significantly after the project supported MAF Extension Workers in training programmes. 

Conflict resolution: The project experienced two major conflicts that were likely to affect the project implementation. Both cases were related to political differences between Soco and Aldeia leadership. The conflict was managed by using local mechanism in one case, whereas project management had to made them clear that project would not work there if all parties do not come into consensus. 

CARE/LIFT’s participation in EC funded INGOs Coordination Group: Excellent relationship was there between CARE/LIFT and other EC-supported INGOs. CARE had taken the coordinating role for the last three years in the EC funded INGOs Coordination Group. As a coordinator, CARE organised regular multisectoral meeting among the EC-NGOs, kept the linkage with MAF and NFSC vibrant, provided information on good practices of all EC-funded NGOs for food security to MAF and encouraged MAF and Food Security Committee to disseminate the good practices to other districts of the country.

Impact

Replication of good practices: Seed production, home garden, water conservation pond, seed storage, and preparing dosi from cassava and coconut were good practices identified by various sources which had already been replicated or were in the process of being replicated. Communities of Los Palos, Ainaro and Lisadila were benefitted from maize seed production with support of HIVOS, Mercy Corps, and Spanish Cooperation, respectively. Likewise, communities of Suai, Same, Los Palos, and Ainaro were benefitted from the home garden with water harvesting pond with support of Oxfam, Concern, HIVOS, and Mercy Corps. Similarly, communities of Lisa Dila, Lautem, Manatutu and Cailako were benefitted from air tight drum for seed storage with support of Spanish Cooperation, Concern, Child Fund and GTZ. 

Changes in food security: Seed production, seed storage and home garden were mainly attributed to food security. There were about 52% respondent household fully food secure, 12% have mild food insecurity who experienced food insecurity for one to two months in a year, 24% are moderately food insecure households who had food insecurity from three to five months and 12% households were severely food insecure with  ≥ 6 months of food insecurity. Compared to baseline situation which had around 90% households either moderately or severely food insecure, there had been great improvement in food security situation. 

Project benefits to neighbouring communities, sub-districts/districts: The project benefit went to neighbouring communities through marketing of seeds and vegetables.  The good practices of project interventions were replicated by farmers in other than project areas mainly through support from various international development partners. 

Project contribution to the growth and development of groups, partner NGO/GO staff and other stakeholders: Almost all activities were carried out through groups formed of target beneficiaries. There were 204 groups formed. Of them, 42 were very good groups from the maturity point of view; 114 good groups and 48 less good groups.  

Project Contribution to the Growth and Development of Partner NGO staff: Two partner NGOs worked in the project by providing two social mobilisers (SM) each; project developed technical skills of the SMs through training, exposure visits and mentoring; provided office support of the NGOs including computer and printers, provided salaries and transport facilities to SM which were later handover to the NGOs.  

Project Contribution to the Growth and Development of Government staff: The field MAF staff  received technical training;  participated in regular meetings, annual and monthly planning and review meetings and cross visits to other EC food security projects. The district and central level staff of MAF benefited from sharing of good practices through guidelines, brochures, meetings and workshops. 

Project Contribution to the Growth and Development of INGOs: The project was active in working through an EC-funded Food Security NGO Coordination Group, the members of which made common strategies to partner with government and shared experiences with each other. They also made joint purchase of plastic for water pond lining, celebrated the World Food Day jointly. The new food security related EC-funded projects implemented by Mercy Corps, Hivos and World Vision had been benefited from the matured project’s experiences through the sharing of good practices. This way, they contributed to the development and growth of each other. 

Contribution to social cohesion and economic viability: Formation of the group made easy for collective actions to carry out them in an organized manner. This helped both for social cohesion and economic viability as jointly undertaken activities such as seed production, seed storage and home garden, farmers were economically benefited from higher returns. 

Sustainability

Self-sustaining changes: The participatory bottom up process applied for introducing innovative technologies, involving different stakeholders in the process, piloting the technologies in small scale giving major role to farmers’ groups in planning, implementation and technology evaluation had increased their level of confidence to carry out most of the activities by themselves. Despite the commitments, the financial and technical capacity of the stakeholders is questionable to provide the required level of support. 

Changes sustainable to beneficiaries: Home garden, maize seed production and maize seed storage were unanimously voted changes that beneficiaries would continue. They would also continue preparing and using organic compost and liquid fertilizer, planting improved peanuts and preparing dosi.  They would continue water pond till the given plastic for pond lining works, thereafter they may not continue it if the current situation of unavailability of plastic continues. 

Capacity of stakeholders to promote the sustainability: Farmers, to some extent, had gained knowledge and skills to carry out the good practices. However, there are some groups requiring further support in technical and group management support. Service providers have also developed certain level of capacity but the logistic support is not adequate for them to provide time quality services to farmers. 

Exit Strategy: CARE/LIFT developed an exit strategy based on maturity indicators for major interventions. The maturity indicators were developed on farmer group, agricultural productivity and diversification, agro-forestry and water conservation technology, seed production, seed storage, and capacity building of partner NGOs. As these were the major activities of the project, developing indicators against each of them was appropriate. 

Building capacity of various stakeholders and giving greater role to MAF was a good exit strategy that the project applied. Providing training to frontline extension workers, involving them in the monthly meetings to review and refine plan, organizing the agents’ visit to and arranging interactions with farmers’ groups, and finally organizing formal handover ceremonies in the presence of farmers’ groups, Suco and Aldeia leaders, sub-district and district administrators were the right exit strategies.  

Lessons Learned
Strategic Learning

· Gender-balance approach to group formation found to be useful for ensuring women participation and empowerment. Women only group is not always the best approach for agriculture related activities as the activities demand the labour from both men and women. Women are active in the mixed group when the group is facilitated by women agent.  Introduction of labour saving technology such as maize shelling machine help reduce drudgery of women and change the women only task to the task of both men and women.

· Sharing of good practices at national level is important for securing support from district and sub-district level as the district and sub-district level agencies listen more when message comes to them from their higher ups.  

· Participation of both national and expat staff in the EC-INGO Food Security Coordination Group is effective in levelling up understanding on the issues and enhancing inter-cooperation. Organizing INGO meeting in the field proved to be good approach to familiarize with innovative good practices implemented by host organizations.

Process-Oriented Learning
· Aligning project activities along the line of government policy increases the likelihoods of being success. 

· Conflict can be solved if continuous dialogues are held with the conflicting parties involving other relevant stakeholders when needed. 

· Collective action of the group works as binding force for the member to remain in group and also improve the group cohesion. 

· Providing opportunity to farmers to evaluate the technology, guides for whether or not to promote technology

· Putting project manager in the field enhances the capacity of subordinates and increases the coordination and cooperation with various stakeholders effectively and efficiently.

· Capacity building for different crops in the beginning is difficult for local staff. Therefore, working on limited number of crops but covering all aspects from production to marketing would bring better results. Producing seeds for self-use in the beginning and developing commercial seed producers’ group for outside supply once they gain experience

Recommendations
Recommendations for CARE International

· Farmer Association should be strengthened. They need further support. HAN support for this activity be streamlined.

· CARE should have a good plan to have all necessary data collected for all relevant activities in other projects including HAN. 

· Capacity building for different crops in the beginning is difficult for local staff. Therefore, working on limited number of crops but covering all aspects from production to marketing using value chain approach would bring better results. 

· Working with the governments in developing countries require patience for development partners as they do not move at the speed of expectation. Sometimes, the government policies change unexpectedly. CARE might keep project flexible so as to adjust with such changes. 

· Political interferences are common in many developing countries and it is specifically so for the countries that have emerged from conflict as many Acts and Regulations are yet to be developed and respected by all. Keeping provision for continued dialogues with different stakeholders while maintaining political neutrality would lead to success. 

· Ensure farmers participation in all phases of the project cycle to the extent possible so that farmers get actively involved in technology piloting including design the pilot, implementing and evaluating. This would increase not only ownership of the local people to the project, it will also facilitate for sustainability in addition to making the project less costly and more effective.

Recommendations for Donor

· The role of EC-INGO Food Security Coordination Group was effective to mobilise the national resources toward the good practices generated by the food security projects of different INGOs. These organisations may continue with greater role in food security related future or on-going projects. 
· There were about 23% of the farmers’ group that were not performing well. Their capacity needs to be improved through MAF. CARE support to MAF, in future, should include capacity building of the groups in need in the LIFT area as well as MAF Extension Workers.
· Survey for baseline and end line should be done in the same season (months) so that results are comparable across the seasons. 

CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background of the Project

CARE has been working in Timor-Leste since 1994 and is currently the largest INGOs in the country with over 230 staff.  CARE works in all 13 districts of Timor-Leste for its community education activities with specific focus on Liquica, Bobonaro, and Covalima districts covering a range of thematic areas particularly on agriculture, nutrition and health, and infrastructure. Local Initiatives for Food-security Transformation Project (LIFT) is one of the several projects undertaken by CARE. LIFT was a 4-year project (1 January 2007 to 31 December 2010) that supports about 3,000 food insecure vulnerable households in Liquica and Bobonaro districts to address the underlying causes of food insecurity. The Donors for the LIFT project were the European Commission (EC) and the Austrian Development Cooperation (ADA), the grant holder was CARE Österreich. CARE International Timor-Leste (CITL) implemented the LIFT project on behalf of CARE Österreich. The project built upon CARE’s past experience working in the target areas incorporating four inter-related strategies:

· Promoting the empowerment of vulnerable women, men and youth groups to access social and agricultural support services

· Increasing agricultural production and productivity 

· Increasing availability of improved seed through seed production at the households level, and 

· Strengthening MAF Extension Workers capacity to support communities on agriculture and food security 
Project aimed to address food security in an integrated manner that combines agricultural productivity with community health and nutrition as well as agro-business activities. The project was implemented in 21 Sucos with 204 farmers group (3,024 farming families) in Maubara sub-district (Liquica District) and Bobonaro sub-district (Bobonaro District). Within 204 farmers groups, 41 farmers groups are ‘women only groups’ and rest are mixed groups - men and women. 7.3% of women members are from women headed households.

Though the project was supposed to start in January of 2007, it actually started in full-fledged manner in July 2007 due to security problems. Upon the completion of the project, CARE decided to undertake a final evaluation hiring an external consultant to conduct a participatory review of the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability of the LIFT project (see Annex 2 for ToR for Evaluation). This report is the outcome of the evaluation.   

1.2 Purpose of the Evaluation 

The purpose of the consultancy was to conduct a participatory review of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability of the CARE/LIFT project. 

1.3 The Objectives of the Evaluation

The evaluation will measure the impact of the LIFT Project among the target beneficiaries and will report on achievement of objectives and specific project targets set out in the logical framework and proposal. The Internal Interim Reports also provide more specific information on sub-activities, whose outcomes also need to be evaluated.

1. Assess the project performance towards the fulfilment of the specific objectives and ER of the project. 

2. Assess the relevance of the project in the context of Timor Leste’s national priorities

3. Assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the project 

4. Assess the impact and sustainability of the project

5. Lessons learned of the project and recommendations for future attention of CARE, government and other donors

6. Measure the indicators as provided in the logical framework of the project.

1.4 Methodology

The evaluation was expected to assess mainly the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability based on experience of 3.5 year implementation of the project. Keeping this in mind, the evaluation methodology was designed accordingly. While designing and implementing methodology, we considered also the evaluation guidelines developed by the DAC Working Party on Aid Evaluation of the European Commission. 

The evaluation used both quantitative and qualitative methods and result-oriented participatory approaches. The quantitative method was used to analyse the internal project monitoring data and end line survey data, whereas the qualitative method included the interactions with farmers and other stakeholders and field observation. At the onset, an evaluation team was formed consisting of evaluation consultant, agriculture program manager and deputy project manager as members of the evaluation core team. They were involved in planning, methodology development, and fieldwork including participation in meetings with stakeholders and drafting report as well as sharing feedback for final report. 

The evaluation used desk study and field visit. Desk review covered review of documents provided by CARE, development of methodology, data analysis, draft report preparation and final report preparation. Field visits were made in Lisadila Suco, Mankabia and Ulwana Aldias in Liquica and Sordali, Lourba and Mungis village in Bobonaro which together covered seven field observations,  four interactions with 41 female and 18 male individual farmers who were mostly the members of farmer groups, consultations with two NGO partner organisations working in the field (CDEP and TAHA), and two government’s line agencies in Bobonaro district (District Administrator, Sub-District Administrator and Sub-district Extension Coordinator of MAF) and District Director of MAF, District Administrator and Sub-District (i.e. Maubara) Extension Coordinator in Liquica. In addition, nine frontline MAF Extension Workers were also consulted. Interactions were held also with Dili-based concerned senior officials of Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries (MAF) and three EC- NGOs on Food Security (World Vision, Mercy Corps, Oxfam). A separate meeting was held with Seeds of Life which is also Associate Partner of LIFT Project. The evaluation team members also participated in two ‘Project Handover Ceremonies’ in Liquica and Bobonaro districts organised by CARE/LIFT. 
The evaluation used extensively the quantitative data generated by the End Line Survey 2011. The survey was conducted with 179 randomly selected programme farmers in randomly selected Aldeias wherein LIFT/CARE activities were implemented. Questionnaire for the field survey was developed considering different dimensions of food security. 

Separate checklists were prepared for farmers, CARE/LIFT staff, implementing NGO partners, EC-NGO group on food security, and government agencies. A detail of the methodology (see Annex 3) including the evaluation team members (see Annex 4) and a list of stakeholders consulted (see Annex 5) is given in Annexes. The evaluation specifically focused on the following questions: 

Relevance of the Project:

1. How well did the project align with the national plan and priorities of the government?   

2. How well project is contributing to achieve MAF objective?

3. How well did the project respond to local needs and the overall context?

4. How well did the project build on existing strengths and capacities to respond to local needs?

5. What adaptations were made to fit the realities of the local context?

Effectiveness:

1. To what extent CARE promoted technologies were appropriate to target beneficiaries for boosting agriculture production

2. To what extent current staffing structure were appropriate in relation to implementing activities

3. To what degree has agricultural and food production increased and diversified among vulnerable beneficiary households?

4. What has changed in the behaviour of target beneficiaries in terms of food/seed production and storage, consumption of nutrient rich foods in dry season, personal and household hygiene ?

5. To what degree was project learning/good practices shared with other communities, MAF extension workers and related stakeholders and NGOs concerned? 

6. To what extent have beneficiary households mobilized local strengths and resources to respond to local issues, contribute to discussions and decision making on policy issues?

7. To what extent has the number of lean or hungry months been effectively reduced?

8. To what extent has communities been able to draw attention of external stakeholders to local needs and priorities?

9. To what interventions, approaches, practices or technologies do beneficiaries and communities attribute the observed changes in their food security status, health and nutrition and overall well-being?

10. How far has equity been achieved between women and men and between other groups? 

11. To what degree has CARE’s collaboration/partnerships with national, district, sub-district and Suco level organizations contributed to achieving the project goal.

12. To what degree is the project succeeding in enhancing micro-macro linkages through partnerships with government and civil society.

13. How have programme interventions been redirected in response to results of compiled learning and studies as well as routine monitoring and evaluation.

14. To what extent project expenses were cost effective and efficient?

15. To what extent CARE has mobilized and empowered women in the project 

16. To what extent visibility of donor(s) has been maintained at sub district and field?

Efficiency:

1. How responsive has been the project’s management structure?  How have changes in the organization and project management structures impacted on the delivery of outputs?  

2. How well did the various components and support mechanism of the project work?

3. How have project interventions been redirected in response to results of learning and studies as well as routine monitoring and evaluation?

4. How were beneficiaries, communities, associate partner NGOs, Government Bodies involve in decision-making about changes in project priorities?

5. How well did the project ensure the timely and on-budget delivery of outputs?

6. How well did the project ensure the contribution of associate partner NGOs and Government Bodies in the delivery of outputs?  

7. How well were conflicts and project issues resolved?

8. How CARE has participated in EC funded INGOs Coordination Group and what value it has added to the coordination group?

Impact:

1. How has the project, based on its evidence, contributed to set government and donor policies for replication of its learning and good practices?

2. What changes in community members practices, ideas and beliefs in regard to agricultural technique, natural resources management, health (including nutrition and hygiene), linkage with MAF Extension Workers 

3. What changes in household food security status, community relationships, practices and well-being have occurred which could be attributed to the project?

4. How have the provision of training, agricultural tools and inputs benefited households and groups?  

5. How have neighbouring communities, sub-districts/districts benefited from project interventions?  

6. How has the project contributed to the growth and development of groups, partner NGO/GO staff and other stakeholders?

7. How has the formation of groups contributed to social cohesion and economic viability?

8. How has the project contributed to demonstrate and establish innovative technologies and approaches on seed production, seed storage, and promotion of conservation agriculture?

9. How has the project contributed to the promotion of gender equality?

Sustainability:
1. In relation to the points above, can the project design be seen as creating change that will be self sustaining beyond the life of this project?

2. How committed are local stakeholders such as Farmer Groups Leaders, MAF Extension Workers, Suco and ALdeia Chiefs, Promotor Saude Familiar (PSF)s, local NGOs, local administrations (Suco and Aldeia) in sustaining changes?

3. Which outcomes and changes have the likelihood of being sustained by beneficiaries and communities?

4. What capacities, appropriate exit strategies have been developed/built and pursued among various stakeholders that would promote sustainability?

5. What linkage and coordination capacity have been developed for farmers groups with local MAF Extension Workers and vice versa to sustain project interventions beyond project period?

6. What knowledge and skills imparted to community groups to sustain project interventions which ensure Sustainability/adoption of promoted approaches/technologies/techniques

7. Relationships with key government and civil society stakeholders 

8. What external factors (such as environmental and political) and their effect on project activities that may positively or negatively impact the sustainability of project interventions.

1.5 Limitation of the Evaluation

The interviews and consultations were mostly conducted with the help of a translator as the principal evaluator and interviewees did not share the same language. Some information might have lost in between and some questions and responses might have been understood differently. 
Some of the enumerators who had less experience in using personal digital assistant (PDA) used PDA during interview. Chances of recording different message cannot be ruled out. This way, some outliers were noticed in the collected data. Such data were not included in the analysis.   
The evaluation was not done at the same time of the year as the baseline, which sometimes makes data difficult to compare, especially the data related to the food diversity within the last one month period of the survey. 
1.6 Organisation of the Report

The report is organised into three Chapters. Chapter one is the introductory chapter which covers project background, purpose and objectives of evaluation, evaluation methodology, limitation of the study and organisation of the report. Chapter two is about Results and Discussions. This chapter deals with details of project relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability. Chapter three contains lessons and recommendations. 
CHAPTER II: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
2.1 Relevance of the Project:

The relevance of the project is evaluated on the basis of the extent to which the project was aligned with national plan and priorities, has contributed to the achievement of government objectives, built on existing strengths and capacities response to local needs and overall context, and adapted to fit the local realities.

2.1.1 Alignment with national plan and priorities 
The project is well aligned with the national plan and priorities of the government of Timor-Leste particularly in the area of food crop development, horticulture development, seed production, water harvesting, mobilization and capacity building of agricultural communities, gender integration and food security. These issues are clearly spelled out in priorities of different directorates of the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries (MAF) including Directorate of Agriculture and Horticulture, Directorate of Irrigation, Directorate of Policy and Planning and Directorate of Community Development and Extension (MAF, 2010)

. 
2.1.2 Contributing to MAF objective 

About 200 farmers’ groups have produced about 36 ton of improved maize seed and about 3000 farm households belonging to vulnerable groups planted about 300 hectare of land producing about 750 ton of maize which is above 70%% higher than local maize. This has contributed, to some extent, achieve the MAF objective of increasing production, productivity and quality of food crops for small-scale farmers. Likewise, the project has supported the construction of 89 micro water conservation ponds and farmers have been practicing home gardening. Farmers have produced and consumed vegetables and also that they sold surplus vegetables to local market. This has contributed to the objective of improving and building irrigation facilities for higher production and productivity. 

The LIFT project has helped forming 41 women specific and 163 mixed groups of men and women farmers and has built their capacity through which LIFT agriculture interventions were implemented. This LIFT programme of gender integration has contributed to MAF objective of strengthening gender integration under MAF policy and planning.  The project has also supported MAF Extension Workers by providing training on group formation, organic fertilizer, micro water harvesting ponds, seed multiplication and storage, SALT-agro-forestry techniques and organized their exposure visit for mobilizing and building their capacity. This has contributed MAF objective of improving institutional development and outreach of agricultural extension and information system. 
2.1.3 Respond to local needs and the overall context 

The CARE/LIFT project is implemented in Maubara sub-district of Liquica district and Bobonaro sub-district of Bobonaro district. Both sub-districts are among the least developed areas of the country and people are mostly vulnerable to food insecurity as shown by various reports including the CARE food security baseline survey 2008. At the time when the project was designed, there were almost non-existent service providers including the government extension workers. Both sub-districts are vulnerable to drought, crop pests, flood and soil erosion, strong wind and post harvest storage loss of the major crops. The project was designed to address these local needs comprehensively using the food security framework after taking inputs from different stakeholders including working in the project districts. District Administrators, MAF Senior Officials, Team Leader of Seeds of Life, Director of National Disaster Management Directorate and senior officials of Ministry of Health, Oxfam and Concern. 
2.1.4 Build on existing strengths and capacities 
The project has been implemented through local farmers groups, using local materials and labour to a large extent. Some external materials were used only when they were necessary. Such interventions include construction of water conservation pond by using local labour and materials, preparation of organic fertilizer, asukuwas as cover crop, tree nursery, cooking demonstration, all using local materials. Similarly, LIFT staff force is all local except one international manager. These reflect that project has built on local strengths and capacity.

2.1.5 Adaptations made to fit the realities of the local context

Though the project document envisioned developing one to two seed producers group in each Suco with the assumption that other farmers groups in Suco purchase the seeds from them, this process of commercialization of seeds, however, could not be adopted by farmers as the farmers were largely practicing barter system. Using extensive consultation with the farmers, and capitalizing the local strength, the project adapted an innovative approach to fit the realities of local context. This adaptation has not only ensured access of quality seed to farmers at local level but also emerged as an appropriate model for government and other development partners working in food security. According to this model, seed is produced and stored in community for community use. Once the producers gain experiences in seed production and storage while producing and storing for their own use, they can produce and store seed for commercial purpose. MAF has planned to launch this model for nationwide replication from maize cropping season of 2011 (SoL, 2010). Likewise, seed storage technique was also adapted building on the existing strength, though the technology was adopted by few rich farmers in the past before the project. With project support, this existing seed storage technology was made accessible to the poor vulnerable people. This technology has also been recognized as an appropriate maize seed storage technology by other development partners including Concern Worldwide, Child Fund, Spanish Cooperation, Seeds of Life/MAF etc.  
Description of CARE’s ‘Community Based Seed Production and Storage Approach’
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CARE/LIFT promoted community based seed production and storage approach working through farmers groups of about 15 members. LIFT provided technical support along with the quality maize seeds to farmers groups on the basis of one kg one member for seed production.  LIFT also provided 1-2 airtight metal drums of 180 kg capacity for storing the seed after harvest. Farmers shared the surplus production of maize among members and neighbours for seed. Farmers groups returned the same quantity of seeds to LIFT after harvest. LIFT collected the seeds from each group and distributed them again to other farmer groups in the same or next village. The collection and distribution seed was done jointly by LIFT and MAF Extension Workers after the introduction of latter in each Suco in 2009. To maintain genetic purity the farmers groups are required to replace the improved varieties of seed in each 3-4 years. The linkage between the Extension Workers and farmers groups and their networks (farmers associations) would help farmers to replace the seed without difficulty. From three years of experience, LIFT’s community based seed production and storage approach has worked well. In last year, it was found that more than 90% of the farmers groups adopted improved maize varieties in the second season. The area under improved maize varieties has also increased rapidly over the past two years. Besides using saved seed by the members, 6 farmers groups had sold more than 1,200kg of seeds of Sele variety in 2009 and 11 farmer groups sold 2,790kg in 2010 planting seasons to other development projects, neighbours and MAF Liquica. Almost all farmers groups have adopted airtight storage systems for storing improved maize seed in their groups. These initial successes clearly indicate that CARE’s community based seed production and storage method is a community owned, community controlled and community managed approach. This is simple, doable and replicable in other areas of Timor Leste facing similar constraints. (Source: Kunwar and Guterres 2010).

2.2 Effectiveness

Effectiveness in this evaluation was assessed on the basis of the extent to which the CARE/LIFT intervention’s objectives were achieved taking into account their relative importance. Specifically, the effectiveness took into account the technologies promoted to target beneficiaries by CARE/LIFT, working approach, and achievement against logframe. The discussion on these aspects is provided below. 

2.2.1 Technological appropriateness

CARE promoted about a dozen of technologies through LIFT project to the farmers in 21 villages of Maubara and Bobonaro sub-districts. The project-promoted technologies included production and cultivation of two improved maize seed (Sele and Suwan-5), one improved peanut (Utamua) seed, improved storage techniques, labour saving maize technologies for gain shelling and milling, improved water conservation techniques, soil enrichment practices (liquid organic fertilisers, compost, legume-based mixed cropping) and home gardening. 

The technologies were first demonstrated in small scale at farmers’ field as on-farm trial or/and pilot demonstration. The demonstration and trials were assessed using participatory techniques with farmers such as farmer field day. The farmer preferred technologies were then scaled up to other farmer groups and farmers. The technologies that were not preferred by them were dropped out. Examples of dropping out the introduced technology included super grain-Pro plastic bag for seed storage and cover crop velvet bean. Some technologies were location specific. The maize grinder was liked by majority of the farmers in Bobonaro but not by the farmers of Liquica. Therefore, it was promoted in Bobonaro but not in Liquica. Similarly, among two maize varieties, farmers’ preference was more for Sele than for Suwan-5. The farmers, in fact, promoted the former variety by themselves. They have been continuously using some of the technologies such as Sele maize, Utamua peanuts, seed drum, maize shelling machine, home gardening and water pond since 2008 indicating that these technologies are appropriate to a large extent to the user farmers. Some of the technologies have also been scaled up beyond the project boundary either through other agencies or directly by farmers. Such technologies, for example, include maize-shelling machine through Oxfam; and Sele maize seed and Utamua peanut seed directly by neighbouring farmers. 

Farmers have extensively cultivated Sele maize seed as it gave 72.2 % yield increase over local strains in consecutive two years 2009 and 2010. Also that the use of improved storage has contributed to higher stock of food grain by reducing about 30% storage loss in maize. The technological appropriateness could also be judged from the saying of interviewed farmers that almost two-third of them expressed of having better production status than before with the use of technologies delivered by the project. However for almost 30% respondents their production status was same as before whereas, for 3% it was better before the project. The reasons for lower yield for the 3% respondents were bad seed, low rainfall and pest problem in the standing crop. Therefore, the given technologies were appropriate for majority of the farmers but not for all. 
Table 4 below indicates that maize seed production, seed storage in drum, and home garden and drum for food grain storage are liked by majority of the respondent farmers. In other activities there was less number of respondents who reported that they preferred them. One of the reasons for less number of respondents preferring them was that the respondents perhaps were not familiar with some technologies as the technologies such as water pond, maize grinder, SALT, peanuts and tree seedlings were conducted in lesser number than other technologies. Similarly, some activities such as maize grinder, group seed bank, storage house and improved sweet potato were introduced in the later part of the project. The farmers might not have adequate experience to evaluate them.  The Table 4 also provides an interesting information that for almost all activities, it was female who preferred them more than male farmer respondents. 
Benefits from home garden

Farmers’ groups cultivated different vegetables in dry season by establishing 167 home gardens generally using the water collected in rainy season in especially constructed water pond. The farmers derived benefits from home garden in two ways. First, they consumed the vegetables and diversified their diets with nutrient rich foods in the periods (from June to November) when farmers rarely eat green vegetables. Second, they sold surplus vegetables in nearby market and earned money. 

Table1: Farmer preferred activities 
	Preferred activity
	N
	% male
	% female

	Seed storage in drum
	148
	46
	54

	Maize seed production
	127
	42
	58

	Home garden
	124
	40
	60

	Drum for foodgrain storage
	91
	30
	70

	Compost
	72
	23
	77

	Water pond
	62
	18
	82

	Materials for group
	58
	18
	82

	Group food reserve
	53
	18
	82

	House for storage
	37
	13
	87

	Group seed bank
	36
	13
	87

	Maize grinders
	32
	13
	87

	Health and nutrition
	29
	8
	92

	Sweet potato
	28
	10
	90

	Local products
	25
	9
	91

	Peanuts
	22
	8
	92

	Asukuwas
	20
	8
	92

	SALT
	6
	1
	99

	Tree seedlings
	6
	1
	99


Data source: End Line Survey, 2011

2.2.2 Appropriateness of staffing structure 

CARE/LIFT has provision for a total of 24 staff comprising of an expatriate and 23 national staff. The duties of the staff were assigned from project component and management perspective. Number of staff at district level was assigned based on the programme weight considering number of beneficiaries to be covered. The staff force of the project included one person each for International Project Manager, National Project Manager, Women Empowerment Officer, Agriculture Officer (replaced in place of Disaster Risk Management Officer), Monitoring and Evaluation Coordinator, and Data Entry and Monitoring Officer; two Project Officers, 11 Community Facilitators, three nutrition/health facilitators, and two drivers. The frontline workforce is the 11-Community Facilitators including two from NGO partners. This human resource performed well in providing technical guidance and empowering the target communities of 3024 farm families. The 1:300 agent-client ratio was comparable with the ratio of other developing countries. MTR had estimated to have their lessened workload, but discussion with staff revealed that they had to work hard even beyond the office hours in many cases. The evaluator has observed some staff, especially the National Project Manager working even during the weekend. More importantly, they were complaining the overload before, but they seemed happy this time even though the workload was not lessened. Except that the field staff complained about rigidity as well as more time taken by the Dili Office to complete the process of their requisition for goods, there was nothing that evaluator heard any negative remarks from the staff on his/her direct and indirect efforts to explore their opinion. 

It was observed during midterm review that there was a weak staff capacity in social mobilisation. This time the capacity in this respect was much enhanced as observed by their behaviours with farmers and government officials; they seemed more matured, more experienced and more comfortably dealing with stakeholders than before. 

Since the staff force was happy with current staffing pattern and that every result was achieved as per planned and revised document, this could be said that the current staffing pattern was appropriate. This pattern could be used also for HAN project which has been developed based on lessons learnt from the LIFT project. 
2.2.3 Food production and diversification 

Several sources indicated that there has been increase in agricultural and food production for target households especially for such crops as maize, peanuts, cassava, sweet potato and vegetables. The reasons for increase were given as use of improved seed varieties and soil improvement technologies. The increase of food crop production can also be assessed from the analysis of crop cutting data of 2009 and 2010 for local and improved maize varieties. Maize is taken an example here because it is the crop which is grown by almost all target households and is regarded as predominant crop for food security of the vulnerable households in the target area. Table 2 shows that there were substantial yield increases of improved Sele over the local variety of maize in both 2009 and 2010. As can be seen, the yield for Sele is almost 62% more over the local in 2009 and 81% in 2010 under the farmer condition. It was informed that other management conditions for both types of varieties were similar. The reason for differences in yield in two years might have been due to that the year 2010 had more uniform distribution of rain during the entire maize season than in the year 2009. Therefore, average yields for both Sele and Local are higher in 2010 than in 2009.   

Table 2: Maize yield in group plots - improved Sele vs local variety in 2009 and 2010

	Variety
	Unit
	2009
	2010
	Average of two years

	
	
	N= 17
	N= 13
	

	Sele
	Kg/ha
	2375
	3158
	2766

	Local
	Kg/ha
	1467
	1746
	1606

	Difference
	%
	62
	81
	72


Source: Cropping data compilation by the project

The end line survey result also has shown that there has been maize yield increase by almost two-third times over a period of two years since 2008 when baseline survey was conducted (Table 3). The Table provides information that percentage of households producing lower level of yield has decreased from 72% to 46% whereas, there is increased percentage of households producing higher level of yield thereby indicating that more number of HHs have moved from lower level of yield to higher yield level.  Overall household crop yield increase was 66% compared to baseline yield which is much higher than the project target of 30% increase in household annual crop yields.  
Table 3: Maize  productivity before and after the project , % hhs
	Yield category
	Baseline information      (N=258 hhs)
	End line survey information     (N=168 hhs)
	Differences

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	 
	% households
	Average yield
	% households
	Average yield
	% households
	Average yield

	 
	
	Kg/ha
	
	Kg/ha
	
	Kg/ha

	≤ 500
	72
	210
	46
	282
	-26
	72

	501 to 1000
	23
	629
	26
	709
	3
	80

	1001 to 1500
	3
	1253
	11
	1239
	8
	-14

	>1500
	2
	1743
	17
	3329
	15
	1586

	Overall yield increase over the period
	66%


Data source: Baseline Survey, 2008 and End line Survey, 2011.

Crop diversification

There has been diversification in crop varieties and vegetable crops. Improved varieties of different crops have been added over the year. In terms of vegetable crops, dry season vegetables such as mustard green, brinjal (aubergine), tomato, xabi, alfanso, chillies, bitter gourd and Kanko have been added to the existing wet season vegetables such as chayote, pumpkin, beans, and asukuwas. The diversification in crop varieties and vegetables has helped greatly in diversifying the food of vulnerable target households as most of the produces are self-consumed by the producing households.  The Table 4 below presents clear improvement in crop diversification.

Table 4: Type of crops and crop varieties in 2007 and 2010 in Bobonaro and Maubara sub-districts. 
	Crops before the project
	Current crops

	1. Local maize
	1. Local maize

	2. Local beans
	2. Improved maize

	3. Local peanut
	3. Local beans

	4. Cassava
	4. Local peanut

	5. Local sweet potato
	5. Improved peanut

	6. Wet season vegetable
	6. Cassava

	7. Cover crop Asukuwas
	7. Local sweet potato

	8. Local rice
	8. Improved sweet potato

	9. Chayote
	9. Wet season vegetable

	10. Pumpkin
	10. Dry season vegetables

	
	11. Cover crop Asukuwas

	
	12. Local rice

	
	13. Chayote

	
	14. Pumpkin

	
	15. Kanko

	
	16. Brinjal

	
	17. Tomato

	
	18. Xabi

	
	19. Alfanso

	
	20. Chillies

	
	21. Bitter gourd


Source: Discussion with project management team

In addition, farmers in both sub-districts grow such fruits as Pineapple, Orange, Papaya, Mango, Jackfruit, Banana, Coffee, Coconut and Candle nuts and add value to food diversity. As the LIFT project did not have program support for the fruit crops, their analysis is not done here. 

2.2.4 Behaviour change of target group 

This part deals with the factors that changed in the behaviour of target beneficiaries in terms of food/seed production and storage, consumption of nutrient rich foods in dry season, personal and household hygiene.

Food production and storage

Currently, farmers are aware of the differences between seed and food grain. Previously, farmers did not consider seed and grain different as they did not see the difference between them. In our interactions with them, many of them told that they knew why seed should be stored differently from the food grain. Not only that they knew the importance of storing the seed and food grain separately, they actually translated this knowledge into practice. They also informed that they practiced various techniques including collective seed production, dry season vegetable production and marketing, water conservation in rainy season and using it for dry season irrigation, compost making, and preparing liquid organic fertilizers and compost. The Table 5 shows that in an average about 36% of the respondents have changed their behaviour in terms of adapting technologies related to agricultural production and processing. Technology-wise,74%% of the respondents reported that they adapted metal bin for seed storage. Likewise, 69% adapted home garden, and 56% improved maize. This way, the logframe target of 50% of farmer group adopting two or more new/improved sustainable agricultural practices had been achieved.  Almost of the respondents told that the main factor for the adaption of new technology was the teaching from the LIFT/CARE project using different methods including piloting technology in farmers’ field, involving them in technology implementation and evaluation, providing training and mentoring, organising exposure visits, supporting through different materials and inputs. Looking from the gender perspective, though there were 66% female in the total respondents, the women who changed their behaviour in technology adoption in an average are 88% demonstrating that women are, in fact, more innovative than men in terms of adopting new technology. 
Table 5: Change in respondents’ behaviour in terms of technology adaption 
	Technology
	N
	% of total
	% male
	% female

	Maize storage using Metal drum (Bidon)  
	133 
	74
	26
	74

	Home Garden
	124
	69
	21
	79

	Cultivation of improved Maize Sele or Suwan 5
	101
	56
	18
	82

	Planting peanuts 
	72
	40
	11
	89

	Preparing organic fertilizers (compost) or liquid fertilizer 
	70
	39
	14
	86

	Planting improved sweet potato variety   
	55
	31
	9
	91

	Linkage with MAF Extension Officer (ligasuan ho MAF extension workers) 
	50
	28
	11
	89

	Planting Asukuwas  
	42
	23
	9
	91

	Preparing local product for nutrition and income (produto lokal – tempe and dosi) 
	39
	22
	8
	92

	Use of agriculture tools borrowing from the group, 
	34
	19
	4
	96

	Use of maize grinders (makina dulas batar) borrowing from the group
	33
	18
	6
	94

	Use of Maize sheller (beu batar) borrowing from the group
	28
	16
	3
	97

	SALT agro-forestry technique 
	5
	3
	1
	99

	Average
	65
	36
	12
	88

	Data source: End Line Survey, 2011.

Consumption of different type of food
	
	


They also mentioned that they diversified their diet during dry season (May-October) while eating vegetables additionally to their traditional food: maize and bean.  Eating maize, bean and green vegetable means that they have now more balanced diets from the nutritional point of view. This has made their meals more balanced in terms of carbohydrate (energy), protein and micro-nutrients. Major factor of change was the availability of food through their household production.  Table 6 shows the consumption of diverse food by respondents. As can be seen, they ate food from almost all food groups.  
	Table 6:  Percentage of HH reporting consumption of different food groups

	SN
	Food Group
	No eat at all
	Eat
	Eat 1-3 times/wk
	Eat 4-5 times/wk
	Daily

	1
	Rice, maize, sorghum, cassava, noodles
	0
	100
	35
	13
	53

	2
	Pumpkins, carrots, squash, chayote  and other yellow colored foods
	8
	92
	69
	12
	11

	3
	Irish potatoes, sweet potatoes, tapioca, yam, corm and other roots/tubers
	8
	92
	45
	10
	36

	4
	Cassava leaves, spinach, papaya leaves, pumpkin leaves, broccoli, kale and other green leafy vegetables
	18
	82
	28
	8
	46

	5
	Other vegetables: brinjal, papaya flowers, green papaya and others
	16
	84
	37
	12
	35

	6
	Legumes/vegetable proteins – all green beans, green/dry peas, lentils, nuts and other leguminous vegetables
	29
	71
	32
	4
	35

	7
	Vitamin A rich fruits – Ripe papaya, tomatoes and other colored fruits 
	14
	86
	51
	6
	28

	8
	Other fruits – mango, orange, pomegranate, pineapple and other fruits
	42
	56
	44
	9
	5

	9
	Meat – goat meat, sheep meat, pork, chicken, beef and other wild meat
	29
	71
	55
	5
	10

	10
	Eggs – chicken eggs, duck eggs, and other wild eggs
	34
	66
	54
	10
	2

	11
	Sea food - wet and dry fish, prawns, crabs, and other sea foods
	34
	66
	54
	9
	3

	12
	Milk and milk based foods – milk, yogurt, lassi, etc
	31
	69
	52
	10
	8

	13
	Oils and fats – cooking oils, cheese, butter, ghee, palm oil, coconut oil, etc
	49
	51
	24
	1
	26

	14
	Sugar and honey
	22
	88
	30
	8
	40

	15
	Coffee, tea 
	11
	89
	21
	3
	65


Data source: End Line Survey, 2011
Personal and household hygiene

Likewise, we also came to know that they paid more attention to personal hygiene by practicing hand washing after toilet use (39%), washing hands before food preparation (39%) vegetable washing before cooking and using LED lamp for lighting (53%). Project supports in terms of materials and advice, linkage with SISCa, demonstrations conducted in women’s groups were the major factors of this change as per the farmers to whom we interacted. The achievement in personal and household hygiene fell short of the project target of 70% of trained women groups demonstrate, hygiene and nutrition practices by the end of the project. This might have been due to the problem in full fledged service delivery for the entire period of the project because of frequent change in the related staff in the beginning of the project, unavailability of qualified staff to immediately fill up the vacancy, and late start for linkage development with SISCa.  
Table 7: Change in hygiene practices

	Hygiene practices
	% of respondents

	Use of LED lamp for smoke free lighting
	53

	Washing hand before food preparation
	39

	Washing hand after using toilet
	39


Data source: End Line Survey, 2011
2.2.5 Sharing of good practices among stakeholders

LIFT project’s excellent relations with stakeholders have been continuing.  Evidences of good practices shared with stakeholders are documented in the LIFT database. Available evidences suggest that there had been frequent sharing of good practices with MAF extension workers, MAF food security technical working group, EC-supported NGOs food security coordination group, and MAF thereafter sharing with all 13 district offices.  

At the community level, good practices were shared by making visits of farmers and MAF extension workers to programme sites. The evaluator saw MAF Extension Officers in both districts visiting the farmers’ fields in order to get acquainted with the LIFT promoted activities and interacting with the farmers about the strengths and weaknesses of practices they undertook. 

At the project sub-district level, good practices were shared through monthly meetings among MAF Extension Officers and LIFT staff. 

At the district level, experience sharing workshops were organised which were participated by representative of men and women farmers, extension officers, staff of partner NGOs, staff of bilateral agencies working in the district and LIFT staff. The workshops were of three days and the participants reviewed the experiences, discussed about the use of experiences for planning, and identified needs for capacity building of MAF Extension Officers. Therefore, sharing of good practices was done quite intensively and largely interacting monthly with MAF Extension Officers, especially at the later stage of the project after the capacity building MAF extension workers was made a component of the project and occasionally through formal and informal ways with other stakeholders including EC-supported NGOs. 

2.2.6 Mobilisation of local strengths 

Beneficiary households are members in Farmer Groups. The group members are mobilized themselves, of course through the support of the LIFT project, and also have mobilized local resources in some cases and have blended local resources with improved technology in other cases. Before the LIFT project, they were not organized and had not raised collective voices; and that way, the individual voices were too small to draw the attention of duty bearers. With the introduction of LIFT project, they were organized into groups and enhanced their capacity to put demands collectively, to some extent. Collectively, the beneficiaries have mobilized local resources and local strengths to produce and store maize seed, and carry out water harvesting technologies. These technologies which gave good results and were preferred highly by the farmers in target area became national agenda of the government and other stakeholders. Accordingly, the MAF has planned these success stories to replicate nationwide. These few examples, however, cannot be said that beneficiary households have mobilized local strengths and resources to respond to local issues, contribute to discussions and decision making on policy issues. The capacity of the beneficiary households to influence the policy issues is yet to be developed. This can be said that about 23% of the farmers’ group were found not well-capacitated even to implement the given technologies and supports.  

2.2.7 Reduction in hungry months 

Income from vegetables: In an average US$ 324 per dry season community home garden has been estimated for value of vegetables from both selling and home consumption with highest value being 1200$. There were 167 home gardens established and average number of members per group being 15. Considering the successful home garden with 150 farmers groups (17 home garden were badly damaged due to rain and few also damaged by animals) there are about 2,250 households (74.4% of total beneficiaries) benefited by this activity. Per household income from this activity is an average of $ 21.6. This amount can purchase 63 kg of rice which is enough for a month at two daily meals for an average an average family of six. The local practice is that rural people normally eat tuber based foods (cassava, taro, sweet potato, yam) as a breakfast, not cereals (rice and/or maize). This way, above 80% of the target beneficiaries have been reducing food insecurity by a month from the vegetables of the home garden alone.  

Increased production from improved maize: Every household has planted about three kg of Sele maize seed in an area of about 800 square meters, in an average. The production from this land is about 216 kg per season at 2700kg/ha. If local maize planted for the same area, the production would be about 129 kg at 1606 kg/ha rate. The difference between the two is 87 kg. If post harvest handling loss is estimated at 10%, the net incremental gain from the Sele variety over the local is about 78 kg. If milling loss is deducted by 20%, the edible food from the 78 kg would be 62.4 kg. Based on the extensive consultation with households, the cereal consumption per day per households of a family of six is about 2.1 kg for two meals. It is observed that local practice is eating three meals per day. Of them, two meals are cereal-based meals and one meal is tuber-based meal. The above quantity of maize is enough to meet calorie requirement of 1400 Kcalorie per person per day. This way, the incremental yield from Sele maize is adequate to feed a family for a month. 

Sharing non-seed maize from community land: It is also that maize seed is produced in 200 groups in community land. It is estimated that each group plants average of 10 kg of seed at 0.25 ha of land. The production of Sele maize in this land is 675 kg. By reducing handling loss at 10%, keeping aside 180 kg seed for next planting and reducing milling loss at 20%, the remaining maize (available for food) is about 22 kg per household which is again adequate to meet calorie requirement of a family for 11 days. 

Saving from losses: About 30% loss of seed and grain in maize can be reduced to zero thereby saving 54 kg in 180 kg drum. As 2 drums are given per households, the per household saving of maize is 108 kg. Considering a factor of 0.8 recovery rate, the quantity of food saved from the storage loss is 86 kg. This food quantity is therefore enough for 43 days for a family. 

Above analysis provides information that the project has reduced food insecurity of vulnerable beneficiary households by almost 3.75 months.  

Since the project distributed airtight metal bins late in the season, the saving from the storage losses would take place in the year 2011. So, the reduction in food security by 3.75 months is applicable only from the year 2011. Before 2011, the project’s contribution in this regard is estimated at 2 months and 10 days which is much above the project target of reducing food insecurity by one month
The increased yield might have contributed to have more number of respondents eaten three meals a day (Table 8) by both male and female. Out of 166 respondents, there were only 6 six respondents (4 female and 2 male) who reported that they ate two diets per day. Similarly, there only three respondents (2 female, and 1 male) who told that they ate 4 meals per day. The three meal eaters were 94% respondents of which 48% were male and 52% female. This indicates that there was not gender discrimination in diet. 
Table 8: Percentage of respondents who have eaten different number of diets per day. 
	Diet per day
	N
	% male
	% female

	2
	6
	33
	67

	3
	157
	48
	52

	4
	3
	33
	67


Data source: End Line Survey, 2011
2.2.8 Ability of community to draw attention of external stakeholders 

Access to quality improved seeds and irrigation during the dry season are felt local needs. Based on these needs, CARE/LIFT piloted community level seed multiplication and low-cost micro water conservation techniques. These techniques were proven successful in the communities where CARE/LIFT worked. To observe these good practices and interact with practicing farmers, some external stakeholders including EC-funded NGOs for food security, MAF officials and Seeds of Life representatives as well as a team from AusAID visited the activity sites. Convinced from these good practices, the EC has allocated Euro 2.2 m for promoting innovative approaches in three key areas such as the (i) seed production, (ii) seed storage and (iii) water harvesting which had been piloted and demonstrated successfully at community level. Water harvesting has been replicated by Oxfam, Concern, and Child Fund after a learning from CARE. SoL’s has set aside 3.01 million AUD for promotion of informal seed production and distribution at a national level through MAF Extension System based on the lessons learned from CARE/LIFT (SoL, 2010: 33p) in all the districts and sub-districts  of Timor Leste which are not currently covered by CARE. The activities implemented by community have thus draw the attention of external stakeholders. This was possible through the efforts of different stakeholders including the project management, collabourative actions of EC-funded Food Security INGOs working in the country and farmers’ groups, to some extent.  The capacity of the community to influence policy decision on its own is, however, yet to be developed. 

2.2.9 Attribution to changes 

This section deals with interventions, approaches, practices or technologies that had been attributed by beneficiaries and communities to observed changes in their food security status and health and nutrition. 

Attributing interventions, approaches, practices or technologies to food security 

Community people and group members reported that  high production of Sele maize and reduction in storage loss, higher production of Utamua peanuts and production of vegetable during the dry season by using compost, liquid organic fertilizers and water conserved during rainy season were the main reasons for reducing food insecurity among the farming community. The interventions have not only increased the quantity of meals but also supplied elements necessary for a healthy life. By consuming maize, they received more carbohydrate; from greater quantity of peanut consumption, they got more quantity of protein and from the consumption of vegetables they received micronutrients. Therefore, the interventions were strategically interwoven for the food security status, health and nutrition and overall well-being of target population. 

In our focus group discussion, community people also appreciated the project’s group approach for collective action including seed production and seed storage leading to self-reliance on seed that would help attain self-sufficiency in household food production through increased production. The group approach has also been attributed by farmers for sustaining the good practices and their empowerment. Likewise, respondents of the end line survey told that they had been greatly supported by group in terms of consulting them and providing materials as per their demand. The services were beneficial to them in many respects (Table 9)

Table 9: Benefits from group as expressed by respondents 

	Benefit from Group
	N
	%

	High production
	112
	78

	More food
	89
	62

	More income
	75
	52

	Less pest problem
	43
	30

	Benefit yet to see
	18
	13

	Other
	1
	1

	No benefit
	0
	0


 Data source: End Line Survey, 2011
Attributing interventions, approaches, practices or technologies to health and nutrition
Health and Nutrition programme of the project was provided to 41 women groups. Main activities under this programme were health and nutrition education, Promotor Saudi Familia (PSF) orientation, distribution and use of IEC materials such as pictorial Nutrition Flip chart, encouragement for establishing home garden for planting different types of vegetables, cooking demonstration, demonstration on preparing Tempeh (a fermented soybean product using local materials) and encouragement for using SISCA facilities especially for those who have malnourished children, hand washing and use of LED-Lamp. These activities were reported as good for raising awareness among the women members of the groups. In some cases, they have been using these practices such as hand washing, vegetable washing, preparing nutritious local product for consumption and sale, and using LED-Lamp. 

As informed by respondents through end line survey, the major factors of change were seeds, other materials, training, and learning visits as well as group support. 

 2.2.10 Equity achieved between women and men  

 The equity between men and women was looked from perspective of participation, decision-making, benefit sharing and leadership development. Both men and women participated in hoeing and weeding, harvesting, drying, storage, shelling maize, grinding and in participating in training. Women participated in seed sowing of maize, seed selection, selling seed, buying seed and using money. There was no major activity that was done only by men. Traditionally, women have been dominating role in agriculture whether it is the matter of participation, decision-making and using money and it has been continuing also in this project. There were, however, four areas that they made changes here. 

· Traditionally, maize shelling was women specific task. With the introduction of maize shelling machine, this activity is now done by both men and women. 

· Similarly, maize grinding role of women had gone to both men and women in the area where grinding machine was practiced. 

· Decision about selecting plot for specific crop was traditionally made by men. This is now shifted to women. 

· Participation in community work and conducting meeting was men specific task. These days, this activity is done both by men and women. 

The changes in the first two activities were due to introduction of machines, whereas the latter two changes were brought about by the raised awareness of women due to their participation in training, cross visit and interaction with project persons. What has been still continuing was that women kept silence when they are not specifically asked in the mixed group meeting. The male domination was observed in leading the discussion. However, in women specific group, they put their agenda very strongly and articulated them. This shows that there have been some changes in gender role leading to equity but it is in a primitive stage requiring more support for greater equity.  

Table 10 shows that, in general, there have been shifts in activities to joint action from both male and female role as compared to the situation in 2008.  The increased role of men is found in planting seed, seed selection, and maize shelling. The women’s role is reported to have increased in land preparation, weeding, harvesting, buying inputs and using incomes, whereas there have been decreased role in planting seed, selecting seed, seed storage, seed drying, selling produce, shelling maize and grinding maize. The decreased roles of women in these operations were mainly because of sharing of work load by men especially due to introduction of machines. Additionally, many stereotyped gender-specific operations have moved to joint operations. 

Table 10: Change in gender role in agriculture related activities

	Involvement in
	N
	Male
	Female
	Both

	Land preparation
	178
	-23
	17
	7

	Planting seed
	176
	3
	-24
	22

	Weeding
	176
	-9
	3
	6

	Harvesting
	174
	-3
	16
	-6

	Seed selection
	178
	4
	-20
	16

	Seed storage
	176
	-1
	-14
	17

	Seed drying
	179
	-3
	-10
	15

	Buying seeds/tools
	177
	-16
	15
	3

	Selling produce
	168
	-1
	-19
	15

	Using income for family
	176
	-15
	19
	-4

	Maize shelling
	174
	16
	-21
	5

	Maize grinding
	179
	0
	-5
	5

	Average
	176
	-4
	-4
	8


Data source: Baseline Survey, 2008; End Line Survey, 2011

Note: - denotes lower level in 2011 than the level in 2008


2.2.11 CARE’s collaboration/partnerships with national stakeholders  

The outcome of the discussions with farmers groups, government agencies at Suco, sub-district, district and national level indicated that the partnership of CARE with these agencies have contributed towards achieving the project goal of improving the food security and strengthening the resilience of farming households in Bobonaro and Maubara subdistricts thereby contributing to food security policy of government of Timor-Leste. 

The partnership approach of CARE/LIFT has been heralded by farmers groups, government agencies at Suco, sub-district, district and national level that we interacted with. The briefing of program and socializing staff at Suco and Aldeia level, making roles and responsible clear, giving due respect to elected persons were the strategic process used by the project. This has helped locate the project sites and vulnerable population and creating enabling environment for project environment. The project’s success and sustainability depended largely on the active involvement of Suco and Aldeia chiefs as described by the sub-district Administration of Bobonaro and Suco chiefs there.  

The partnership at sub-district level was forged with MAF Extension Coordinators at Maubara sub-district and Bobonaro sub-district. Both CARE/LIFT staff and the MAF Coordinator worked very closely in both sub-districts. They jointly visited field, organized joint monthly meeting wherein achievement of the past month were reviewed and action plan for coming month is chalked out. They jointly carried out many activities based on their comparative advantage. Forging partnership at sub-district level made the project easy to get support from sub-district administrator in several occasions including resolving conflicts and get regular update of security situation. 

The partnership grew well during the latter part of the project after the change was made on result 4 and activities on capacity enhancing of MAF extension workers were carried out. There had been introduction of extension workers to the farmers group supported by LIFT and vice-versa by making joint visit by MAF extension workers and CARE/LIFT staff, discussion about the good practices that the farmers carried out, discussion about extension services in future from MAF extension workers in place of CARE/LIFT staff and finally complete handing over the CARE/LIFT services to MAF in a formal ceremony. The project during our field work was at a stage of handing over the project outcomes to MAF. We observed two handing over ceremonies one at Liquica and other at Bobonaro district. The ceremony was made formal wherein participation was of all extension workers including sub-district MAF Extension Coordinator, MAF District Director, Sub/District Administrator, Suco and Adleia Chiefs, CARE/LIFT staff, and all group leaders. There was a briefing about the good practices and commitment made by MAF Sub/District Director/ Coordinator to continue services to the groups. In our discussion with MAF staff, they told us that there were many activities to which they were able to provide services even with existing resources. For effective services, however, the frontline extension workers would require support for transportation and communication. Their practical demand was for motorbike, fuel and calling card for mobile. In addition to transportation and communication, there are other problems that might hinder the smooth operation of MAF extension services in the project area. These include:

a. Inadequate resources—seed, materials, training

b. Transportation—hill context, road is there, vehicle do not ply frequently, walking takes a long time, no motorbike for extension workers

c. No training/orientation on hill/rainfed upland agriculture as govt priority has been on low land agriculture; and  technologies in school is also oriented to low land irrigated technologies

d. Low level of monitoring from district MAF Office making the Suco Extension worker (PPL) less active

e. Low experience and confidence on agriculture
This would be nice if other projects were there in the LIFT project area continuing after the LIFT phseout to support MAF. As we were informed there no such projects were operating there, nor is there any information about new projects going there in near future. In such a situation CARE might think of making some support possibly through HAN Project working in nearby districts. Secondly, CARE may also  lobby MAF for allocating more resources to the Extension Workers in these areas.

2.2.12 Enhancement of micro-macro linkages

The project had an inbuilt mechanism to promote micro-macro linkage for project effectiveness, sustainability and replication of good practices.  There is Coordination Group among the EC-funded NGOs for food security since 2007 which played very active role to share the good practices among the NGOs as well as share them with government. The Group encouraged MAF and supported it to organize national workshops on food security in 2008, 2009 and 2010. The workshop themes were: Working Together for Food Security in Timor Leste in April 2009, National Workshop on Strengthening Extension Services in November 2009, National Workshop on Sharing Food security Good Practices in September 2010 and support to MAF to develop National Policy on on-farm storage in October 2010. Simultaneously, cross visits and specific purposeful visit to areas of water conservation, seed storage through air tight drums, community-based seed production were made by MAF higher officials and EC-NGOs on food security (Oxfam, Mercy Corps, HIVOS, World Vision) to have first hand information from the implementer farmers and observe the good practices in field. 

Learning from the micro-level success of the Project intervention particularly on seed production, seed storage and low cost water conservation, the following macro level changes were made by MAF:

1. National policy on-farm storage has been developed including the promotion of air tight storage 

2. MAF has decided to implement community based  seed production in 13 districts with 1000 seed production group through MAF Extension Officers from 2011 seasons

3. EC has allocated 2.2 million Euro for the promotion of innovative approaches on seed production, seed storage and low cost water conservation in Sucos needing support in these areas.  

 The above information indicates that the project has largely been able to enhance micro-macro linkage.

2.2.13 Change of interventions in response to the change in context 

One of the Results areas of the project was Disaster Risk Management (DRM). The implementation of activities under this Result was closely linked with the formation and activeness/readiness of the Disaster Management Committee (DMC) of the government at local level.  Since DMC formation could not take place in time in many Sucos due to delayed in socialization of national policy on disaster risk management and lack of readiness of local governments to implement activities on disaster risk management and lack of funding support for the implementation of community action plans, this component was changed to strengthening the capacity of MAF extension workers. The change from DRM Result which was not performing well due to lack of conducive working environment to the capacity strengthening of MAF in response to results of learning was a good decision for the proper use of resources. The strengthening of MAF capacity was important and urgent not only from the MAF perspective but also from the perspective of sustainability and replication of good practices of the project. The capacity of MAF extension workers was low as they were less experienced with innovative approaches, had gap in new technology, and had low level of confidence on their technical skills. Therefore, updating the technical skills in new innovations of the MAF extension workers, who would be providing technical guidance to farmers in the project area after the project, was necessary and the change in resource use from DRM to this area was a wise decision done in timely manner.      

Likewise, Suco level seed producer group which was originally planned was changed to community seed production and storage in each group as the latter was successful. 

Similarly, the project document had storage option open with particular emphasis on silo. The project experimented with super grain plastic bag and air tight drum as the silo was out rightly rejected by the farmers’ groups for storing maize. The super grain plastic bag had problems with rat damage, whereas air tight drum was found a great success. Based on the results of the experiment, the project promoted the air tight drum storage techniques. Farmers now are keeping the seed as well as maize food grain in the air tight drum. 

Further, the project document’s working through the Suco Health Management Committee was changed to linking project’s health programme with the government’s SISCa programme so as to align with the government policy.  

The project interventions were changed in response to the changing context. In many cases, such changes were made by taking stakeholders into confidence so that their ownership in the change was reflected.  

2.2.14 Cost effectiveness and efficiency 

The cost effectiveness and efficiency can be looked from the cost-benefit analysis of activity under consideration and mechanisms applied for reducing the cost. Benefit-cost analysis is given below for major activities including maize seed production and storage, maize food grain storage in air tight drum and home gardening as these activities were regarded as the most promising good practices by many respondents belonging to government, non-government and beneficiaries. 

Benefit-Cost of Seed Production and  Seed Storage and Food Grain Storage of Improved Maize and Home Garden

Seed Production and  Seed Storage
The incremental yield of improved Sele maize was estimated at 1160 kg/ha over the local maize. Farmer groups planted Sele seed in 0.25 land. The incremental yield of an individual group for planting Sele maize is thus estimated at 290 kg. Out of this, handling loss is estimated at 10%. Reducing the 10% handling loss, remaining produce becomes 261 kg. Out of this 180 kg is stored for seed in a drum which can be priced at US$ 0.75/kg. Remaining 81 kg is used as food grain and is priced at US$ 0.4/kg. Thus the total incremental value is US$ 167.4. This amount is deducted from the total costs (US$ 28.52) that came from the expenses of training, seed, drum and maize sheller. Thus the net benefit from incremental yield is US$ 138.88 per group from a 0.25 land. This indicates that the activity was highly cost effective. Similarly, the benefit over cost of food grain storage at air tight drum is also positive at US$ 17.60. Likewise, the net profit of a home garden is US$ 107.44.  

Table 11: Cost and benefit of improved maize seed production storage 

	Costs
	US$

	Cost of training/group (Total training cost US$ 1719 divided by 200 groups as the benefit of the training goes to all groups)
	11.17

	Cost of seed/group (actual)
	11.25

	Cost of a drum (Actual cost US$ 31.00 is divided by 10 as the drum age is estimated minimum of 10 years)
	3.10

	Maize sheller (Actual cost US$ 15 divided by 5 as the age of maize sheller is estimated minimum of 5 years)
	3

	Total cost
	28.52

	Benefit
	

	Incremental yield per group in 0.25 ha land due to Sele planting
	290

	Product after reducing 10% handling loss
	261

	Value of 180 ka seed at $ 0.75 per kg
	135

	Value of  remaining 81 kg of food grain at $ 0.4 per kg
	32.4

	Total value
	167.4

	Net profit (US$)
	138.88


Data source: CARE LIFT project 2010 and discussion with project management team

Benefit-cost analysis of maize seed storage shows that there is a net profit of US$ 17.60 per year per drum indicating that the activity was profitable. 

Benefit-cost of Food Grain Storage

Cost

Cost of air tight drum = US$ 40

Drum age minimum 10 years

Per year cost of drum = US$ 4

Benefits

Grained saved due to storage of maize 30% of 180 kg = 54 kg

Value of 54 kg maize grain at US$ 0.4/kg = 21.6

Net profit (21.6 – 4.00) = 17.60 per year

Benefit-cost of Home Gardening
Home gardening is closely linked with water pond. The pond is expected to last at least, five years. Therefore, cost incurred for the construction of pond is divided by 5 and resultant value is added to the cost of training and seed to make a total cost of home gardening. The total cost, this way, of a normal size home garden is USD 216.56. The value generated by the sale of home garden product is estimated at USD 324.00. The net profit from this intervention is USD 107.44 (Table 12).  

Table 12: Cost and benefit of home gardening

	Training cost
	27.50

	Water pond
	118.06

	Seed
	71.00

	Total Cost
	216.56

	Benefit
	324.00

	Net profit
	107.44


Data source: CARE LIFT project 2010 and discussion with project management team

Cost Sharing Mechanism 

CARE/LIFT used a cost-sharing model of development. According to this, farmer group shared local materials and local labour whereas CARE/LIFT provided materials for one time that were not locally available and requiring cash for purchase. On an average, farmer group shared 26.66% of the total cost whereas share of the CARE/LIFT was 73.34% (Table 13).

Table 13: Cost sharing arrangement between Farmers Group and CARE/LIFT Project for selected activities.

	SN
	Activities
	Contribution (USD)
	Total Cost

USD
	Remarks



	
	
	LIFT
	Group
	
	

	1
	Water Harvesting Pond
	381.70

65%
	208.60

35%


	590.30
	LIFT – plastic liner, 50m hose pipe, refreshment

FG - unskilled labour, skilled labour, stones, fencing, thatch

	2
	Metal Oil Drums for seed storage
	24

80%
	7

20%


	31
	LIFT – Metal oil drum

FG - USD 3 for 5 kg maize seed, USD 2 for pellet, USD 2 for cleaning

	3
	Seed Drying Tarpaulin Sheet
	14

87%


	2.40
13%
	16.40
	LIFT – two pieces of tarpaulin sheet for one group 

FG - 4kg of maize seeds

	4
	Energy Efficient LED Lamp
	3.25

68%
	1.50

32%


	4.75
	LIFT –  1 piece of Energy Efficient LED Lamp 

FG – 3 pieces of AA size batteries

	5
	Labour saving low-cost maize shelling machine
	12

80%
	3

20%


	15


	LIFT –  1 piece of machine 

FG – 1 wooden plank with stand to support the machine

	6
	Improved variety of maize seed
	11.25

50%
	11.25

50%


	22.50-
	LIFT –  15 kg for 15 members at planting time 

FG –  15 kg return to LIFT after harvesting

	7
	Super Grain Bag
	2

100%
	0

0%
	2
	LIFT –  50 kg airtight plastic bag 

FG –  No contribution

	8
	Compost
	0

0%
	10

100%


	10
	LIFT –  No contribution except orientation from Field Officer

FG –  Bamboo, cow-dung, ash, legume tree leaf, soil, labour

	9
	Community seed house
	3956 76%
	1276 24%
	5232


	LIFT – Material not locally available

FG – Labour, sand, gravel, rocks/stone

	
	Overall Cost per Group
	4852
	1764
	6616
	

	
	Overall % of contribution
	73%
	27 %
	
	


Note: LIFT = Project, FG = Farmers Groups

Data source: CARE LIFT project 2010 and discussion with project management team

2.2.15 Mobilization and empowerment of women 

CARE/LIFT developed a Gender Strategy to ensure the active participation of women and men in project interventions, making decisions about what food security related activity to carry out, getting benefits from the project interventions and that participating in the project interventions did not increase but helps for balancing the overall workload. Recognizing that women as compared to men had lower status, excessive workload, discrimination, poor health and nutrition, food insecurity, lower participation and lower consultation, poor education and information, and less organised; many interventions were focused to women so as to address these issues with an intention of creating gender balance in the project. To realise these, CARE/LIFT had set working gender targets to ensure 50% participation of women in project activities including training, staff hiring, and organising group.  

In the group organization, there were 41 groups that had membership only of women. These women specific groups had 543 members. In the remaining 163 groups, there were 983 women making a total 1526 women out of 3024 beneficiaries. In the mixed group, the percentage of women was almost two-fifth (39.6%). Overall, there were almost 50.5% women who were mobilized for harnessing the benefit of the project.  

Gender sensitivity was also considered in staff pattern where one-third was women force out of a total of 24 staff. 

There had been some changes in the gender role as result of introduction of new technology. The women’s work load was reduced in maize shelling as men also shelled the maize using introduced maize sheller. On the other hand, women’s decision power was increased in allocating the land for specific crop. The reduced work load and increased decision power can be considered as the strong indication of empowerment. The project, therefore, contributed not only to mobilizing the women beneficiaries but also empowering them.   

2.2.16 Visibility of Donors 

CARE/LIFT project was implemented in remote areas where presence of other agencies was minimal. For some of project sites, CARE/LIFT was the first development project after several years of gap. In our meetings with them, farmer groups appreciated CARE/LIFT very much. Officials of government agencies such as MAF and District Administration also spoke very high of the project. The achievements of the project were also appreciated highly by Seeds of Life project, as well as the officials of Oxfam, Mercy Corps and World Vision. They specially highlighted the seed storage technology and water-harvest technology. One can easily see the EC logo on maize seed and food grain airtight drums and water conservation pond year round. The signboards kept in different places also have increased the project’s visibility. It is not only that the project is visible, more importantly; it has earned the good image. 

2.3 Efficiency

The efficiency criterion concerns how well the various activities transformed the available resources into the intended results (sometimes referred to as outputs), in terms of quantity, quality and timeliness. In this evaluation efficiency is assessed by looking at  responsiveness of project management, approach to implementation,  involvement of stakeholders about changes in project priorities, budget delivery, contribution of associate partner and government bodies, conflict resolution and CARE/LIFT’s participation in EC funded INGOs Coordination Group.  

2.3.1 Responsiveness of project management

Staff structure is given under the effectiveness (3.2.2) of this report. There was a change made in the staff due to the change in the project activities. As already discussed, the project’s 4th result area which was related to Community Based Disaster Risk Management was dropped after mid-term evaluation, among other reasons due to inability of the government to timely form Suco level Disaster Management Committee in time. It was replaced by activities related to capacity building of MAF extension workers upon the demand of the government. Since there was change in activities, the human resources were also fitted accordingly. In place of Disaster Risk Management Officer, an Agriculture Officer was recruited. Likewise, office of the Programme Manager was made field-based which was Dili-based before. These were two distinct changes that were made after the Mid-Term Evaluation. Both these changes had good impact on the delivery of quality outputs. These changes facilitated the integration of MAF extension workers as key stakeholders which had been considered as main agents for post-project support for technical guidance as they work along the side of the established farmers’ group. The timely capacity building of MAF extension workers, intensive joint monthly meetings between LIFT staff and MAF Extension Workers, joint field visit, improved coordination between LIFT and MAF Extension Workers, construction of community seed houses and timely monitoring and supervision could be attributed of these changes. In addition, HR manual developed for NGO operation, institutionalization of maternity leave for NGO staff, capacity assessment of NGO CDEP and selecting this NGO also for EC funded new food security project HAN were some of the activities done during this period. 

2.3.2 Integrated approach

The group approach used by the project brought activities related to all four components into group. Accordingly, activities were conducted in an integrated manner. For example, every group had seed production and seed storage activities, every beneficiary had maize grain stored in two air tight drums, every group engaged in home garden had organic liquid fertilizer and compost, every group having water conservation pond had home gardening, every group that had SALT also had forest nursery. Likewise, every ‘women only’ group had activities related to health and nutrition. This way, the activities were implemented in an integrated manner. Because of this integrated approach, the project was able to generate good results. 

The support mechanisms of the project included procurement and supply of materials in time. In most of the time the procurement and supply were timely. It was in some cases that their availability was delayed as the procurement had to be made from Dili.  Two issues brought up by the staff were: limited authority given to programme manager despite that he was a senior staff and requiring lengthy procedure to follow for approval. 

2.3.3 Involvement of stakeholders about changes in project priorities

One of the major changes in the project priority was about dropping of DRM and inclusion of MAF capacity building. The directly involved stakeholders in making decision about this change were food security department of the MAF and District MAF.  The decision was made with a series of consultations with MAF at district and national level for making change from DRM to MAF capacity building. Similarly, change from the Suco Health Management Committee to SISCa was made upon the suggestions of Ministry of Health while consulting other stakeholders in districts. Strong recommendation of ROM mission, SOL’s emphasis on enhanced role of extension workers and MAF’s demand for engaging newly recruited extension workers for the familiarization of the innovative approaches promoted by EC-supported INGOs were the bases for priority change. The workshop on strengthening extension services in Timor-Leste conducted jointly by MAF and EC-supported FS INGOs was the turning point for MAF and INGOs to work more closely in a coordinated way. In response to support the workshop outcomes, LIFT/CARE developed working strategy to work with MAF extension workers at Suco and sub-district keeping in view the sustainability aspect. The role of other stakeholders for the change in project priority was not found.   

Similarly, some minor changes were made by farmers’ groups while consulting CARE/LIFT. Such activities include dropping of storage of maize in SuperGrain bag due to rodent damage and dropping of Velvet bean cultivation due to high demand for time, water and fuel for cooking as it requires to boil up to 10 times to release toxins in order to use for human consumption.

2.3.4 Budget delivery 

The project has spent 97% by the end of December 2010. Spending 97% of the total budget is encouraging even under the context that the project did not have to pay for international and national staff for six and eight months respectively due to their late recruitment because of the social violence immediately after the signing of the project. The initial two years had minimum expenses with only 32% of the total eligible costs with 17% in first and 15% in second year. Year-3 had about 23% of the total eligible costs. The year-4 had about 42% of the total eligible costs. The reason for minimum expenses for the earlier two years were delayed start and delayed recruitment of staff, low spending activities done in the beginning two years such as piloting of the activities, and receiving seeds free of cost from SOL for the trials and demonstration. The lowest was shown in year-2 it was because the period for year was counted only for 11 months whereas the first year period was counted for 15 months. The highest amount spent during the fourth year had been due to the construction of nine community storage houses, procurement of 6,000 metal drums for HH food storage, capacity building of MAF extension workers and capacity building of partner NGO. In addition, purchase of agricultural and horticultural tools and equipment, construction of a large number water ponds, increased number of activities on health promotion, more number of training conducted during this period were also the reasons for higher amount spent during the fourth year. At the same time, end line and final evaluations were conducted in the final year of the project.
Table 14: Summary of expenses in different expense period
	 
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Total

	Expense period
	Jan 07-March 08
	April08 - Feb 09
	March 09 -Feb10
	March10-Dec10
	

	 Audit period
	15 month
	11 month
	12 month
	10 month
	

	Euro expenditure
	250092
	225210
	351110
	626548
	1452960

	Total Budget
	1500000
	1500000
	1500000
	1500000
	1500000

	% Expense to Total
	17
	15
	23
	42
	97

	Cumulative expense %
	17
	32
	55
	97
	97


Source: CARE LIFT project 2010

The project revised activities and budget for two times in order to address the needs of the changing context. The first revision was made in 2008 and second revision was done in March 2010 upon the approval of EC. The first revision was approved by EC Office Jakarta within 3 months of submission the request. The second revision, however, took longer time—almost five months from the date of submission to EC. As per the Programme Manager, the reason for delay was due to transition of EC delegation Jakarta to Dili. The delayed approval of second amendment was also one of the reasons for higher amount of expenses in the fourth year. Except for this, there had not been any delay in releasing funds that hampered the implementation. 

2.3.5 Contribution of associate partner and Government Bodies 

The associate partner of the project was Seeds of Life within the MAF. This was the main source of improved seeds of the project for field trials and demonstration plots. Project used two improved varieties of each crop of maize, and sweet potato; and one improved variety of peanuts recommended by the MAF and compared with local varieties. The quantities of seeds required by the project were booked in advance -- usually one season before time of procurement. The agreement between SOL and the project was that the former would provide the source seed and the latter would collect feedback from users of the seeds and compile, and document and provide to SOL in timely manner. The CARE/LIFT project was in a good book of SOL as reported by the SOL representative in our interaction mainly because the project provided regular feedback on the results of varieties adopted by farmers in details as per agreement with SOL. The relations between the team leader of SOL and CARE/LIFT project manager were found excellent and they were approachable to each other formally as well as informally. Since there was a high level of trust built between these two entities, getting required quantity of seed and other support for the project from SOL was not a problem. 

The project ensured the support of government by continuously involving them from the beginning of project implementation. The project responded the government concern positively and even made some changes in the project activities as per the government’s demand. The changing DRM to MAF extension capacity building, change in health and nutrition delivery approach particularly linking women farmers’ groups to SISCa were made in order to make the project consistent with government policies and strategies. In addition, the regular meetings between Suco and Aldeia leaders and CARE/LIFT staff at field, inviting them to participate in local formal ceremonies, giving courtesy calls during the visit of CARE/LIFT staff in respective Suco, sub-district and district also helped to have good relationship and thereby to secure their support. Further, MAF extension workers and CARE/LIFT staff were in regular contacts through joint field visits, periodic and regular monthly meetings. The contact between them increased significantly after the project supported MAF extension officers in training programmes. 

2.3.6 Conflict resolution 

In many places CARE/LIFT activities were implemented very smoothly without any conflict. It was mainly because the project consulted stakeholders for selecting site, forming groups, and implementing activities. There was a good trust between the project and stakeholders, in most of the cases. However, some isolated cases of conflict were also recorded during project implementation. The reason for conflict was the differences in political ideology between Suco chief and Aldeia chiefs. They were from opposition parties in Sibuni Suco of Bobonaro subdistrict, Maubaralisa Suco in Maubara sub-district.

The conflict was resolved by taking the support from Sub-district Administrator. Project made conflicting situation aware to Sub-district Administrator that where the project was unable to hold project socialization meeting in Sibuni Suco. The Administrator went to Suco and facilitated the Suco and Aldeia chiefs who were directly under the jurisdiction of Sub-District Admin Office. Then the problem was solved. Use of local mechanism for conflict resolution worked well.

In another case in Maubaralisa, project was unable to hold the project socialization meeting due to political conflict between Suco and Aldeias. The project team finally was able to convince the local leaders. In the process, project made clear that it would not work there if all political parties would not cooperate. Local staff played active role in consultation. That helped resolve conflict. Making consequences of conflict clear to all parties worked there. 

2.3.7 CARE/LIFT’s participation in EC funded INGOs Coordination Group 

There is an excellent relationship between CARE/LIFT and other EC-supported INGOs namely the Oxfam, Concern, CCF, and WN in the beginning and World Vision, Hivos, and Mercy Corps in the latter part of the project. They shared good practices, implemented some activities jointly (such as workshops on strengthening Extension workers, food security, post harvest storage, sharing of good practices etc), developed common working strategy and advocacy tools to feed into national planning, policies and practices. They also pooled resources to implement some activities of common interest. Pooling resources for organising the National Food Security Workshop, Post Harvest Workshop, Good practice sharing workshops are an example of their resource pooling and sharing.  The influence of this group was well-recorded in the MAF policy making process as the latter took inputs and feedback on national level policy document related to agriculture and food security. 

In this process, CARE had taken the coordinating role for the last three years in the EC funded INGOs Coordination Group. As a coordinator, CARE organised regular multisectoral meeting among the EC-NGOs, kept the linkage with MAF and National Food Security Committee (NFSC) vibrant, provided information on good practices of all EC-funded NGOs for food security to MAF and encouraged MAF and Food Security Committee to disseminate the good practices to other districts of the country. From our discussion with MAF staff at various leves we found that a good relation between CARE and MAF was established which helped the government to share its policies with the EC-NGO Group and donors. As coordinator of EC-NGO Group, CARE was a representative in NFSC. These helped to put NGO concerns feeding into the national food security policy. 

2.4 Impact

Impact is generally defined as positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects produced by a development intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended. Impact in this evaluation is assessed in terms of:

2.4.1 Replication of good practices

Various sources identified the following as  good practices: Seed production, home garden, water conservation pond, seed storage, and preparing dosi (local cakes) from cassava and coconut. The reasons for them being good practices as identified by them are given in tabular form below. 

Table 15: Good practices of the project

	What are the good practices of the project?
	Why?

	Seed production
	· Knowledge on seed selection

· Promote new variety of seed

· Applied training on seed production 

· Expanding to other neighbour farmers

· They are selling seeds to others

· Quality seed 

	Home garden
	· Source of nutrition

· Increase HH income

· Self consumption

· Available in dry season

	Water pond
	· Collect water in wet season and use in dry season

· Reliable access to water for home garden

· Better practice to collect more water than doing in drum

· Integration with fish

· Relatively cheaper than cement pond

	Seed storage
	· Prevent seed from weevil  attack

· Have capacity for keeping more seed (180kg)

	Preparing  dosi  (local cakes) from cassava and coconut (local products)
	· Use of local products

· Good for nutrition

· Locally available market

· Opportunity for income generation


         Source: Discussion with project management team

Out of these good practices listed above, seed production, seed storage and pond water conservation were replicated and are in the process of further replication. The project, with support from other EC-funded INGOs on food security had shared their good practices with MAP and related organizations through various ways including the four workshops on food security related issues; bringing MAF, SOL, and other delegates to field in order for them to provide opportunity to directly observe the good practices and interact with farmers; providing informative materials; and lobbying through informal and formal contacts.  The good trust building between CARE and MAF might have also contributed positively for the developing policies to replicate the good practices in all 13 districts from the year 2011 maize planting season. 

2.4.2 Changes in Community Members’ Practices, Ideas and Beliefs  

This section assesses the changes in community members practices, ideas and beliefs in regard to agricultural technique, natural resources management, health (including nutrition and hygiene), linkage with MAF Extension Workers.  
Agricultural techniques

The agricultural technologies that were introduced by CARE/LIFT and success in the farmer field were practiced by farmers also in the ensuing season where applicable. For the technologies that were introduced in the immediate previous season, farmers expressed willingness to practice them in the coming season. The saving of seed of maize and peanuts by almost all groups that participated in the seed production is a strong indicator for the likelihood of adopting the agricultural techniques promoted by CARE/LIFT even after the project. Likewise, labour saving maize shelling machine and airtight metal drums were well received by farmers as almost all farmers indicated that they would continue these technologies and practices in the coming seasons and years. Table 16 below provides responses of farmers who participated in end line survey. As can be seen, almost every farmer took part in maize seed production. Likewise, many farmers participated also in home garden, maize seed storage, food grain storage, liquid organic fertilizer and so on. Here again, women’s participation is seen more than men’s participation in every activity. One of the reasons could have been that women respondents were 66%, whereas men respondents were 34%. 
This analysis information that the project target of 80 (40%) farmers’ groups demonstrating seed production and seed storage was highly surpassed by the project achievement where almost all farmers’ group were involved in maize seed production and maize seed storage. Not only the groups, the involvement of individual farmers who took part in end line survey was high especially in maize production, home garden, maize seed storage and food grain storage (Table 16). Our interactions with farmers showed that they were not reluctant to change their agricultural practices and beliefs if the new practice addresses the problems from their perspective. 

Table16: Respondent farmers who used agriculture technology
	Technology
	N
	% male
	% female

	Maize seed production
	178
	34
	66

	Home garden
	152
	27
	73

	Maize seed storage
	151
	30
	70

	Drum for foodgrain storage of members
	144
	23
	77

	Liquid organic fertiliser
	124
	22
	78

	Maize shellers
	114
	24
	76

	Tools
	112
	20
	80

	peanut cultivation
	110
	21
	79

	Group Food Reserve
	93
	17
	83

	Water conservation pond
	90
	17
	83

	Maize grinders
	83
	20
	80

	Improved sweet potato
	75
	14
	86

	Asukuwas cultivation
	70
	16
	84

	Group seed storage
	58
	11
	89

	Prepare local products
	57
	12
	88

	Seed storage house
	45
	7
	93

	SALT
	19
	4
	96

	Nursery seedlings
	5
	0
	100


Source: End Line Survey, 2011

Natural resource management

The technologies related to natural resource management promoted by CARE/LIFT were water harvesting pond, SALT, cover crop and mixed cropping, crop rotation, and organic compost and liquid fertilisers. Among them, organic compost and liquid fertiliser were widely adopted by farmers groups with home garden as reported in the project monitoring and provided information by farmers during the evaluation fieldwork. Similarly, the water-harvesting pond continued to be highly accepted intervention. The farmers rated it high during this evaluation as well as during midterm evaluation. 

Table 17: Respondent farmers who adopted conservation technology

	Technology
	N
	%

	Liquid organic fertilizer
	124
	69

	Peanut cultivation
	110
	62

	Water conservation pond
	90
	50

	Improved sweet potato
	75
	42

	Asukuwas cultivation
	70
	39

	SALT
	19
	11

	Nursery seedlings
	4
	2


Source: End Line Survey, 2011

Health and nutrition

Though health component was not making significant progress till the time of mid-term evaluation, it made good progress thereafter. The cooking demonstration, demonstration on preparing nutritious food out of locally available materials, linkage with SISCa campaign were activities that the beneficiaries appreciated. There had been more production and consumption of vegetables during dry season due to use of water conservation technique. Hand washing which was limited to households adult, had been practiced by all members including children in many households as per the respondent beneficiaries. 

Table 18: Health and nutrition related practices used by respondents

	Practices
	N
	%

	Home garden
	150
	84

	Use of LED lamp
	95
	53

	Wash hand before food preparation
	70
	39

	Wash hand after toilets
	70
	39

	Prepare local products
	56
	31

	Visit Sisca
	33
	18


	
	
	


Source: End Line Survey, 2011

Linkage with MAF extension workers

The MAF Extension Workers were recruited and placed in Suco in second half of the project period, there has excellent relationship established between farmer groups formed and strengthened by the project and Suco level MAF Extension Officers. Despite resource constraints of MAF Extension Workers there is a regular contact between the groups and them. This has been very useful to follow up on-going LIFT activities and introduce new activities (when there are additional resources) in future. 

2.4.3 Changes in food security situation

This section deals with the project attribution to the household food security situation, community relationships, practices and well-being.

Seed production, seed storage and home garden were mainly attributed to food security. As already mentioned, the good results of these three activities had contributed to reduce the household food insecurity by more than two months (See paragraph 2.2.7of this report) and is likely to reduce for additional 1.5 months from the year 2011 through savings of the losses due to storing maize in the distributed airtight drums. 

A recently conducted end line survey also provides information that food security situation has been improved greatly from the situation during baseline survey in 2008 where almost 90% HHs were moderately or severely food insecure. In a question “In the past 12 months, were there any months during which your HH not have enough food to meet your family needs?” the answer was ‘yes’ to 30.4% and ‘no’ to 69.6% respondents. This means that over two-thirds of households of the respondents were not food insecure.

In another question “Did your household have to BUY any of the following foods from the market in the LAST 30 days?” The answer was ‘yes’ for rice for almost 80% of the respondents, whereas it was ‘no’ for them in case of maize, cassava, sweet potato, beans and vegetables (Table ) indicating that they were self-sufficient in the latter (‘no’) category of the food items.  This indicates that majority of the respondent households were self sufficient in maize, cassava, sweet potato, beans and vegetables, at least for the month of December 2010, as they did not buy these food items during this time though they had to buy rice for the period. Eating rice has been considered a status symbol in the villages. Eating rice alone with beans or/and vegetables, or eating rice and maize (cooked together) are common in the villages of LIFT areas.
Table 19: Household food self-sufficiency 

	Buy for food
	N
	% of respondents buying food
	Self sufficiency %

	Rice 
	156
	79
	21

	Maize
	29
	15
	85

	Cassava
	14
	7
	93

	Sweet potato
	9
	5
	95

	Beans
	22
	11
	89

	Vegetables
	42
	21
	79


Source: End Line Survey, 2011

In still another question “In past 30 days, did you worry that your HH would not have enough food?” about 45.6% (82 respondents) responded ‘yes’ whereas 54.5% (97 respondents) said ‘no’. Among those who told ‘yes’ that they had to worry, majority (73.17%) of them had to do so for 3 to 10 times in 30 past days, 24.39% one to two times and 2.44% more than 10 time in the last month. There were more women than men who worried for 3 to 10 times in the last 30 days during November-December 2010 not having the enough food (Table 20) whereas there were more men who worried one to two times not having enough food. This indicates that it is the woman who worries more when there is food shortage. The project area is not exception to this widely practiced phenomenon, at least among the developing countries. 
Table 20: Worry about food in last 30 days
	Frequency in 30 days
	N
	% male
	% female

	1-2 times 
	20
	75
	25

	3-10 times
	60
	38
	62

	>10 times
	2
	0
	100


Source: End Line Survey, 2011

Majority of the respondents also reported that they had food sufficient from their household production for eight months from May to December (Table 21). For January and April they were mildly food insecure, whereas they were moderately food insecure during February and March. For these months they had to purchase food from the market. 

Table21: Number of respondents reporting monthly food availability from household food production 

	Crops
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec

	Paddy
	10
	8
	7
	10
	14
	11
	12
	10
	12
	12
	12
	12

	Maize
	57
	40
	47
	65
	80
	85
	88
	85
	78
	73
	63
	79

	Cassava
	67
	52
	36
	35
	33
	40
	59
	59
	69
	80
	91
	100

	Beans
	15
	17
	26
	38
	45
	46
	39
	34
	36
	25
	20
	22

	Total
	149
	117
	116
	148
	172
	182
	198
	188
	195
	190
	186
	213


Source: End Line Survey, 2011

Note: Due to multiple responses total may not be exactly 179 HHs.
The analysis indicates that food security situation had been increased greatly over the period and which was higher than what was envisaged in the project thereby contributing highly to the overall objective of the project. 
Strengthening the community relationship and well-being

These activities had also contributed to the strengthening of community relationship as these activities were carried out collectively through farmers’ groups. Other project activities that were collectively carried out by farmers’ groups were preparation of organic liquid fertilizers and compost, water conservation ponds, nursery, and SALT agro-forestry. The benefits of these collectively implemented activities were either distributed equally among the members and/or kept for the purchase of inputs for further collective activities. This mechanism of working together and harvesting benefit equally had enhanced the group binding thereby promoting the community relationship and cohesiveness. The project contribution was also attributed to promoting relationship between the communities. Storing seed and food grain in community house had initiated bringing different communities in one place. The project had supported the farmers’ groups to form and strengthen nine Farmers’ Associations for promoting the market for the surplus produce of maize seeds and foodgrains. It had also helped construction of nine community houses for storing seed and food grain under the project support wherein 69 farmers’ groups (covering 900 members) had already taken membership of the Farmers’ Associations and stored seeds and grains for keeping buffer stock and selling product to market. CARE has chalked out a plan to promote these associations further through recently started EC funded another food security project, HAN. 

Well-being of a household can be judged more comprehensively through livelihood approach by analysing livelihoods assets. The detailed of the changes in livelihood assets will be done after the availability of data of the end line survey of the project, while discussing with farmers we assessed that they had gained knowledge and acquired skills on preparing organic liquid fertilizer and compost and how to use it for home gardening; cultivation of improved maize, peanuts and sweet potato; maize and peanut seed production, storage and distribution; water conservation and SALT techniques. Not only that they gained knowledge and skills on these areas, they also actually practiced them and assessed their performance. They accepted those techniques that were found more beneficial than other techniques and rejected others. This way, they have developed not only the technical skills but also improved for decision making. After joining the group, especially the group leader, deputy group leader, secretary and treasurer of the group had developed the leadership skills not only on managing the group but also mobilizing members for collective work and articulating their issues and concerns with local service providers (MAF Extension Workers) and outsiders. 

In addition to building human capital, farmers were also developing the social capital and enhancing community relationship through group formation, participating into collective endeavours, group cohesiveness, increased sharing among the groups, getting involved in second tier organisation and more frequent interaction with service providers. 

Table 22: Community linkage with group

	Community linkage with group
	Yes (N)
	No (N)
	Yes %
	No %

	Group consult with member
	143
	36
	80
	20

	Group gave same support member asked
	137
	40
	77
	23

	Support sufficient?
	134
	43
	76
	24

	Support used?
	143
	34
	81
	19


Source: End Line Survey, 2011

The respondents also gained benefits from the group activities as given in the Table below. They got more income by selling vegetables and other products, high production by using improved varieties and other technologies, got more food than before, has less pest problem especially in storage by using air tight metal bin. For the respondents who recently joined the groups and just initiated LIFT supported activities in late 2010, the benefits are yet to be derived by participating in project intervention. 

Table 23: Group benefit to community

	Benefit from Group
	N
	%

	More income
	75
	52

	High production
	112
	78

	More food
	89
	62

	Less pest problem
	43
	30

	Benefit yet to see
	18
	13

	Other
	1
	1

	No benefit
	0
	0


Source: End Line Survey, 2011

Communities had also added physical assets such as   air tight drum for seed and grain storage, agricultural tools, community house, maize shelling machine, maize grinding machine, and water conservation pond. 

Farmers through groups have also earned additional cash. About 150 groups had earned cash through the sale of vegetables and 11 groups earned $ 2092 by selling 2790 kg of Sele maize seed. From the cash that the groups had earned, some of the groups purchased pigs and goats for collective rearing and generating income. 

They had used agro-forestry technique, raised plant nursery and used community land, piped community water for conserving in community pond and thus promoted natural capital. 

Thus reduced food insecurity, enhanced community relationship, increased household and community empowerment, increased social capital, increased household and community materials (assets), increased cash and income and proper use of water and land are the changes which could be attributed to the project. 

2.4.4 Benefits of training, agricultural tools and inputs. 

Farmers understand more when they practice the technology rather than simply participating in training programme which has more theoretical underpinning. Recognising this, the project laid emphasis on providing practical training mostly in the form of mentoring/ on-the-job type where the trainers and trainees work together. In the beginning, a few selected farmers were given training of trainers (TOT) who were then engaged working together with other group members. This cascading model created an environment of working and learning simultaneously that helped farmers and groups to translate learning immediately into practice. This type of training was given in both institutional and technical aspects. 

Table 24: Respondents who received CARE support 

	CARE support
	Number of respondent
	% of respondents

	Materials
	113
	63

	Seed
	109
	61

	Training
	70
	39

	Learning visit
	11
	6


Source: End Line Survey, 2011

In addition to training, farmers were also supported with agricultural tools specific to certain activities. The tools were specific to SALT activity, home garden and water pond and given on or before the day of training. For each SALT programme, a set of four types of tools was given to all 13 SALT sites. The type of tools included shovel, crowbar, pick axe and hoe. The home garden tools comprised  hoe, shovel, chopper, water can and a metal drum for water storage and liquid fertilizer and was given to 169 home gardens also either before or on the day of training, in most of the cases. The water pond tools, likewise, had pick axe, crow bar, shovel, hose pipe and pond liner plastic and given to all 89 water pond sites. From the use of these tools work efficiency of farmers had increased as mentioned by them in our interactions with them. 

In addition to agricultural tools, other inputs included seeds and materials. In case of seeds, improved seed is procured from SOL mainly of maize, peanuts and sweet potato and from market in case of vegetables. The seed was given to farmers’ group only for one time and the groups had been multiplying the seed for following seasons. This process of seed multiplication has been continuing for four years since November 2007 in case of maize and peanuts. Improved sweet potato propagation started from 2009 as cuttings were not available from SOL before this time due to limited production. Now LIFT groups had produced adequate cuttings needed for farmers within the project area. Vegetable seeds were given to groups in 2008. Thereafter, the groups had been purchasing from market for other seasons as the groups had earned money from the sale of vegetables produced in the home gardens. From the seed given in one time, farmers had been multiplying year after year and conserving seed in community and as well as getting additional yield and profit. 

Materials included mainly the construction materials of infrastructure such as community house and water harvest pond. For water harvest pond, plastic pond liner and cement were given. After the pond was prepared, farmers collected water in rainy season and used in the dry season for irrigating home garden. The products of the home garden were consumed among group members, given to neighbours, and sold to market.   In the same way corrugated (zinc) sheet, timber bar, ply wood and rod, and cement were given to community seed house where surplus seeds and grains of groups would be stored for marketing and buffer stock thereby giving benefit not only to groups and group members but also to wider community. 

Drum is non-construction material supplied to (i) each individual farmer for food grain storage (2 drums per households)  (ii) farmer group for seed storage (one drum per group), water storage and liquid fertilizer (2 drums per group), and (iii) Farmer association for seed and food grain storage (10 drums per association). The drum had saved seed and grains from storage losses which had been reported at 30% in normal condition. Also each group was given with a maize sheller and 92 of the 121 groups in Bobonaro sub-district had received maize grinder (one per group). From these devices farmers/members of group were benefited from saving the labour as well as performing work with less difficulty compared to hand shelling and grinding. 

2.4.5 Project benefits to neighbouring communities, sub-districts/districts: The project benefit went to neighbouring communities through marketing of seeds and vegetables.  The good practices of project interventions were replicated by farmers in other than project areas mainly through support from various international development partners. Communities of Los Palos, Ainaro and Lisadila were benefitted from maize seed production with support of HIVOS, Mercy Corps, and Spanish Cooperation, respectively. Likewise, communities of Suai, Same, Los Palos, and Ainaro were benefitted from the home garden with water harvesting pond with support of Oxfam, Concern, HIVOS, and Mercy Corps. Similarly, communities of Lisadila, Lautem, Manatutu and Cailako were benefitted from air tight drum for seed storage with support of Spanish Cooperation, Concern, Child Fund and GTZ. In addition, MAF has made a plan to launch community based informal seed production in all 13 districts with support from Seeds of Life from the 2011 planting season. 

2.4.6 Project contribution to the growth and development of groups, partner NGO/GO staff and other stakeholders
Project Contribution to the Growth and Development of Groups

The project involved Suco and Aldeia leaders and other local leaders to identify vulnerable villages and households in the two target sub-districts. The identified persons formed group with the project support involving both men and women in a balanced way in group. Once the groups were formed, an agreement was made with them to implement LIFT project through them. The agreement entailed details of roles and responsibilities of the relevant stakeholders including group, CARE, MAF and local bodies. The groups then were involved in almost all activities of the project including preparation of plan and action plan. Simultaneously, group capacity was enhanced through training, coaching and exposure visits. Training was given in both technical and institutional aspects. Group were also involved in pre-implementation orientation and provided with seeds, tools and materials. Within the identified villages, groups were the ones who selected the activity site and farmers for particular activity. The activities then were implemented to area selected by groups and with the farmers identified by the groups. The group’s role was also given high for assessing the activity performance and collecting feedback upon which project refined the action plan. Accordingly, the groups were capable of undertaking most of the tasks. 

The project staff identified 42 groups as the very good groups which completed the activities following the standard criteria, where all members were active, they were confident of continuing the activities, were able to plan activity, and even the new members had understood the process. 

Likewise, 114 groups were good groups. They were following specified technical process, able to prepare action plan and had completed 80% of the activities but all members did not have same level of skills. Similarly, 48 groups were identified as less good as they have not completed the activities, not completely followed the standard process, had not prepared action plan and only a few members were active. 

Table 25:  LIFT field staff rating of performance of farmers groups by their maturity status

	District
	Total Groups
	Very good group
	Good group
	Less good group



	Bobonaro
	121
	25
	86
	10

	Maubara
	83
	17
	28
	38

	Total
	204
	42
	114
	48

	%
	100
	21
	56
	23


Source: Discussion with LIFT management team

Table 26: Reasons for why some groups for ‘very good’, ‘good’ and ‘less good’ groups:

	SN
	Very good group
	Good group
	Less good group



	1
	Good participation of members in the Group Activities through regular meeting, collective planning and collective action


	Mixed participation (majority of the members active, some not active)
	Half active and other half not active in the group. The group meeting not regular and few collective action



	2
	Complete members (no drop out). Members’ stability is very high.


	Majority members continue, but few members dropped out. Members’ stability is high.
	There is high turnover of the group members (dropped out and new replacement).

Members’ stability is low

	3
	Completed most production activities with a success. Followed the recommendations from the project. Understand technical message well and applied by all members. 


	Completed majority of production activities with a success, but some activities also failed. Majority follows the recommendations, but few not followed. Understand technical message moderately and largely applied by majority members. 
	Completed only half of the activities with a success and half with a failure. Less follow of project recommendations.

Understand technical message poorly and partially applied by members. 



	4
	All members have high interest in group activities. They are willing to contribute


	Majority of members have high interest and few members show less interest. The majority of members are willing to cooperate.
	Majority of the group members have more interest in getting seeds, tools and materials from the project.  They are less willing to cooperate.

	5
	Technology adaptation and expansion by most members after doing in the group
	Technology adaptation and expansion by majority members after doing in the group
	 Technology adaptation is limited to group’s collective action but low level of adoption among individual group members.

	6
	Linkage with MAF Extension staff is strong and well established by these groups
	Linkage with MAF Extension staff is satisfactory.
	Linkage with MAF Extension staff is poor.




Source: Outcome of Meeting with LIFT field staff, December 2010

In general, the project kept the groups in the drivers’ seat in many of the activities that helped the group to become more capable than before with stronger technical, financial, socially and physical bases. The ‘very good’ and ‘good’ categories of Groups which formed about 77% of the total farmers’ groups were able plan and implement the action plan. This figure is little more than the project target (75%).   
Project Contribution to the Growth and Development of Partner NGO staff

CARE/LIFT worked with two partner NGOs: CDEP in Bobonaro and TAHA in Liquica. Each of the partner organisations provided two staff to work with CARE/LIFT project as a full time Community Facilitator (Field Officer). The field officers of the partner NGOs were provided almost the similar level of training, exposure visit, and material support as were provided to CARE/LIFT staff. They received training on technical and institutional aspects especially group management. In addition, partner NGO’s other staff related to administration and finance were also provided with training on as project management and financial management. The field officers of the partner NGOs participated even in more number of exposure visits as NGO representation was ensured in each of the exposure visit and their number was much smaller (4) than the number of field staff from CARE/LIFT (20).  In terms of material support, they got the similar facilities as CARE/LIFT staff including the transport and communication facilities. In addition, CARE also provided some material support for office work of each of the NGOs including a computer and a printer. Not only that the field officers received training, exposure visit and materials, they participated in information sharing, facilitated for the preparation of group action plan, facilitated for making group rules and regulations, took part in wet season and dry season planning, regular monthly meetings, and provided technical as well as group management counselling to farmer groups. It was observed during the field visits that the capacity of field officers was much developed than they had at the time of mid-term evaluation. 

Project Contribution to the Growth and Development of Government staff

Government staff in this project refers to the staff of MAF. The MAF staff, especially working in the field, received training on seed production, home garden, agro-forestry, group strengthening from CARE/LIFT support. Before the training, need identification of MAF staff was done and milestone developed. Based on the identified needs, training was provided to them. In addition to training, they also made exposure visit to good practices to programme sites CARE/LIFT and other EC-funded Food Security related NGOs. The MAF field staff also participated in regular meetings, annual and monthly planning and review meetings and cross visits to other EC food security projects. The district and central level staff of MAF benefited from sharing of good practices through guidelines, brochures, meetings and workshops. 

Project Contribution to the Growth and Development of INGOs

The closely related NGOs of CARE/LIFT were the EC-funded food security NGOs including Oxfam, Concern, World Neighbours, HIVOS, Child Fund, Mercy Corps, World Vision. These NGOs formed an EC-funded Food Security NGO Coordination Group and made common strategies to partner with government and shared experiences with each other. Some of them also shared and standardized baseline methodology, conducted exposure visits, helped MAF collectively to organise four food security related workshops, contributed in the formulation of food security related plan and replicated the good practices of each other. They also made joint purchase of plastic for water pond lining, celebrated the World Food Day jointly. The new food security related EC-funded projects implemented by Mercy Corps, Hivos and World Vision had been benefited from the matured project’s experiences through the sharing of good practices. This way, they contributed to the development and growth of each other. 

2.4.7 Contribution to social cohesion and economic viability

Formation of the group made easy for collective actions to carry out them in an organized and cost effective manner. Seed production, seed storage, water harvesting pond, home garden, SALT, nursery, and preparation and use of organic liquid fertilizers and compost were the collective actions that the members of the group carried out jointly and shared the benefits accordingly. Part of the benefits was kept in the groups for further group work. In the process, the members made joint plan, implemented activities jointly, evaluated the field trials and shared experiences together. The collective actions and sharing benefits to each member were the binding force of group that kept group members intact. Similarly, formation of Farmers’ Associations brought people of different communities in one place and it is expected that this would engage them in joint planning, joint implementation and joint evaluation. Though the Farmers’ Associations were the recent activities, their likelihood of promoting social cohesion is high.   

From some jointly undertaken activities such as seed production, seed storage and home garden, farmers were economically benefited from higher returns. Each of the 204 groups had produced maize Sele seed in about 0.25 hectare of land of which 70% was in the community land. The groups harvested about 72% more produce than they would get from local maize production. The seed production is a highly technical activity which requires isolation from other varieties either of 200 meters in all sides or time isolation is necessary. If the farmers were not grouped and not cooperating each other to plant seed in a plot maintaining required level of isolation, seed production would not be possible. Likewise, the groups also stored seed for collectively producing seed for next year season. This would be difficult to attain, if groups were not formed. 167 groups had undertaken home gardening and in an average each group earned about $ 324 from the sale of vegetables. Part of the money had been kept for purchasing vegetable seed for the next season and part of it was used for buying animals for collective rearing and purchasing food items (rice, oil, salt, soap) and meeting education needs of school children. The home gardening which was closely linked to water conservation pond would not have been that easy to carry out without the collective work. Therefore, formation of group had contributed significantly for economic viability and social cohesion.  

2.4.8 Project contribution to innovations 

We describe here the project contribution to demonstrate and establish innovative technologies and approaches on seed production, seed storage, and promotion of conservation agriculture. 

Seed Production

The project took the piloting and expansion strategy for promoting the technologies through group approach. In the first year, the project facilitated forming groups of vulnerable people, provided training to group members together while providing necessary materials. Seed production was done for maize and peanuts in the first year of the project in 2007. The project got improved seed of two varieties for each crop (maize and peanuts) from SOL and conducted demonstration of seed production with 36 farmers’ groups. For each maize and peanuts, farmers got opportunity to evaluate three varieties: two improved and one local. The varieties preferred by farmers while evaluating using different indicators were promoted next year using it in a larger area. Farmers preferred Sele variety of maize over the local variety and another improved variety Suwan-5. From 2008 onward, farmers’ group planted Sele for seed production. By the end of 2010, all 204 farmers’ group of 90 Aldeias of 21 Sucos produced Sele seed based on the success of the piloting by gradually scaling up each year. Similarly, farmers liked Utamua variety of peanut over the local. This variety of peanut was scaled up to 145 farmer groups by using the same approach as of maize. Adoption of Utamua variety of peanut by 145 farmers groups (71%) is much higher achievement than envisaged by the project (25%). 
Seed Storage 

Seed storage was done for two purposes: seed security and food security. Seed distribution is done by many organizations but seed security is rarely done. This project created a model for seed security through seed production, seed storage and seed distribution for food grain production gradually aligning with seed production. The seed produced in 2008 from the planting of 2007 was tested in air tight drum and Super Grain Bag. Silo was not in test as farmers did not like it because they knew that storing maize in silo had weevil attack. Farmers compared the storage loss among the local technology, Super Grain Bag technique and air tight drum technique. They preferred air tight drum technology as there was not even a loss of single grain. The project therefore, promoted the air tight drum for seed storage in the beginning and maize food grain storage toward the end of the project on a cost sharing basis. According to this, project provided (i) one drum per farmers’ group to store 180 kg of maize seed and (ii) two drums per household to store maize food grain. The farmers contributed 10 kg of maize to the group for each of the drums received. The project also supported storage of surplus seed and food grain in Farmers’ Associations providing 10 air tight drums to each of the nine associations.  

Promotion of conservation technology

Project supported farmers such conservation technologies as agro-forestry (SALT), water conservation pond, organic fertilizer and legume based crop rotation. The SALT took more time of adoption by farmers as it could not give immediate return. The number of SALT was in increasing trend as the farmers had gradually understood its importance in soil conservation.  

Water conservation pond was promoted by the project and farmers had been collecting water in the pond during rainy season and using it in dry season specifically in home garden. As already mentioned, the home garden was a number one choice of majority of the farmers with whom we interacted. 

Legume based crop incorporation. Legumes were incorporate into the cropping systems to conserve soil nutrition. The legumes have especial capacity to absorb nitrogen from atmosphere and release it to the soil through its roots. Promotion of Asukuwas in the mountains of Maubara among farmer groups was one of the successful activities. However, the project had dropped cultivation of mungbean as it could not succeed in rainfed farming conditions in LIFT areas though this crop was successful in irrigated lowlands of Maliana and Suai where GTZ and USAID DSP projects are working. 

Organic fertilizer demonstration and mass application: Project introduced technology for preparing compost and liquid fertilizer using local organic materials. The farmers used the fertilizers in home gardens and found useful and beneficial. They have been using it and told that would continue their preparation and use in future. 

2.4.9 Gender Equality

CARE/LIFT has developed a gender strategy to ensure that both women and men are actively participating in project interventions, making decisions about what food security related activity to carry out, are getting benefits from the project interventions and that participating in the project interventions does not increase but helps for balancing the overall workload. Recognising that women as compared to men had lower status, excessive workload, discrimination, poor health and nutrition, food insecurity, lower participation and lower consultation, poor education and information, and less organised; many interventions were focused to women so as to address these issues with an intention of creating gender balance in the project. To realise these, CARE/LIFT had set working gender targets to ensure 50% participation of women in project activities including training, staff hiring, and organising group.  

Table 27: Gender target and achievement

	Results
	Targets/Indicators
	Achievements

	1. Women have improved capacity to implement and manage community projects


	1.1 At least 40% of members in Farmer Groups are women. 

1.2 Each group receives orientation on group management 
	1.1 There are 50.5% members in farmer group. In mixed farmers groups, 39.6% are women members.

1.2 Group management orientation received by all 41 women groups in the beginning

	2. Women have better knowledge of improved agriculture production; health, sanitation and hygiene techniques


	1.1 Ensure one gender session is integrated in all types of training 

1.2 Ensure women actively participate in the training

1.3 At least 20% of the women farmers group have at least one contact with district based offices
	1.1 Done

1.2 Yes, they do, but not as men.

1.3 Contact of women groups with district based office is an ambitious target due to lack of mobility and poor transportation facilities in the villages. Contact with local government extension workers is observed strong among almost all women groups.



	3. Women’s participation in income generation (IG) activities has increased


	3.1  70% of all proposals must directly benefit women

3.2 At least 20% of women farmer group link with service providers

3.3 80% of women farmer groups acquire at least one type of agriculture inputs

3.4 At least 40% of all IG participants are women
	3.1 Home garden as effective activity for income generation were benefited by almost all women groups. 

3.2 Yes, done.

3.3. Achieved. 80% has received more than one types of agriculture inputs.

3.4. Achieved. As home garden and peanuts were grown by women for income generation.

	4. CARE/LIFT local NGO partners are actively involved in promoting CARE/LIFT gender strategy


	4.1 NGO partners internalize gender issues and explicitly reflect in their publications and reports

4.2 In each district, one Gender Focal Person from partner NGO is active and ensures that they maintain working targets of gender, where applicable, in their assigned Sucos.

4.3 Ensure 50% of NGO staff work for CARE/LIFT are women
	4.1 Both NGOs recruited staff in gender balanced way at the beginning. However, at the later stage of the project, only one NGO could retain women staff while other NGO (TAHA) could not retain its women staff. 
4.2 NGO women staff working also as gender focal person in CDEP but could not happen in TAHA.
4.3 See 4.1 for answer.

	5. CARE/LIFT staff are actively involved in promoting the CARE/LIFT gender strategy


	5.1 Gender policies are reflected in reports and actions 

5.2 All staff have participated in gender training

 5.3 Gender disaggregated data is available for all major activities supported by CARE/LIFT
	5.1 Yes, they are done.

5.2 Yes, they have participated.

5.3 Yes.  


Source: LIFT Logframe achievement

The gender activities also include forming women only group, integrating gender as a cross cutting theme rather than as a separate training, hiring a Women Empowerment Officer working full time for the entire duration of the project and tailoring activities to women’s needs.

The Table 27 indicates that CARE/LIFT has achieved some gender related targets but some targets are yet to be achieved. Some targets are related to the progress of other organisations such as extension services of MAF.CARE has successfully linked women farmer group to other service providers, particularly with MAF Extension Officers.

2.4.10 Household food security

Food security is a condition in which people do get enough food to provide the nutrients for fully productive and active lives. It takes into account mainly three dimensions such as availability (production, distribution), access (economic and social entitlements of households) and utilization (health, sanitation and proper awareness on processing of food items).

Food availability

Household food security is assessed by triangulating three sources namely (1) maize production, (2) farmers’ response to a question “In the past TWELVE months, were there any months during which your household did not have food to meet your family needs?” and (3) household food insecurity assessment scale (HFIAS). The average of these sources is respected as food insecurity situation of the household. By this approach, there are about 52% respondent household fully food secure, 12% have mild food insecurity who experienced food insecurity for one to two months in a year, 24% are moderately food insecure households who had food insecurity from three to five months and 12% households were severely food insecure with ≥ 6 months of food insecurity compared to baseline situation which had around 90% households either moderately or severely food insecure. 
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Fig-1: Household food security
Food access

The households that did not have adequate household food production purchased food from the market through the income of selling (1) animals mainly chicken, cow, pig and goat; (2) fruits mainly banana, candlenut, papaya, mango, orange, pineapple and jack fruit, as well as coffee and coconuts; and 3) surplus food such as asukuwas, local peanuts, beans, sweet potato and cassava.  A very few of them had also taken loan for purchasing the food during the lean season. Table 28 provides information about sales of the products. As the Table 28 shows, 2% of the respondents specifically sold animal for food purchase. Likewise, 3% of the respondents took loan for the same purpose. Though it is not specifically mentioned, income from the sale of fruits might have also been used for food purchase during the lean period. Likewise, farmers had sold 18% of the other agricultural products such as vegetables, asukuwas etc part of which went for the food purchase. This way, respondents secure their access to food security. 

Table 28: Sale of products for food purchase

	Sales of products
	% of respondents

	Animal sold for food purchase
	2

	Animal (some sold, some self-consumed)
	38

	Fruits (100% sold)
	12

	Fruits (some sold, some self-consumed)
	52

	Loan to buy food
	3

	Agriculture products (vegetables, beans)
	18


Source: End Line Survey, 2011

Food Utilization

Food utilisation refers proper use of food commanded by a household and its members from their entitlement. The efficient utilisation of food is associated with access to proper health care, water supply, household sanitation and other basic services.  In this report, food utilisation is looked from the consumption of different types of food by household members. Since the project did not directly deal with the other aspects of food utilisation, the analysis is limited to diet diversity. 

To our question regarding dietary diversity in the last 30 days the respondents reported that they consumed diversified food including food items from cereals, vitamin-A vegetables, Vitamin-A fruits, other vegetables and other fruits, protein-rich legumes, meat, egg, milk and milk products, oil and fats, sugar and honey and tea and coffee. Table 29 provides diet diversity between baseline survey time (2007) and end line survey time (2011). The Table does not show significant difference in diet diversity between now and then. The reference 30 day time for baseline survey was August-September 2007, whereas it was December 2010 – January 2011 for end line survey. Differences in seasonality between the two survey periods might have some affect in the availability some food items and thus in their consumption. For example the August-September is a (a) good season for mango,(b)  period when maize stocks are not run out,  (c) period when cassava leaves are more eaten as other green leafy vegetables not available, (d)  season with no problem for mobility. On the contrary, the December-January season is (a) the main hungry season, (b) a season green vegetables are already harvested, (c) is the season people mobility is low due to bad roads and peak rainy season, (d) the season green beans are more available, and (e)  this is the season meat and eggs are less sold and available in the village due to peak farming season and reduced mobility. These differences might have affected why there are certain differences observed in diet diversity between the two surveys.  

Table 29: Diet diversity situation between 2007 and 2010 and changes

	Food group
	2007
	2010
	Change %

	
	Rarely ate
	Some times ate
	Often ate
	Did not eat
	Rarely ate
	Some times ate
	Often ate
	Did not eat
	Rarely ate
	Some times ate
	Often ate
	  Did not eat

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cereal
	2
	14
	84
	0
	35
	13
	53
	0
	33
	-1
	-31
	0

	Vitamin-A vegetables
	33
	35
	10
	22
	69
	12
	11
	8
	36
	-23
	1
	-14

	Roots and tubers 
	29
	36
	21
	14
	45
	10
	36
	8
	16
	-26
	15
	-6

	Green leafy vegetables
	14
	22
	60
	4
	28
	8
	46
	18
	14
	-14
	-14
	14

	Other vegetables 
	26
	35
	28
	12
	37
	12
	35
	16
	11
	-23
	7
	4

	Protein rich Legumes/vegetable 
	13
	26
	2
	60
	32
	4
	35
	29
	19
	-22
	33
	-31

	Vitamin-A fruits 
	29
	40
	8
	23
	51
	6
	28
	14
	22
	-34
	20
	-9

	Other fruits 
	29
	41
	9
	21
	44
	9
	5
	42
	15
	-32
	-4
	21

	Meat 
	37
	48
	4
	11
	55
	5
	10
	29
	18
	-43
	6
	18

	Eggs 
	31
	42
	4
	23
	54
	10
	2
	34
	23
	-32
	-2
	11

	Sea food - wet and dry 
	13
	22
	1
	64
	54
	9
	3
	34
	41
	-13
	2
	-30

	Milk and milk based foods 
	14
	33
	3
	49
	52
	10
	8
	31
	38
	-23
	5
	-18

	Oils and fats 
	9
	28
	55
	8
	24
	1
	26
	49
	15
	-27
	-29
	41

	sugar and honey
	 
	 
	 
	 
	30
	8
	40
	22
	30
	8
	40
	22

	Coffee, tea 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	21
	3
	65
	11
	21
	3
	65
	11


Source: Baseline Survey, 2008 and End Line Survey, 2011
Note: ‘-‘ denotes less value in end line than in baseline, ‘0’ denotes no change and the blank cell denotes non-availability of data. 
As regards the health and sanitation, majority of the respondent households used piped water into yard/plot (76%) followed by tube-well (13%). About 57% used bush or open space for defecation. About 39% household members of the respondents wash hands after toilet and equal number of members wash vegetables before cooking. Likewise about 53% of them use non-smoking lamp and 18% visit healthcare centres. This indicates some improvement in health and sanitation condition of the respondents over the period but not to the level that the project expected (70%). 

Coping strategy

As indicated above, some responded households were food insecure either severely, moderately or mildly. These household used some coping strategy. The coping strategies used by these households are given below.

Table 30: Comparison of coping strategies in 2007 and 2010

	 
	N 2007
	N 2010
	Daily
	1-2 times per week
	3-5 times per week
	Did not per week
	Daily
	1-2 times per week
	3-5 times per week
	Did not per week

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Types of Coping Strategies
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ate cheap foods
	230
	51
	27
	65
	4
	4
	-20
	19
	-2
	3

	Reduced meal size
	230
	51
	16
	57
	6
	18
	-16
	4
	-7
	16

	Reduced number of meals
	230
	51
	10
	57
	6
	27
	-4
	-8
	-3
	15

	Skipped days with out eating
	230
	51
	2
	18
	2
	75
	-2
	-3
	-2
	4

	Sought assistance from relatives
	230
	51
	0
	14
	6
	76
	-1
	-14
	-1
	12

	Food loans/credits from local shops
	230
	51
	0
	12
	2
	78
	0
	-16
	-5
	13

	Ate wild foods from bush/forest
	230
	51
	16
	29
	6
	47
	12
	3
	-7
	-10

	Ate papaya and pumpkin leaves
	230
	51
	45
	33
	10
	16
	23
	2
	-8
	-13

	Ate seed stock meant for next planting
	230
	51
	20
	14
	0
	69
	12
	-15
	-11
	17

	Bartered some household items for food
	NA
	51
	0
	12
	0
	90
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Sold chickens/ducks to buy food
	230
	51
	0
	35
	4
	63
	-8
	6
	-7
	11

	Sold goats/sheep/pigs to buy food
	230
	51
	0
	25
	4
	67
	-1
	-19
	-4
	20

	Sold household articles to buy food
	NA
	51
	0
	4
	0
	94
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Sold agricultural tools/implements to buy food
	NA
	51
	0
	4
	6
	86
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Some members are in migration to earn cash
	NA
	51
	6
	2
	0
	86
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Collection and selling of firewood and other natural resources
	NA
	51
	10
	4
	2
	80
	 
	 
	 
	 


Source: Baseline Survey, 2008 and End Line Survey, 2011

Note: i) – (minus sign) denotes less in 2010 than in 2007. ii) frequency of consumption is mentioned in % of respondents.

The Table 30 provides number of households that had used different coping strategies due to shortage of required amount of food in 2007 and 2010. It provides also percentage of respondent households that used coping strategies in 2010. In the last four columns, the Table gives percentage differences in individual strategies between 2007 and 2010. As can be seen, the number of food insecure households in 2007 was 230 (76.67%) and 51 (28.49%) in 2010. The strategies related to eating cheap food, reducing meal size, reducing number of meals, skipping days without eating, seeking assistance from relatives, selling chickens/ducks to buy food, and selling goats/sheep/pigs to buy food had been reduced in 2010 from the 2007 level in ‘daily’ category; whereas, eating wild foods from bush/forest, eating papaya and pumpkin leaves, eating seed stock meant for next planting had increased in terms of percentage in the same category which could be due to the seasonality of the survey as consumption of these vegetables are high in rainy season (e.g. December-March). There were some strategies that were not taken into consideration in baseline survey but were considered in end line survey. Such strategies are simply listed here as data for comparison are not available. 
The analysis on feed availability, food access, food utilisation and coping strategy provides information that food security situation in 2010 was much better than in 2007 and it was even better than what was expected by the project as stated in overall objective. 

2.5 Sustainability

Sustainability is generally defined as the continuation of benefits from a development intervention after major development assistance has been completed. 

2.5.1 Self-sustaining changes 

This part deals with the project design as it relates to creating change that will be self sustaining beyond the life of this project. 

The project involved a wide range of stakeholders during the management of project. It was not only the farmers’ groups but also local leaders such as Suco and Aldeia leaders; government agencies at various levels such as officials sub-district administration and district administration; MAF extension workers at various level ranging from field extension workers, sub-district extension coordinators, district directors and different divisions in MAF as well as SOL were found speaking high of the project. They also made commitment to support the services and extend hands of cooperation to farmers after the project phase out. The participatory bottom up process applied for introducing innovative technology, piloting them in small scale giving major role to farmers’ groups in planning, implementation and technology evaluation had increased their level of confidence to carry out most of the activities by themselves. 

What is foreseen, however, is that enabling environment needs still to be promoted by MAF for regularly contacting farmers’ groups, encouraging them to continue good practices, provide updated information about technology, link them with the market systems and get their feedback and incorporate the feedback information into action plan. Equally important is creating an environment for private sector involvement, especially in making such inputs locally available as quality vegetable seeds, plastic for water pond, maize sheller and maize grinder. 
2.5.2 Commitment of local stakeholders for sustaining changes                  
The evaluator participated in two handing over formal ceremonies which were participated by farmers; group leaders, Aldeia leaders, Suco leaders, frontline extension workers of MAF, sub-district extension coordinator and sub-district administrator, district director of MAF and district administrator. Both right holders and duty bearers made commitment that they would sustain the changes. For this, CARE/LIFT and MAP representatives signed an agreement in front of the big gathering of different kind of stakeholders that MAF would continue working with the CARE/LIFT supported groups. They also reaffirmed their commitment in our individual discussion. The sub-district and district administrators were equally committal to encourage farmers’ group and MAF staff to continue the good practices.  What was known was that the frontline extension workers did not have efficient transport and communication facilities and in the absence of these, they might not be able to make frequent contacts with farmers’ groups. In addition, some frontline MAF Extension Workers were said to less effective than others which might also have implication for regular contact between the extension workers and farmers’ groups/farmers. 

2.5.3 Changes sustainable to beneficiaries      

We asked various stakeholders including farmers groups, MAF extension workers and CARE/LIFT staff regarding the types of changes that are likely to be sustained by the community after termination of the LIFT project. The unanimous vote went for home garden, maize seed production and maize seed storage. Many told that they would continue preparing local nutritious product (dosi) from cassava and coconut, mainly for selling to school children. In addition, many would also continue preparing and using organic compost and liquid fertilizer, planting improved peanuts. In case of water harvest pond, they would continue till the plastic given by the project works, beyond that they might not continue it if the current situation of non-availability of special type of plastic needed for water pond lining in local market continues. If the plastic is locally available they would continue it as it has direct linkage with home garden which has been rated as number one for continuation. Similarly, maize sheller and maize grinder also are not locally available at present. If they are locally available by the time they need to replace these materials they would do it and continue using. 

2.5.4 Capacity of stakeholders to promote the sustainability 

Project had provided training to leader farmers on all technologies promoted by the project. The project also provided training on group management. We attempted to assess the knowledge, skills and attitude of farmers towards the technologies and practices. Many of the farmers knew the name of improved maize, peanut and sweet potato varieties, their cultivation practices, home gardening techniques, preparing and using organic compost and liquid fertiliser, storing seeds in metal drum, and preparing water harvesting pond, cultivating vegetables in home garden, using agricultural tools including maize sheller and maize grinder. Some farmers knew also using the “A” frame for contour making under SALT programme. They also told that they knew importance of diversified food as they participated in the cooking demonstration and some of them were preparing dosi—a nutritious food (cake) prepared out of locally available cassava and coconut. 

The group members rightly expressed the importance of working together, The groups that were not well matured during the time of mid-term evaluation were now matured to some extent. Majority (77%) of the groups were with either very good or good status. These groups to a large extent are capable of preparing and implementing their action plan as envisaged by the project. However, the remaining 23% of the groups were yet to be well matured and thus require further support from stakeholders mainly of MAF. 

Similarly, government revitalised the extension system, the extension workers underwent a series of capacity building activities especially in the area of innovative and participatory approaches including joint involvement in planning through monthly meetings, monitoring through joint visit, skill development in implementing activities including construction of water harvest pond, establishment of home garden, establishment of seed production plot, facilitation for community mobilization. Though participation of local governments in planning process is a recent development and requires a long-term exercise, the agencies had been more positive this time than before. Partner NGOs capacity was better than before as they took part in discussion more confidently this time than at the time of mid-term evaluation. One of the noteworthy developments was that an environment of realising that they can do much while joining hands than working alone was created and CARE/LIFT capitalized this conducive environment and gave increased role to MAF after mid-term evaluation with an aim that MAF services would continue in the project site.  

The MAF Extension Workers had started providing services to farmers. Their services to some extent were appreciated by farmers. They provided technical advice, materials and exposure visit to farmers. The overall rating of the MAF Extension Workers by respondent farmers in the recently conducted end line survey is given in Table 31. The Table 31 shows that for almost four-fifth of the respondents the service provided by MAF Extension Workers was fine. It can be expected that this level of competency could provide the quality services after the project phase out. However, the limited travel facilities available to the MAF extension workers would be a major hindrance for their timely services at a required frequency.  
Table 31: Respondents’ rating of MAF extension services

	Rating
	N
	%

	Very bad
	12
	9

	Bad
	17
	13

	Satisfactory
	8
	6

	Good
	95
	70

	Very good
	3
	2


Source: End Line Survey, 2011

2.5.5 Exit Strategy

CARE/LIFT developed an exit strategy based on maturity indicators for major interventions. The maturity indicators were developed on farmer group, agricultural productivity and diversification, agro-forestry and water conservation technology, seed production, seed storage, and capacity building of partner NGOs. As these were the major activities of the project, developing indicators against each of them was appropriate. 

The key indicators against each activity given above were also quite relevant. For example, group maturity indicators are 

i) Farmers group has active committee and general members

ii) FG has collective activity to continue.

iii) FG has a meeting as and when required

iv) FG establishes functional linkage with one or more service provider

v) At least 50% members of each FG have adequate knowledge and skills to use improved agriculture practices

vi) FGs are consulted for their inputs/problems to include in local planning at village level

In addition, one of the indicators to be added could be FG has joined Farmers Association developed with support of the project. However, this indicator is applicable to the groups that join the association. Not all groups are eligible to join the association as it is mainly determined by proximity of the community house for storage of food-grains and seeds managed by the association. The group located far from this facility had less attraction for becoming a member and benefitting from the collective facility.

Building capacity of various stakeholders and giving greater role to MAF was a good exit strategy that the project applied. Providing training to frontline extension workers, involving them in the monthly meetings to review and refine plan, organizing the agents’ visit to and arranging interactions with farmers’ groups, and finally organizing formal handover ceremonies in the presence of farmers’ groups, Suco and Aldeia leaders, sub-district and district administrators were the right exit strategies.  

2.5.6 Linkage and coordination 

This paragraph assesses the linkage and coordination capacity that have been developed for farmers groups with local MAF Extension Workers and vice versa to sustain project interventions beyond project period. 

As indicated above, MAF extension workers together with CARE/LIFT staff had visited to all farmers groups in respective Sucos and interacted with them. Discussion topic also included MAF would replace CARE/LIFT in terms of providing technical services and would facilitate for continuation activities by farmers. The message was reiteratively given also during the formal handover ceremony.  However, frequency of visit of the extension workers would be determined by transportation and communications facilities, and availability of fuel to them which require support from outside sources.

2.5.7 Knowledge and skills of community group to ensure Sustainability

This paragraph deals with knowledge and skills imparted to community groups to sustain project interventions which ensure Sustainability/adoption of promoted approaches/technologies/techniques

Training, exposure visit, mentoring, working together for planning and implementation of activities related to group management, linkage development with service providers, farmers; association, seed production, seed storage, grain production and storage, home gardening, water conservation, organic solid and liquid fertilizer production and use, SALT, nursery were carried out with community groups by project staff. Many of the community groups knew how to perform them exactly using the standard methods. They had gained knowledge about differences in food grain and seed, knowledge about improved storage techniques, knowledge about the importance of vegetable consumption and production techniques, and knowledge about personal hygiene. Some groups, however, knew them partly. Not only the knowledge, they have also skills on seed production, seed storage, growing vegetables in home garden, preparing organic compost and liquid fertilizers and other activities. Through the knowledge and skills that they have gained, every farmers that we interacted told that they will continue maize seed production, maize seed storage using metal  drum, home garden, prepare compost and liquid fertilizers, collect water in water pond during rainy season and use in dry season in vegetables of home garden, plant improved peanuts, plant improved sweet potato, store maize food grain in air tight metal drums, use agriculture tools including maize sheller and maize grinder ( a few of them responded positively), prepare dosi (a few), wash hands and encourage every member to do so and use facilities of SISCa. 

2.5.8 Relationships with key government and civil society stakeholders 

Grassroots level partnership. At the grassroots level, CARE/LIFT had formal relationship with farmers groups with the local government such as Aldeia and Suco chiefs as witness on the agreement. A memorandum of understanding/ agreement signed by farmer group leader, Suco chief and CARE/LIFT project manager which served as a document of formal relationship and commitment of working together. The MoU contained roles of community, Aldeia and Suco as well as roles of CARE/LIFT. According to the MoU, community provided local resources and labour whereas external resources and expertise were provided by CARE/LIFT.. There had been active involvements of Suco council members including Aldeia leaders in undertaking situation analysis and identification of priority needs. Their involvement was also noteworthy in the identification of vulnerable sites and groups. Group leaders’ participation included activity selection, deciding on selecting the sites for farmer field day and nominating members for participation in exposure visit, training and workshop.  Active participation of Suco leaders and Aldeia leaders was also observed during the handover ceremonies organised the project in the month of December 2010. Our assessment is that local leaders (Suco/Aldeia/group) had actively participated in planning, implementing, evaluating and finally mobilizing community people for sustaining the good practices. 

District and Sub-district level partnership. Similarly, CARE/LIFT’s formal relationship was also with sub-district and district administration. This relationship was mainly in the areas of Suco selection, security related issues in the district and sub-district, and information sharing and creating a conducive working environment. CARE/LIFT had also relationship with district government agencies especially the representative of MAF, District Administration Office and District Health Office. Monthly meetings were organised at sub-district with MAF staff. The district government agencies were engaged in planning community initiatives, as and when required. The limited presence of government service providers (MAF and Health) which was reported before mid-term evaluation had been corrected after the project included MAF capacity building as a component of the project. 

EC-NGOs on Food Security. Excellent relationship continued between CARE/LIFT and other EC-supported INGOs namely Oxfam, Concern, CCF, WN, Mercy Corps and World Vision. They shared good practices, implemented some activities jointly, developed common working strategy and used common advocacy tools to feed into national planning, policies and practices. They also pooled resources to implement some activities of common interest. Pooling resources for organising four national level workshops related food security and agriculture development, bulk purchasing of plastic were some examples of their resource pooling and sharing.  The influence of this group was well-recorded in the MAF policy making process as the latter sought inputs and feedback on national level policy document related to agriculture and food security. 

Relationship with Associate Partner. There had been excellent working relation with Seeds of Life Project/MAF. Seeds of Life project, operating within Ministry of Agriculture, was the only associate partner of CARE/LIFT that had been providing support in the following areas:

· providing seeds and samples of improved seeds and storage techniques, respectively, especially maize, peanuts and sweet potatoes; 

· support to CARE/LIFT staff for training on seed production and quality control;

· technical advice on planning and evaluation of on-farm trials and promoting seed production and storage techniques;

· sending its Technical Officers as a Resource Person in the training and workshops, related to on-farm trials, seed production and improved storage techniques, organised by CARE/LIFT;

· making available research and extension publications such as leaflets, brochures and Annual Report related to crop varieties and storage techniques;

· providing technical advice and suggestions on the guidelines and strategies prepared by CARE/LIFT project on seed production, varietal verification and improved storage techniques;

· sharing research and farmers feedback on on-farm trials of food crops and storage techniques, and vice-versa.

Moreover, Seeds of Life Project remained always keen on sharing its experiences with EC funded NGOs (CARE, Concern, Oxfam and CCF) working on Food Security. For 2007/08, Seeds of Life provided seeds of Suwan-5 maize, Utamua peanuts, and velvet bean free of cost for on-farm demonstrations. Planting materials of sweet potatoes were received by the project free of cost from SoL in 2008/09. In 2008/09 cropping season in November/December 08 also, it provided improved seeds of maize and peanuts (2,500 kg of maize and 250kg of peanuts) released by the government at government’s standard price.

2.5.9 External factors affecting the sustainability 

Earlier reports have indicated that security issues resulted by the political instability were the external prime factors affecting the project activities. These includes: (i) social violence in 2007 February – April where deteriorating security situation did not allow CARE/LIFT project to operationalise in the field. This incidence (since it is politically rooted) led to delayed hiring of the project manager and subsequently the project team. (2) Equally important was also the increased political and social tension after the assassination attempt to President and Prime Minister on 11 February 2008. There was an intensive military search operation going on to capture rebel leader and followers of the rebel groups who were thought hiding in the forest of Ermera District which is surrounded by CARE/LIFT project districts of Liquica and Bobonaro. As a result, CARE could not mobilize its field staff and additional field activities till early May 2008. Both of these incidences that were events unintended by the project, impacted on its speed of doing the activities.

There were some other factors that were not foreseen before by the project but had affected during the implementation. These include: 

a) Extreme weather condition. The severity of La Nina weather phenomenon in 2010, which was so severe after 20 years, offset the gain of the project. It hampered post-harvest operations particularly drying of maize cob after harvest in March-April 2010 of the maize planted in November 2009. The drying operation is associated with grain separation and moisture content of seed. Higher the moisture content is, greater is the possibility of seed/grain rot. 

b) During the maize planting of 2010 in the month of November, the continuously occurring La Nina made land preparation for maize sowing in 2010/11 cropping season difficult. Also, the planted maize could not germinate due to excess moisture condition of soil. The geminated plants also could not bear force of splash rain.  

c) Highly intensive rain during September to November 2010 caused standing vegetable crops to die due to water logging and high incidence of pests thus reduced opportunity for multiple harvesting of vegetables in the dry season

d) The mobility of MAF extension workers could be hampered greatly due to the continuing lack of transportation and communication facilities

CHAPTER III: LESSONS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

3.1 Lessons
The lessons are divided into two categories: Strategic learning and process-oriented learning. 

Strategic Learning

· Gender-balance approach to group formation found to be useful for ensuring women participation and empowerment. Women only group is not always the best approach for agriculture related activities as the activities demand the labour from both men and women. However, such a group could be useful for programs related to health and nutrition where men’s role is not required.

· National level sharing sensitized MAF regarding the good practices of all five EC-funded INGOs and the MAF developed on-farm storage policy and circulated the good practices of the INGOs to all 13 District Directorates of Agriculture.
· Sharing of good practices at national level is important for securing support from district and sub-district level as the district and sub-district level agencies listen more when message comes to them from their higher ups.  
· Participation of both national and expat staff in the EC-INGO Food Security Coordination Group is effective in levelling up understanding on the issues and enhancing inter-NGOs cooperation.

Process-Oriented Learning
· Aligning project activities along the line of government policy increases the likelihoods of being success. Food security agenda of both government and CARE worked well, whereas Health Committee approach of the project could not work, so government in centre and local level did not support.

· Political interferences in the project of different political parties at local level hinder the smooth implementation of interventions. Conflict can be solved if continuous dialogues are held with the conflicting parties involving other relevant stakeholders when needed. 

· Women are active in the mixed group when the group is facilitated by women agent.  

· Collective action of the group works as binding force for the member to remain in group and also improve the group cohesion.

· Providing opportunity to farmers to evaluate the technology, guides for whether or not to promote technology

· Exposure visit of the farmers is a good learning tool for motivating farmers to adopt good practices.

· Putting project manager in the field enhances the capacity of subordinates and increases the coordination and cooperation with various stakeholders effectively and efficiently.

· Organizing INGO meeting in the field proved to be good approach to familiarize with innovative good practices implemented by host organizations

· Introduction of labour saving technology such as maize shelling machine help reduce drudgery of women and change the women only task to the task of both men and women.

· Sucos and districts do not have the periodic and annual plans. The delay in decentralized planning has affected groups to integrate their plans into the Suco and district level plans. 

· Capacity building for different crops in the beginning is difficult for local staff. Therefore, working on limited number of crops but covering all aspects from production to marketing would bring better results. 

· Producing seeds for self-use in the beginning and developing commercial seed producers’ group for outside supply once they gain experience

3.2 Conclusion

The overarching conclusion of this evaluation is that the LIFT project was relevant, effective, and efficient to a large extent which provided sustainable impact on food security of vulnerable target population in the Bobonaro and Maubara sub-districts of Bobonaro and Liquica districts in Timor-Leste. 

The project was found relevant as it aligned with the national plan and priorities by contributing to government’s objectives of increasing agricultural production and productivity, strengthening gender integration; and improving institutional development and outreach of agricultural extension and information system. The project tried to respond to the local needs using a comprehensively food security framework while working with most vulnerable food insecure people in least developed areas of the country where service providers were nearly non-existent at the time of project design; and where drought, crop pests, flood and soil erosion, strong wind and post harvest storage loss of the major crops were common. 

The project has achieved almost all targets set aside. There are almost 100% farmers adopting improved Sele maize variety which has given with almost two-thirds increase in the main crop maize yield and many of them have established vegetable gardening and produced vegetable in both dry and non-dry seasons. The farmers produced more diverse foods and consumed and sold that helped them eat more diversified food and earn income. In addition to gaining economic return, target groups were also socially empowered through the several collective activities including carrying out project activities in common property land, working in groups, and sharing experiences. Though many groups were well capacitated in terms of using improved agricultural technologies and managing groups, there were some groups whose capacity was yet to be developed to a large extent. 

Project was efficient from two perspectives. The benefit of the major activities such as maize seed, maize storage and home gardening surpassed the direct and indirect costs associated with respective activities. Secondly, there were almost all activities where a cost sharing mechanism between the project and target group was in place. Hiring of local staff, partnering with different stakeholders for sharing resources, integrated approach, timely delivery of budget and materials, responsive management system have contributed to make the project cost effective. 

There had been reduction in about two month’s food insecurity among 3000 target households with increased in food production and cash earning through the sale of vegetables as well as saving from the storage loss in maize. The project generated some good practices that were good not only for the target population in the project area but also beyond the project boundary. The project generated good practices which were replicated beyond project boundary by different agencies were community seed production and storage, micro-water harvest technology and home gardening. 
Last but not least, one of the most remarkable achievements project made is on influencing national agriculture policy in Timor Leste through the piloting and extensive promotion of ‘community based seed production approach’. MAF has decided to replicate this innovative approach in all the districts of Timor-Leste from 2011 through MAF/Seeds of Life III Programme with the exception of the areas not covered by CARE. 
3.3 Recommendations
Recommendations for CARE International
Farmer Association is a good step for collective voice, collective marketing, collective planning and collective production. It should be strengthened. They need further support. CARE’s HAN support for this activity be streamlined.

Association establishment is fine after the group gets mature and feel the need for collective endeavours. The project had established the FA toward the end of the project once groups were strengthened was appropriate. Learning from this, CARE might consider this approach for other projects.

Project had good data base on maize cultivation and storage but data on other crops including cultivation and storage of peanut, sweet potato, asukuwas and others were lacking at the time of evaluation. CARE should take note of this and plan to have all necessary data collected for all relevant activities in other projects including HAN. 

Capacity building for different crops in the beginning is difficult for local staff. Therefore, working on limited number of crops but covering all aspects from production to marketing using value chain approach would bring better results. 

Working with the governments in developing countries requires patience for development partners as they do not move at the speed of expectation. Sometimes, the government policies change unexpectedly. CARE might keep project flexible so as to adjust with such changes. 

Political interferences are common in many developing countries and it is specifically so for the countries that have emerged from conflict as many Acts and Regulations are yet to be developed and respected by all. Keeping provision for continued dialogues with different stakeholders maintaining political neutrality would lead to success. 

Ensure farmers participation in all phases of the project cycle to the extent possible so that farmers get actively involved in technology piloting including design the pilot, implementing and evaluating. This would increase not only ownership of the local people to the project, it will also facilitate for sustainability in addition to making the project less costly and more effective.

Recommendations for Donor

The role of EC-INGO Food Security Coordination Group was effective to mobilise the national resources toward the good practices generated by the food security projects of different INGOs. These organisations may continue with greater role in food security related future or on-going projects. 
There were about 23% of the farmers’ group that were not performing well. Their capacity needs to be improved through MAF. CARE support to MAF, in future, should include capacity building of the groups in need in the LIFT area. 

Likewise, the capacity of MAF extension workers is yet to be developed. CARE support should also include this area as well.
Survey for baseline and endline should be done in same months so that results are comparable across the seasons. 
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