
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

  
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

  
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Case Title: 

Name: 

Organization: 

Summary: 

Think about which subcomponents of the Collaborating, Learning & Adapting (CLA) Framework 
are most reflected in your case so that you can reference them in your submission: 

• Internal Collaboration

• External Collaboration

• Technical Evidence Base

• Theories of Change

• Scenario Planning

• M&E for Learning

• Pause & Reflect

• Adaptive Management

• Openness

• Relationships & Networks

• Continuous Learning & Improvement

• Knowledge Management

• Institutional Memory

• Decision-Making

• Mission Resources

• CLA in Implementing Mechanisms



 

 
 

 

    
  

 

    
  

1. What is the general context in which the case takes place? What organizational or
development challenge(s) prompted you to collaborate, learn, and/or adapt?

2. Why did you decide to use a CLA approach? Why was CLA considered helpful for
addressing your organizational or development challenge(s)?



  

    
  

   
  

3. Tell us the story of how you used a collaborating, learning and/or adapting approach 
to address the organizational or development challenge described in Question 2. 



  
 

 

 

  

4. Organizational Effectiveness: How has collaborating, learning and adapting affected 
your team and/or organization? If it's too early to tell, what effects do you expect to see 
in the future? 

5. Development Results: How has using a CLA approach contributed to your development 
outcomes? What evidence can you provide? If it's too early to tell, what effects do you 
expect to see in the future? 



  

 

  

 

6. What factors enabled your CLA approach and what obstacles did you
encounter? How would you advise others to navigate the challenges you faced?

7.Was your CLA approach prompted by a response to the COVID-19 pandemic? If so, how?

The CLA Case Competition is managed by USAID's CLA Team in the Bureau for Policy, Planning 
and Learning (PPL) and by the Program Cycle Mechanism (PCM), a PPL mechanism implemented 

by  Environmental Incentives and Bixal.  

https://www.usaid.gov/selfreliance

	Case Title: 
	Untitled
	Untitled
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	Caption: HEARTH activities focus on conservation and development to support Africa and Asia’s critical biodiverse landscapes and the communities who depend on them. Credit: Kamweti Mutu, Environmental Incentives.
	Case Title: Conservation is Development: HEARTH puts CLA to work with the private sector 
	Image_af_image: 
	Summary:      USAID’s cross-sectoral Health, Ecosystems and Agriculture for Resilient, Thriving Societies (HEARTH) initiative embodies the CLA principles of collaboration, learning, adapting. Launched in December 2019, HEARTH responds to today’s urgent yet complex conservation and development challenges. HEARTH is based on three big ideas: (1) cross-sectoral collaboration, (2) private sector engagement, and (3) rigorous monitoring, evaluation, research, and learning (MERL) to generate and share evidence of sustainable impact. It extends CLA across Agency bureaus, missions, and implementing partners including the private sector, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and community-based organizations (CBOs).      Six missions initially joined HEARTH and have co-created 11 Global Development Alliances (GDAs). Today, eight missions are developing at least 14 prospective activities. USAID’s Measuring Impact II (MI2) project, implemented by Environmental Incentives (EI), Foundations of Success (FOS), and ICF, works with USAID to facilitate co-design using CLA and the Conservation Standards, emphasizing internal and external collaboration, building a technical evidence base, using theories of change (TOC), and ensuring monitoring and evaluation readiness for continuous learning and improvement. Thus, HEARTH and MI2 exemplify CLA in implementing mechanisms.     Through “rapid cycle” learning, we (more than 22 technical assistance providers from USAID/Washington and MI2) identified and applied a number of lessons learned related to participation, collaboration, and decision making in TOC-based co-design – all in COVID-19’s adapted virtual environment. As we transition into facilitating activity start-up and MERL planning, we aim to enable TOC-based learning, pause and reflect and adaptive management; and to catalyze research, including comparable baseline surveys and rigorous impact assessments, to build the evidence base for HEARTH's transformational development approach.
	Impact:      CLA is a core tenet of HEARTH and is embedded in the culture of the program. Without a clear enthusiasm for CLA, representatives from GH, RFS, BD and DRG may not have come together in recognition of the complex challenges facing the natural world today. This spirit of coordinated integration is evidenced by HEARTH’s launch at the Aspen Institute in December 2019. This has carried forward into co-design, which has hinged on the regular and active participation of not only the applicant consortia and mission staff but also representatives from GH, RFS, BD and DRG. Each resulting activity design truly carries forward the spirit and practical needs for well-designed integrated programs.     Without learning from experience in integrated programming, we would not have been as well positioned to facilitate the co-design workshops. HEARTH builds on programs like Biodiversity Results and Integrated Development Gains Enhanced (BRIDGE) and USAID’s more than 10-year investment in Gorongosa National Park and its neighboring communities.      Without a commitment to evidence-based design and adaptive management, the activities would not be in such a good position for incremental improvements and learning. Representatives from GH, RFS, BD and DRG have formed a team and meet regularly to develop a MERL framework to continue to build the evidence base for integrated programming and allow for collaborative learning between projects over the course of implementation. This framework will promote CLA within and among activities, programs, missions, and bureaus.      Finally, without HEARTH’s commitment to increase cross-sectoral organizational effectiveness, its structure, outputs, and outcomes, it would not institutionalize desired transformational change. By demonstrating an effective CLA approach, HEARTH aims to inspire more investment in cross-sectoral, evidence-based, integrated programs to achieve conservation and human development goals. If successful, HEARTH’s CLA foundation, integrated design, and evidenced-based approach is hoped to serve as a model for future Washington-inspired, mission-led global development approaches.
	Why:      HEARTH organizers chose to take a CLA approach because it is the best way to achieve transformational change. Integrated programming and private sector engagement aren’t new, but elevate complexity when combined together for long-term sustainable outcomes. HEARTH brings together actors in biodiversity conservation, agriculture industries such as cocoa and coffee, ocean farming, mining, ecotourism, and impact investment. Most prospective partnerships are a consortium of private sector partners, international NGOs, and CBOs. A robust CLA approach is key to help amalgamate the diverse HEARTH consortia.      What sets HEARTH apart is its concerted effort to generate evidence and contribute to an evidence base. CLA is baked into HEARTH’s GDA program statement: “activities…should plan to generate and share evidence regarding the relative efficacy of integrated programming by rigorously monitoring, evaluating, and reporting. Data…will be translated into evidence to consider via adaptive management processes as stipulated in the USAID Biodiversity Policy, and will serve as the foundation for a range of learning materials and opportunities.” HEARTH’s comprehensive MERL approach is designed to test integrated TOCs and support or refute the extra impact an integrated, private sector-based approach brings. And, this will be applied at scale: 14 activities across eight countries will undertake or provide data for rigorous analysis, comparison, and learning.     By taking a CLA approach to co-design, the Biodiversity Policy is well implemented; multi-stakeholder and multi-sector teams ensure HEARTH activities reflect common objectives; and the projects are better poised to test and adapt their TOCs while achieving conservation and human development goals.
	Lessons Learned:      HEARTH’s CLA approach was not prompted by a response to the COVID-19 pandemic; this project and the CLA linkages have been in the works for years. However, the COVID-19 pandemic presented important facilitation opportunities, with all 11 workshops conducted virtually. This pivot necessitated that co-design workshops take place over a period of weeks instead of days. While this is easier on a participant’s ability to focus and learn, it presented real challenges for stakeholder engagement. With regular iteration, the facilitation teams were able to overcome many of these challenges using virtual engagement strategies and a mix of synchronous and asynchronous participation opportunities. As a result, some contributors were able to join who were not traditionally part of these workshops. And, the prolonged co-design process allowed some teams to engage in deeper reflection and come back to the group with additional ideas.     The facilitation teams have not yet come to a clear conclusion about whether the quality of workshop products suffered as a result of the pandemic. We will learn more when the activities are awarded and the teams begin to implement their TOCs. It will certainly be an important learning question to investigate at activity start-up and/or the activities’ Year 1 Pause-and-Reflect adaptive management workshops.
	Factors:      Enabling conditions included GDA’s co-design format; enthusiastic USAID participation in most cases; HEARTH emphasis on MERL and evidence; USAID’s early work with prospective implementing partners to orient them; Washington team and missions’ interest and culture of CLA; individual USAID champions per co-design to shepherd the process; and standardization of the co-design Conservation Standards-based tools and approaches. Obstacles included challenges in supporting the participants – especially those from the private sector and new partners – to engage effectively in the co-design process; ensuring private sector partners understood their role in the co-design process; COVID-19 blocking in-person engagement; and inadequate representation of some USAID sectors in the co-design in some cases. Within this context, some lessons include:      • Engage early: By approaching consortia and design teams early, MI2 and USAID can better assess which  sectors are represented and where there may be gaps in expertise.       • Set expectations for participation: Facilitators should be clear about attendance expectations so that experts and the private sector are engaged at needed moments—this reduces knowledge gaps and ensures equitable representation in discussions and outputs.      • Allow sufficient time: Co-design needs plenty of time to ensure appropriate sector expertise, collect evidence to support the design process, and ensure MERL is prioritized.      • Build a common language: It is important to build a shared design vocabulary that aligns with the group’s norms, key issues, and desired outcomes. This language can be set early (e.g., during visioning) and must be carried through the design process.      • Create opportunities for learning: One possible approach is to define common learning needs and priorities through a HEARTH learning agenda that can be taken up as useful into MERL plans.      • Engage the private sector directly: Consistently encourage private sector actors to engage; be explicit about how private sector success underpins and contributes to the project goals; and build-in sector specific questions in workshops.
	CLA Approach:      Through CLA, we first developed staff capacity, motivation, and cross-team coordination through regular meetings and a co-design facilitators’ toolkit including standard (but customizable) agendas. In each case, a CLA approach allowed teams to overcome common facilitation and design challenges in a (COVID-19 necessitated) virtual space. Our CLA steps included:     1. Set the stage: To ensure the expertise was present at co-design workshops, our teams included enthusiastic USAID technical officers from GH, BD, DRG, and/or RFS. We carefully oriented applicants, especially new partners and mission colleagues unfamiliar with the Conservation Standards. We particularly worked with private sector partners to ensure they understood the importance and intended use of evidence in the HEARTH concept and effort.     2. Maximize participation and engagement: We adapted virtual sessions to accommodate participants across continents, considering length, frequency, and use of “in-person” time. We used virtual tools like Mural, Jamboard, and Google Slides to encourage participants to brainstorm, share, and rank ideas in a safe, creative space. We used recorded sessions, work assignments, and breaks to allow for real-time and asynchronous participation.      3. Intentionally build community: We encouraged collective visioning in situation model and TOC development. Team building was especially important because not all consortium members knew one another or shared the same vision of success, nor did they understand how their issues and barriers were related.      4. Center on theories of change: We relied on visual TOCs to capture strategic thinking, build the technical evidence base for design choices, and identify critical assumptions and information gaps. Results chains developed for each sector or strategic approach helped the teams identify and prioritize indicators and learning questions for a draft MERL plan.     5. Keep their eyes on the prize: The group collaboratively tied the sectoral results chains back together into an integrated whole-of-activity TOC that showed each strategic approach’s contribution to the larger vision.     6. Learn As You Go: Our facilitators adaptively managed their approach through frequent check-ins with key workshop participants, cross-activity facilitation team meetings, and shared tools and lessons learned.          CLA in Action: Co-designing a testable path toward a measurable, positive effect in Madagascar. HEARTH is bringing new implementing partners to work with USAID to achieve common goals. One example is a Madagascar-based impact investment fund that supports small- and medium-sized enterprises, sustains initiatives with positive conservation impact, and improves the Malagasy living conditions. Their HEARTH concept supported social and conservation enterprises (SCEs) as co-applicants or beneficiaries. The fund is designed to improve the capacity and performance of business initiatives that ensure sustainable use of resources and improve local living conditions. One design challenge was to connect the fund’s activities and social and conservation impacts on the ground. The team facilitated co-design of a situation model and TOC that laid out a clear and testable path toward measurable positive effect on biodiversity, food security, human health, and governance. Three SCEs validated the TOC and clarified connections to anticipated development outcomes and impacts. The fund’s initiative stands out for its potential to amplify social benefits and the sustainable use of resources.           CLA in Action: Bringing evidence-based decision making into TOC design. HEARTH has been an opportunity to explicitly demonstrate evidence-based decision making in a TOC-based design process. Through evidence reviews, we helped teams incorporate external, expert knowledge during design and implementation. Bangladesh’s HEARTH team used a simple spreadsheet to capture critical claims within the situation model and TOC, identify information sources that support or refute the claim, highlight information gaps, and evaluate the importance of addressing that claim. The prospective consortium allocated significant time and resources to add inputs to the worksheet, which we incorporated into workshop sessions, and this has influenced the consortium’s design decisions.
	Context:      In 2019, the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services’ (IPBES) landmark Global Assessment Report painted a stark picture for global biodiversity. In the previous 15 years, anthropogenic threats had accelerated and multiplied, putting ecosystems worldwide at risk of irreparable damage and undermining the stability of natural resource dependent communities in low-income countries. These anthropogenic threats are complex and multidimensional. IPBES proposes a dramatic shift in global conservation efforts: development must become more collaborative, using holistic, innovative partnerships for long-term solutions. To do this, the development world needs the strong evidence often lacking in complex cross-sectoral conservation approaches.     USAID launched the cross-sectoral HEARTH initiative to meet these challenges and advance private sector engagement in conservation as development. HEARTH is collaboratively supported by USAID’s Bureaus for Global Health (GH); Resilience and Food Security (RFS); and Development, Democracy, and Innovation (DDI), including the Biodiversity Division (BD) and the Center for Democracy, Human Rights, and Governance (DRG). The HEARTH program has been seeded with $50 million in cross-sectoral investments, with anticipated private sector leverage of at least $90 million. HEARTH’s integrated designs apply and build on lessons learned in previous integrated projects such as the USAID-funded Resilient Gorongosa project (and its predecessors) in Mozambique.     Following missions’ selection of concept notes, MI2 has facilitated 11 virtual CLA-based, multi-stakeholder co-design HEARTH workshops between July 2020 and March 2021, with missions in Madagascar, Ethiopia, Bangladesh, West Africa (Ghana and Ivory Coast), Zambia, and the Democratic Republic of the Congo. These workshops used a CLA approach to maximize collaboration during the design stage and to set the groundwork for effective research, learning and adapting, leading to improved outcomes through evidence-based decision making.
	Impact 2:      HEARTH is in its early stages, with 11 activities in co-design and at least three more planned. Following award and start-up, through implementation of the MERL framework across the portfolio, USAID and MI2 will be in a better position to gauge development results. However, even now, the co-design support teams have observed the following progress:     • Effective and collegial collaboration between the GH, RFS, BD, and DRG to launch the initiative has already led to new dialogue, improved coordination and collaboration, and a better mutual understanding of each sector’s priorities and challenges.     • Eager engagement from participating missions. What was originally thought to be one award per mission has quickly turned into two and, in some cases, three. The Missions were excited by this clear opportunity to bring in new partners and be part of something broad and collaborative.     • The need for a clear and accessible approach to TOC-based MERL that can be used to set benchmarks, measure and share progress, and contribute to learning across the entire initiative.     • Collaborative and thoughtful co-design that has already led to strategic decisions and adaptations based on what is most likely to contribute to development outcomes.     We look forward to opportunities to use HEARTH lessons and outcomes to make the case for taking bold, integrated approaches to the complex challenges of the Anthropocene. As a next step, we will continue to support the HEARTH MERL Framework during activity start-up, helping lay the groundwork for evidence generation that will inform adaptive management of this ambitious initiative and of future highly integrated programming efforts.  


