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Abstract

Community-based livestock breeding programmes (CBBPs) have emerged as a potential approach to implement sus-
tainable livestock breeding in smallholder systems. In Malawi and Uganda, goat CBBPs were introduced to improve
production and productivity of indigenous goats through selective breeding. Scaling up CBBPs have recently received
support due to evidence-based results from current implementation and results of CBBPs implemented in other re-
gions of the world. This paper explores strategies for scaling up goat CBBPs in Malawi and Uganda, and documents
experiences and lessons learned during implementation of the programme. A number of stakeholders supporting
goat-based interventions for improving smallholders’ livelihoods exists. This offers an opportunity for different actors
to work together by pooling financial resources and technical expertise for establishment and sustainability of goat
CBBPs. Scaling up strategies should be an integral part of the pilot design hence dissemination partners need to be
engaged during the design and inception stages of the pilot CBBPs. Creation of self-sustaining CBBPs requires early
collaborative programme planning, meaningful investment and long-term concerted and coordinated efforts by col-
laborating partners. Permanently established actors, like government agencies and research and training institutions,
are better placed to coordinate such efforts. The overall goal of the scaling up programme should be creation of a
financially sustainable system, in which smallholders are able, on their own, to transact and sustain operations of their
local breeding institutions using locally generated revenue/ resources. Since CBBP scaling up is a ‘learning by doing
process’, an effective monitoring and evaluation system should be an integral part of the process.

Keywords: community-based institutions, dissemination partners, scaling up strategies, selective breeding,
smallholders, stakeholder engagement

1 Introduction

Community-based livestock breeding programmes (CB-
BPs) have emerged as a viable option to implement live-
stock breeding in smallholder systems (Ahuya et al., 2005;
Kahi et al., 2005; Peacock, 2008; Gutu et al., 2015; Haile et
al., 2019). Currently, CBBPs are commonly implemen-
ted among keepers of small ruminants of local breeds
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(Mueller et al., 2015) in developing countries. CBBPs are
distinct in a few important ways: First, farmers in these
programmes determine which traits to select for and are
trained to incorporate these traits into their breeding prac-
tices. Secondly, farmers work together as a group thereby
creating a bigger and more diverse flock, and they re-
ceive support from scientists/researchers to set up local re-
cording systems to monitor the performance of their ani-
mals on the selected traits over a period. Finally, CBBPs
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include substantial interaction between farmers and scient-
ists as they evaluate different breeding options so that de-
cisions on herd management are informed and collaborat-
ive (Feed the Future, 2014). More specific and detailed
guidelines for designing CBBPs, tailored for small rumin-
ant systems in Africa, and performance of selected CBBPs
in developing countries are given by Haile et al. (2018) and
Mueller et al. (2015), respectively.

In the framework of Feed the Future Initiative, funded
by the United States Agency for International Development
(USAID) and led by United States Department of Agricul-
ture (USDA) in collaboration with the African Goat Im-
provement Network (AGIN), goat CBBPs were introduced
in Mzimba and Nsanje districts in Malawi and in Hoima
and Nakapiripirit districts in Uganda in 2014. The goal of
the programme was to improve production and productiv-
ity of indigenous goats through selective breeding, improved
nutrition and animal healthcare. The model integrates sci-
entific and indigenous knowledge where selection of breed-
ing bucks is based on statistical data and farmers’ visual ap-
praisals (Gutu et al., 2015; Haile et al., 2018) of the selected
candidates for the predefined traits. Preliminary evaluations
of the programme in the two countries show: elimination of
‘negative selection’ (where fast growing animals are sold out
for slaughter leaving inferior ones for breeding), improved
average 6-month live weight (average of 16 to 19kg), in-
creased percentage of kid survival (72 to 89 %), improved
twining rates (8.2 to 16.7 %) and improved prices (€ 21.6 to
€ 30.1) per adult animal (unpublished reports). Elsewhere,
similar CBBPs for dairy goats (Mexico and Kenya), sheep
(Ethiopia and Peru), Angora goats (Argentina) and local pigs
(Vietnam) have shown that not only is the approach effec-
tive in genetic improvement, but it builds local capacity and
ownership and can be very sustainable given the right level
of organisation and support among the participating farmers
(Mueller et al., 2015; Gutu et al., 2015). Hence scaling up
the CBBP initiative has recently received strong support be-
cause of the evidence-based results which have demonstrated
that this participatory model can help smallholder farmers
implement and build CBBPs that are sustainable and poten-
tially scalable over time. The purpose of this paper was to
explore strategies for scaling up goat CBBPs in Malawi and
Uganda, to provide a description of the process and to docu-
ment challenges encountered and lessons learned for future
improvement of similar endeavours. Different definitions
and dimensions of scaling up were drawn from literature.
The paper concludes by discussing and recommending key
requirements that need to be in place for successful scaling
up of CBBPs and sustainability of the associated positive im-
pacts to smallholder livestock farmers.

1.1 Definitions and types of scaling up

The World Health Organization (WHO, 2010) defined
scaling up as “efforts to increase the impact of a technical
solution successfully tested in pilot or experimental projects
to benefit more people and to foster policy and programme
development on a long term basis”. This can be in form
of expanding, replicating, adapting and sustaining success-
ful policies, programmes, or projects in a geographic space
and over time to reach a greater number of rural and urban
poor (Fatunbi et al., 2015). In covering a wider geographic
area and number of people, Gilindel et al. (2001) viewed
scaling up as having two dimensions; horizontal and verti-
cal. Franzel ef al. (2004) defined horizontal scaling up as
the spread of the successfully tested innovation across geo-
graphical areas to benefit more people; while vertical scaling
up as being institutional in nature, involving different types
of organisations with different functions from farmer groups
to extension services, training and research institutions, poli-
cymakers, private companies and national and international
organisations. In this article, the definition by Franzel et al.
(2004) was adopted. For simplicity, the term ‘scaling up’
has been used throughout the text to refer to both horizontal
and vertical scaling up. A specific term (horizontal scaling
up or vertical scaling up) is used where special emphasis is
needed. It must be noted however that horizontal and ver-
tical scaling up often take place simultaneously. In prac-
tice, involving more beneficiaries is often associated with
involving more organisations and broadening functional ob-
jectives. Hence, success in scaling up rests on finding a
good balance between horizontal and vertical approaches
and a continuous evolution of the combination (Jacobs &
Ubels, 2016).

2 Materials and methods

2.1 CBBP and the scaling up strategy

The introduction of goat CBBPs in Malawi and Uganda
led to the establishment of two pilot CBBP sites in each
country, hence increasing the number of CBBP sites and
number of participating farmers was the first target. The
CBBP model was subjected to a three-step Scaling Scan
(PPPLab, 2018), a practical tool to determine scalability
of innovations/models. Step 1 involved construction of the
scaling up ambition (Figure 1) followed by a system and re-
sponsibility check. The system and responsibility check is
an analysis of the potential changes that could be brought by
scaling up the model which might have implications (both
positive and negative) on society and the environment. Step
2 involved an analysis of the attributes of the model and the
external factors that determine the potential for scalability of
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the model. The factors are referred as ‘scaling up ingredi-
ents’ and are listed in Figure 1. Step 3 involved analysis of
key potential challenges which could negatively affect the
realisation of the scaling up targets.
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Fig. 1: The goat community-based breeding programme (CBBP)
scaling up ambition.

The results of the Scaling Scan and the nature of the goat
CBBPs demonstrated that the CBBP model could potentially
be scaled by integrating the model into similar programmes
and projects run by other organisations. This necessitated
identification and establishment of partnerships with rele-
vant stakeholders in the small ruminant subsector for the
goat CBBP scaling up process in the two countries.

2.2 Stakeholders identification and engagement in Malawi
and Uganda

The Rapid Appraisal of Agricultural Knowledge Systems
(RAAKS) analytical tool (Engel & Salomon, 2002) was used
for identification and selection of relevant key partners for
the goat CBBP scaling up process. The processes were fa-
cilitated by the CBBP resource teams in both countries (9
team members in Malawi and 7 members in Uganda). The
resource teams were composed of pilot project members and
other co-opted individuals from livestock research and ex-
tension systems involved in pilot project implementation. In
Malawi, the work was implemented from July to September
2017 and in Uganda, from February to April 2018. It in-
volved consultations with potential partners and a series of
resource team meetings for execution of the Scaling Scan
and the RAAKS analytical tools. Three meetings were con-
ducted in Malawi and five meetings in Uganda. The number
of meetings varied with location (distances) and number of
identified partners. The stakeholder ranking matrix (Morris
& Baddache, 2012) was adapted and used to rank the part-
ners/ stakeholders. The partners were ranked on a subject-
ive, but relative ordinal scale of 0 — 3. A score of 3 denotes a
very important stakeholder with respect to potential for con-
tributing to successful scaling up, and a score of 0 means
unimportant stakeholder. The stakeholders were assessed on
the following parameters: Relevance, expertise, sustainab-
ility, resource mobilisation, coordination/collaboration and
influence. The specific range of the mean scores and corres-
ponding interpretations are given in Table 1, while Table 2
provides a detailed description of the parameters.

The scoring process was done by assessing stakeholders’
potential for contributing to a specific parameter in rela-
tion to scaling up the goat CBBPs. The assessment was
done through a debate and consensus for joint score, con-
ducted by the resource teams. The non-parametric Wil-
coxon rank-sum test (Wilcoxon Mann-Whiney U-test) was
performed using SAS version 9.4 (SAS Institute, 2012) for
pairwise comparisons of stakeholders and to determine sig-
nificant differences regarding potential contributions to suc-
cessful scaling up of goat CBBPs. The stakeholder selection
and ranking were followed by stakeholder mapping and en-
gagement. The stakeholder mapping involved personal inter-
views with 27 selected stakeholders (12 from Malawi and 15
from Uganda) to validate the parameters detailed in Table 2
and to identify specific goat production/research related pro-
jects/programmes and understand their goals and objectives.
The interviews also assessed the stakeholders’ perspectives
concerning CBPPs and helped development of stakeholder
management strategies. A semi-structured questionnaire was
used to capture data for the parameters. Stakeholder con-
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Table 1: Parameters on which potential stakeholders were assessed
and interpretation of the mean score range.

Potential stakeholders (scores)

Parameters A B C D

Vertical scaling up

Relevance
Expertise
Sustainability
Resource
mobilisation
Coordination

Influence

Category mean
scores

Horizontal scaling up

Relevance
Expertise
Sustainability
Resource
mobilisation
Coordination

Influence

Category mean
scores

Overall mean 0-0.9 1.0-1.9 2.0-2.4 2.5-3.0
scores range

Mean score Un-
interpretation  important

Slightly
important

Important Very
important

sultative workshops (one workshop in each country) were
then conducted to facilitate stakeholder engagement and ac-
tion planning. The workshops were designed to achieve the
following:

e Bring awareness of the potential and achievements of
CBBPs in the current pilot projects and from previous
projects implementation.

e Jointly determine how CBBP can fit into the stake-
holders’ existing rural livelihoods improvement pro-
grammes.

o Collectively identify specific potential sites for scaling
out the programme.

o Jointly evaluate and improve the goat CBBP scaling up
ambition (Figure 1).

The workshops also provided a platform to get feedback
from the partner organisations on the best approaches for
scaling up the programme, earmark areas of possible im-
provements and participatory analysis of potential chal-

Table 2: Parameter description.

Parameter Description

Relevance Relevance of stakeholder/ partner organisa-
tion to goat CBBP e.g. involvement of
indigenous goat production in their pro-
grammes/projects for livelihoods improve-

ment of smallholder farmers

Expertise Availability of personnel with skills and
technical expertise instrumental for imple-

menting goat CBBPs

Sustainability Auvailability of the partner organisation for
long-term facilitation and potential to sup-
port and/ or implement CBBPs and em-
power target communities for sustainability

of the programme

Resource
mobilisation

Capacity of the partner organisation to mo-
bilize financial and materials resources to
support CBBPs

Coordination & Capacity of the partner organisation to co-

collaboration ordinate scaling up activities and collabor-
ate with other partners
Influence Potential for the partner organisation to

positively influence other organisations for
action in CBBPs scaling up process

lenges associated with the scaling up process and devel-
opment of possible solutions. During the workshops, par-
ticipants were randomly divided into three groups to un-
dertake an in-depth discussion of these issues and this was
followed by group presentations and plenary discussion.
The consultative workshops were then followed by special
follow-up meetings to get and consolidate specific action
plans for integrating the goat CBBPs into the identified pro-
jects and programmes from the stakeholders who expressed
commitment to support and take up implementation of goat
CBBPs. Interviews with smallholder goat farmers were con-
ducted by the resource teams in selected potential sites (for
CBBP horizontal scaling up) identified by stakeholders dur-
ing the workshops. Local veterinary officers proficient in
the local language in respective sites were recruited as inter-
viewers. A semi structured questionnaire was used to cap-
ture data. A total of 278 goat farmers in Malawi and 197 in
Uganda were interviewed. A snowball sampling method was
used to identify the respondents. The interviews were de-
signed to assess farmer’s perceptions and willingness for par-
ticipation in the programme and to understand a number of
demographic, technical, socio-economic and socio-cultural,
environmental and production system parameters. Although
this was not the main focus of the study, the information ob-
tained was instrumental in adapting CBBPs implementation
to suit the prevailing production systems and situations ex-
isting in different areas in the two countries.
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3 Results

3.1 Stakeholder characterisation, selection and ranking

Figure 2 shows types of stakeholders identified for the
goat CBBP scaling up process in both countries. Results of

J Extension Agencies

Government Agencies

(GA) Research Agencies

NGOs and international
donors (NID)

Universities and
‘{ colleges

Stakeholders for the
goat CBBP model

Research and Training
Institutions (RTI)

Smallholder goat
farmers (SF)

Selected value chain
actors (VCA)

Fig. 2: Stakeholders identified for scaling up the community-
based goat breeding programme.

pairwise comparisons of stakeholders on parameter scores
used to rank stakeholders in Malawi and Uganda are given
in Table 3. As described in Table 1, an overall mean score
of 2.5-3.0 means that the stakeholder has great potential for
significant contribution to successful scaling up and sustain-
ability of the goat CBBPs, while a score of 0-0.9 denotes
insignificant contribution. Stakeholders were significantly
different (Malawi p < 0.0166; Uganda p <0.0107) regarding
potential contribution to specific parameters important for
goat CBBPs scaling up process. Government agencies and
research and training institutions received the highest mean
scores followed by smallholder farmers and NGOs and inter-
national donors, reflecting the potential contribution of these
stakeholders for establishment and sustainability of the goat
CBBPs.

Although there were minor variations for individual par-
ameter scores between the two countries, the overall scores
generally showed similar results for the two countries. The
ranking was instrumental for determining the level of at-
tention during the engagement process and development of
stakeholder management strategies. Table 4 gives detailed
information on the roles and relevance of each stakeholder,
their development agendas, proposed management strategies
and expected responsibilities in CBBP scaling up process.
Figure 3 shows a common cross-cutting agenda shared by
all key stakeholders which is also the overall goal for the
goat CBBP model.

Table 3: Pairwise comparisons of stakeholders on parameter
scores instrumental for scaling up goat CBBP in Malawi and
Uganda.

Item Malawi Uganda

P-value Sign. P-value Sign.

Global hypothesis (HO) 0.0166 * 0.0107 *
Pairwise comparisons
GA! - NID? 0.0094 * 0.1131 n.s.
NID - RTP® 0.0157 * 0.0146 *
VCA* —RTI 0.0164 * 0.0023 *
GA -VCA 0.0164 * 0.0131 *
GA -SP° 0.2291 n.s. 0.2535 n.s.
RTI - SF 0.2291 n.s. 0.0325 *
NID - SF 0.2835 n.s. 0.8151 n.s.
VCA - SF 0.2156 n.s. 0.1938 n.s.
NID - VCA 0.5760 n.s. 0.1959 n.s.
GA - RTI 0.9520 n.s. 0.1482 n.s.
Mean scores®
GA NID VCA RTI SF
Malawi 2.92¢ 2.00" 1.50° 2.83¢ 2.25%
Uganda 2.83% 2.08% 1.33% 3.00¢ 2.17%

! Government Agencies; 2 NGOs and International Donors; 3 Research
and Training Institutions; 4 Value Chain Actors; 5 Smallholder Farmers
*Significance at p < 0.05; n.s. = non-significance

abe Means with different superscripts within a row are significantly
different at p < 0.05

% An average score of 0-0.9, 1.0 - 1.9, 2.0 — 2.4 and 2.5 — 3.0 means
unimportant, slightly important, important and very important
stakeholder, respectively.

Government
agencies

Research and
training
institutions

Goat CBBP
(Smallholder
goat farmers)

NGOs and
donors

Profit maximisation

Selected value
chain actors

Improvement of
livelihoods of smallholder
goat farmers

Fig. 3: The common cross-cutting agenda for CBBP collaborating
partners and the CBBPs model



Table 4: Mapping and characterisation of stakeholders in the small ruminant sub-sector in Malawi and Uganda.

Name of stakeholder Stake in scaling up CBBPs Why are they critical in

scaling up CBBPs

Major development agenda
(interests and objectives)

Stakeholder management
Strategy (motivation to

Responsibilities

participate)

Goat producers/

e Owners of the goat

e CBBPs not possible

o Improved livelihoods

Clear benefits of CBBPs

Management of animals

°
farmers . . . .. . . - .
genetic resource without their e Recognition of socio- e Capacity building Cooperate with
participation economic and cultural e Ownership scientists and facilitators
use of goats e Regular support Management of farmer
organisations
(cooperatives and
associations)
Government . L . .
(Livestock research e Livestock technology e Programme e Improved livelihoods of e (Clear benefits of CBBPs Adopting and supporting
development implementation and livestock farmers e Harmony with existing scaling up CBBPs

and extension support
system)

e Provision of livestock
extension services

institutionalisation

e Programme

e Ensure a nation
self-sufficient in safe

government policy/
development agenda

CBBP integration into
policy and programmes

sustainability animal products o Early programme Farmer capacity building
e Promotion of climate involvement
resilient animal e Capacity building

production

e Conservation of AnGR

Research and training

e e Data management and e Have necessary capacity e Capacity building o Availability of Technology
nstitutions L .
feedback for data management, o Livelihoods researchable areas in development for
e Capacity building analysis and feedback improvement through CBBPs efficiency in product
outreach and on-farm o Availability of student generation and
research research funds in the marketing
programme Capacity building
o Availability of Data management,
conducive working analysis and feedback
environment for students
NGOs/donors

e Provision of extension
services, material and
financial support

o Have the necessary

capacity for resource
mobilisation

e Improved livelihoods of
smallholder farmers

Clear benefits of CBBPs
Harmony with their
development agenda
Access and use of
information generated
from the programme

Material and financial
support

Linking farmers to
potential markets
Provision of extension
services

Private sector (selected
value chain actors)

e Provision of services
e Potential market

e Provision of various

services

e Potential market

e Profit maximisation

Availability of attractive
business cases in CBBPs

Service provision
Provision of market for
the products
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3.2 Stakeholder engagement and action planning

In both countries the consultative workshops were atten-
ded by representatives of the following organisations: gov-
ernment agencies, research and training institutions, NGOs
and international donors (Table 5).

Table 5: Number of stakeholders who turned up for the consultative
workshops.

Type of stakeholder Number of stakeholders
Malawi Uganda Total

Government agencies 12 7 19

Research and training 1 3 4

institutions

NGOs 1 4 5

International donors 0

Total 14 15 29

Although the workshops were well patronized, the turn-
up of stakeholders particularly from the NGOs sector in
Malawi was below expectation relative to the list of invited
potential organisations (1 turned up out of 9 invited poten-
tial NGOs). Later it was found that this was due to lack of
involvement during pilot activities implementation. During
the workshop, stakeholders recommended the establishment
of a special CBBP taskforce to spearhead important tasks in
the vertical scaling up process and to act as a steering com-
mittee for the whole process. Some partner organisations
were therefore nominated to be members of the taskforce
to facilitate policy dialogue with relevant government agen-
cies. The nominations were conducted by participants of the
stakeholder workshop guided by the results of stakeholder
characterisation and ranking. For sustainability of the CB-
BPs, stakeholders recommended implementation of the fol-
lowing strategies:

e Integration of the CBBP model into government’s small
ruminant development programmes in the two countries
(90 % of the stakeholders).

e Capacity building and empowerment of the targeted be-
neficiaries along with establishment of community-based
institutions (associations and cooperative) (100 % of the
stakeholders).

e Establishment of a reliable and sustainable financing
mechanism for the scaling up process (100 % of the stake-
holders).

e Continuous mobilisation and engagement of new partners
to leverage additional technical capacity and resources to

further pursue the scaling up agenda (80 % of the stake-
holders).

Hence regular workshops were recommended to be an
integral part of the process. Regular meetings will be an
important monitoring and evaluation platform for reviewing
implementation progress, share experiences, lessons, chal-
lenges, and possible solutions. February and September
every year were earmarked for annual review workshops
for Uganda and Malawi, respectively. Several partner or-
ganisations committed to adopt the goat CBBP by integrat-
ing the model into their rural livelihoods improvement pro-
grammes. They included: CARITAS-Uganda, Iowa State
University-Uganda Programme, and three climate resilient
programmes funded by FAO-Uganda and implemented by
Makerere University, the National Agriculture Research Or-
ganisation (NARO) and the Ministry of Agriculture, Ani-
mal Industry and Fisheries (MAAIF). In Malawi four pro-
grammes coordinated by the Ministry of Agriculture were
earmarked for integration of the CBBP model (Table 6).
Only projects/ programmes which were at inception stage
were targeted for incorporation of CBBP to allow smooth
budgetary integration. Action plans detailing the integration
processes were drawn. These included specific tasks relating
to the process of setting up goat CBBPs (farmer sensitisation
and mobilisation and capacity building, identification of the
breeding population which involves tagging of all animals
under the programme, recruitment and training of enumer-
ators and data entry clerks, etc.). Expected outputs for each
task, responsible organisations and the timeframe when the
tasks were expected to be completed were drawn (Table 6).
However, long and bureaucratic project logistics associated
with project inceptions delayed the commencement of the in-
tegration processes. In some cases, the integration processes
were postponed to subsequent new programmes so that CB-
BPs are incorporated in the designing stage of the new pro-
grammes. Personnel transfers (transfers of contact resource
persons to different offices) through promotions and retire-
ments affected progress of the integration processes particu-
larly for projects in government agencies in Malawi. Inad-
equate availability of facilitation funds during implementa-
tion of initial CBBP integration activities also affected pro-
gress in both countries. Therefore, a special funding was
requested from the donor (USDA), funding pilot CBBPs to
fast-track implementation of integration activities in the two
countries.



Table 6: Potential projects for incorporating CBBPs and expected output for the integration processes.

scaling out

Action Plans

Country Project Brief project description
sites (districts) Expected outputs Responsibility Timeframe
Sustainable Agricultural Promotes crop/ livestock Neno Farmers trained, base Blantyre ADD! By June 2019
Production Programme (SAPP) integration for sustainable food population identified,
production recording system in place etc.
Malawi Drought Recovery and  Strengthens livelihoods of Chikwawa Farmers trained, base Blantyre ADD By April 2019
Resilient Programme farmers in drought/ floods population identified,
) (MDRRP) prone areas recording system in place etc.
Malawi
Small ruminant Improvement Programme to improve Salima Farmers trained, base Chitara Research By April 2019
Research productivity of small ruminants population identified, Station
recording system in place etc.
Presidential Initiative for Small ~ Enhance ownership of Mzimba Farmers trained, base Mzuzu ADD By March 2019
Stock Programme (PISSP) livestock through “pass-on the population identified,
gift” initiative recording system in place etc.
Sustainable Rural Enhance food and nutrition Namasagali Farmers trained, base Iowa State By April 2019
Livelihoods-Uganda security Bugulumbya population identified, University Uganda
Programme recording system in place etc. ~ Programme
Hoima Sustainable Promote food production and Hoima Farmers trained, base CARITAS-Hoima By June 2019
Agricultural Programme sustainable agriculture population identified,
recording system in place etc.
Usand Regional Pastoral Livelihoods Improve livelihoods among the ~ Napak Farmers trained, base MAAIF? and By April 2018
ganda Resilient Programme. pastoralists Nakapiripirit population identified, NARO?
recording system in place etc.
(GCCA+) — Scaling up Improve income and climate Sembabule Farmers trained, base NARO and As soon as
Agriculture adaptation to resilient livelihoods in a population identified, Makerere possible
climate change in Uganda gender-responsive manner recording system in place etc.  University-CAES*
Agricultural Climate Strengthens capacity for Isingiro Farmers trained, base NARO As soon as
Resilience Enhancement resilient livelihoods of population identified, possible

Initiative (FAO and WMO)

smallholder farmers

recording system in place

! Agricultural Development Division; 2Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and Fisheries; >National Agricultural Research Organisation; *College of Agriculture and Environmental Sciences
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4 Discussion

The existence of stakeholders promoting and supporting
indigenous goat production and research in the small rumin-
ant subsector in both Malawi and Uganda, offers an oppor-
tunity for different actors to work together by pooling finan-
cial resources and technical expertise for the establishment
and sustainability of goat CBBPs. It was noted during the
study that there were numerous projects and programmes fa-
cilitated by government agencies, NGOs, research and train-
ing institutions, international donors and faith-based organ-
isations with an overarching goal of enhancing smallholders’
livelihoods using goat-based interventions. This was an op-
portune prospect to bring the goat CBBP to scale by integrat-
ing the CBBP model into such programmes. Therefore, the
goat CBBP scaling up efforts were initiated to incorporate
the CBBP model into these projects/programmes as a means
of adding value to the programmes and spreading the bene-
fits of CBBPs to more communities while spreading the costs
to more organisations.

4.1 Engaging the right partners

Success in this endeavour necessitated the identification
of dissemination partners and establishment of effective part-
nership between the stakeholders in the small ruminant sub-
sector. Partnerships are an important strategy to bring in-
novations to scale, as they combine the competencies of dif-
ferent actors to address difficult development issues, create
breakthroughs, and combine different types of financing to
create and sustain solutions (Jacobs & Ubels, 2016). CBBP
like any livestock breeding programme requires meaning-
ful investment (Haile et al., 2019) and long-term concerted
and coordinated efforts by collaborating partners. Perman-
ently established actors, like government agencies and re-
search and training institutions, are better placed to coordin-
ate such efforts. Although NGOs and donors are vital part-
ners to provide financial resources and other technical back-
stopping, their support are usually limited by projects/ pro-
grammes’ timeframe. Hence, stakeholder analysis and rank-
ing were instrumental in identification and recruitment of
relevant partners to provide context-specific technical know-
ledge, influence and marketing-related needs. This was rein-
forced by bringing together partners which shared a common
goal with the goat CBBP model. It was envisaged that such
alignment will underpin and drive the partnering endeav-
our forward, create synergy and engagement, and foster the
emergence of collective efforts (PPPLab , 2018). The results
were primarily visible during the stakeholder engagement
workshops and follow-up action planning meetings. Govern-
ment agencies, research and training institutions and devel-
opment partners in both countries acknowledged the need for

collective and concerted efforts to pool financial resources
and technical capacities for the improvement and conserva-
tion of the local goat genetic resources through goat CBBPs
in the two countries and in Africa as a whole. This is because
animal genetic diversity is critical for sustainable food and
nutrition security, poverty reduction and rural development
(AU-IBAR, 2019). Therefore, given the potential for signifi-
cant future changes brought by climate change in production
conditions and in the objectives of livestock production, it
is essential that the options value provided by the local goat
genetic diversity be secured (Hoffmann, 2010). Stakeholders
therefore reiterated the need for more awareness campaigns
to create demand for the model and mobilize more partners
to leverage financial resources and technical capacity for the
scaling up process. Smallholder goat farmers in the scaling
up sites also expressed willingness to participate in the goat
CBBPs for improved performance of their animals.

4.2 Scaling up requires early engagement of dissemination
partners

Stakeholders noted that the scaling up efforts by the CBBP
resource teams were ill-timed. Such efforts were required
to commence right from the inception of the pilot projects
which had not been the case with the pilot goat CBBPs in
both countries. This could be a contributing factor to the low
turn-up of potential NGOs in Malawi during the workshop
and the challenges experienced during integration of CBBPs
into partners’ programmes. Scaling up requires that poten-
tial dissemination partners and other stakeholders be sens-
itized, mobilized and engaged during inception of the pilot
implementation process (Giindel et al., 2001; Hartmann &
Linn, 2007; Wigboldus et al., 2016). Just as creating pro-
gramme ownership and sustainability requires early and full
involvement of farmers in the research process (Wurzinger et
al., 2011), dissemination partners also require involvement
during pilot implementation for them to support its sub-
sequent scaling up. Engagement during pilot inception helps
dissemination partners to be conversant with the model’s im-
plementation requirements and to see the model’s practical
field performance in terms of generation of benefits and po-
tential challenges (WHO, 2011). It is therefore imperative
to ensure collaborative development of scaling up strategies
during the design and inception phases of pilot develop-
ment/ research projects (Hartmann & Linn, 2007; Wigbol-
dus et al., 2016) and reinforce a continuous and collective
refinement of the strategies based on experiences and les-
sons learned throughout the pilot implementation process.
The strategies should include but are not limited to: Iden-
tification of the right target groups, early engagement of
policy makers and engagement of key dissemination partners
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(WHO, 2011). An assessment should however be conducted
to determine the feasibility and cost effectiveness of enga-
ging potential dissemination partners and policy makers dur-
ing pilot implementation phase (UNDP, 2013; Zomahoun et
al., 2019).

4.3 Scaling up requires a clear financing strategy

The challenges experienced during the CBBP integration
process (inadequate and unavailability of funds leading to
delays in rolling out the integration processes) suggest that
development of the financing strategies for scaling up pro-
cess had not been adequately addressed. Integration of the
cost of CBBPs into existing programmes entailed signifi-
cant budgetary modification and realignment of the imple-
mentation timeframe. Hence the processes took substantial
time to commence especially in donor funded programmes
which usually are accompanied by fixed budgetary regula-
tions or require long bureaucratic process to effect budget-
ary revisions. As mentioned earlier this approach requires
early (during pilot inception) and collaborative development
of financing plan for the scaling up process. The PPPLab
(2016) noted that joint development of financing strategy is
one of the critical factors that determine scaling up success
and model sustainability. Hence when planning for CBBP
model scaling up, three important financing strategies need
to be considered. 1) Strategies for financing the scaling up
process, 2) an assessment and improvement of financial ser-
vices to support vulnerable value chain actors (smallholder
farmers) and 3) a clear financial sustainability strategy after
external support is phased out. A medium- or long-term fin-
ancial commitment from donors or government is required to
finance CBBP scaling up process (Haile ez al., 2018; Haile et
al., 2019). Non-negotiable short-term financing or ‘pet’
donor projects should be avoided (Wurzinger et al., 2011;
UNDP, 2013). Recently, co-financing has become common
for projects/ programmes requiring long-term investments.
Two or more collaborating partners can agree to co-finance
a model concurrently, or a phased financing strategy can be
agreed where organisations commit to provide financial sup-
port at different time periods of the model’s implementation
timeframe. The collaboration and networking among vari-
ous development agencies, should be maintained sufficiently
long enough to allow the breeding programme to incubate
and reach a sustainable stage (Haile et al., 2018; UNDP,
2013). However, such long-term agreements require af-
firmative actions in terms of participatory programme plan-
ning and signing of written agreements detailing the funding
modalities (UNDP, 2009).

Access to formal financial services for small ruminant
farmers in rural areas in most developing countries is a chal-

lenge because commercial banks do not consider them as vi-
able clients (Miller et al., 2012) or the service centres are lo-
cated very far away from their communities. In the pilot goat
CBBPs, a provision for establishment of village saving and
credit scheme (VSCS) was included in the project design.
This has been instrumental for enhancing access to credit
at affordable interest rates and other financial services for
goat producers in the programme. Such arrangements should
be extended to the scaled programme. Community animal
health workers (CAHWSs) and goat assemblers (middlemen)
can access credit from such facility to expand their veterin-
ary services and goat businesses, respectively. Another op-
tion is to collaborate with an existing microfinance institu-
tion in an area for provision of services to people who are
investing in small ruminants production (Miller ez al., 2012).
It is important to lay-down concrete plans on how recurrent
costs of the programme and the breeding cooperative’s ac-
tivities will be financed after donor/government financing is
phased out. The following options, or combination of these,
could be considered: assisting the cooperatives to acquire
reliable income generating assets, introducing value-added
fee on sold products or negotiating for government subsidy
and/or any other strategy that will guarantee sustainable rev-
enue generation. It is essential to realize that the overall
vision for the whole programme should be to create a fin-
ancially sustainable system in which smallholders are able
to transact and sustain activities of their breeding coopera-
tives using internally generated revenues. Participation of
the private sector, e.g. establishment of small ruminant abat-
toirs, participation of processors and retailers of small ru-
minant products can boost incomes of smallholders contrib-
uting to sustainability of smallholder breeding programmes.
For this to materialize, initial long-term investments and
government incentives are essential. Such incentives could
include, but are not limited to: tax exemption on inputs for
specific period, access to credit facilities and land (Haile et
al., 2019).

4.4  Scaling up requires creation of an enabling environ-
ment

Establishment of the special CBBP taskforces during the
stakeholder workshops was to facilitate dialogue with gov-
ernment decision makers to lobby for integration of the
CBBP model into relevant government policy instruments
and sector programmes. This was an important move
considering that enabling policies are crucial to bring op-
erations to scale and require special emphasis, as non-
conducive policies may significantly hinder project perfor-
mance and scaling out efforts (Hartmann & Linn, 2007
Ajayi et al., 2018). Raussen et al. (2001) argued that poli-
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cymakers, at both local and national levels, are often an un-
tapped vital resource in scaling up efforts. Hence deliber-
ate efforts must be made at an early stage to facilitate de-
velopment of policy incentives that may help promote ad-
option, and policy makers should be engaged to promote
or even finance scaling up activities. Therefore, Franzel et
al. (2004) highlighted the importance of policy research and
dialogue to create a better enabling policy environment for
successful scaling up natural resource management innov-
ations/ models. The special CBBP taskforces were there-
fore set up to facilitate and catalyse policy change through
collaborative and formal dialogue with important policy and
decision makers at local, regional and national levels in the
two countries. For comparison, in Ethiopia this process was
successfully accomplished and the sheep CBBP model has
been integrated into the Ethiopian National Livestock Mas-
ter Plan (Shapiro et al., 2015).

Capacity building of the targeted beneficiaries and estab-
lishment of functional community-based institutions (asso-
ciations and cooperatives) in goat CBBP sites was one of
the strategies recommended by the stakeholders as a step
of building sustainable CBBPs. It was emphasized dur-
ing the stakeholder workshops that establishment and op-
erationalisation of such institutions should be given prior-
ity and special efforts should be made to ensure that ac-
tivities related to such an output are implemented within
the project’s timeframe. Lessons from pilot and scaled
sheep CBBPs in Ethiopia and elsewhere, demonstrated that
community-based institutions (CBIs) are instrumental for
success of rural livelihoods improvement programmes and
sustainability of the benefits associated with such initia-
tives (Kahi et al., 2005; Kosgey et al., 2006; Wurzinger et
al., 2011). Gutu et al. (2015) observed that overall perfor-
mance of sheep CBBPs in regions where cooperatives were
established were much better than those in regions where
there were no cooperatives. In Malawi and Uganda similar
community-based institutions are still under development in
both pilot and scaled goat CBBPs. Functional CBIs have
the potential to enhance business cases in the goat CBBP
model and making the CBBP more attractive to potential
users, policymakers and other development practitioners for
increased adoption, support and sustainability of the model
(Mueller et al., 2015; Haile et al., 2019). Special efforts
must therefore be made by the partner organisations parti-
cipating in scaling out goat CBBPs to ensure that the CBIs
are successfully established and operationalized in all the
targeted sites. CBIs are instrumental for empowering rural
farmers to effectively participate in animal products value
chains (Miller et al., 2012) and are a foundation for local
communities to lobby for their interests and consolidate their

bargaining power. The Vulnerability and Adaptability Pro-
gramme (2009) noted that in developing countries, it is of-
ten very difficult for smallholder farmers to engage in either
new or existing value chains in a manner that will bene-
fit them. Even if demand is high, such vulnerable farmers
first need to have their capacity built in production, business
skills and entrepreneurship to develop their activities to an
enterprise level that will equip them to engage in the value
chain in a meaningful manner (IFAD, 2013; Heifer Pro-
ject International, 2013). Such capacity empowerment can
best be nurtured under strong and functional CBIs. There-
fore, investment in this regard, to facilitate institutionalisa-
tion of CBIs in CBBPs, is indispensable. However, estab-
lishment of such functional institutions in a typical rural set-
ting require an efficient extension service to provide con-
tinuous technical support and usually takes substantial time
which in most cases fall outside projects’ funding timeframe
(Mueller et al., 2015; Haile et al., 2018). Therefore, sustain-
ability strategies outside the timeframe of external support
should be put in place until such a time when the CBIs are
independent and self-sustaining. This is an important area
where governments in collaboration with partner organisa-
tions involved in goat CBBP scaling up should commit ad-
equate resources to support the institutionalisation process
beyond the programme’s external support. In the pilot goat
CBBPs in Malawi and Uganda, extension officers have been
instrumental in facilitating implementation of the project.
Besides provision of animal healthcare services, they have
been a useful link between farmers and researchers and for
facilitating farmers’ capacity building through technical and
leadership trainings, farmer to farmer learning through ex-
change visits, on-farm demonstrations, field days and agri-
cultural/ animal shows. During the interviews with small-
holder goat farmers in the new sites for horizontal scaling
up of goat CBBPs, extension officers were recruited as in-
terviewers and will continue to work hand in hand with re-
searchers for the scaling up programme. However, improve-
ments need to be made on reducing the area covered by one
extension officer (particularly in Uganda) by recruiting more
officers. The CBBP taskforce was mandated to initiate dia-
logue with relevant authorities (Ministry of Agriculture) on
how to provide the solution for the challenge.

4.5 Scaling up require monitoring and evaluation

Effective monitoring and evaluation is a critical compon-
ent of an effective scaling up process (Brizzi & Mangi-
afico, 2014). However, monitoring and evaluation of scal-
ing up processes differs from monitoring and evaluating re-
sults of pilot CBBPs. A scaling up monitoring system needs
to monitor the scaling up intermediate goals, rather than
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the defined CBBP project outputs and outcomes. Monitor-
ing and evaluation of the pilot programme assesses whether
the tested model has been successful, and lessons of what
worked and did not work, have been established while mon-
itoring system for the scaling up process provides feedback
on whether right conditions and enabling environments for
scaling up are being created for scaling up to succeed, and
whether the programme will be sustainable (Hartmann &
Linn, 2008). The special CBBP scaling up taskforces were
set up and mandated to facilitate and carry out regular mon-
itoring and evaluation of CBBP scaling up progress. Spe-
cifically, the taskforces in collaboration with the resource
teams in the two countries were responsible for monitoring
whether prerequisite requirements for scaling up (adoption
of the CBBP model by dissemination partners, progress and
challenges of the integration process, dialogue with govern-
ment agencies for integration of CBBP with relevant pro-
grammes and legal frameworks, establishment and capacita-
tion of CBIs etc.) are being created to permit the scaling up
efforts to proceed as planned; and if not, to identify possible
causes and take necessary remedial actions. WHO (2010) re-
commended that while scaling up goals and objectives need
to be kept fixed, the scaling up processes should be imple-
mented with a ‘learning by doing’ culture/ attitude, one that
values adaptation, flexibility and openness to change. There-
fore, the goat CBBP scaling up monitoring system was de-
signed to capture important feedbacks from processes, dis-
semination partners, beneficiaries, communities and field-
based staff. These were to be discussed collectively and reg-
ularly so that learning and adjustments can take place. Feb-
ruary and September every year, were set for annual review
workshops where among other things special monitoring and
evaluation reports were to be presented and discussed.

5 Conclusions

The existence of stakeholders promoting and supporting
indigenous goat production and research in the small ru-
minant subsector in both Malawi and Uganda, offers an
opportunity for different actors to work together by pool-
ing financial resources and technical expertise for the es-
tablishment and sustainability of goat CBBPs. Scaling
up strategies should be an essential component of the pi-
lot design. Engagement of potential dissemination part-
ners during the design and inception of the pilot project
will enhance smooth adoption and integration of goat CB-
BPs into the partners’ programmes. To facilitate creation
of self-sustaining community-based breeding institutions,
meaningful investment in time and other resources are re-
quired to build smallholders’ capacity, and to develop or

strengthen local breeding institutions. Investments in insti-
tutional/policy reforms, early collaborative programme plan-
ning and long-term, concerted and coordinated efforts by
collaborating partners are essential. Permanently established
actors, like government agencies and research and training
institutions, are better placed to coordinate such efforts. Al-
though NGOs and donors are potential partners to provide
financial resources and other technical backstopping, their
support are usually limited by projects/ programmes time-
frame. The overall goal of the scaling up programme should
be the creation of a financially sustainable system, in which
smallholders are able, on their own, to transact and sustain
the operations of their local breeding institutions using lo-
cally generated revenue/ resources. Since the CBBP scal-
ing up is a ‘learning by doing process’, an effective monit-
oring and evaluation system should be an integral part of the
process. The monitoring and evaluation system should en-
courage feedback from beneficiaries/ communities and field-
based staff for the learning and adjustments to take place.
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