
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

  
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

  
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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: 

	Submitter: Kevin Fox
	Organization: USAID/Zimbabwe
	Caption: A community game scout kneels beside a giraffe carcass on Sango Ranch, Zimbabwe. Photo credit: USAID Resilience ANCHORS project
	Case Title: Protecting Food, Water and Wildlife to Strengthen Resilience in Zimbabwe
	Image_af_image: 
	Summary: Once considered the 'breadbasket of Africa,' Zimbabwe has faced a series of political, economic, and climatic crises that increased vulnerability for communities. In an effort to reduce emergency assistance outlays and help Zimbabweans better cope with recurrent crises, the USAID/Zimbabwe Mission used CLA to break down the technical 'silos' to design programmatic, multidisciplinary approaches to build community resilience. Broadening outside of food security, USAID/Zimbabwe is now integrating governance, climate change adaptation and biodiversity objectives to protect food, water and wildlife to strengthen overall resilience outcomes. This integrated whole-of government approach will sustain the ecosystem services that Zimbabweans depend upon for their livelihoods and relieve the mounting stress on current agricultural systems and water availability. 

The Mission updated its technical evidence base through Requests for Informations, consultations, and a multi-stage co-design with internal and external stakeholders including women, youth, and other marginalized groups, local organizations, and private sector. The Mission collaborated intensely with USAID stakeholders in Washington to refine and sharpen the strategic landscape management framework, securing $9.5 million of additional funding to jump-start the new holistic resilience strategy. The Mission used co-creation in the design of a CLA focused award including a post-award co-design with local stakeholders to develop integrated activities in the field in support of the New Partnership Initiative and to ensure a locally-led approach. The Mission positioned its new award as an 'anchor' to coordinate the complex activity layering in the field and to ensure continuous learning and adaptive management during implementation.  

	Impact: CLA wasn't a completely unknown concept in the USAID/Zimbabwe Mission. Like many other Missions in Africa, the Food for Peace and Feed the Future teams have collaborated to a certain extent for years on a push-pull approach on food security. There is a natural complementary nature to these two portfolios and collaboration on food security has been 'normalized' in the field. However, beyond this specific cooperation, technical offices had become accustomed to working in their 'silos.' The CDCS didn't encourage cross-office coordination and each team had their specific earmarks and technical mandates to execute.

Fast forward to now and you can begin to see a change in how our Mission looks at collaborative and integrated programming. No one ever wants to collaborate for the sake of collaboration, but instead in Zimbabwe offices are now being opportunistic in how they engage with each other. Part of this is due to the Mission's greater understanding of resilience as a multidisciplinary approach and how health, governance, economic growth can all play a role in helping beneficiaries better cope with recurrent crises. Further to this point, by reaching out to other offices and having broad technical discussions, we built buy-in, relationships,and trust which has served as the 'grease' to lubricate the openness to seeking integrated solutions to complex development challenges in the field. We are now developing a new CDCS and you can clearly see this new openness flourish as staff eagerly discuss cross-cutting technical themes like resilience, youth, rule of law and how best to structure this strategy to further encourage technical teams to reach out to each other and collaborate. 

	Why: 1) Becoming a resilience focus country forced us to think more holistically and challenged us to develop new integrated technical interventions. We needed to take into account different technical areas and address the root causes of this food insecurity including climate change, governance, and environmental degradation.
2) Our country development cooperation strategy (CDCS) was technically 'siloed' which inhibited cross-technical office collaboration outside of the technical area of food security. 
3) Little 'g' governance, specifically related to the community level, was deemed critical to increase economic benefits and at the foundation of helping Zimbabwe to achieve resilience and self-reliance. 
4) Donors like the EU were already working in food security and conservation and very interested in collaboration and complementary approaches. 
5) Zimbabwe was named a END Wildlife Trafficking Act focus country which afforded an opportunity to integrate resilience with a whole-of-government approach to improve the effectiveness of overall conservation efforts. 
6) Zimbabwe has very strong local actors who exhibit a high level of technical capacity. This factor made efforts towards locally-led solutions highly desirable and achievable.
7) Partnering with privately managed wildlife conservancies, conservation philanthropists, and other non-governmental actors in the space was desirable in terms of co-investment, sustainability, geographic layering, and in the absence of government capacity.  
8) We needed an award to provide field coordination and act as a conduit for continuous learning and improvement for all partners operating in the field. The collaboration would be complex and would require an 'anchor' to ensure adaptive management of the integrated approach.


	Lessons Learned: Our CLA approach originally preceded the COVID-19 pandemic, but the engagement with various stakeholders was later made much more difficult due to the virtual environment. Many people had evacuated from post and at one point, the team had people working in seven different time zones. However, despite these challenges the collaboration continued at a high level and was successful. Despite the constraints, our CLA anchor activity was awarded in only five months (!) which demonstrates the strong teamwork we had developed with internal and external stakeholders which were required to get this done considering the co-creation and other engagement. Technically speaking, in a challenging operating climate in Zimbabwe, made worse by the COVID-19 pandemic, it will continue to be 'all-hands, on deck' to continue this layered coordination and continuous learning in the field. The relationships that we have built will be the key to our future success.
	Factors: Updating data and information to strengthen the technical evidence base and improve overall decision making is important. The context in the field changes quickly and if you don't constantly update your information and widen the flow of data, portfolios can become stagnant, limiting development impact. We used RFIs to reach out to the marketplace of ideas, but we also used co-creation throughout the procurement and post-award. Engaging local stakeholders in these processes was absolutely critical. Co-creation was also a creative way to diversify partnerships to include local organizations who will do much of the implementation on the ground.

Like in most Missions, our CDCS reflected a moment in time and the context had changed over five years. This is not unique and most offices were responsible for a specific development objective which led teams to deprioritize collaboration as it did not directly influence the achievement of their development objective. It took new information and a certain level of motivation to break down these 'silos' to support cross-office collaboration. Things really took off once staff saw that our collaboration was having a positive impact in the design of our programming, funding levels, and coordination. This was the demonstration effect.

The 'flavor' of the funding was also an obstacle. When you have one type of funding - agriculture - it is easy to see every issue as a food security or agricultural productivity issue. The case had to be made to internal stakeholders at the Mission and Washington. Ultimately though the attempts at 'socializing' were successful in terms of developing 'champions' and  securing  new funding, equally as important  was the engagement with internal and external stakeholders to refine and sharpen our approach.

	CLA Approach: 1) We conducted two requests for information (RFIs) to gather info from the market on the convergence of food security, natural resources, youth, and resilience. The consensus of the feedback was that the environmental sector and governance were both glaring voids in USAID programming and could ultimately hold us back from achieving important resilience objectives. The Economic Growth office began engaging with the Humanitarian Assistance office, Program office and Democracy and Governance office (The team) to develop an integrated technical approach. 
2) The team engaged with Financing self-reliance (FSR) to outline a concept to increase the capacity of communities to sustainably protect and manage community-based natural resources. This collaboration helped us to create a framework for a shared vision, coordination, and investment among private conservancies, communities, and local authorities for mutual benefit. This collaboration led to a joint concept which netted $4.5 million from FSR towards the strategy. 
3) The team worked with the Resilience and Food Security Bureau (RFS) to define a framework for a concept to improve water security for more climate-smart, resilient communities. This collaboration with the multi-sectoral RFS team helped flesh out our approach on climate change and water. This collaboration and dialogue led to a concept which provided $5 million of additional funding. 
4) Stage one co-creation (pre-award): We worked closely with the E3 bureau to adapt this approach and select a qualified implementing partner through the small business set-aside. We conducted an iterative pre-award co-design to help the implementing partner better understand the context challenges, and our approach to use local organizations for program implementation. Through this collaborative process, the partner developed a place-holder statement of work, which would allow local stakeholder led input during a second stage of co-creation. 
5) Stage two of co-creation (post-award): Upon award, the partner arranged a three day co-creation workshop with local NGOs, donors, USAID staff, and implementing partners to co-design a activity level statement of work (A/SOW) to ensure layering, sequencing, and locally-led approaches. After the workshop, local partners conducted scoping visits, built additional partnerships, and led the development of the A/SOW. The guiding document is now being implemented directly by a local NGO and local staff. 
6) Biodiversity and climate change adaptation teams in Washington were crucial in helping us to think through high-level strategy and supported us to review and refine each step in this collaborative process. They ensured that we were able to design robust integration that will deliver targeted results. 
7) From the beginning, USAID met and discussed potential partnerships and complementary approaches with the EU and now with activities on the ground this dialogue is beginning to bear fruit. 
8) Zimbabwe is an END Wildlife Trafficking Act focus country and we leveraged this convening forum to identify and prioritize collaborative approaches with the interagency to seek joint and long-lasting solutions to amplify this new holistic resilience strategy. 
9) The USAID Southern Africa regional Mission worked with the team to share information and support each other's programs. Regional investments are now being made in Zimbabwe which support specific technical gaps in the bilateral mission's resilience approach. 
10) Partnering with privately-owned wildlife areas provides USAID with avenues for moving Zimbabwe toward self-reliance and a means of seeking co-investment for important development interventions. USAID has built strong relationships with private conservation interests including the wildlife conservancies themselves.   
11) The new activity acts as the anchor for coordination in the field by creating coordination maps to visualize the overlaps and opportunities, intervention tracking, a conduit for regular landscape coordination meetings, and expertise for training and landscape-level pause and reflect sessions.




	Context: Zimbabwe has faced a series of political, economic, and climatic crises that have further increased vulnerability for both rural and urban communities. Years of successive droughts and natural disasters contributed to severe degradation of natural resources and left Zimbabweans with few options  to cope with the next crisis.  USAID/Zimbabwe's Economic Growth office receives only Feed the Future funding and over the last decade or so has focused its efforts on increasing agriculture productivity and linking Zimbabwean farmers to agriculture markets. USAID also has a substantial Food for Peace portfolio in Zimbabwe which works on emergency assistance and food security related livelihoods. Neither Feed the Future nor Food for Peace portfolios had a robust environmental sector and/or governance focus. In 2019, Zimbabwe was named a USAID Resilience Focus Country largely due to the U.S. Government’s desire to help Zimbabweans better cope with recurrent crises - to pull people out of poverty and reduce the need for large humanitarian assistance outlays. 

In 2020, the U.S. Government provided nearly US$80 million to emergency relief efforts in Zimbabwe, but transitioning people away from this emergency assistance has become a priority as a result of Zimbabwe’s new agency resilience focus. However, it was apparent that this transition would require a comprehensive set of new technical interventions - beyond food security - to reduce vulnerabilities to economic and climatic shocks and stresses. Despite the fact that USAID planned on allocating US$130 million over the next five years to long-term resilience efforts in Zimbabwe, our emerging resilience portfolio was not holistic - instead being narrowly focused on agriculture production to counter declining crop yields  by farmers. Ongoing droughts, increased poverty, poor land use planning, and weak governance are all leading to serious degradation of natural resources, especially water, negatively impacting food security and biodiversity.

	Impact 2: Our new landscape management approach in Zimbabwe has just got underway, but already there is a palpable optimism in development circles that this new integrated approach will strengthen USAID's overall resilience outcomes and help catalyze greater development impact towards protecting food, water, natural resources, and wildlife in Zimbabwe. Instead of treating food security, livelihoods, governance, and natural resource management all as separate development challenges, we recognize these challenges as a part of a wider complex system. No longer 'stove-piped' by funding, we have created buy-in at the bureau-level to use resilience funding for these cross-technical approaches and we have also created the corresponding coordinating structures which are conducive to an enabling mission environment supportive to CLA. 

Coordination in the field is very complex as it involves four USAID bilateral awards, three USAID regional awards, one State Department award, donor activities, and various non-USAID affiliated NGO projects. The coordination is centered on the management of a landscape, i.e communities and activities which are centered near each protected area. This landscape approach deals with all these processes in an integrated and multidisciplinary manner, combining natural resource management with environmental, food security, and livelihood considerations. Centered in this is the new CBNRM activity. The future looks bright for this CLA approach and resilience, biodiversity, and climate change stakeholders in Washington are taking notice.


