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The Integrated Approach Pilot (IAP) Program 
to Foster Sustainability and Resilience for Food 
Security in Sub-Saharan Africa (Resilient Food 
Systems Program, or RFS) is one of three GEF 
flagship investments developed in GEF-6 to test the 
notions of integration and transformation announced 
in the GEF2020 strategy. 

RFS is a	five-year	multi-agency	programmatic	
approach	(2017-2022),	financed	with	$106	million	in	
GEF	funds	and	$785	million	in	co-financing,	mainly	
from	IFAD,	governments,	beneficiaries,	and	partners.	
IFAD is the lead agency, in charge of the regional 
hub project and the GEF agency for country projects 
in Burkina Faso, Eswatini, Kenya, Malawi, Niger, 
Tanzania, and Senegal (with UNIDO). The World 
Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF), based in Nairobi, 
hosts the RFS coordination unit, which works in 
partnerships with other GEF Agencies: UNDP in 
Nigeria, Ethiopia, Tanzania, and Uganda (with FAO); 
FAO in Burundi and Uganda; UNEP and CI at the 
regional level; and technical partners as AGRA and 
Bioversity International.

Following IAP principles, RFS is tackling major 
drivers of environmental degradation, proposing a 
holistic approach fostering agricultural productivity 
in	smallholder	systems.	The	approach	aims	
to	generate	multiple	global	environment	benefits	
(GEBs), while enhancing long-term sustainability and 
resilience	for	food	security	in	sub-Saharan	Africa.	
The RFS program seeks to work at scale across the 
targeted agro-ecological systems between the Sahel, 
the Horn of Africa, the Eastern African highlands, and 
Southern	Africa.	Through	this	IAP,	the	GEF	prioritizes	
the management of natural capital in ongoing efforts 
to transform the agricultural sector and ensure 
sustainable	food	production	in	sub-Saharan	Africa.

The Theory of Change of the RFS program was 
anchored in three principles: (i) Engage: Engage 
stakeholders to create an enabling environment 
for collective action and coherent policies from the 
community to the regional level; (ii) Act: identify 
and apply methods and interventions for large scale 
transformation of agroecosystems, including market 
opportunities for smallholder green value chains; and 
(iii) Track: evaluate GEBs, sustainability and resilience 
in order to improve decision making in agriculture and 
their consequences for food security. 

This executive summary highlights the emerging 
lessons from two years of RFS implementation, 
following the key principles that underpin overall 
design and delivery of the program:  

1. GEF VALUE-ADD 

RFS was designed in an integrated manner 
to	maximize	synergies	and	generate	multiple	
GEBs	across	the	conventions.	Specifically,	RFS	is	
catalytic in reinforcing the participating countries’ 
commitments to implement the UNCCD and 
its 2030 Strategic Framework; the CBD and 
its Aichi Target 7 on sustainable agriculture, 
aquaculture, and forestry; and the UNFCCC, 
country national communications, and decision 
UNFCCC/SBSTA/2014/2 on sustainable agriculture 
practices.	Several	country	projects	also	respond	
to priorities from National Adaptation Programs 
of Action (NAPA) to meet urgent and immediate 
needs	to	adapt	to	climate	change.	In	addition,	
the GEF’s convening power and catalytic role has 
helped ensure that food security underpins the 
achievements of GEBs, by working in concert 
with the African Union’s Environment Action Plan 
(EAP) and the Comprehensive African Agricultural 
Development	Program	(CAADP).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



EMERGING LESSONS FROM THE RESILIENT FOOD SYSTEMS PROGRAM    5

2. PROGRAM ADDITIONALITY

The GEF programmatic approach has provided 
added value to generate more GEBs than usual 
project	programming.	Several	factors	have	played	
a	role:	(i)	The	lead	agency	brought	significant	
co-financing	resources	to	match	GEF	resources	
and	maximize	comprehensive	investments	from	
regional, national, and local levels; (ii) more than 
half of the country projects were assigned to the 
lead	agency,	creating	a	critical	mass	for	flowing	
information and knowledge; (iii) other projects 
were	assigned	to	specific	GEF	agencies	based	
on a comparative advantage; similar reasoning 
was applied to technical partnerships, and (iv) the 
regional hub is playing a key role in creating a 
community of practice that connects the different 
layers and workstreams from the regional to the 
local	level.	

3. INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK

RFS is helping strengthen and/or establish 
institutional frameworks for implementation 
at multiple levels: regional, project portfolio, 
and	project	specific.	At	the	regional	level,	the	
framework established to engage directly with 
the Africa Union aims to create opportunity to 
tap into regional initiatives and help leverage 
these	at	country	level,	and	vice	versa.	The	
regional “hub” project serves as an anchor 
for	technical	expertise	resources.	At	the	
country level, different types of frameworks for 
agricultural	transformation	are	being	utilized,	
including intra-governmental coordination 
mechanisms	and	multi-stakeholder	platforms. 

4. DEALING WITH COMPLEXITY

Complexity is inherent to the IAP approach: 
smallholder agriculture and agroecosystem 
services are naturally intricate for food security 
and	resilience.	These	multiple	dimensions	require	
a holistic and systems approach for advancing 
transformational	change.	This	complexity	is	

reflected	in	the	high	number	of	agencies	and	
partners, the multiple countries, a multi-scale 
and	multi-focal	approach.	Different	aspects	
have helped in dealing with this complexity: (i) a 
clear Theory of Change to show a path towards 
resilience and transformation; (ii) the pivotal role of 
multi-stakeholder platforms in bringing together 
environment, agriculture, and food security (for 
conflict	resolution	in	Nigeria	for	instance,	for	
payment for ecological services in Ghana, for policy 
change with the Africa Union); and (iii) facilitating 
information	and	knowledge	flows	to	promote	policy	
integration	and	best	practices.	

5. ACHIEVING RESULTS BY PROMOTING 
SYSTEMIC SHIFTS

The	Theory	of	Change	summarized	by	the	three	
guiding principles—engage-act-track—constitutes 
the bedrock of the two main intended impact 
drivers: (i) the successful improvement of policies 
and incentives for smallholder agriculture and 
scaling up of the public and private sector 
investments in integrated natural resource 
management (INRM) in Sub-Saharan Africa; and 
(ii) governments and private sector in Sub-Saharan 
Africa continue to be committed to sustainable 
agriculture	intensification/INRM	and	support	the	
process with national means and inclusive value 
chains.	These	two	drivers	remain	undeniably	related	
to the acceptance and recognition by concerned 
stakeholders of the importance of integration for 
improving agricultural practices, food security, and 
ecosystem	services	in	Sub-Saharan	Africa.

6. LEVERAGING THE PRIVATE SECTOR

Smallholder farmers are the basic unit of the private 
sector.	The	engagement	of	other	private	entities,	
from	cooperatives,	small-	and	medium-sized	
enterprises, to big international groups, is a critical 
path	along	different	food-related	value	chains.	The	
banking sector appears as a key stakeholder to 
mobilize	and	foster	greater	access	to	financing	for	
farmers, as shown for example with the agricultural 
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credit	risk	assessments	in	Niger.	Country	cases	have	
emerged, such as the water funds in Kenya, market 
opportunities in Eswatini, and the banking sector in 
Ethiopia	and	Niger.	UNDP	and	AGRA	will	continue	
dealing with capacity reinforcement and grant 
support for greening agricultural food value chains 
to	build	resilience	and	sustainability.	

7.  MAINSTREAMING GENDER

Gender mainstreaming was a major aspect of 
the	country	project	design.	The	RFS	program	has	
helped highlight that the gender dimension is a 
key	determinant	of	resilience.	It	is	also	essential	to	
understand how gender roles and norms mediate 
people’s relationships to the environment and 
ecosystem	services.	The	Regional	hub	has	also	been	
instrumental in shifting from a list of indicators to 
capture gender mainstreaming to a best practice 
model	following	an	approach	developed	by	IFPRI.	
Mainstreaming gender is now understood as 
empowering women to have secured access and 
rights	on	lands,	water,	forests,	financial	services,	
technology, increased incomes, improved literacy, 
market/economic activities, and better daily time 
management.	In	2019,	the	gender	mainstreaming	
aspects made enough progress at the country level 
to	push	forward	the	agenda	and	organize	a	training	
session on gender transformative approaches and 
resilient landscapes co-led by ICRAF and the GEF 
Secretariat.	However,	it	remains	difficult	to	find	the	
right	expertise	at	the	country	level.	Most	countries	
have	sent	requests	to	the	regional	hub	for	assistance.	
It	will	be	difficult	to	respond	to	every	request.	

8. INTEGRATING SYSTEMS RESILIENCE

Resilience	is	a	central	aspect	of	the	IAP.	After	two	
years of implementation, the main assumption 
is still valid: A system with resilient food security 
is able to maintain food access, availability, and 
utilization	in	the	face	of	chronic	and	acute	stresses	
and	shocks.	The	improvement	of	community	
resilience to climate change and disaster shocks 
is translated into the projects by a focus on 

value chain approaches, job opportunities, 
and	incomes.	RFS	emphasizes	diversification	
of production systems, using multiple species, 
breeds, or varieties, as well as integration of 
crops,	livestock,	forests,	and	aquatic	biodiversity.	
From an ecosystem perspective, Sustainable 
Land Management (SLM) practices contribute 
to resilience and generate GEBs related to land 
degradation and climate change mitigation, 
and eventually biodiversity, depending on the 
targeted	landscapes.	Agrobiodiversity	provides	a	
biodiversity	solution	to	build	resilience.	

Several approaches, tools and monitoring 
frameworks were proposed for resilience 
depending on the practices from the different 
agencies. The diversity of tools and data obviously 
make	consolidation	at	the	regional	level	difficult	
and more efforts are needed to assess the 
connection	between	food	security	and	resilience.	
However, data and methods are available at the 
site level to measure resilience of farmers and 
pastoralists (SHARP), food insecurity, and house 
dietary	diversity	score.	Social	and	qualitative	
instruments complete the sets of tools (MPAT), 
including on the empowerment of women (WEAI).	
A global indicator to monitor resilience has been 
refined	by	Conservation	International	and	the	
Trends.Earth	platform.

9. KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT AND LEARNING

The importance of knowledge management (KM) is 
signified	in	Scientific	and	Technical	Advisory	Panel	
(STAP)	guidelines	and	IAP	programs	are	flagship	
initiatives for embedding KM more systematically 
into	the	project	cycle.	Three	key	workstreams	are	
included in the regional hub: (i) science-policy 
interface; (ii) feedback of lessons to policy makers 
at national and regional levels; (iii) dissemination 
of	program	results,	communication,	and	advocacy.	
ICRAF is facilitating the exchange of knowledge 
and lessons between stakeholders from different 
research and development areas in connection 
with the agriculture agenda in Africa (West Africa 

http://www.fao.org/in-action/sharp/en/
http://www.fao.org/in-action/sharp/en/
https://www.ifpri.org/project/weai
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Forest-Farm	interface,	EU	financed	Regreening	
Africa), as well as contact with major regional 
organizations	(Africa	Union,	TerrAfrica).	Discussions	
are on-going for partnerships with WOCAT and 
UNCCD.	“Learning	labs”	were	planned	in	2020	and	
postponed	because	of	the	COVID-19	pandemic.	
Several tools and support are considered (website, 

knowledge center, knowledge brief series, social 
media, newsletter, bulletins, training, workshops, 
and	clinics).	However,	the	importance	of	KM	is	
not	yet	seen	by	all	country	projects.	Staffing	the	
different KM positions remains challenging for the 
country	projects.
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OVERVIEW OF THE FOOD SECURITY  
INTEGRATED APPROACH PILOT

1. INTRODUCTION

The notion of an Integrated Approach Pilot (IAP) was 
part of the GEF2020 Strategy to test the delivery of 
integrated approaches that address discrete, time-
bound,	global	environmental	challenges.	In	GEF-6,	
three IAPs were funded: Fostering Sustainability and 
Resilience for Food Security in Sub-Saharan Africa; 
Sustainable Cities; and Taking Deforestation out of 
Commodity	Supply	Chains.	

Evidence shows the challenge of food security 
in	Africa	will	intensify	in	the	coming	decades.	
Demand for food will increase sharply in Africa: the 
population is set to double by 2050, and is also 
becoming	more	affluent.	At	the	same	time,	with	a	
chronic	food	deficit,	one-quarter	of	its	population	
undernourished, the lowest crop yields in the world, 
and poor soil quality, Africa’s starting point in terms 
of	food	security	is	challenging.	Climate	change	will	
further	exacerbate	the	risks	facing	agriculture.	

The Integrated Approach Pilot to Foster 
Sustainability and Resilience for Food Security 
in Sub-Saharan Africa (Resilient Food Systems 
Program or RFS) aims to promote sustainability 
and resilience through management of the natural 
resources—land, water, soils, trees and genetic 
resources—that underpin food security in the drier 
biomes	of	sub-Saharan	Africa.	Through	this	IAP,	the	
GEF seeks to establish the management of natural 
capital as a priority in ongoing efforts to transform 
the agricultural sector and ensure sustainable food 
production	in	sub-Saharan	Africa.	

This RFS focuses on three areas: (i) engaging 
stakeholders in promoting collective action and 
coherent policies; (ii) intensifying, diversifying, and 
adapting practices for large-scale transformation 
of agro-ecosystems; and (iii) monitoring and 

assessment to inform decision making for 
sustainability	and	resilience	in	the	agricultural	sector.	

2. PROJECT PORTFOLIO

The RFS program was proposed to four geographies 
in sub-Saharan Africa that are seriously affected by 
environmental degradation and loss of ecosystem 
services, resulting in persistently low crop and 
livestock productivity, and increased food insecurity: 
Sahel, Horn of Africa, East-African highlands, and 
Southern	Africa.	

Twelve countries were selected upon a 
competitive process to develop child projects for 
improving smallholder farming and food security: 
Senegal, Burkina Faso, Niger, Nigeria, Ghana, 
Ethiopia,	Kenya,	Uganda,	Burundi,	Tanzania,	
Malawi,	and	Eswatini.

All the projects share a common approach, structure, 
and indicators, and represent a portfolio of cases 
where this integrated approach is being assessed, 
with	specific	and	regular	opportunities	provided	to	
share and compare experiences, practices, and tools 
between	project	teams	and	countries.

 � IFAD is the lead GEF Agency for the whole 
IAP and is also in charge of the projects in 
Burkina Faso, Eswatini, Kenya, Malawi, Niger, 
and	Tanzania,	as	well	as	the	sustainable	energy	
aspects of the Senegal project, in collaboration 
with	UNIDO.

 � UNDP supports Ethiopia and Nigeria, as well as 
Uganda	with	FAO.

 � FAO supports Burundi, as well as Uganda with 
UNDP.

 � The World Bank oversees the development of the 
project	in	Ghana.	
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 � The cross-cutting and hub project is led by IFAD, 
with the collaboration of UNEP and FAO on the 
Component 1 on institutional frameworks; UNDP, 
FAO, and AGRA work together on Component 2 
on scaling up, while Conservation International, 
with the Vital Signs Programs, and UNEP, work 
together on Component 3 on monitoring and 
assessment of resilience and Global Environment 
Benefits	(GEBs).	

3. OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT

The	RFS	program	is	close	to	its	mid-term.	The	GEF	
is planning a technical workshop to take stock 
of	lessons	from	the	three	IAPs.	This	report	is	a	
background paper for the workshop, providing a 
reflection	on	the	implementation,	lessons	learned,	
and observations around nine principles: 

 � Principle 1: Demonstrating Value-add of the GEF 

 � Principle 2: Demonstrating Program Additionality 

 � Principle 3: Creating Institutional Framework for 
Stakeholder Engagement 

 � Principle 4: Dealing with Complexity 

 � Principle 5: Achieving Results by Promoting 
Systemic Shifts 

 � Principle 6: Leveraging the Private Sector 

 � Principle 7: Mainstreaming Gender 

 � Principle 8: Integrating Systems Resilience 

 � Principle 9: Knowledge Management and 
Learning



10     THE GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT FACILITY

The Food Security IAP has a dual institutional 
framework to support regional coordination as 
well as individual country-level coordination for the 
purpose of integrating natural capital management 
and ecosystems services to enhance sustainable 
agricultural	production.

1. REGIONAL PROJECT FRAMEWORK

The Regional Hub project, through the 
establishment of the Project Coordinating Unit 
and a Consultative Committee, provides support 
for overall coordination of the IAP-Food Security 
Program	and	delivers	specific	activities	to	support	
the agenda of the Program, regionally and at country 
level	(Figure	2).	This	coordination	is	supported	by	
IFAD, in its capacity as the lead GEF agency for 
the program and on behalf of and in consultation 
with the GEF Secretariat.	A	Project/Program 
Coordination Unit (PCU) is hosted at ICRAF within 
which	the	Hub	project	is	operationally	managed.	

The Program Consultation Committee (CC) 
includes members from all 12 countries and key 
regional partners and provides strategic and policy 
guidance and advice as and when required, focused 
on implementation and other issues that might 
affect	the	achievement	of	the	program’s	objectives.

The Technical Advisory Groups, which are formed 
on an as- needed basis, constitute subject-matter 
experts from selected partners and external 
collaborators	to	guide	the	program	on	specific	
technical	or	scientific	issues.	So	far	only	one	TAG	
has been operational, focused on monitoring 
and assessment issues, being constituted by 
representatives from GEF STAP and the European 
Space	Agency,	in	addition	to	several	Hub	partners.	

2. COUNTRY LEVEL INSTITUTIONAL 
FRAMEWORK 

The Regional Hub project is led by IFAD as the 
implementing agency with execution/operational/
coordination support across all 13 child projects 
designated	to	World	Agroforestry	(ICRAF).	Additional	
key partners include AGRA, Bioversity International, 
Conservation	International,	and	UNIDO.

Implementing Agencies (IA) 

Of the 12 country child projects, 11 are led by 
UN Agencies, of which 6 are solely implemented 
by IFAD and 2 jointly implemented by IFAD and 
another	UN	Agency.	The	World	Bank	plays	the	role	
of	executing	agency	for	the	remaining	child	project.	
No	projects	have	selected	GEF	NGOs	as	an	IA.	

Executing Agencies 

In terms of execution, all except one child project 
are executed by national government agencies 
only.	In	the	case	of	Kenya,	The	Nature	Conservancy	
houses the project coordination unit and joins the 
Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Kenya in 
managing	the	implementation	of	the	project.		

GOVERNANCE FRAMEWORK 
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Child Project Implementing Agency Executing Agency

Tanzania IFAD Division of Environment

Eswatini IFAD

Ministry of Agriculture (Lead); Partner Agencies 
(Swaziland	Water	and	Agriculture	Development	
Enterprise	(SWADE),	Swaziland	Environment	
Authority,	Swaziland	Meteorological	Service

Senegal 
IFAD-	Dakar	Office;	UNIDO-	

HQ
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Equipment 

Ethiopia UNDP
Ministry of Forests, Environment and Climate Change 
(MFECC)

Niger IFAD Ministry of Agriculture

Uganda
UNDP- Component 1 & 3; FAO 

(Component 2)
Ministry of Agriculture Animal Industry & Fisheries 
(MAAIF)

Malawi IFAD
Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation and Water 
Development

Kenya IFAD
Ministry of Environment and Forestry (ME&F) 
(oversight); The Nature Conservancy (hosts the PCU)

Burkina Faso IFAD
Ministry of Agriculture and Water Development 
(MAAH)

Nigeria UNDP
Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 
Development; Ministry of Environment (supporting)

Ghana World Bank
Ministry of Environment, Science, Technology and 
Innovation (MESTI)

Burundi FAO
Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock; Ministry of 
Water, Environment, Spatial and Urban Planning

TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF CHILD PROJECT GOVERNANCE FRAMEWORK
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3. EXISTING INSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURE 
SUPPORTING GOVERNANCE

At the Regional level, the strategic and policy 
guidance with regard to implementation is 
provided by a Consultative Committee comprising 
senior policy makers from all 12 countries and 
representatives from funding and implementing 
partners.	When	needed,	technical	advisory	groups	
are also constituted from selected partners and 
external collaborators to guide the program on 
specific	technical	or	scientific	issues.

At the national level, the child projects have project 
steering committees, including stakeholders mainly 
from	government,	with	at	least	five	countries	
(such as Uganda, Burundi, Ethiopia, Kenya, and 
Niger) indicating representation from civil society 
(universities,	private	sector,	and	NGOs).	Two	
countries	(Malawi	and	Burkina	Faso)	specifically	
indicated use of existing project steering 
committees	from	baseline	programs/projects.	
This can greatly help with planning, coordination, 
prevent duplication of interventions and assist with 
influence	on	existing	programs,	as	well	as	scale	
up	of	efforts	and	results	of	the	IAP.	In	5	of	the	12	
country child projects, project steering committees 
are supported by technical advisory boards or 
technical	steering	committees.

In addition, many of the child projects (such 
as Ghana, Nigeria, Malawi, Eswatini, Ethiopia, 
Tanzania,	Kenya,	Niger)	are	also	designating	
oversight functions to sub-regional/local/district/
site	level	committees.	This,	in	addition	to	the	
national level project steering committees, creates 
multi-layer oversight and coordination, which can 
then draw on a range of stakeholders (in terms of 
type and scale) thereby leading to a greater sense 
of project accountability and possibly facilitate 
sustained	impact.	For	example,	in	Ethiopia,	a	
steering committee has been established to 
oversee decision making and multi-stakeholder 
platforms	across	all	12	implementing	districts.	
District administrators therefore became members 
of federal and national level committees to allow 
for	clear	transmission	of	information.	The	steering	

and technical committee members regularly 
monitor the project by conducting meetings and 
field	visits	to	the	project	sites.	The	project	has	
therefore established two levels of partnership 
mechanisms	at	the	federal	and	district	level.	In	
Niger, the ProDAF project is governed by a project 
steering committee, in charge of the overall 
strategic orientation and ensuring alignment 
with	the	national	strategies.	At	the	same	time,	
there are also three autonomous regional project 
management units (URGPs) which are technically 
supported by the National Advisory Assistance 
Unit	(CENAT).	In	the	ProDAF	intervention	regions,	
funding has enabled the creation and convening 
of meetings of consultation frameworks for 
actors involved in sustainable land and water 
management	(GDTE)	activities	to	harmonize	
interventions	and	avoid	duplication.	These	
consultation frameworks, coordinated by the 
Regional Councils in the three regions of Maradi, 
Tahoua,	and	Zinder,	benefit	from	the	support	of	
ProDAF through partnership agreements

4. ENGAGING PARTNERS AND STAKEHOLDERS

The program overall is using different 
mechanisms to ensure effective stakeholder 
engagement	at	multiple	levels.	

Multi-stakeholder frameworks & platforms 

At the regional level, the Regional Hub project not 
only brings together different stakeholders working 
in common landscapes, but also partners from 
existing	platforms	in	Sub-Sahara	Africa.	This	builds	
coherence for changes to systems at the regional 
level.	The	main	entry	points	for	engagement	have	
been through policy, regulations, and practice, 
and the common mechanisms/approaches 
used are collective action and dissemination of 
scientific	knowledge	and	best	practices	to	inform	
policy	dialogue.	The	program	also	pursues	closer	
engagement with major sub-regional institutions 
such as the Africa Union as well as through policy 
dialogue events such as the AFR100 Annual 
Partnership Meeting and the Africa Green 
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Revolution	Forum,	among	others.	For	example,	
the Program is contributing to the regional 
environment and climate cluster two-year workplan 
under the United Nations and African Union 
Regional Coordination Mechanism and partnership 
is	being	explored	with	the	Africa	Risk	Capacity.	

The Program through the Regional Hub and with 
the support of FAO and UNDP is also working 
on establishing a Science-Policy Interface 
platform which is expected to support decision-
making through awareness-raising and capacity 
development	in	evidence-based	decision-making.

At the national child project level, the nature of 
the IAP program design encourages the use of 
stakeholder	engagement	for	program	delivery.	
Specifically,	Component	1- Multi-Stakeholder 

Institutional Frameworks and Platforms for 
Influencing Sustainability and Resilience (Engage) 
facilitates multi-stakeholder and multi-level 
engagement with National Government Agencies; 
Multilateral Agencies, including GEF agencies; 
Bilateral Agencies; CSOs, from grassroots to 
international; national and international Private 
Sector	Science	Organizations; Regional and sub-
regional	entities.	At	the	country	level,	not	only	are	
new platforms created, but the program is also 
specifically	leveraging	existing	rural	advisory	services	
platforms to identify operational and ultimately 
self-sustaining models of capacity development in 
the	region	under	INRM	for	smallholder	production.	
In Eswatini, we see the development of Chiefdom 
Development Plans that are strengthening the 
institutional frameworks at the community level 



14     THE GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT FACILITY

by	involving	these	stakeholders.	In	Burkina Faso, 
institutional support for Regional Chambers 
of Agriculture is being provided, and in Niger, 
the program is helping to establish Communal 
Concertation Frameworks for Stakeholders across 
the	three	project	sub-regions.	In	Uganda, RFS has 
been reviewing existing multi-stakeholder platforms 
and coordination mechanisms, in order to prepare 
appropriate	approaches	to	positively	influence	local	
policy approaches to addressing integrated natural 
resource	management.	

South-South Exchange

In addition, the IAP is making use of inter-state 
collaboration within countries as well as exchange 
visits among countries to expand the level of 
impact and deliver GEBs across geographic 
landscapes	and	at	scale.	For	example,	in	Nigeria, 
the project was able to convene, with the assistance 
of the Women Farmers Advancement Network, 
two state-level summits for food commodities 
stakeholders.	The	aim	was	not	only	to	establish	
innovation platforms to advance inter-state food 
commodity value chains across seven project 
states.	The	summits	target	policy	makers,	
financial	institutions,	millers,	agro-dealers,	and	
representatives	from	government.	In	Kenya the 
sharing of experiences and approaches regarding 
the Upper Tana Nairobi Water Fund (UTNWF) has 
led to the creation of two additional funds within 
Kenya-	Eldoret	and	Mombasa.	In	terms	of	exchange	
visits, countries such as Mali, Niger, Burkina Faso, 
and Senegal have been engaged from the West 
Africa	region.	In	addition,	the	Annual	RFS	Program	
Workshop allows a space for taking stock of 
progress, discussing achievements, addressing 
programmatic	challenges,	and	conducting	field	
trips	to	engage	in	practical	peer-to-peer	learning.	
Finally, South- South exchange is also facilitated 
through the development and sharing knowledge 
products such as monthly internal bulletins; external 
newsletters; the RFS virtual Knowledge Center; 
social media campaigns; knowledge briefs; and 
programmatic	reports.

Leveraging Partners 

The institutions included in the governance and 
implementation framework for many of the child 
projects are operating across the spectrum from the 
global	to	the	local	level.	These	involve	institutions	
that may have:

 � A global/regional mandate but also have local 
level experience, representation, and/or existing 
programs or initiatives in country, which the 
FSIAP	can	then	enhance	or	collaborate	with.	In	
Kenya, The Nature Conservancy, which already 
has a presence on the ground, currently houses 
the Project Coordinating Unit and has initiated 
and continues to actively work on supporting the 
Upper	Tana	Water	Fund.	

 � A	local	mandate	only.	In	Niger, the project has 
partnered with the 3N Initiative to increase 
the capacity on innovative methods of project 
monitoring.	In	Tanzania, the District Councils are 
monitoring the implementation of this child project 
at the district level and District Facilitation teams are 
engaged	in	actual	project	implementation.	

Collaboration with partners spans many aspects 
such as capacity development, knowledge sharing 
and exchange, technical assistance to support 
implementation of activities as well as in-kind 
financing	support.	For	example,	in	Kenya,	the	
child project has engaged with the private 
sector and built partnerships through public—
private	partnership	and	institutionalization	of	
the UTNWF Trust, as well as private corporations 
to	provide	financial	support	to	the	Trust.	The	
RFS project in Eswatini has also collaborated 
with ICRAF to establish Land Degradation 
Surveillance	Framework	(LDSF)	sites.	They	will	
provide a biophysical baseline at the landscape 
level and a monitoring and evaluation framework 
for assessing the process of land degradation, 
ecosystem health status, and the effectiveness of 
rehabilitation	measures	over	time.



EMERGING LESSONS FROM THE RESILIENT FOOD SYSTEMS PROGRAM    15

1. THE GEF VALUE-ADDED FOR THE PROGRAM

Connecting the environmental and food security 
agendas 

The IAP modality was conceived in response to 
the GEF’s 2020 Vision that focuses on addressing 
drivers of environmental degradation and 
supporting broad partnerships to implement 
innovative	programming	(GEF	2018).	Through	the	
RFS Program, the GEF is tackling major drivers 
of environmental degradation by advancing a 
holistic approach fostering agricultural productivity 
in	smallholder	systems.	This	generates	multiple	
GEBs, while enhancing long-term sustainability and 
resilience	for	food	security	in	sub-Saharan	Africa.	

In particular, the program plays a pivotal role 
in ensuring that food security underpins the 
achievements of GEBs, by working in concert 
with the African Union’s Environment Action Plan 
(EAP) and the Comprehensive African Agricultural 
Development Program (CAADP), contributing 
specifically	to	its	pillars	on:	(i)	extending	the	area	
under SLM and reliable water control systems; (ii) 
improving rural infrastructure and trade-related 
capacities for market access; (iii) increasing food 
supply, reducing hunger, and improving responses 
to the food emergency crises; and (iv) improving 
agriculture research, technology dissemination, 
and	adoption.	

Contributing to the Rio Conventions 

The program is aligned with regional and global 
priorities for integrating environment and 
sustainable	development.	As	the	GEF	is	a	financial	
mechanism for the three Rio Conventions, it 
provides a unique opportunity to ensure that 
the IAP funds are channeled in a manner that 

reinforces countries’ commitments to implement 
the	Conventions.	The	RFS	program	is	proving	
influential	in	reinforcing	the	commitments	of	the	
participating countries to implement the UN 
Convention	to	Combat	Desertification	(UNCCD),	
the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), and 
the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC)	in	an	integrated	manner	that	maximizes	
synergies and generates multiple GEBs across the 
conventions.	More	precisely:

 � The RFS has contributed to the implementation 
of the UNCCD 10-year strategic plan (2008-
2018) and its strategic objectives on: (i) 
improving the living conditions of affected 
populations; (ii) improving the condition of 
affected ecosystems; (iii) generating GEBs 
through effective implementation of the UNCCD; 
and	(iv)	mobilizing	resources	to	support	the	
implementation of the UNCDD through building 
effective partnerships between national and 
international	actors.	

 � With regards to global biodiversity, RFS 
contributes to the CBD’s Aichi Target 7 on 
sustainable agriculture, aquaculture, and forestry 
(CBD	Strategic	Plan	for	Biodiversity	2011-2020).	

 � On climate change, RFS is proving instrumental 
in	supporting	the	identification	and	assessment	
of sustainable agricultural practices and 
technologies to enhance productivity, food 
security, and resilience, considering the 
differences	in	agro-ecological	zones	and	farming	
systems	(UNFCCC/SBSTA/2014/2).	

 � National projects are responding to priorities 
identified	in	National	Communications,	especially	
those with STAR funding from CCM-2 (which 
include Burundi, Eswatini, Ghana, Kenya, Malawi, 
Nigeria,	Senegal,	Tanzania,	and	Uganda),	that	

PRINCIPLE 1: 
DEMONSTRATING THE VALUE-ADD OF THE GEF
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have	prioritized	reduction	of	emissions	from	land	
use, land use change, and forestry, deforestation, 
and	forest	degradation.	In	addition,	several	
country projects also respond to priorities in the 
National Adaptation Program of Action (NAPA) 
to meet urgent and immediate needs to adapt to 
climate change, including Burkina Faso, Burundi, 
Malawi,	and	Senegal.	

Facilitating regional synergies among national 
projects

As part of this integrated approach concept, the 
GEF sought to depart from funding isolated country-
level projects to building on existing national efforts 
and	encouraging	collaboration	at	regional	level.	
In the RFS program, this vision was translated into 
the creation of a cross-cutting project—hereafter 
referred to as the Regional Hub—designed to help 
ensure the program comprises more than a set of 
disconnected country projects, a risk associated 
with	other	programmatic	modalities	in	the	past.	
A	significant	part	of	the	GEF’s	value	added	to	the	
RFS program rests in its capacity to convene strong 
inter-agency collaboration to foster coherence and 
alignment	of	activities	at	the	regional	level.	Further	
details on the Regional Hub set up are explained in 
section	3	below.	

Financing

The strategies described above would not have 
been implemented without building on another 
major value-add made possible through the 
Sixth Replenishment of the GEF Trust (GEF-6): 
$116	million	of	core	GEF	financing	for	the	entire	
program,	which	mobilized	an	additional	$785	
million	in	co-financing	from	technical	agencies,	
governments, private sector, and other partners 
(further	details	on	how	this	additional	financing	has	
been	catalyzed	are	provided	on	the	sub-section	
below,	as	well	as	in	sections	2,	3,	and	6).	In	order	
to	incentivize	countries	to	participate	in	this	pilot	
modality, as well as to increment the levels of 

1	 IFAD.	2016a.

resources available, GEF funding has been doubled 
to	an	additional	$4	million	per	country	for	eligible	
country.1 This binds countries to conform to the 
IAP principles and structure and allow them to 
participate	over	the	five-year	life	of	this	initiative.	

2. THE VALUE-ADD BEING HARNESSED DURING 
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Fostering in-country policy dialogue and 
partnerships

At the third annual program workshop held 
in Bolgatanga, Ghana, in 2019, Consultative 
Committee members provided brief updates 
on how their projects are promoting policy 
dialogue	and	partnerships	at	country	level.	Efforts	
and achievements were highlighted in terms of 
improved	policy	alignment	/	harmonization	and	
operationalization,	as	well	as	the	collaboration	
encouraged by the program between different 
ministries	(e.g.	environment	and	agriculture)	and	
local	partners	through	multi-stakeholder	networks.	
Representatives also provided examples of how their 
countries	are	seeking	to	mobilize	additional	resources	
for	scaling	up	or	out	the	program	activities.

In Ghana, the Minister of Environment, Science, 
Technology,	and	Innovation	significantly	
appreciated the role of the RFS project in 
supporting food production systems through 
sustainable land and water management, 
highlighting a request for additional government 
resources	to	scale	the	initiative,	emphasizing	that	
“good projects should not be allowed to die.”

Catalytic funding to cross-country exchanges

One	example	pertains	to	the	organization	of	a	
regional workshop in Burkina Faso in 2019, which 
focused on the establishment and roll-out of 
Farmer Field Schools (FFS) and Agro-Pastoral Filed 
Schools	(AFS).	This	event	was	jointly	funded	by	
several	partners,	as	a	means	to	capitalize	on	GEF	
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funding.	The	FAO	and	several	GEF	projects	funded	
by the Least Developed Country Fund (LDCF)2,3 
covered the travel costs of their project teams and 
national governments, with co-funding provided by 
the RFS Regional Hub project, to meet additional 
logistical	expenditures.	Several	countries,	including	
RFS	participants	(i.e.,	Senegal,	Niger,	Burundi,	
Uganda,	Ethiopia)	and	others	(e.g.	Mali)	took	part	in	
this important learning opportunity about options 
and models for climate resilience and landscape 
restoration	in	pastoral	and	agricultural	system.	
A	total	of	34	delegates	attended	this	workshop.	
It	illustrates	not	only	how	co-financing	can	be	
mobilized	from	GEF	seed	funding,	but	also	how	the	
IAP’s outcomes can have positive transboundary 
impacts	at	regional	or	sub-regional	levels.

Leveraging private capital and local ownership

Building on seed funding from GEF and IFAD, 
the RFS UTNWF project in Kenya has set up an 
endowment	fund,	to	which	over	$1.6	million	are	
being raised from Coca Cola Foundation, Frigoken, 
Caterpillar and other private sector entities, in 
addition	to	contributions	from	project	beneficiaries	
(smallholder	farmers).	The	project’s	transition	plan	
envisages a transfer of project activities from The 
Nature Conservancy (currently in charge of project 
implementation) to the Water Fund at the end of 
the	project.	

Building on the successful experience from 
UTNWF under GEF-6 on promoting public-private-
partnerships for managing natural resources 
through a win-win approach, IFAD and GEF, in 
partnership with The Nature Conservancy, Kenya 
Water Towers Agency (KWTA), and Kenya Forest 
Service (KFS) as executing partners, are developing 
a new initiative under GEF-7 to conserve globally 
significant	biodiversity	and	protect	the	integrity	and	
resilience of critical ecosystems and their services in 
the	targeted	water	towers	in	Kenya.

2	 Project	codes	of	the	participating	projects	in	questions	are	as	follow:	Burkina	Faso	GCP/BKF/054/LDF;	Mali	GCP/MLI/038/LFD;	Senegal	GCP/SEN/065/LDF;	Niger	GCP/NER/043/LDF.	
Other	projects	included	the	RFS	country	projects	in	Burundi	and	Uganda	and	the	FFS/	APFS	experts	in	Ethiopia,	with	whom	the	RFS	Ethiopia	country	team	was	linked	up.	

3	 These	are	individually-funded	GEF	projects	which	do	not	have	resources	for	regional-level	activities.	To	fill	this	gap,	the	RFS	Regional	Hub,	through	its	component	2.2	on	scaling	up	
through Field Schools and other participatory advisory services, played a catalytic role, facilitating the exchange of lessons and drawing of recommendations for action between projects 
and	national	partners	from	the	broader	GEF	portfolio	-	including	beyond	RFS	projects.

Transforming local gains into global 
environmental benefits (GEBs) 

In	Niger,	GEF	financing	through	the	RFS	Family	
Farming Development Programme (ProDAF) 
complements IFAD’s core funding and allows 
the project to extend its impact in the regions 
of	Maradi,	Tahoua,	and	Zinder.	In	particular,	
these extra funds support the integration of 
environmental considerations into activities 
primarily	targeting	food	security.	

Based on a watershed approach, upstream to the 
cultivated areas, interventions focus on actions to 
improve	water	infiltration	and	combat	land	erosion.	
The surface area of land and watersheds treated 
for degradation has already doubled since the 
beginning	of	the	project.	This	activity	seeks	to	limit	
the impact of soil runoff and rising temperatures 
and proves crucial to ensure that downstream 
ProDAF activities focused on developing small-
scale	irrigation	are	optimized.	

ProDAF’s co-leaders point out that the project 
would not have been able to roll out activities at 
such	a	scale	without	a	joint	funding	mechanism.	
GEF’s direct value-add in this case rests on 
the Resilient Food System’s support to scaling 
out sustainable land management activities 
and tracking the GEBs this expansion creates: 
monitoring the carbon sequestration achieved by 
the project (through capacity building provided 
to the national partner, the Centre for Ecological 
Monitoring); as well as monitoring improvement to 
ground cover (not only for the GEF-funded areas of 
intervention	but	for	the	ProDAF	as	a	whole).
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REFLECTIONS FOR ADVANCING THE INTEGRATED APPROACH

In preparation for this paper, interviews were conducted with several RFS country teams and partners to gather 
evidence	and	lessons	learned	throughout	the	initial	years	of	program	implementation.	Some	of	the	insights	
provided	by	them	on	how	to	optimize	GEF’s	value-add	for	integrated	approaches	are	presented	below:	

Selection of projects and agencies at country level

The	projects	were	selected	on	a	competitive	basis.	Candidates	were	prepared	by	countries	and	agencies.	
Country projects were selected following sound criteria (geographies, baseline situation, opportunities of 
generating	global	environment	benefits,	resilience,	sustainability,	etc.).	GEF	agencies	had	to	demonstrate	
their	comparative	advantage.	Lessons	have	been	taken	to	improve	communication	throughout	the	process.	

Misconceptions at country level

The additional GEF funding given to countries to integrate them within a regional program has often 
not	been	made	explicit	(or	properly	explained)	to	the	country	teams	at	design.	In	consequence,	their	
knowledge	on	the	requirements	and	benefits	they	could	reap	from	a	more	integrated	approach,	including	
connections to the other country projects and collaboration with the Regional Hub, have been limited in 
many	cases.	

Despite	several	communications	from	the	PCU	and	explanations	on	numerous	occasions	(e.g.	during	
all annual program workshops) of the program’s overall budget structure, as well as which services were 
offered by Hub partners (and at what cost), some country teams continue to resist the idea of co-paying for 
Hub services from their own project budgets, as they regard these services as something that should be 
provided	for	free	by	the	technical	partners.	

Detailed country budget lines for regional activities

For	countries	to	best	capitalize	on	the	GEF	additionality	and	work	in	an	integrated	manner,	ideally	all	of	
them	should	have	dedicated	budget	lines	allocated	to	regional-level	activities,	including	specific	provisions	
on	how	to	co-invest	with	the	Hub.	The	convening	powers	of	the	GEF,	manifested	through	the	additional	
grantee allocation for countries taking part in the IAP, could be more explicitly broken down and its use 
be	more	prescriptive.	This	would	ensure	that	countries	have	dedicated	funds	to	not	only	take	part	in	the	
Regional	Hub	service	offers	(e.g.	capacity	development	workshops,	adopting	tools,	etc.),	but	also	to	invest	
in	South-South	learning	visits	or	other	cross-cutting	activities	they	might	be	interested	in.
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1. PROGRAMMATIC APPROACH FOSTERING 
COHERENCE AND CONSISTENCY WITHIN 
THE PROGRAM

Co-financing

In	addition	to	the	core	grant	financing	($116	million)	
invested by GEF on this IAP, the program counts on 
an	additional	$785	million	in	co-financing	provided	
by technical agencies, governments, and other 
partners.	This	is	an	essential	aspect	contributing	
to foster coherence and consistency within this 
initiative.	It	not	only	ensures	that	all	program	
stakeholders are heavily invested in the common 
goal pursued by the RFS program, but also that 
the activities undertaken by each country and the 
Hub are aligned with and contributing to regional 
agendas, national priorities, and strategies, since 
the GEF-funded projects are contributing to and 
benefiting	from	other	partners’	existing	initiatives.	

Programmatic coordination

The RFS program draws on the comparative 
advantages of several GEF agencies and other 
executing partners (see details on pp 11-13 
of the 2019 RFS Annual Report).	The	program	
brings together different stakeholders working in 
common landscapes (governments, private sector, 
communities,	financiers/investors,	etc.),	to	build	
coherence and momentum to changes at a system 
level—on policy, regulatory and practice matters—
that can then lead to the required changes at local 
level.	In	partnership	with	a	range	of	actors	and	via	
existing platforms in sub-Saharan Africa, technical 
partners are helping country projects address 
barriers to the inclusion of ecosystem services 
approaches into policies and investments for 
improved and sustainable smallholder agriculture 

and	food	value	chains.	The	focus	is	on	promoting	
dialogue, models, metrics, and practices that 
bridge the agricultural and environmental agendas 
at	various	scales—see	further	details	in	section	3.	

Promotion of South-South learning

Programmatic coherence and consistency are 
fostered through cross-country knowledge 
exchange, which is facilitated by the Regional Hub 
through several activities: 

 � At least once a year, all country teams and 
Hub partners are brought together to share 
experiences and learn from one another on 
the occasion of the annual program planning 
workshops.	In	addition	to	providing	opportunities	
for stocktaking progress, discussing achievements 
and addressing programmatic challenges, these 
meetings usually promote peer-to-peer learning 
between country projects and interactions with 
Hub	partners.	

 � Annual	field	trips	are	also	organized	in	
connection with the program workshops to 
promote practical learning and peer exchange 
through case studies based on selected RFS 
country	projects.	So	far	these	taken	place	in	
Ethiopia, Kenya, and Ghana, with the next one 
currently	being	planned	for	Senegal.

 � Frequent production of knowledge products 
and communications materials, such as monthly 
internal bulletins; external newsletters; website 
content (including for the Program’s virtual 
Knowledge Centre); social media campaigns; 
knowledge briefs, and programmatic reports – 
see	section	9	for	additional	details.

PRINCIPLE 2: 
DEMONSTRATING PROGRAM ADDITIONALITY

https://www.thegef.org/publications/resilient-food-systems-2018-2019-annual-report


20     THE GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT FACILITY

Capacity development

Dedicated training sessions are frequently 
organized	and	offered	by	the	Regional	Hub	to	
country teams, contributing to address challenges 
related to lack of uniformity in tools and frameworks 
adopted	by	different	projects.	

Throughout the last two and half years, for 
instance, several capacity development sessions 
were	organized	focusing	on	monitoring	tools	such	
as Vital Signs, Resilience Atlas, DATAR, SHARP, 
LDSF, and others, which led to a larger base of RFS 
projects adopting common tools, thus improving 
the	program’s	baseline	data.	In	particular,	all	three	
annual	program	workshops	organized	so	far,	as	
well as the M&E workshop held in 2019 (discussed 
below), included sessions dedicated to improving 
capacity of country teams on these monitoring 
tools.	In	addition,	separate	trainings	were	provided	
to	specific	countries	as	per	their	demand.4

4 Examples include training sessions on: DATAR, provided by Bioversity International and FAO to Burundi; Vital	Signs,	Resilience	Atlas	and	Trends.Earth, provided by CI to Nigeria; MPAT, 
provided	by	IFAD	to	Kenya	and	Eswatini;	SHARP,	provide	by	FAO	to	Uganda;	as	well	as	LDSF,	provided	by	ICRAF	to	Eswatini	and	Kenya.	Further	details	are	available	on	pages	69-92	of	
the 2019 annual program report, as well as on previous PIRs of the Regional Hub project – section on “monitoring tools used for the reporting period.”

5	 For	instance,	five	new	countries	(Senegal,	Niger,	Malawi,	Kenya	and	Ethiopia)	committed	to	using	SHARP	to	monitor	resilience	in	early	2020	(in	addition	to	Burundi	and	Uganda	which	
had	already	adopted	SHARP).	Furthermore,	seven	new	countries	(Senegal,	Niger,	Malawi,	Ghana,	Nigeria,	Kenya,	Uganda)	committed	to	adopting	FIES	to	monitor	food	security	(in	
addition	to	Burundi	which	had	already	adopted	FIES).	Ethiopia	also	undertook	to	start	monitoring	GHG	sequestration	linked	to	its	project	activities,	something	that	was	not	included	
in	its	original	project	document.	The	M&E	workshop	was	also	the	opportunity	to	review	the	indicators	proposed	for	monitoring	agrobiodiversity.	As	a	result,	the	7	countries	(	Malawi,	
Burundi,	Nigeria,	Tanzania,	Ethiopia,	Ghana,	Uganda)	monitoring	agro-biodiversity	agreed	to	refine	those	indicators	specifically	related	to	agro-biodiversity	(pending	a	planned	training	
on	DATAR).

In	November	2019,	a	workshop	organized	by	the	
PCU brought together key country project focal 
points and Hub partners for an in-depth discussion 
towards	consolidating	the	program	M&E	system.	
A total of 34 people attended the workshop, 
including representatives from 10 RFS countries (all 
except for Burundi and Eswatini), all Hub partners, 
and	IFAD.	This	exercise	resulted	in	commitments	
from nine countries (all countries present, save for 
Tanzania)	to	adopting	new	indicators	and	targets	
that will improve the program’s overall tracking and 
reporting	of	impact	at	regional	level.5 

Efforts at country level

Rationalization	of	efforts	to	seek	coherent	
implementation is also manifested at the national 
level,	as	exemplified	by	the	work	done	through	
the ProDAF project in Niger	to	harmonize	
national policies on environment and sustainable 
development.	The	formulation	of	activities	financed	
by GEF and IFAD (through the Adaptation for 

LEARNING AND EXCHANGE VISIT BETWEEN UGANDA AND KENYA COUNTRY PROJECTS

In	May	2019,	the	RFS	Uganda	team	travelled	to	Kenya	to	see	first-hand	the	technologies	and	approaches	the	
UTNWF is implementing to help improve smallholder access to water for irrigation and restore degraded 
riverbanks.	The	UTNWF	has	focused	on	providing	alternative	sources	of	water	to	communities	and	farmers	
in	order	to	relieve	pressure	on	the	riverbanks	and	maintain	river	buffer	zones.	After	meeting	with	Kenyan	
authorities and discussing implementation progress with Regional Hub partners at the Program Coordination 
Unit (PCU), the RFS Uganda team visited several farmers who, through the support of the RFS Kenya project, 
have relocated their farms from the riverbanks and have adopted rainwater harvesting technologies to irrigate 
their	crops.	The	RFS	Uganda	team	was	able	to	learn	from	the	many	innovative	practices	taking	place	in	the	
Upper Tana and discuss ways in which these sustainable practices could be applied in different ecological 
and	socio-economic	contexts.	Significantly,	the	project	teams	were	able	to	reflect	on	the	connection	between	
land	conservation,	food	security,	and	livelihoods.	Each	farmer	that	the	Ugandan	team	visited	provided	rich	
case	study	experiences	that	demonstrated	how	conservation	and	land	restoration	interventions	can	catalyze	
income	growth,	livelihood	stability,	and	improved	nutritional	outcomes.

http://www.resilientfoodsystems.co/news/rfs-me-workshop-nairobi-aligns-project-and-programme-level-monitoring
http://www.resilientfoodsystems.co/news/building-capacity-and-skills-address-resilience-through-agrobiodiversity
http://www.resilientfoodsystems.co/news/conservation-internationals-vital-signs-programme-trains-rfs-nigeria-effective-project-monitoring
http://www.resilientfoodsystems.co/news/rfs-projects-utilise-multidimensional-poverty-assessment-tool-mpat-measure-human-well-being-and-household
http://www.resilientfoodsystems.co/annualreport
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FIGURE 1: ALIGNMENT OF RFS WITH OTHER ORGANIZATIONS AND INITIATIVES ON THE CONTINENT

| 19 | | 20 |

Activities in these countries are coordinated 
by a Regional Hub with the aim of  prioritising 
the management of  natural capital in ongoing 
efforts to transform the agricultural sector in 
sub-Saharan Africa and ensure sustainable food 
production. The Regional Hub is a cross-cutting 
project whose core functions are to provide 
technical and scientific support, as well a to 
coordinate the 12 implementing countries and 
improve learning among them.

This aims to ensure programme additionality, 
as per the IAP model, bringing different 
stakeholders working in common landscapes 
together (governments, private sector, 
communities, financiers/investors, etc.), to 
build coherence and momentum to changes at 
system levels – policy, regulatory and practice 
levels – that can then lead to the required on-
the-ground change at ‘local’ levels.

In partnership with a range of  actors and via 
existing platforms in sub-Saharan Africa, the 
Regional Hub helps address barriers to the 
inclusion of  ecosystem services approaches 
into policies and investments for improved and 
sustainable smallholder agriculture and food 
value chains. 

The focus is on facilitation of  dialogue, 
models, metrics, and practices that bridge 
the agricultural and environmental agendas at 
various scales. This involves, where possible, 
strengthening of  existing partnerships and 
institutional frameworks, learning and scaling 
successful methods, and facilitating the 
creation and strengthening partnerships and 
engagement with multi-stakeholder science and 
policy platforms across the continent, as well 
as tracking progress and impact for improved 
learning and upscaling of  successful methods.

The 12 country projects are connected by the Regional Hub. The Hub has four key 
components, led by institutional partners with key technical expertise to support science–
policy linkages, implementation and monitoring within the country projects. The Hub project 
aims to ensure overall coordination by facilitating the exchange of  knowledge and upscaling 
of  best practices, as well as joint tracking of  impact at national and regional levels.

REGIONAL HUB

UPSCALING OF 
INTEGRATED 
APPROACHES

2.1 UNDP in collab. 
with AGRA
2.2 FAO

COMPONENT 2

Scaling up integrated 
approaches and 

practices

PROGRAMMATIC 
IMPACT, VISIBILITY 
AND COHERENCE

4. ICRAF

COMPONENT 4

Coordination, 
reporting and general 

management functions 
across IAP projects 
for programmatic 

impact, visibility and 
coherence

INSTITUTIONAL 
FRAMEWORKS

1.1 FAO
1.2 UNEP

COMPONENT 1

Create and strengthen 
integrated institutional 

frameworks and 
mechanisms for scaling 
up proven multi-benefit 

approaches

MONITORING & 
ASSESSMENT

3.1, 3.2 CI
3.3 UNEP in collab. 

with Bioversity

COMPONENT 3

Monitoring and 
assessment of  global 

environmental benefits 
and agro-ecosystem 

resilience

Regional Hub Project 
RFS is directly aligned to existing global 
priorities as part of  the UN Sustainable 
Development Goals 1, 2, 15 and 17, with the 
focus on fostering long-term sustainability and 
resilience through integrated management of  
natural capital – land, water, soil, and genetic 
resources – in the drylands of  sub-Saharan 
Africa. Through the integrated approach, 
country projects under the Programme also 
contribute to several other SDGs, such as 
6, 8 and 13. Gender equality (SDG 5) and 
mainstreaming are also targeted throughout 

the programme implementation, by taking 
into consideration the differences in needs, 
roles, responsibilities and opportunities for 
equal engagement of  women and men. These 
programme interventions aim to reflect the 
growing need to empower women and unleash 
their capabilities in tackling major drivers 
of  environmental degradation. In addition to 
the SDGs, RFS addresses the commitments 
from the three Rio Conventions on Biological 
Diversity (CBD), Combating Desertification 
(UNCCD), and Climate Change (UNFCCC).

Resilient
FOOD SYSTEMS

Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)
• The programme contributes to the Strategic Plan 

for Biodiversity 2011–2020 and the associated Aichi 
target 7 on sustainable agriculture, aquaculture and 
forestry. 

• It also contributes to the CBD Programme on 
Agricultural Biodiversity and its cross-cutting initiative 
on Food and Nutrition, and the International Treaty on 
Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture.

National projects are consistent with 
the National Biodiversity Strategies 
and Action Plans (NBSAPs)

UN Convention to 
Combat Desertification 
(UNCCD)
The programme directly 
contributes to the 
implementation of  
the UNCCD 10-year 
strategic plan (10YSP) 
2008–2018 and its 
strategic and operational 
objectives. 

Some country projects will respond 
to priorities identified in National 
Communication (NCs) and some 
will respond to those identified by the 
National Adaptation Programme of 
Action (NAPA).

The project is aligned with 
the African Union (AU), the 
Comprehensive Africa Agriculture 
Development Programme (CAADP) 
and the Malabo Declaration.

• Malabo Declaration on 
Accelerated Agricultural Growth 
and Transformation for Shared 
Prosperity and Improved 
Livelihoods 

• African Ministerial Conference on 
the Environment (AMCEN) and its 
action plan for the Environment 
Initiative for the New Partnership 
for Africa’s Development (NEPAD). 

The objectives of  the RFS programme are fully in line with the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)

SDG1: End poverty in all its forms everywhere.

SDG2: End hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition, 
and promote sustainable agriculture.

SDG15: Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of  
terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat 
desertification, halt and reverse land degradation and halt 
biodiversity loss. 

SDG17: Strengthen the means of  implementation and revitalise 
the global partnership for sustainable development.

UN Framework Convention 
on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 
priorities on issues related to 
agriculture:

• Identification & assessment 
of  agricultural practices

• Technologies to enhance 
productivity in a sustainable 
manner

• Food security and resilience

The programme is fully 
aligned with IFAD’s and GEF’s 
strategies, frameworks and 
policies, including on:

• Scaling up

• Gender

• Climate change

• Environment and natural 
resource management

• IFAD 10 Agenda

• GEF Corporate Results (1, 2 
and 4)”

Alignment with national and global goals 
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Smallholder Agriculture Program) was done 
jointly to ensure optimal synergies on the 
use of these funds and to move towards the 
most effective scaling up of resilience building 
practices	undertaken	in	Niger.	In	the	regions	
where the project intervenes, funding from RFS 
enabled a set of coherent frameworks to be 
created through a series of consultation meetings 
and wide scoping of stakeholders involved in 
sustainable	management.	These	frameworks	
contribute	to	harmonizing	interventions	and	
avoiding	duplication	of	efforts.	They	have	been	
amalgamated by the Regional Councils in the 
three regions with support from the project and 
have led to the development of new partnerships 
at	national	and	local	levels.

2. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION FRAMEWORK 
LEVERAGING OTHER INITIATIVES

Linkages with African and global initiatives

The Resilient Food Systems program seeks to 
ensure	that	food	security	benefits	underpin	the	
achievements of GEBs by aligning efforts and 
contributing to major regional and global initiatives 
(Figure 1).	Among	its	major	achievements	so	far,	
the program is now directly contributing to the 
regional environment and climate cluster two-
year workplan under the United Nations and 
African Union Regional Coordination Mechanism 
(RCM)—providing substantive inputs to UN 
and African Union priorities alignment agenda 
especially on sustainable agriculture production 
through integrated approaches as a main priority 
for	all	Africa	countries.	The	integrated	approach	
has been broadly discussed during partners’ and 
countries’ dialogues on building smallholder 
farmers’ resilience at the Comprehensive African 
Agricultural Development Program (CAADP) 
biennial review sessions led by AUDA-NEPAD and 
at the Africa climate week 2019 in Accra, as well as 
the	fifth	African	forum	on	sustainable	development	
in Marrakech, as one of the ways to advance 
sustainable	development	goals	in	the	continent.	

The program also participates at the global 
consultation on resilience and highlighted in the 
Global Resilience Partnership insights report.

Program representatives have been liaising with the 
New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) 
and participated in a regional meeting convened 
by	NEPAD	in	2019	to	explore	synergies.	

A partnership is currently being explored with 
the African Risk Capacity (ARC), which is working 
on	resilience	and	production	issues.	Specific	
terms of the collaboration between ARC and RFS 
are	currently	being	defined,	with	the	intent	of	
consolidating	proposed	country	level	interventions.	
RFS also takes part policy dialogue events such as 
the AFR100 Annual Partnership Meeting and the 
Africa	Green	Revolution	Forum,	among	others.	

RFS	stakeholders	have	either	organized	or	
participated in strategic events:

 � Emerging lessons from the RFS Kenya UTNWF 
project informed development actors, 
countries, and businesses attending the African 
Green Revolution Forum (AGRF) Side Event: 
Fostering Public-Private Partnership to Enhance 
Smallholder Resilience in Sub-Saharan Africa in 
September	2018.	

 � The RFS program was highlighted in various 
regional	and	international	high-level	events.	In	
April 2019, IFAD participated at the Fifth Session 
of the Africa Regional Forum on Sustainable 
Development	in	Morocco.	Valuable	outcomes	
emerged from the 2019 session of the High-
Level Political Forum under the auspices of the 
Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC), and 
the World Summit on Sustainable Development 
in New York in July and September 2019, 
respectively.

 � A side event on “Fostering an integrated 
approach for sustainable land management 
in	sub-Saharan	Africa”	was	organized	at	the	
UNCCD COP14, allowing for exchanges of 
knowledge between country teams (Eswatini, 
Niger, and Uganda) and over 100 attendees 
from	several	organizations.		

http://www.globalresiliencepartnership.org/insightsreport/
https://www.globalresiliencepartnership.org/InsightsReport/
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 � In February 2020, experiences from both 
the Kenya and Niger RFS projects were presented 
at GEF’s East African Expanded Constituency 
Workshop (ECW), which provided a platform 
for GEF National Focal Points and other key 
stakeholders, including civil society, to meet with 
colleagues from other countries in their region, 
discuss and review policies and procedures, and 
share	experiences	from	GEF	projects.	

 � ProDAF’s good practices were also highlighted 
in a brief produced by the GEF Secretariat and 
IFAD.	This	was	shared	with	constituencies	
at the 57th Council meeting, informing 
GEF-7 programming directions and policy 
recommendations.	Please	refer	to	pp	31-32	
of the 2019 RFS Annual Report for a detailed 
overview of all the policy dialogue events the 
RFS has engaged in throughout the 2018-2019 
reporting	period.

Science-Policy Interface

These engagements and strategic partnerships 
offer an opportunity to participate in regional 
dialogue	and	influence	policy	direction,	which	
will be further be consolidated through the 
Science-Policy Interface (SPI) being developed 
by	the	Regional	Hub	(through	UNEP	and	FAO).	
The platform is expected to support decision-
making through awareness-raising and capacity 

development in evidence-based decision-making, 
thus leveraging other initiatives on an ongoing 
basis.	The	SPI	aims	to	provide:

 � A multi-stakeholder knowledge exchange 
mechanism between the 12 RFS countries; and 
links	to	existing	scientific	and	policy	platforms	that	
support innovation for sustainability and resilience 
of agricultural ecosystems at country and regional 
levels;

 � Guidance and tools on integrating best practices 
into regulatory frameworks and national and sub-
national institutions and policies; 

 � Support to RFS country projects, including 
trainings	on	specific	topics	on	a	needs-basis	(co-
funded	by	country	projects).

Leveraging rural advisory services platforms

At the national level, the RFS program is leveraging 
existing rural advisory services platforms to identify 
operational and ultimately self-sustaining models 
of capacity development in the region under INRM 
for	smallholder	production.	In	Kenya, through 
the UTNWF project activities, 25,000 farmers 
receive two extension information messages per 
week through a mobile phone platform covering 
the	Upper	Tana	watershed.	These	messages	
disseminate key contextual information and 
techniques to assist and equip farmers in the region 
to	implement	SLM.

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/publications/RFS_Annual_Report_2019.pdf
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REFLECTIONS FOR ADVANCING THE INTEGRATED APPROACH 

Reconciling “demand driven” service needs with established workplans and budgets 

The Regional Hub model, with a central PCU to link knowledge, communications, and coordination of 
technical	support	from	partners	to	country	projects	has	proved	useful	once	contracting	has	been	in	place.	
However, the workplans, budgets, and expected deliverables of Hub project components were structured 
in advance of consultations and alignment made possible with country project workplans—this dilutes 
the	value	of	the	‘demand	driven’	and	tailored	expertise	that	the	Hub	could	be	offering.	This	makes	it	
challenging	for	the	Hub	to	quickly	adapt	to	changing	circumstances	and	country	projects’	needs.	

Investments in translation cannot be overlooked

The Hub has incrementally improved the manner in which knowledge and best practices are captured and 
disseminated within the program, with many stakeholders underlining the quality of reports produced by 
the	PCU	and	how	they	proved	formative	for	other	audiences.	In	particular,	a	concerted	effort	has	been	
made to translate key RFS resources and knowledge materials, making them available in both program 
languages, as well as in communicating better with Francophone countries through quality interpretation 
services.	This	is	the	type	of	investment	that	was	not	much	discussed	or	referred	to	at	design	(e.g.,	there	
are	no	specific	budget	allocations	for	translation/interpretation	work),	but	it	has	proved	critical	to	allow	
a real integrated approach, especially for Francophone country teams to feel and act as part of a larger, 
continental	initiative.		

Constraints on harmonization of monitoring indicators and tools

Demonstrating program additionality, especially through quantitative approaches and data, will be partially 
constrained	by	the	fact	that	not	all	indicators	and	metrics	are	standardized	across	the	RFS	country	projects.	
Juggling	the	recognition	of	project	specificities	and	contexts,	as	well	as	different	timelines	between	country	
projects	and	the	regional	hub,	whilst	determining	comparable	metrics,	is	proving	a	challenging	exercise.	
This is work in progress and the program results framework has already been much improved in terms of 
harmonizing	indicators,	based	on	extensive	consultations	with	countries.	Although	the	results	framework	
accommodates the diversity of indicators used by countries, this heterogeneity of approaches also hinders 
the	possibility	of	aggregating	results	from	countries	at	the	regional	level.	
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1. INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

Strategic guidance

In terms of governance, 
the	RFS	program	benefits	from	
strategic and policy guidance 
provided by a Consultative 
Committee comprising senior policy 
makers from all 12 countries and 
representatives from funding and 
implementing partners (Figure 2).	
The Consultative Committee advises 
as and when required with regard 
to implementation and other issues 
that might affect the achievement of 
the	program’s	objectives.	

When needed, technical advisory 
groups (TAGs) are also constituted 
with subject-matter experts from 
selected partners and external 
collaborators to guide the program 
on	specific	technical	or	scientific	
issues.	So	far	only	one	TAG	has	
been operational, focused on 
monitoring and assessment 
issues, being constituted by 
representatives from GEF STAP 
and the European space Agency, in 
addition	to	several	Hub	partners.	

PRINCIPLE 3: 
CREATING INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORKS FOR 

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

FIGURE 2: RFS ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 

| 13 | | 14 |

TECHNICAL ADVISORY PARTNERS

ESA collaborates with the Regional Hub on the monitoring and assessment of  
the programme impact at multiple scales. In particular, its Earth Observation 
for Sustainable Development (EO4SD) initiative supports and complements 
key programme resources, with Earth Observation (EO) services and capacity 
for land monitoring and assessment at both country project and regional 
levels. The EO4SD project contributes, in particular, with information on 
biomass production, agricultural water productivity, water consumption and 
deficit, as well soil erosion potential, among other information designed 
for monitoring sustainable and integrated land management to inform the 
Programme-Level Indicators. Through the EO4SD Agriculture and Rural 
Development Cluster, ESA aims at mainstreaming the use of  EO information 
products and services at large scale for international development projects.

GEF STAP contributes to the programme in a technical advisory capacity, 
providing guidance on scientific and technical issues related to achieving 
global environmental, socioeconomic and food security benefits at programme 
level. GEF STAP comprises several expert advisers supported by a Secretariat, 
who together are responsible for connecting the GEF to the most up-to-date, 
authoritative, and globally representative science.
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World Agroforestry (ICRAF) hosts and manages the Programme 
Coordination Unit at its Nairobi headquarters, ensuring coordination, 
reporting and general management functions across all 13 projects 
for programmatic impact, visibility and coherence (Component 4, 
Regional Hub). ICRAF brings to this initiative 40 years of  scientific 
excellence that harnesses the benefits of  trees for people and the 
environment. Leveraging the world’s largest repository of  agroforestry 
science and information, ICRAF develops knowledge products and 
practices, from farmers’ fields to the global sphere, to ensure food 
security and environmental sustainability.

Resilient Food Systems Programme  
organisation

AGRA collaborates with UNDP on greening regional food value chains 
and improving their resilience (Component 2.1, Regional Hub). AGRA 
is an alliance of  partners – including farmers and their organisations, 
governments, agricultural research organisations, the private sector, 
local non-governmental organisations and civil society – working to 
significantly and sustainably improve the productivity and incomes of  
smallholder farmers on the continent.

EXECUTING PARTNERS

Bioversity International works with UN Environment and 
Conservation International (CI) to strengthen capacity to apply 
appropriate tools and practices for monitoring resilience at multiple 
scales (Component 3.3, Regional Hub). The organisation also 
collaborates with UN Environment and FAO on activities related to 
establishing a Science–Policy Interface and a scientific knowledge 
support interface, as well as on promoting wide-scale and enhanced 
uptake of  integrated natural resource management (INRM)  
(Component 1.2, Regional Hub). Bioversity International delivers 
scientific evidence, management, practices and policy options to use 
and safeguard agricultural and tree biodiversity to attain global food 
and nutrition security.
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Regional coordination

Under the guidance of IFAD, the Lead Agency, 
the program’s overall management is undertaken 
through the Regional Hub, a cross-cutting project in 
partnership	with	seven	international	organizations.	
Hosted by the ICRAF in Nairobi (within the umbrella 
of the Regional Hub), PCU comprises members of all 
Hub partners and interacts with country teams on a 
regular basis to improve learning among projects and 
spearhead the provision of technical support on four 
key components, as detailed in Figure 3.	

Country-level coordination and oversight

In terms of execution, all country projects except 
Kenya6 are executed by national government 
agencies in liaison with and guided by the respective 
GEF	Implementing	Agencies	and	the	Lead	Agency.	
Country projects are typically governed by their 

6 In the case of Kenya, The Nature Conservancy (TNC) houses the project coordination unit and joins the Ministry of Environment and Forestry along with three other national agencies in 
serving	a	role	in	project	implementation.

own project steering 
committees, including 
stakeholders mainly 
from government, with 
only three countries 
(Uganda, Burundi, 
Ethiopia)7 indicating 
representation from civil 
society (universities, 
private sector, and 
NGOs).	Project	steering	
committees are often 
supported by technical 
advisory boards or 
technical steering 
committees.	Six	country	
projects (Ghana, Nigeria, 
Malawi, Eswatini, 
Ethiopia,	Tanzania)	have	
in addition designated 
oversight functions 
to local/district/site 
level committees, thus 

creating multi-layered oversight and coordination 
leading	to	a	greater	sense	of	project	accountability.

Institutional frameworks for stakeholder 
engagement

The Program has a full component (Engage) 
dedicated to promoting mechanisms for multi-
stakeholder coordination, planning, and investment 
in	sustainable	agriculture	at	scale.	This	is	reflected	
in	the	structure	of	each	of	the	13	projects.	The	
RFS Engage work aims to bring together the right 
stakeholders	in	the	appropriate	forums,	analyze,	
disseminate	scientific	and	practical	evidence	from	
interventions across the 12 countries, and facilitate 
dialogue	to	strengthen	institutional	frameworks.	The	
focus is on bridging the gap between agricultural 
and environmental agendas by promoting integrated 
approaches	that	improve	smallholder	agriculture.

FIGURE 3: STRUCTURE OF THE REGIONAL HUB
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2. EXISTING GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS 
PROMOTING OPPORTUNITIES FOR SYSTEMS 
SHIFT AND TRANSFORMATIONAL CHANGE

Catalyzing multi-stakeholder engagement for 
achieving outcomes

Through the “Engage” foundation stream 
(embedded in Component 1), the program not 
only fosters a common understanding of ecological 
sustainability and resilience as the basis for 
achieving	economic	sustainability	and	resilience.	
It also seeks to set-up multi-stakeholder platforms 
and ensure that these institutional frameworks 
will outlive the program and become permanent 
joint-decision	making	structures.	Several	instances	
of best practices of stakeholder engagement for 
achieving outcomes can be shared, especially 
at	the	country	level.	As	mentioned	in	section	1,	
multiple	countries	recognize	that	the	program	is	
contributing to inter-ministerial cooperation, as well 
as	to	the	harmonization	of	national	policies	and	
strategies	(e.g.	on	land	management,	water,	food	
security,	climate	change,	renewable	energy,	etc.).	

 � In Uganda, the RFS integrated approach is being 
touted to strengthen sub-regional planning and 
land	use	plans.

 � In Burkina Faso, the work done by RFS has 
culminated in the adoption of a ministerial decree 
establishing a joint management committee 
comprising the ministries of Agriculture, 
Environment,	and	Livestock,	formalizing	the	
manner	in	which	decentralized	government	
structures were to coordinate and align their work 
in	the	field	(i.e.	through	agricultural	extension,	
veterinary	services,	and	forests	guards)	to	optimize	
the	functioning	of	newly	established	FFS.	

Important lessons from this approach were 
shared in detail with other West African countries 
in 2019, and this approach to fostering long-term 
inter-ministerial	cooperation	elicited	specific	
interest	from	Mali	and	Senegal	(see	section	9).

 � In Tanzania, the RFS project has been targeting 
approval of village and inter-village land use 

management by-laws to enforce implementation 
of	existing	land	use	plans.	The	National	Land	Use	
Planning Commission has been integrated and 
has undertaken joint village land use planning in 
four	districts	in	Tanzania	to	scale	up	participatory	
land	use	planning.

 � In Eswatini, the development of Chiefdom 
Development Plans is strengthening the 
institutional frameworks at the community level 
by	involving	these	stakeholders.	

 � In Ethiopia, the RFS team developed in 
collaboration with the Ethiopian Environment, 
Forest, and Climate Change Commission 
(EFCCC), a web-based information management 
system	for	ecosystem	services	monitoring.	The	
system facilitates an easy exchange of data 
between users and provides policymakers and 
practitioners with useful information to support 
evidence-based decision-making, in addition 
to	contributing	significantly	toward	capacity	
development efforts at national, regional, and 
local	levels.

 � In Niger, the ProDAF was designed to address 
both long-term (climate change impacts on 
production potential) and short-term (food and 
nutrition security) impacts across three regions, 
Maradi,	Tahoua,	and	Zinder.	The	program	is	
conceived and executed by the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Livestock in close proximity 
with the High Commission for the Nigeriens 
Feed	Nigeriens	Initiative	(HCi3N).	Through	
its	$7.6	million	grant	to	the	ProDAF,	the	GEF	
is contributing to this national initiative (i3N), 
which stems from a strong political will to 
combat	hunger	and	poverty.	It	is	a	large-scale,	
cross-sectoral initiative that increases livestock, 
agricultural, and forest productivity, while 
augmenting the resilience of farmers and herders 
climate	change	and	food	insecurity.	Thanks	to	the	
initiative,	Niger	has	made	significant	progress	in	
its	fight	against	land	degradation	and	hunger;	
proportion of people suffering from hunger has 
decreased	by	50	percent	since	2011.
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Coordination efforts to improve assessment of 
the program’s impact at regional level

In order to promote opportunities for systems shift 
and transformational change, substantial initial work 
had	to	be	conducted	to	better	define	what	such	
changes entail, and how the program’s progress 
towards	achieving	them	can	be	properly	monitored.	

In other words, the program was designed with a 
clear focus on enhancing resilience for food security 
in sub-Saharan Africa, but what exactly does it 
mean in practical terms? What targets are actually 
achievable within the RFS duration; and how can we 
know if the program implementation is going at the 
right direction and at the right speed?

MULTI-STAKEHOLDER COORDINATION AND 
ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT

An	example	of	an	efficient	and	effective	multi-
partner coordination effort for transformational 
change can be found in the process led by the PCU 
to	establish	the	program	M&E	system.	As	further	
explained in section 8, this was a long and complex 
process, which involved multiple steps: 

 � The constitution of a Technical Advisory Group on 
monitoring and assessment for overall technical 
and	scientific	guidance.

 � The production of background studies and reports, 
including an overview of approaches taken by the 
12 country projects for monitoring food security 
resilience, led by ICRAF, as well as a guidance 
report for monitoring of ecosystem services, 
socioeconomic	benefits,	and	resilience	of	food	
security,	led	by	CI.

 � The	development	of	new	monitoring	tools	(e.g.	
the Resilience Atlas) and the promotion of existing 
ones (SHARP, FIES, DATAR, LDSF, MPAT, EO4SD, 
etc.)	on	several	occasions,	including	through	tool	
bazars	and	country	clinics	at	annual	workshops.

 � Sensitization	of	country	teams	on	the	outcome	
mapping	methodology	and	its	possibilities.

 � Extensive interviews and bilateral engagements 
with all country projects and partners to assess 
capacity needs, discrepancies on targets and 
baselines,	as	well	as	overall	monitoring	challenges.	

 � Organization	of	a	dedicated	workshop	on	M&E,	
bringing together key program experts on this 

area to discuss how to overcome existing hurdles 
in	order	to	harmonize	indicators,	targets,	and	
tools	at	country	and	regional	levels.

 � Development of an online platform building on 
results-based management principles to facilitate 
monitoring,	access	to	information,	and	visualization	
of	data	/	results	at	both	project	and	program	levels.

 � Support to country teams for the revision of 
their project results frameworks, ensuring they 
have clear linkages and contributions to global 
environmental	benefits	and	other	targets	
assessed	at	the	regional	level.

 � Preparation and validation of a new program-
level results framework and M&E plan adopting a 
coherent approach to tracking the RFS outcomes 
and	impacts	in	the	continent.

Throughout this process, many points were 
identified	in	which	adjustments	for	implementation	
proved essential from original program design 
concepts.	FAO,	for	instance,	had	no	responsibility	
(nor corresponding deliverables) attributed at 
design to component 3 of the Regional Hub 
project - monitoring and assessment of ecosystem 
services,	global	environmental	benefits	and	
resilience.	In	a	case	of	adaptive	management,	
thanks to constructive engagement and dialogue, 
the FAO team agreed to play a part in this 
component, by overseeing a newly created output 
(3.4.1.	All	countries	are	monitoring	interventions	on	
food security and resilience on target populations), 
despite not having a dedicated budget within the 
RFS	to	do	so.	
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3. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF 
PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS CREATING 
SYNERGIES DURING THE PROGRAM DELIVERY

Synergies promoted on target geographies 
through double roles of partners (at country 
and regional levels)

As the 2019 RFS annual report can attest, selected 
RFS country projects, such as Nigeria (Figure 4) and 
Ethiopia (Figure 5), have achieved notable progress 
on	sustainable	value	chain	development.	It	is	also	
clear Burundi has been one of the leading RFS 
countries in terms of investing in rural extension 
services for the scaling up of sustainable land 
management practices, particularly through the 
adoption	of	Farmers	Field	Schools.	Not	surprisingly,	
the RFS Nigeria and Ethiopia projects are both led 
by	UNDP,	the	organization	responsible	(at	the	Hub	
level, in collaboration with AGRA) for promoting 
sustainable scaling up through resilient value chain 
development.	Likewise,	it	would	seem	an	unlikely	
coincidence that the RFS Burundi project is led by 
FAO,	the	leader	of	the	Hub’s	subcomponent	2.2.,	
targeting efforts on rural extension services and 

FFS.	The	double	roles	of	these	partners	(as	country	
project implementing agencies and Regional Hub 
partners)	seem	to	enhance	synergies	at	country	level.	

Synergies facilitated by the Lead Agency, 
including through extensive co-financing

IFAD’s role as Lead Agency of this IAP creates 
several opportunities for synergies during program 
delivery, both spatially and vertically, many of 

FIGURE 4. THE SCALING OUT OF AGRICULTURAL 
CENTERS IN NIGERIA

FIGURE 5. SPINOFFS OF VALUE CHAIN 
IMPROVEMENTS IN ETHIOPIA
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which	tap	into	the	Fund’s	extensive	co-financing	
committed	to	this	initiative	–	close	to	$250	million.	

Since most RFS country projects are led by the 
IFAD, this facilitates the collection and analysis of 
data through the adoption of common tools across 
different projects, such as the Multidimensional 
Poverty	Assessment	Tool	(MPAT).	

Furthermore, because all IAP investments (grant 
instruments) are closely linked to IFAD’s loan 
portfolio,	the	latter	ensures	a	significant	leveraging	
of the GEF’s resources, as well as strengthened 
sustainability and continuity of the GEF’s 
investments	in	the	long	term.

IFAD has also been able to build on its global 
network of partners and investments to create 
synergies	with	the	IAP.	A	major	example	is	the	
collaboration established with the European 
Space Agency through the EO4SD project, which 
contributed not only with Earth Observation data 
to the Resilience Atlas and to the knowledge and 
experience to the Technical Advisory Group on 
Monitoring and Assessment, but also with several 
trainings	provided	to	RFS	country	teams.	Other	
cases include partnerships currently in development 
with WOCAT, building on IFAD’s contributions to 
UNCCD	targets,	as	well	as	with	the	ARC.

CO-FINANCING VERTICAL SYNERGIES THROUGH LDSF

An illustration of how synergies across the global/local scale have been tapped into during program 
delivery is represented by the co-investment from ICRAF for deployment of the Land Degradation 
Surveillance Framework (LDSF, Figure 6)	across	selected	RFS	countries.	Even	though	ICRAF’s	primary	
responsibilities on the RFS program relate to overall coordination for programmatic impact, visibility, 
and coherence (Component 4 of the Regional Hub), rather than the Hub’s component dedicated to 
monitoring and assessment (Component 3), still the Centre was able to build synergies and add value to 
the	IAP	by	tapping	into	its	scientific	knowledge	and	capacity	on	land	and	soil	health.	

ICRAF scientists have developed and applied this tool globally over the past 15 years to systematically 
collect	land	health	data	using	a	robust	indicator	framework	and	consistent	sampling.	

Through separate projects (non-IAP funding), ICRAF was able to offer the RFS projects in Kenya and 
Eswatini comprehensive capacity development and expertise gathered from over 250 data collection 
sites	worldwide.	

 � In Eswatini, LDSF baselines are being combined with predictive maps to improve tracking of 
agricultural land and rangeland performance over time, better informing project activities and 
government	interventions.

In exchange, on a virtuous cycle, biophysical baseline data collected locally at the IAP target areas are 
also contributing to the global database maintained by ICRAF, thus helping other countries with similar 
soil	conditions	tackle	their	own	land	degradation	challenges	through	proven	rehabilitation	measures.	

 � By building public decision support dashboards with data compiled from LDSF and several other 
monitoring tools, Eswatini and Kenya are informing not only their own farmers and policy makers, but 
also	non-IAP	stakeholders	and	other	countries,	providing	welcome	positive	externalities	to	the	region.	
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In Niger, the RFS ProDAF project has 
been developing strategic and operational 
partnerships at both national and regional 
levels for innovations in monitoring. The 
partnership with the National Centre for 
Environmental and Ecological Monitoring 
(CNSEE) has made it possible to set up a 
geo-local environmental monitoring system 
in order to consolidate the impacts of  the 
programme on the biophysical and human 
components in the intervention area. 

In addition, under the agreement with the 
Office of  the High Commissioner for the 
3N initiative (Nigeriens Nourish Nigeriens), 
several activities were carried out to boost 
capacity in monitoring efforts, namely:

Updating Geographic Information 
System (GIS) software –  with the 
objective of  equipping HC3N (GIS 
division of  DSEC) with GIS software. 
This acquisition enabled the division to 
acquire ARCGIS 10.5 software with the 
Spatial Analyst extension;

Organising training sessions for 
monitoring and evaluation stakeholders 
by DSEC; and

Training regional stakeholders in the 
Automated Monitoring and Evaluation 
System of  the 3N initiative, 3N (SASE-i3N).

ProDAF partners with the 3N initiative and 
the National Centre for Environmental and 
Ecological Monitoring in Niger

Under the guidance of  the TAG on monitoring 
and assessment, ICRAF in collaboration 
with Bangor University undertook a detailed 
review of  the 12 country projects. As the 
RFS is designed to promote sustainability 
and resilience among smallholder farmers 
through the sustainable management of  
natural resources – land, water, soils and 
genetic resources – that are crucial for 
food and nutrition security, the programme 

aims to establish a common framework for 
assessing project impact on resilience and 
food security of  the target populations. 

The assessment by ICRAF used the 
Resilience, Adaptation Pathways and 
Transformation Assessment (RAPTA) 
framework to asses the 12 country project 
designs. Resilience thinking is characterised 
by the following features:

Technical Advisory Group (TAG) engages in 
resilience and food security monitoring 

Goal-oriented approach

Systems view: focus on process-level 
system functions

Consider linkages between scales – 
nested approaches

Apply Theory of  Change to identify 
impact pathways

Consider trajectory, risks, proximity to 
thresholds

Consider adaptation/transformation 
options  

Devise interventions, and their 
implementation pathways, to steer 
away from undesirable futures

Multi-stakeholder engagement, 
learning, knowledge management 
embedded throughout

The LDSF forms a comprehensive method for field-based assessment of  land and 
soil health. Land health generally refers to the degree to which the integrity of  the 
soil, vegetation, water and air, as well as ecological processes, are balanced and 
sustained. The LDSF provides a field protocol for measuring indicators of  the ‘health’ 
of  an ecosystem. These include: vegetation cover; structure and floristic composition; 
historic land use; land degradation; soil characteristics, including soil organic carbon 
stocks for assessing climate change mitigation potential, and infiltration capacity; as 
well as providing a monitoring framework to detect changes over time.

WHAT IS THE LDSF?

LDSF INDICATORS

The LDSF measures a wide 
range of indicators that serve as 
a valuable biophysical baseline.
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Earth Observation has greatly evolved with 
increased platforms and diversified sensors for 
systematic assessment and mapping of  land 
health characteristics. ICRAF scientists have 
developed and applied the Land Degradation 
Surveillance Framework (LDSF) over the past 
15 years to systematically collect land health 
data using a robust indicator framework and 
consistent sampling. With over 250 data 
collection sites globally, the LDSF provides a 

biophysical baseline at landscape level, and 
a monitoring and evaluation framework for 
assessing processes of  land degradation and 
the effectiveness of  rehabilitation measures for 
its recovery over time. With co-financing from 
IFAD and ICRAF, this framework is already being 
adopted by some RFS country projects, such as 
Kenya and Eswatini, with significant potential 
for expansion across the programme portfolio. 

Partnering with ICRAF to monitor land 
degradation 

FIGURE 6. THE LAND DEGRADATION SURVEILLANCE FRAMEWORK
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REFLECTIONS FOR ADVANCING THE INTEGRATED APPROACH 

Complex contracting arrangements resulted in delays

The establishment of the PCU and start of operations by the regional project proved quite challenging 
due	to	the	intricate	structure	of	the	Regional	Hub.	With	five	primary	grant	agreements	and	two	sub-
agreements, as well as the subsequent disbursements and sub-disbursements required for engagement 
of all partners, combined with a myriad of different institutional rules and procedures to be followed, the 
Hub	became	operational	relatively	late	(towards	mid-2018).

 � Sub-contracting arrangements, in particular, can easily result in operational delays and additional 
overhead	costs,	thus	reducing	the	overall	efficiency	in	implementation	and	reporting.	

Innovative collaborations are not always easy 

Although embedding the work of several agencies under one component encourages cross-sectoral 
approaches and inter-agency cooperation, ensuring the necessary linkages between different work 
streams	adds	complexity	and	potential	inefficiencies	to	the	picture.	When	partners	with	different	
institutional settings, rules, and (often diverging) views on how activities should be undertaken are asked 
to	work	together	on	a	single	workplan	component,	operations	will	hardly	be	smooth.

 � A design consideration for future integrated approaches would be to grant the responsibility of 
implementing	a	component	to	a	single	agency.	This	might	be	particularly	beneficial	when	different	
working	groups	have	no	prior	history	of	collaboration.	

A fixed Technical Advisory Committee or subject-matter Technical Advisory Groups? 

Right	at	the	start	of	the	program	implementation,	the	PCU	realized	the	need	for	a	forum	for	discussion	
and	guidance	on	technical	and	scientific	aspects	related	to	monitoring	and	assessment	(M&A)	of	this	
initiative,	particularly	on	how	to	measure	food	security	resilience	in	a	coherent	way	across	all	projects.	
Although	the	program	had	an	original	provision	for	constitution	of	a	fixed	TAG,	it	became	clear	that	
it	would	be	more	effective	to	have	TAG(s)	constituted	for	specific	technical	needs,	such	as	this	one	on	
M&A.	The	TAG	on	M&A	was	then	established	comprising	only	members	(both	internal	and	external)	with	
expertise	on	monitoring	tools	and	approaches	that	could	be	useful	for	Component	3	of	the	program.	
In addition to selected Hub partners, the group counted initially on active contributions from the GEF 
STAP and the European Space Agency (ESA), both of which had demonstrated interest in collaborating 
with	the	RFS	since	its	launch.	Several	TAG	meetings	were	held	between	2017	and	2018,	resulting	in	the	
production	of	two	main	reports.	Key	lessons	from	the	process	include:

 � Given the existing breadth of expertise already offered by so many Hub partners, no additional 
contributions	were	deemed	necessary	(other	than	those	from	GEF	STAP	and	ESA).	In	fact,	coordinating	
so	many	partners	already	proved	challenging	enough.

 � Depending	on	in-kind	contributions	(in	terms	of	staff	time,	travel	costs,	etc.)	from	non-contracted	
experts	and	peer	agencies	throughout	five	years	of	program	duration	can	be	tricky.	Future	IAP-inspired	
initiatives could consider tying the support of external experts by allocating additional dedicated 
resources	through	the	PCU	and	/	or	potentially	establishing	formal	commitments	(e.g.	Memorandum	
of	Understanding)	at	design.
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 � GEF STAP’s involvement at the TAG, for instance, sought to encourage countries to adopt the 
RAPTA framework as a means to understand and monitor resilience improvement through a complex 
systems	lens.	However,	at	that	point	most	countries	had	already	firmed	up	their	projects	design,	and	
so	retrofitting	RAPTA	in	their	activities	could	not	be	accomplished.	RAPTA	was	also	deemed	too	
complex	by	some	of	the	project	teams.	Direct	engagement	with	the	STAP	began	to	diminish	at	the	
end	of	2018.

 � The	ESA	originally	had	a	separate	agreement	with	IFAD,	through	which	it	was	able	to	significantly	
contribute	with	data,	tools,	and	capacity	development	efforts	to	the	IAP	in	its	first	years—a	welcome	
co-investment.	However,	that	agreement	came	to	an	end	by	October	2019,	so	it	remains	uncertain	
the	level	to	which	the	agency	will	be	able	to	continue	collaborating	with	the	program	in	the	future.

Steering or Consultative Committee? 

The IAP envisaged by design the constitution of a program-level steering committee, composed of 
representatives	from	all	countries	and	partners.	After	some	initial	delay	(resulting	from	the	time	needed	
for all projects to be signed and become operational), a committee was established in 2018 after 
consultations	with	all	countries.	The	committee	met	for	the	first	time	at	the	annual	program	workshop	
in	March	2019,	and	is	expected	to	meet	again	once	a	year.	Relevant	lessons	from	this	process	include:

 � Since: (i) the program was already running with detailed contractual arrangements in place by the 
time this committee was established; (ii) RFS country projects already have their own autonomous 
steering committees with all key decision makers at the table in each country; and considering (iii) the 
program was designed to be led by countries (with regional partners providing technical support and 
advice); representatives nominated by participating governments and partnering institutions agreed 
at	their	first	meeting	that	this	regional	governance	body	should	primarily	have	an	advisory	role.	The	
Consultative Committee was then established to provide strategic and policy guidance to program 
stakeholders, as well as to advise program participants with regard to implementation and other 
issues	affecting	the	achievement	of	the	program’s	objectives.

 � CC	meetings	are	held	once	a	year	in	connection	with	the	annual	program	workshops.	The	idea	
of	organizing	a	remote	CC	meeting	with	so	many	high-level	stakeholders	(and	speaking	different	
languages)	proved	technically	challenging.	The	short	time	available	for	these	annual	interactions	
naturally	limits	the	scope	for	in-depth	engagement	or	reviewing	of	key	documents.

 � Given that the CC comprises mostly senior government representatives (as nominated by the 
respective	countries),	it	is	often	the	case	that:	(i)	representatives	change	frequently,	reflecting	
adjustments in their own government structures1; (ii) CC members have limited knowledge of 
their own project operations (as they might not be directly overseeing implementation), or of the 
program’s activities at regional level, as opportunities for interactions between them or with the 
Regional Hub are limited (see point above); and /or (iii) representatives have a busy agenda and are 
not	able	to	attend	the	annual	program	workshops.

7	 	Despite	the	invitations	and	subsequent	follow-ups	from	the	Lead	Agency	and	the	PCU,	not	all	countries	have	yet	nominated	their	CC	members.	
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1. NATURE OF COMPLEXITY IN THE PROGRAM

The central problem being tackled is complex  
by nature

Improving smallholder agriculture while curbing 
environmental	degradation	is	inherently	intricate.	
The	complexity	is	reflected	in	economic,	social,	and	
institutional dimensions, hence requiring a holistic 
and systems approach to advancing transformational 
change.	Capturing	and	sharing	knowledge	gained	
from implementing an integrated approach in 12 
countries is no simple task, and the challenge is 
compounded by the need to harness this knowledge 
base	to	influence	decision	making	and	the	behavior	
of	partners	outside	of	the	core	RFS	partnership.	

“(The high number of agencies) increases the multitude 
of institutional preferences and the complexity of 
planning, coordination, and arriving at common 

and synergistic approaches. This is compounded by 
the multicounty nature of the program, and by the 

multifocal and multiscale approach.”  
(GEF Independent Evaluation Office 2018:41)

Operational complexity

To achieve the goals of the RFS program, elaborate 
institutional arrangements have been put in place 
at the national and regional levels, which in turn 
contribute to a high level of operational complexity 
of	the	program.	Different	start-up	contexts,	
capacities, needs, institutional processes, and 
timelines per project all pose challenges. 

While some projects in the RFS portfolio were 
designed from scratch, in other cases GEF funds 
for the program were used to complement existing 
initiatives.	As	a	result,	while	a	few	projects	already	
had adequate teams and structures in place for 
starting implementation in mid-2017, when the 

program	was	officially	launched,	others	could	not	
properly	initiate	activities	until	several	months	later.	

Furthermore, the multiplication of approaches and 
tools available has led to some confusion at country 
level in terms of what they should be adopting, 
which	has	also	impaired	efficiency	of	delivery.	

Lack of clarity or coherence on monitoring 
approaches

This discrepancy in timelines and approaches have 
had a direct implication on the elaboration of the 
regional	results	framework.	

An important case in point is that the program 
requires countries to monitor food security and 
resilience, but it did not prescribe at design 
a common approach or methodology to be 
adopted	by	all	projects.	This	resulted	in	a	variety	
of (often diverging) approaches and tools (and in 
some instance countries are not even monitoring 
resilience and food security adequately, as 
explained in detail in section 8), which make it 
extremely	difficult	to	compare	progress	of	different	
countries, or to have an aggregated overview of the 
program’s	impact	at	the	regional	level.

Another complex issue relates to the GEB 
targets	set	for	the	program	at	design.	The	GEF	
evaluation	of	the	IAP	(2018)	recognizes	that	PFDs	
are not a reliable source for GEB targets and 
that these targets are overestimated in the case 
of	the	RFS	program.	Indeed,	subsequent	to	the	
review conducted by the PCU of all project M&E 
frameworks, engagement sessions with country 
teams	and	partners,	as	well	as	the	organization	of	
a focused workshop on M&E, it became evident 
that	the	original	targets	set	for	GEBs	(as	defined	
in the PFD) needed to be downscaled—or, at 
least, if these were meant as aspirational goals, a 

PRINCIPLE 4: 
DEALING WITH COMPLEXITY
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unified	approach	was	needed	in	tracking	progress	
toward	such	aspirations.	Also,	although	the	targets	
assigned for the GEBs are to be achieved as a 
result	of	both	GEF	financing	and	co-financing,	
tracking the effective contributions to the GEBs 
stemming	from	co-financing	proves	challenging.	

This	is	especially	true	for	the	target	related	to	SLM.	
For this GEB, the aggregated value reached by 
country targets as of February 2020 was 805,854 
ha,8 which is close to 450,000 ha short from the 
aggregation of the surface areas indicated in the 
CEO	endorsement	letters	–	and	significantly	less	
than	the	target	of	2.1	million	ha	mentioned	at	the	
IAP	brochure	produced	by	GEF	in	2018.	At	the	
time of writing, no country had shared with the 
Hub the surface areas that could be assigned to 
this	GEB	as	a	result	of	co-financing,	although	some	
countries (Burundi, Ethiopia, Kenya) had shared 
some	indicative	(but	informal)	figures	in	terms	of	
the additional surface area that could fall under 
SLM as a result of an uptake of good practices 
by communities and household adjacent to the 
interventions	areas.

Country-level complexities

At the national level, countries are confronted 
with the complexities of pressure on ecosystems 
and escalating land degradation while addressing 
food insecurity and the weak resilience to shocks 
of	populations	in	the	drylands.	The	points	
below, originally highlighted by Niger, provide 
illustrations of common challenges affecting many 
of	the	RFS	projects.

The RFS Niger team knows that recovery of 
degraded land cannot be sustained without 
identifying and promoting alternative livelihoods 
for	farmers.	The	ProDAF	has	henceforth	laid	a	
strong emphasis on “working for cash” within 
its	target	communities	(i.e.,	paying	community	
members to carry out land restoration), which 
provides them with some buffer and ensures they 
do not revert to over- reliance on natural resources, 
especially	during	rehabilitation.	By	2019	the	

8	 	Bearing	in	mind	the	targets	featured	in	the	Country	projects	might	be	further	adjusted	upon	completion	of	Mid	Term	Reviews	(MTRs).

project had through the GEF funding injected the 
equivalent	of	$3	million	into	these	communities,	
which equates to bringing down the lean period 
from three months to one month in the project area 
for	beneficiary	households.

The team also underscored as an inherent 
complexity	of	the	integrated	approach	the	difficulty	
to	attribute	project	impacts	to	specific	funding	
streams.	By	recognizing	the	fact	that	one	donor	
cannot single-handedly revert land degradation 
and by building on the GEF’s additionality 
approach, Niger welcomed the IAP investment 
to	ProDAF’s	much	larger	funding	pool.	While	
this	financial	additionality	allowed	the	project	
to undertake new efforts on the environmental 
dimension	(e.g.	by	improving	monitoring	of	carbon	
sequestrating and land cover), it is challenging 
to	attribute	any	of	the	ensuing	benefits	created	
specifically	to	the	GEF	investment,	as	they	are	
actually the result several of combined actions 
enable	by	different	donors.	

2. INTEGRATED APPROACH AS SOLUTION FOR 
COMPLEXITY

Resilience thinking refers to the inter-related 
concepts	of	adaptation	and	transformation.	The	
IAP boasts strength in many of the factors heralded 
as key for successful integration, namely: a clear 
theory of change; adequality equipping projects 
to address learning, innovation and adaptive 
management; enhanced stakeholder interactions, 
communication,	and	partnerships.	However,	some	
challenges associated with these complexities are 
yet	to	be	overcome.	

Role played by multi-stakeholder’s platforms

The promoted multi-stakeholder platforms 
(MSPs) are playing a pivotal role in addressing 
complexity.	They	bring	together	different	sectors	
and stakeholders in the environment, agriculture 
and food security spaces at different levels to 
promote policy integration and enhanced sharing 
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of experiences and knowledge, which is expected 
to lead to more supportive policies and incentives 
for	smallholder	agriculture.	MSPs	are,	for	instance,	
supporting up-scaling of INRM through ecosystem 
services payment in Ghana; facilitating a dialogue 
in	Nigeria	around	issues	of	conflict	and	working	
with many stakeholders of varied interests in 
agriculture, food security, and food value chains 
to obtain key data and information; and in Malawi 
the MSPs established at different levels such as 
Village natural resource management committees, 
catchment management committees, and village 
development committees, are working hand-in-hand 
with extension services to promote sustainable land, 
water,	and	natural	resource	management.			

A clear theory of change

RFS followed the program-to-projects approach, 
according	to	which	the	PFD	was	designed	first	and	
country	projects	were	designed	later	to	fit	within	
the	program	framework.	Despite	the	original	intent	
to have inter-linked projects working cohesively 
towards common regional objectives, GEF funding 
effectively brought together independent projects 
designed in consultation with their respective 
implementing	agencies	and	governments.	Many	
of the RFS projects were not even new concepts, 
but complementary investments to or extensions 
of	previous	existing	projects.	The	primary	delivery	
structures are therefore not regional, but essentially 
governed	by	national	mechanisms.	One	of	the	
main aspects contributing to bring these projects 
together and have them work in harmony is the 
program’s clear theory of change, which integrates 
the three main “engage,” “act,” and “track” pillars 
across	all	projects.	Nonetheless,	challenges	remain	
in terms of achieving an effective and consistent 
application of the theory of change in all projects, 
as pointed out by the ICRAF-Bangor assessment 
(2018).	The	study	found	that	not	all	country	project	
documents had developed their own theory of 
change and that the content of some, as well as 
their alignment with the overall program theory of 
change,	were	of	variable	quality	across	projects.	

Facilitating internal communications, knowledge 
exchange and learning

As further explained in section 9, the Regional 
Hub is playing a major role in strengthening 
connections between country projects, improving 
communications among program stakeholders, 
facilitating knowledge exchange, and encourage 
learning.	Several	communication	channels	and	
avenues for knowledge dissemination have 
been put in place to ensure countries do not 
work	in	isolation.	Examples	include,	inter	alia:	
organization	of	annual	program	workshops	
(bringing together all key program stakeholders) 
and other strategic events, with follow-up 
learning materials produced and disseminated; 
organization	of	rotating	annual	field	trips	for	
practical peer learning; frequent creation of 
knowledge products, such as the RFS Knowledge 
Brief series and the annual program reports; 
monthly dissemination of internal bulletins and 
external newsletters; regular production of 
website	content	(e.g.	news	articles)	and	social	
media campaigns; development of a virtual 
Knowledge Centre; and creation of an online 
M&E platform for monitoring progress at both 
national	and	regional	levels	in	real	time.

Improving coherence on performance indicators 
and targets

In response to the afore-mentioned issue relating 
to the GEB targets, an updated program results 
framework was developed by the PCU after 
extensive consultations with all country teams, 
Hub partners, and other TAG experts (see 
further	details	in	section	8).	The	new	RFS	M&E	
plan proposes a detailed framework addressing 
the	monitoring	challenges	identified	during	
implementation with new indicators, updated 
targets and data aggregation methods to assess 
individual project contributions to the program’s 
overall	outcomes.	
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Monitoring and influencing boundary partners

Country teams are encouraged and supported by 
the Regional Hub to adopt Outcome Mapping, 
a methodology that uses a combination of 
results-based metrics and mapping of behavioral 
change of key program boundary partners, 
from land users to national policy makers and 
regional	bodies.	The	objective	is	to	move	beyond	
traditional M&E to monitor changes in policy 
discourse and practice on food security in SSA 
over the life of the project in order to determine 
the	direction	and	degree	of	change.	

Partnerships

There are many instances of support to innovation 
at	the	local	level.	In	alignment	with	the	program’s	
theory of change, in some countries, strong PPPs 
have been developed to foster the emergence of 
value chains so as to enhance productivity, market 
access and create greater economic opportunities 
for	small	scale	farmers.	However,	some	in	the	
program stress that the focus on commodity 
approaches to value chain development might 
hamper	the	need	to	support	the	diversification	of	
agricultural production systems, which has been 
proven to be the foundation of resilience, and might 
also	stifle	community-based	innovation.	The	idea	
brought forward is that a greater emphasis should 
be laid on nurturing grassroots and farmer-based 
innovation	as	a	driver	of	resilient	development.9

9	 Bierbaum,	R.	et	al.	2018.

REFLECTIONS FOR ADVANCING THE 
INTEGRATED APPROACH 

Flexibility is essential for project 
implementation. In order to best accommodate 
complexity in a program of this nature, the GEF 
recommends, among other strategies, to allow 
flexibility	in	project	preparation	to	accommodate	
the additional transactions costs and time 
required to tackle complex issues through multi-
agency	teams.9 

 � While implementing agencies do enjoy a 
certain	degree	of	autonomy	and	flexibility	
throughout project implementation, as 
they apply their own standard operational 
procedures, in practical terms, bringing 
about change to project design is inherently 
challenging	and	may	take	significant	lead	time.	
In the case of Uganda, for instance, the country 
team at an early stage expressed interest in 
“taking on” some of the Hub’s service offers 
to	enhance	implementation.	However,	for	
this	to	materialize,	the	project	has	had	to	wait	
significant	time	for	a	new	annual	work	plan	to	
be	approved.	

 � There have been, nonetheless, successful 
instances	of	“retrofitting”	Hub	support	into	
project	portfolios.	FAO’s	recent	engagement	
with country projects in support of M&E efforts, 
for instance, resulted in several countries 
adopting the SHARP tool to monitor resilience 
(see principle 8).
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1. THEORY OF CHANGE OF THE PROGRAM

The Resilient Food Systems’ theory of change, as 
conceptualized	in	Figure 7, is founded on three 
guiding	principles,	which	are	reflected	in	the	core	
components	of	each	project.	The	“engage-act-
track” approach constitutes the bedrock of the 
intended	impact	drivers.	These	drivers	are:

i.	 Successful improvement of policies and 
incentives for smallholder agriculture and scaling 
up of public and private sector investments in 
INRM in SSA; and 

ii.	 Governments and private sector in SSA continue 
to be committed to sustainable agriculture 
intensification/INRM	and	support	the	process	
with	national	means	and	inclusive	value	chains.

PRINCIPLE 5: 
ACHIEVING RESULTS BY PROMOTING SYSTEMIC SHIFTS

| 21 | | 22 |

Resilient Food 
Systems is helping 
to strengthen and 
establish institutional 
frameworks for 
implementation at 
multiple levels: 

Creating 
institutional 
frameworks 
for agricultural 
development

The programme is pursuing close 
engagement with the African Union 
and other major (sub-)regional 
institutions and initiatives, to exchange 
knowledge, build synergies and help 
leverage opportunities at country level.

The actual means to do this is through 
the Regional Hub project, which builds 
on technical and scientific expertise 
and resources from several partners, 
each with their own entry points for 
regional processes and initiatives.

At country-level different types 
of  frameworks for agricultural 
transformation are being utilized, 
including intra-governmental 
coordination mechanisms and multi-
stakeholder platforms.

Regional

Project Portfolio 

Project Specific 

Resilient Food Systems is founded on 
three guiding principles, which are 
reflected in the core components of  
each project. Through a co-coordinating 
regional hub and network of  partners, 
the 12 countries are well-placed to 
harness good practices for long-term 
sustainability and resilience of  food 
production by reducing land degradation 
and biodiversity loss, recovering natural 
vegetation and increasing soil carbon.

Programme 
approach: Engage 
– Act – Track 

The integrated approach of Resilient 
Food Systems focuses on three areas: 

ENGAGE

ACT

TRACK
2.1 Increased land area under INRM and 
Sustainable Land Management (SLM) 
– sustainable soil and water management, 
diversified production, integrated crop/livestock 
systems

2.2 Increased investment flows to INRM 
from all partners and innovative mechanisms

Outcomes

Analyse and facilitate dialogue to 
promote collective action and coherent 
policies; disseminate scientific 
knowledge to inform policy dialogue; 
strengthen institutional frameworks; 
and bridge the gap between agricultural 
and environmental agendas.

1.1 Multi-stakeholder, intersectoral and 
multi-scale frameworks to facilitate scaling 
up of  integrated natural resources management 
(INRM) good practices

1.2 Supportive policies and incentives for 
INRM and diverse and inclusive food value chains

Outcomes

Scale up proven 
sustainable practices 
that harmonise 
agricultural and 
environmental 
outcomes, to 
transform landscapes 
in Africa and identify 
and demonstrate 
balance between food 
demands and vital 
ecosystem services.

Act 
Implement at scale

Monitor impacts on 
ecosystem services 
and food security 
resilience, to assess 
progress and 
enable informed 
decision-making. 

3.1 Capacity and institutions 
in place for multiscale monitoring 
of  ecosystem services and Global 
Environmental Benefits (GEBs), with 
enhanced info/data access

3.2 Framework in place for 
multiscale assessment of resilience 
in each target geography

Outcomes

Track
Monitor, learn, respond

Engage 
Connect, collaborate 

and share

Engaging stakeholders 
in promoting collective 
action and coherent 
policies. GEF’s convening 
power and catalytic role 
have been invaluable 
for engaging countries 
and mobilising diverse 
stakeholders to advance 
the integrated approach; 

Intensifying, diversifying 
and adapting practices 
for a large-scale 
transformation of  agro-
ecosystems; and 

Monitoring and 
assessment to inform 
decision-making for 
sustainability and 
resilience in the 
agricultural sector.

FIGURE 7: THEORY OF CHANGE OF THE RESILIENT FOOD SYSTEMS PROGRAM
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The program’s results chain and impact pathway 
(Figure 8) builds on two key assumptions:

i.	 Key	stakeholders’	groups	recognize	the	
potential and importance of integrated 
approaches for improving agricultural practices 
and food value chains in SSA; and

ii.	 The longer-term impact on sustainability 
and resilience for food security will only be 
delivered if governments, the private sector, 
and	smallholders	recognize	the	importance	
of INRM for delivery of ecosystem goods 
and services for food security and national 
development; and continue to support 
the processes with national means and 
inclusive food value chains beyond the 
implementation	of	the	IAP.

2. UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS - LESSONS AND 
IMPLICATIONS FOR PROMOTING SYSTEMIC 
SHIFT AND TRANSFORMATIONAL CHANGE

Assessing whether these underlying assumptions 
are holding up implies assessing whether: (i) 
smallholder agriculture and food value chains 
in SSA are being improved; and (ii) ecosystem 
services important for food security in SSA and 
the	global	environment	are	being	sustained.	
Overall programmatic trends in terms of regional 
impacts and transformational shifts are expected to 
become clearer once most country projects have 
undergone their mid-term reviews, likely by the end 
of	2021.	In	the	interim,	some	examples	and	lessons	
on transformational change are emerging at the 
country	level.

FIGURE 8: THE PROGRAM RESULTS CHAIN AND IMPACT PATHWAY
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Scaling SLM and water harvesting innovations 
in Kenya

The RFS Kenya project, the UTNWF, had as of 
June	2019	directly	reached	23,218	beneficiary	
families, with a total of 51,073 hectares of previously 
degraded land now being restored through 
sustainable	practices.	The	families	that	farm	this	
land	are	benefitting	from	various	project	services,	
including training in SLM, assistance in rainwater 
harvesting through the installation of over 10,200 
farm water pans, and the distribution of over 
1.2	million	quality	tree	seedlings.	The	project	is	
addressing root causes of land degradation and has 
designed a drip irrigation system for smallholder 
farmers, targeting 3,000 rural families, thereby 
cutting their water usage by an estimated further 
50	percent.	This	is	resulting	in	higher	production,	
water savings, and healthier rivers resilient to 
climatic	effects.	Over	18,000	smallholder	farmers	
are being supported by technology in the form of 
water pans for storing water for irrigating crops 
during	the	dry	season.	This	has	a	positive	impact	
for the main water supply to Kenya’s capital city, 
Nairobi, by limiting downstream obstruction, and, 
as a sustainable water supply for crops, it reduces 
erosion	upstream	as	well.	During	the	intervention	
period, over 6,900 water pans have been developed 
in	the	Upper	Tana	region.	This	innovative	approach	
pioneered by the Water Fund model, which rests 
on a payment for environmental services approach, 
has inspired the government to pursue the 
establishment of two other water funds, in Eldoret 
and	Mombasa.	

Successful scaling up of innovative solutions: 
best practices from Niger

In a context of high vulnerability of family farming, 
amplified	by	the	effects	of	climate	change,	ProDAF	
is tackling the main drivers of environmental 
degradation in Niger through the promotion of a 
holistic approach to improve the productivity of 
agricultural systems where food insecurity is directly 
related	to	the	degradation	of	the	environment.	
The project focuses particularly on reversing land 

degradation	(e.g.	by	treating	watersheds	through	
various	mechanical	interventions,	dune	stabilization,	
pasture recovery, and hedgerow planting); on 
strengthening sustainable family farming; and 
improving	market	access	for	smallholder	farmers.	
By mid-2019, the project had already recorded 
major achievements (Figure 9):

FIGURE 9. THE NIGER PRODAF IN NUMBERS
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1. EMERGING TRENDS ENGAGING THE 
PRIVATE SECTOR

Multi-pronged approach

A critical path for the RFS to address transformation 
in African agriculture is to engage the private 
sector from local to global levels and increase 
investment	in	agriculture	as	a	whole.	It	represents,	
however, a major challenge, given the relatively 
difficult	business	case	for	investment	from	large	
corporations in the drylands of least-developed 
countries.	On	the	other	hand,	land	users	and	
farmers are themselves part of the private sector, 
and in sub-Saharan Africa represent the largest 
investors of labor, knowledge, and expertise in 
land	management	in	the	target	regions	of	RFS.	The	
program, thus, adopts a multi-pronged approach to 
leveraging	the	private	sector.

Engagement through multi-stakeholder frameworks

	The	“Engage”	pillar	of	the	RFS	is	about	mobilizing	
stakeholders across the public and private sectors, 
both from environmental and agricultural sectors, 
to	foster	collective	action	and	coherent	policies.	
Component 1 includes activities related to 
creating and/or strengthening multi-stakeholder 
frameworks, including private agents at local, 
national, and regional levels, for effective cross-
sectoral and ecologically-sound scaling up 
approaches that support smallholder agriculture 
while	generating	environmental	benefits.

Acting for scaling up through value chains

The importance of private sector engagement 
in sustainability and resilience for food security 
lies primarily in securing a consistent supply in 
quantity and quality to meet market demand; this 
is why sustainable value chain development, which 

involves	a	range	of	private	sector	actors,	is	crucial.	
The program strives to promote increased private 
investment in climate-resilient and low-emission 
food	value	chains,	focusing	on	diversification	and	
low external input options, while still leveraging 
the	power	of	market	opportunities.	Country	
project activities build on existing experience 
in agro-food value chains on the continent and 
support	strong	partnerships.

Mobilizing the banking sector to foster a greater 
access to financing for farmers.

This is an approach being rolled-out in Niger and 
in which the project is bridging important gaps 
by facilitating technical assistance and training of 
stakeholders in the banking sector to carry out 
agricultural	credit	risk	assessments	(see	details	below).

Catalytic support at regional level

The Regional Hub (through its subcomponent 
2.1	led	by	UNDP	and	AGRA)	is	planning	to	set	
up a regional facilitation platform, which will seek 
to	mobilize	private	sector	actors	and	identify	
opportunities for local produce to be linked with 
the	global	market.	At	the	national	level,	the	intent	
is to engage the private sector through catalytic 
grants, which target not only private entities but 
also	NGOs.	These	grants	aim	to	support	practices	
linked to green value chain development and 
the modality for their disbursement is still under 
discussion.	These	two	levels	are	connected	in	
design, with the catalytic grants aiming to propel 
value chains at the national level and the regional 
facilitation platform then seeking to further support 
this	process	on	a	regional	scale.	The	identified	
regional partners are the regional economic bodies 
(SADC,	EAC,	ECOWAS	and	COMESA).	

PRINCIPLE 6: 
LEVERAGING THE PRIVATE SECTOR
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It is still early days to comment on emerging trends 
at the program level resulting from implementation, 
as	UNDP	and	AGRA	are	still	refining	the	nature	of	
the	specific	support	to	be	given	to	country	projects.	
However, relevant groundwork has already been 
covered, including through an initial assessment of 
value chain related activities in all RFS countries, 
as	well	as	the	organization	of	a	regional	training	on	
greening agricultural food value chains—the latter 
support country teams to develop action plans 
with detailed steps toward building resilience and 
sustainability	within	their	prioritized	value	chains.

Improvement on tracking of private sector 
leveraging

The consultative process undertaken by the PCU 
for development of the program results framework 
and M&E plan (further explained on sections 3 and 
8) led to an important shift on how the program will 
be	tracking	its	impact	on	private	sector	leveraging.	
While at design the program’s framework focused 
on	monitoring	the	increase	in	investment	flows	
to integrated natural resources management and 
fostering innovative funding mechanisms and 
approaches; in practice it was found that only 
Ethiopia (tracking private investments) and Kenya 
(tracking private contribution to the endowment fund 
set up as part of their project) had made provision 
in their results frameworks to track this indicator 
and	provide	data	on	it.10 Henceforth the focus on 
tracking private sector engagement was rethought 
in collaboration with UNDP and AGRA; and the 
revised program results framework is now monitoring 
the	increase	in	socio-economic	benefits	resulting	
from the uptake of green value chain practices and 
new partnerships and innovative business models 
(through	seven	quantitative	indicators).	Therefore,	
investments in improvement of value chains will 
be	monitored	not	in	terms	of	financial	flows,	but	of	
resulting	socio-economic	benefits,	which	is	more	
closely related to the transformative impact sought 
by	the	RFS	on	resilience	and	well-being.

10	 When	asked	about	whether	they	were	monitoring	investments	flows,	most	countries	indeed	responded	negatively,	without	providing	specific	reasons.	It	could	be	argued	that	monitoring	
such	flows	was	not	deemed	relevant	by	the	projects,	or	that	doing	so	proved	too	complex.

11	 IFAD.	2016b.

2. PRIVATE SECTOR ENGAGEMENT FOR 
SYSTEMIC SHIFT AND TRANSFORMATIONAL 
CHANGE

Numerous examples have emerged so far of how 
country projects are harnessing the potential of 
the	private	sector	for	a	systemic	shift.	This	is	often	
done through Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs), 
or through the more comprehensive 4Ps (Public-
Private-Producer Partnerships) approach pioneered 
by IFAD,11 which ensures that smallholder producers 
are respected partners and not relegated to the 
receiving	end	of	traditional	PPPs.

Scaling the Water Fund approach globally: 
lessons from Kenya

The	UTNWF	project	represents	a	first-of-a-kind	
water fund in Africa, contributing to valuable 
lessons related to the food, water and agriculture 
nexus.	With	strong	support	from	the	Kenyan	
government and its agencies, a funding mechanism 
has been developed and adopted by three 
government	agencies	defining	procedures	for	
public	funding	of	UTNWF	activities.	Strong	private	
sector support from the outset, including from 
companies such as Frigoken, Coca-Cola, BAT, 
EABL, Caterpillar, and UPS Foundation, is expected 
to have major catalytic effects, well beyond its 
completion.	The	Water	Fund	modality	has	been	
identified	as	a	best	practice	for	the	conservation	of	
Kenya’s tropical water towers by the Kenya Water 
Towers Agency, which endorsed a proposal for the 
Kenyan government to allocate funding to support 
conservation work in three more water towers in the 
country.	This	is	now	under	design	for	GEF-7.

The project has gone beyond a PPP strategy and 
pursued a 4P partnership, in which smallholder 
farmers were invited to the table not as traditional 
development	aid	beneficiaries,	but	as	key	private	
sector	investors	and	partners.	As	of	June	2019,	
farmers collaborating with the project had contributed 
$43,843	to	the	UTNWF	endowment	fund.
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Establishing PPPs with major value chain actors 
in Nigeria

Private sector actors along the value chains of major 
crops in Nigeria, including rice, groundnuts, and 
soya beans, have been engaged by the RFS Nigeria 
project.	The	target	government	and	private	sector	
representatives have agreed to convene under a 
PPP platform to discuss policy implementation at 
all tier levels, and to also establish linkages through 
the	creation	of	innovation	platforms.	These	will	
provide sustainable structures for the advancement 
of a win-win interstate commodity value chain for 
the	targeted	crops.	Key	companies	from	the	private	
sector include Al-Hamsad Rice Mill Limited, Dantata 
Foods and Allied Products Limited, Sterling Bank, 
and	Jaiz	Bank.	The	banking	institutions	have	already	
indicated support to farmers through clustering of 
alternate	banking	services.

Partnership approach to stimulate local value 
chains in Eswatini

The RFS Eswatini project approach has a wide 
array of partners including government ministries, 
private companies, and parastatals, such as the 
Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Tourism and 
Environmental Affairs, the Eswatini Environment 
Authority, Eswatini National Trust Commission and 
NAMBoard.	NAMBoard	is	a	market	partner	for	the	
horticultural produce, providing marketing and 
production	extension	services.	The	Small	Enterprise	
Development Company (SEDCO) also facilitates 
market linkages for the indigenous chicken’s value 
chain.	The	partnership	resulted	in	the	creation	of	
the	Indigenous	Chicken	Innovation	Platform.

Increasing investment flows towards integrated 
natural resource management in Ethiopia

The RFS project in Ethiopia is engaging with the 
private sector to facilitate and advocate for improved 
implementation of Environmental Mitigation Plans 
(EMP), promotion of value chain support schemes 
and support to Private Sector Social Responsibility 
(PSSR)	at	landscape	levels.	The	project	is	planning	
to leverage the opportunities that arise from the 
approval of the Payment for Ecosystem Services 
(PES)	bill,	expected	later	this	year.

Bringing the banking sector on board to finance 
agricultural development in Niger

Providing credit to rural farmers allows smallholders 
to invest in new technologies and upgraded inputs 
necessary	for	diversification	and	improved	yields.	
However formal banking institutions are adverse to 
the	risk	of	lending	to	smallholders	is	risky.	In	order	
to make them “credit worthy,” the ProDAF set up 
a	cost-sharing	financing	mechanism	through	which	
several	banks	and	micro-finance	institutions	signed	
partnership	agreements,	resulting	in	the	financing	
of small-scale irrigation systems and micro-
businesses	loans	for	rural	entrepreneurs.	To	this	
end, the project facilitated technical assistance and 
training to account for small holder general lack of 
experience	with	agricultural	credit.	Stakeholders	
in the banking sector were thus endowed with 
the requisite sills to carry out agricultural credit 
risk management and therefore increased credit 
opportunities	for	small	holders.	
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REFLECTIONS FOR ADVANCING THE INTEGRATED APPROACH 

Capacity challenges at country level 

A key issue Hub partners tasked with private sector engagement confronted relates to the overall lack of 
understanding	that	countries	had	of	value	chain	development	and	the	consequent	difficulty	they	have	in	
identifying	or	expressing	the	nature	of	the	support	they	may	require	from	technical	partners.	

Workplans approved before capacity needs are understood or addressed 

Compounding	the	above	issue	is	the	fact	that	by	the	time	the	support	needs	are	identified,	countries	might	
not	have	allocated	funds	in	their	workplans	to	co-invest	in	the	activities	proposed	by	the	Hub.

No regional level workplans or contractual arrangements with private sector (and local NGOs) were 
established at design 

As it is clear from the arguments laid down in this section, as well as from the program’s design documents 
and overall structure, most of the program achievements related to engagement with the private sector are 
expected	to	take	place	at	country	project	level,	usually	with	local	businesses	and/or	national	companies.	
The	same	is	valid	for	partnerships	with	civil	society.	No	specific	plans	were	instituted	at	design	for	work	
with	local	NGOs	or	multi-national	corporations	at	the	regional	level.	No	contractual	arrangements,	for	
instance,	were	envisaged	with	such	types	of	stakeholders	connecting	them	with	the	Regional	Hub.	Avenues	
to address this are being explored, through the work being conducted by UNDP and AGRA on capacity 
development	for	green	value	chains.
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1. GENDER MAINSTREAMING IN THE EARLY 
DESIGN AND PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Strong emphasis on monitoring

Gender is a cross-cutting issue within the RFS 
program and gender mainstreaming was a major 
aspect of the country projects design, with an 
emphasis on analyses to identify and account for 
differences in needs, roles,/ and responsibilities, 
as well as opportunities for equal engagement of 
women	and	men.	While	most	design	documents	
refer to gender mainstreaming as an important 
element in the program’s holistic approach, 

substantial emphasis was clearly placed on 
the	‘Track’	pillar	as	well	as	M&E	aspects.	Initial	
efforts therefore focused on exchanges between 
countries and Hub partners to develop monitoring 
guidelines and a program results framework with 
strong socio-economic indicators and targets for 
tracking resilience beyond traditional biophysical 
indicators.	In	particular,	a	dedicated	gender	
monitoring framework was developed by ICRAF 
in collaboration with CI and incorporated into 
the overall RFS results-based framework, so the 
program’s revised M&E Plan includes strong 
gender	dimensions.

PRINCIPLE 7: 
MAINSTREAMING GENDER

GOING BEYOND WOMEN’S ACCESS TO SERVICES AND PARTICIPATION IN DECISION MAKING

At design, the IAP proposed seven indicators for monitoring gender mainstreaming across country projects 
based on the following key dimensions: (i) economic empowerment of women and youth; (ii) decision-
making	power	and	representation	of	women;	and	(iii)	equitable	workload	balance.

At	implementation,	the	PCU	proposed	going	beyond	this	seven-indicator	framework.	As	the	diversity	and	
scope of activities and approaches to address gender, as well as the tools to monitor progress, varied 
across country projects, the Regional Hub developed a wider framework to serve as a best-practice ‘model’ 
helping	teams.	This	follows	IFPRI’s	reach/benefit/empower	framework that was introduced during the 
Launch	Workshop	held	in	Addis	Ababa	in	mid-2017.	This	work	also	ensured	greater	alignment	with	GEF’s	
new	Policy	on	Gender	Equality.	

The new framework to track contributions to women empowerment in the RFS, to be featured at the 
RFS online M&E platform (see principle 8)	includes	the	following	specific	indicators:	(i)	number	of	farmers	
benefitting	from	processes	of	formalization	of	land	rights	and/or	more	secure	rights	to	access	water	or	forests	
(disaggregated by sex/age); the (ii) Proportion of women (and youth) with increased income; participation in 
markets;	access	to	financial	services;	business/	financial	literacy;	(iii)	proportion	of	women	attending	trainings	
/ receiving extension advice; (iv) Improved attitudes towards women’s participation in markets/ economic 
activities; (v) number of women and youth members and leaders in projects’ groups and committees; (vi) 
Reduced	time	spent	in	sourcing	for	resources	like	firewood	or	water	and	(vii)	number	of	farmers	benefitting	
from	labor/time	saving	technologies	(by	sex/age).

https://www.ifpri.org/blog/reach-benefit-or-empower-clarifying-gender-strategies-development-projects
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Cross-cutting knowledge exchange, learning, 
and capacity development

The annual program workshops have been the 
main channel through which the Regional Hub has 
interacted with country projects to build a common 
understanding of what the program wants to 
achieve, within its budgetary and time constraints, 
in terms of contributions to gender equality and 
got	teams	to	reflect	on	the	gender	responsiveness	
of	their	activities	and	approaches.	

During the 2018 workshop in Nairobi, countries 
were	asked	to	reflect	on	different	gender	dimensions	
and	how	these	were	relevant	to	their	projects.	Teams	
were invited to discuss gender and inclusion 
outcomes and indicators proposed for each 
dimension, as well as to identify project activities 
planned or ongoing that could contribute to the 
agreed	outcomes.	The	activity	was	successful	in	
engaging country teams with the program’s targeted 
gender	dimensions	and	encouraging	reflection	on	
how their projects were actually contributing to 
them,	and	how	they	were	tracking	progress.	

At the third RFS annual workshop in March 2019, a 
training session was held on Gender Transformative 
Approaches	and	Resilient	Landscapes.	Co-led	
by ICRAF and the GEF Secretariat, the session 
promoted a common understanding of the 
framework to address gender in the Resilient Food 
Systems program; and shared experiences linking 
gender and the environment across IAP countries 
and	projects.	The	workshop	introduced	the	concept	
of gender-transformative approaches (GTAs) and why 
these are required to address some of the gender 
issues	around	landscape	restoration	and	resilience.

During the RFS M&E workshop held in November 
2019,	country	teams	were	again	engaged	to	fine	
tune	their	gender	indicators	and	targets.	Ethiopia,	
for example, formulated additional gender 

indicators	as	a	result	of	the	exercise.	Following	
this engagement, the regional results framework 
was	refined	and	country-level	indicators	will	be	
aggregated and incorporated onto the dashboard 
of	the	Smart	M&E	system.	

Time lag between operationalization of Hub and 
country projects

In terms of implementation, the main challenge 
relates to the fact that most country projects 
were already underway when the Hub became 
operational (mid-2018), with little room for 
regional	partners	to	influence	the	activities	and	
approaches selected and applied by individual 
countries	and	teams.	

Low capacity at project level

A number of countries hired consultants to 
conduct initial contextual gender analyses, but 
the	operationalization	of	these	into	implementing	
strategies has been challenging due to the lack of 
adequate capacity in country teams for undertaking 
gender	analysis	and	gender	integration.	

Several countries have recently indicated the 
need for gender trainings to be provided to 
project	staff.	In	response	to	this	demand,	the	
PCU is developing (through ICRAF) a training 
guide for gender and resilience, that will include 
suggestions in terms of contents, methods 
and minimum requirements, in addition to 
recommendations	for	post-training	activities.	

Given the Hub’s budget limitations, and the 
implications that it would not be able to fully 
sponsor gender trainings across the 12 country 
projects, this guide is expected to help ensuring a 
common understanding of concepts and a similar 
approach to gender issues in resilience and food 
security	across	the	program.
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2. EMERGING LESSONS ON SUPPORTING AND 
ADVANCING A COHERENT AND EFFECTIVE 
GENDER MAINSTREAMING 

Gender inequality is a key resilience determinant

Although	the	RFS	design	documents	emphasize	
the importance of gender mainstreaming and 
enabling	poor	rural	women	to	equally	benefit	from	
improved food security and income, the program 
was	less	explicit	in	recognizing	gender	inequality	as	
a key determinant of resilience both at household 
and	community	levels.	It	is	crucial	to	understand	
how gender roles and norms mediate people’s 
different relationships to the environment and 
access to resources; as well as how social dynamics 
and power relations affect people’s vulnerability 
by	constraining	their	responses	to	shocks.	Framing	
gender as a structural element in the resilience 
framework, determining differential vulnerabilities 
and capacities (not only among individual farmers 
but also in households and communities), facilitates 
a more meaningful engagement with gender issues 
at both project and program level and contributes 
to	ramping	up	transformational	change.	

Operationalizing gender as a resilience pillar

A	key	step	to	operationalizing	the	framing	of	gender	
equality as a resilience pillar is to help individual 
projects	to	identify	specific	areas	of	performance	in	
the	two	main	gender	dimensions	of	resilience	(i.e.,	
gender equitable participation in decision-making; 
access to and control over resources, income, and 
benefits),	as	well	as	to	adopt	a	minimum	of	common	
indicators that can be compared across countries 
and	aggregated	at	regional	level.

Equally important is that country projects should be 
tasked with justifying their targets related to gender 
equality and women empowerment, which otherwise 
seem	often	arbitrary.	The	ICRAF-Bangor	study	(2018)	
that looked into the different resilience approaches 
adopted by the 12 country projects argues that these 
targets	should	be	justified	by	specific	focus	studies.	
It also decries the low percentages frequently 
assigned	to	gender-related	objectives.	

3. EMERGING TRENDS OF GENDER RESULTS 
ACHIEVING PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

As solidly established on literature, the unequal 
participation of women in decisions about 
agriculture and natural resource management and 
their constrained access and control over means of 
production is a major barrier to achieving resilience 
in	their	food	security.	RFS	country	projects	have	
approached and are addressing these imbalances 
in	different	ways	according	to	their	specific	social	
and institutional contexts as well as internal 
capacities.	In	general,	RFS	projects	have	focused	
most	of	their	efforts	on	five	overarching	areas,	as	
reflected	in	the	gender	monitoring	framework:	

1.	 Strategies and activities aimed at the 
formalization	of	land	rights	and/or	more	secure	
rights to access water or forest resources: 
Ethiopia,	Tanzania,	Uganda.

2.	 Increasing women’s participation in income 
generating activities (both in production and 
processing of agriculture and NTFP) and 
markets;	access	to	financial	services	(i.e.	micro-
grants,	VSLAs);	business	skills	and	financial	
literacy: Burkina Faso, Burundi, Ethiopia, Ghana, 
Nigeria,	Senegal,	Tanzania,	Uganda.

3.	 Increasing women’s participation in trainings and 
access to extension services: Eswatini, Ghana, 
Niger,	Uganda.

4.	 Increasing participation of women and youth 
in collective action and their presence in 
leadership positions in both economic (crop/
livestock production, savings and credit, and 
marketing) and non-economic groups (natural 
resources management, community and social 
infrastructure): Burundi, Eswatini, Ethiopia, Kenya, 
Malawi,	Niger,	Senegal,	Tanzania,	Uganda.

5.	 Development and/or dissemination of 
technologies that reduce women’s labor and 
energy	expenditure:	Niger,	Tanzania,	Uganda.
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Several countries have increased efforts to 
mainstream gender within their activities, and 
progress is already being noticed, as seen in the 
examples	below.	In-depth	impact	evaluations	at	
project	level	(e.g.	mid-term	or	final	evaluations)	
would	facilitate	identification	of	trends	and	linkages	
between these different approaches to gender 
integration	and	specific	environmental	outcomes.

In Kenya, the Upper Tana Nairobi Water Fund 
project focused on the development and roll out of 
a	gender	inclusion	and	pro-poor	targeting	strategy.	

The strategy grants a 50 percent additional subsidy 
on all materials (including drip kits, biogas, and 
water pan liners) supplied by the Water Fund 
(irrespective of the source of funding) to all 
households	that	are	headed	by	women.

Both Uganda and Burundi have achieved high 
levels (over 60 percent) of women participation at 
the Farmer Field School groups that are conducting 
training on sustainable agricultural practices and 
income-generating	activities.	Gender	parity	is	also	
present	within	the	decision-making	bodies	of	the	FFS.	

In Burkina Faso,	of	the	100	enterprises	financed	by	
the	project,	66	percent	were	led	by	women.	

The RFS Ghana has been supporting women 
groups to enhance traditional activities such 
as picking and processing of shea nuts and 
beekeeping, as well as targeting training and 
capacity	building	towards	these	women	groups.	
In	order	to	allow	women	to	achieve	financial	
independence, the project has been investing in 
Village Savings and Loans Associations (VSLAs) to 
support	women	farmers.	

The RFS Nigeria project pursued a strategic 
partnership with the Women Farmers Advancement 
Network (WOFAN) and is now linking into the 
network’s	extensive	knowledge	base	on	SLM.	

In Ethiopia, the RFS project is developing a 
gender-sensitive decision support tool which will 
allow for a clear demonstration of socio-economic 
indicators that have gender-responsive changes in 
the	management	of	natural	resources.	The	project	
has also established district-level teams that are 
promoting	gender-inclusion	training.	

CHANGING CUSTOMARY PRACTICES IN ESWATINI FOR MORE INCLUSIVE NATURAL 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT  

Bringing about change on how women are regarded in the context of traditional affairs represents 
a	significant	challenge	in	certain	societies.	In Eswatini, the project team succeeded in relaxing the 
customary tenet according to which women are not allowed to speak in meetings where men are 
present.	This	was	done	thanks	to	an	open	engagement	with	chiefs	on	the	socio-economic	status	of	
women	and	the	realization	that	the	failure	to	grant	women	adequate	empowerment	opportunities	
was	undermining	the	welfare	of	their	villages.	Subsequent	to	this	engagement,	the	Chiefs	advisory	
committees and the Chiefdom Development Committees have opted for more gender balance and 
inclusiveness	in	these	village	fora,	including	the	Natural	Resource	Management	Committees	(NRMC).
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The	RFS	was	conceptualized	in	response	to	the	
challenges to agricultural production and food security 
encountered by smallholders in Sub-Saharan Africa 
(SSA),	and	how	they	are	linked	to	environmental	impacts.	
The increasing vulnerability of drylands agro-ecosystems 
to stressors and shocks, such as greater pressure on land 
and climate change, contribute to low (and at times) 
declining yields, thus imperilling the food security of 
thousands	of	producers.	Beyond	climate	shocks,	the	
erosion of agro-biodiversity in the region (both animal 
and crop genetic resources) has been leading to a 
reduction in biodiversity capability to adapt to biotic 
and	abiotic	stresses	in	the	environment.	This	limits	
current	and	potential	utilization	in	crops,	forest	and	
livestock	taxa,	which	significantly	impacts	food	and	
nutrition	security.

Both the Sahel region of West Africa, the East African 
Highlands, the Horn of Africa, and Southern Africa 
are prone to environmental crises leading to food 
insecurity.	Environmental	degradation	associated	with	
extensive farming practices as well as with industrial 
auricular expansion in these regions has been eroding 
ecosystem functions that play a key part in sustaining 
human	communities.	

In seeking to address this resilience crisis, the RFS ushers 
in a paradigm shift in agriculture in the target countries 
that	emphasizes	the	importance	of	natural	capital	and	
ecosystem services, to catalyse the scaling up of the right 
mix	of	interventions	to	achieve	sustainable	intensification	
of	agriculture	and	resilience	for	food	security.

1. RESILIENCE CONSIDERATIONS ACROSS THE 
PROGRAM

At the time the RFS was designed, the concept of 
“resilience” brought in a novel approach to identify, 
assess,	and	monitor	shocks	and	stresses.	Capacity	

and understanding of resilience was low among 
some agencies and countries, and the inception 
phase of the program was focused on exploring 
various methodologies and approaches to apply 
the	notion	of	resilience	to	SSA.	In	the	traditional	
discourse, the concept of resilience was narrowly 
understood as resilience to climate change and did 
not take into account wider considerations looking 
at the complexities of the food / environment 
nexus.	The	RFS	brought	in	a	more	holistic	approach	
and stakeholders were exposed to methodologies 
and tools to best devise how to incorporate 
this wider approach tackling complex human-
environment interactions into their programmatic 
interventions.	This	section	discusses	briefly	how	this	
translated	at	the	operational	level.

One size does not fit all: emphasis on country-
level autonomy and flexibility at design 

Resilience is a central aspect of this IAP—
something that was made clear from the start to 
all	program	stakeholders.	In	order	to	ensure	a	
country-led approach, agencies and governments 
were	asked	from	the	beginning	to	identify	specific	
resilience considerations relevant to each country’s 
circumstances.	Several	approaches,	tools,	and	
monitoring frameworks were discussed but no 
single one was imposed across the program, a 
strategy largely appreciated by partners, as a “one 
size	fits	all”	approach	was	deemed	contrary	to	the	
spirit	of	addressing	resilience.	

Project-level autonomy vs. Program-level impact 
assessments: a trade-off 

Country-specific	considerations	and	strategies	on	
resilience and food security have led, as expected, 
to the adoption of different tools and monitoring 
frameworks	across	individual	RFS	projects.	While	

PRINCIPLE 8: 
INTEGRATING SYSTEMS RESILIENCE
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this	can	beneficial	at	the	project	level,	as	argued	
above, this approach also has its downsides for 
large programs such as this IAP, as it results in 
significant	challenges	for	assessing	the	overall	
impact	of	the	program	at	the	regional	level.	

In early 2018, following a recommendation from 
the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) constituted 
to address monitoring and assessment issues 
across the program, the PCU commissioned a 
study to understand the different approaches on 
resilience of food security taken by each of the 12 
IAP country projects.12 This was useful groundwork 
to inform the subsequent design of the M&E 
regional framework that captures the different 
manners in which countries seek to monitor food 
security	and	its	resilience.	The	study	was	based	on	
a protocol inspired by the Resilience, Adaptation 
Pathways and Transformation Assessment (RAPTA) 
framework13 proposed by the GEF STAP to explore 
the degree to which resilience thinking has been 
integrated	into	the	initial	project	design.	It	also	
sought to understand how the food security 
problem	was	addressed	at	country	level.	

Overall, the study comments, as expected, on 
the fact that the majority of the RFS projects were 
designed without a clear and consistent program-
wide methodological framework for assessing 
the	resilience	of	food	security.	The	authors	argue	
that, although the projects are operating in 
different socio-ecological environments, many of 
the development objectives are similar in scope 
and, in such cases, it would make sense to ensure 
consistent methods are used for monitoring and 
evaluation	purposes.	In	cases	where	projects	are	
not using relevant indicators to assess the resilience 
of people’s food security, the study suggests these 
are adopted so that they produce comparable data 
to	the	other	country	projects.	

12	 ICRAF-Bangor.	2018.	
13	 GEF	STAP’s	work	on	resilience	thinking	translated	into	the	RAPTA	framework.	It	emerged	as	a	response	to	the	need	expressed	by	the	UNCCD	to	develop	a	common	indicator	for	

agro-ecosystem	resilience.	The	RAPTA	framework	applies	adaptive	management	during	implementation;	uses	results	from	monitoring	and	assessment	to	revise	strategies;	and	tests	
hypotheses	underlying	the	project	design.

Similar to the adoption of standard GEB indicators 
across GEF’s portfolio, “a set of ‘global indicators’ 
suitable across projects and a subset of ‘context 
specific indicators’ may be necessary, but there 
should be a shared goal of producing a robust 
dataset with comparable and meaningful data 
across the 12 countries.”

The study also found that the establishment at 
design of a minimally common methodology across 
all countries for the monitoring of food security and 
resilience, for instance, would likely have enhanced 
the collection of baseline data and quality of 
reporting for assessing the program’s key expected 
impact	in	the	region.	However,	suggestions	relating	
to generating a common methodology inherently 
contradicts the intended recognition of context 
specificities	among	the	different	countries	in	the	
program.	Not	all	countries	opted	to	focus	on	the	
same aspects of resilience, with some focusing 
essentially on ecosystem regeneration, whilst 
others have a greater focus on enhancing agro-
biodiversity	and	others	essentially	emphasize	
food	security.	The	Regional	Hub	has	been	working	
extensively with country teams to address this issue, 
by consolidating approaches for monitoring and 
assessing food security and resilience, including 
the	identification	of	some	indicators	that	are	to	be	
monitored	at	the	regional	level.	

It	was	found	the	program	would	have	benefited	
more from the RAPTA approach had it been used 
to	inform	project	design	at	the	country	level.	
RAPTA was tested in the Ethiopia child project and, 
less	systematically,	in	the	Kenya	child	project.	It	is	
mentioned in project documentation of Uganda 
and	Nigeria	(but	has	not	shaped	implementation).	
The guidelines were tested in the Ethiopia child 
project.	A	GEF	assessment	found	that	“while 
they helped beneficiaries and project designers 
searching for food security solutions to widen their 
views beyond agriculture and to look for alternative 
ways to take pressure off natural resources, they 

https://cgiar-my.sharepoint.com/personal/gefiapfs_pcu_cgiar_org/_layouts/15/onedrive.aspx?id=%2Fpersonal%2Fgefiapfs%5Fpcu%5Fcgiar%5Forg%2FDocuments%2FTAG%20Resilience%20%2D%20Food%20Security%2FAssessments%20on%20Resilience%20and%20Food%20Security%2FFinal%2FOverview%20of%20Country%20Project%20Approaches%20to%20Monitor%20Resilience%20of%20Food%20Security%2Epdf&parent=%2Fpersonal%2Fgefiapfs%5Fpcu%5Fcgiar%5Forg%2FDocuments%2FTAG%20Resilience%20%2D%20Food%20Security%2FAssessments%20on%20Resilience%20and%20Food%20Security%2FFinal&originalPath=aHR0cHM6Ly9jZ2lhci1teS5zaGFyZXBvaW50LmNvbS86YjovZy9wZXJzb25hbC9nZWZpYXBmc19wY3VfY2dpYXJfb3JnL0VXX2Q0ZDA2TF9aT3VLWUE5REVrUWlzQllQcDdNLXhWdlZPdXBnTUs4TWtrS0E%5FcnRpbWU9TFBnT1BZb0MyVWc 
https://cgiar-my.sharepoint.com/personal/gefiapfs_pcu_cgiar_org/_layouts/15/onedrive.aspx?id=%2Fpersonal%2Fgefiapfs%5Fpcu%5Fcgiar%5Forg%2FDocuments%2FTAG%20Resilience%20%2D%20Food%20Security%2FAssessments%20on%20Resilience%20and%20Food%20Security%2FFinal%2FOverview%20of%20Country%20Project%20Approaches%20to%20Monitor%20Resilience%20of%20Food%20Security%2Epdf&parent=%2Fpersonal%2Fgefiapfs%5Fpcu%5Fcgiar%5Forg%2FDocuments%2FTAG%20Resilience%20%2D%20Food%20Security%2FAssessments%20on%20Resilience%20and%20Food%20Security%2FFinal&originalPath=aHR0cHM6Ly9jZ2lhci1teS5zaGFyZXBvaW50LmNvbS86YjovZy9wZXJzb25hbC9nZWZpYXBmc19wY3VfY2dpYXJfb3JnL0VXX2Q0ZDA2TF9aT3VLWUE5REVrUWlzQllQcDdNLXhWdlZPdXBnTUs4TWtrS0E%5FcnRpbWU9TFBnT1BZb0MyVWc 
https://cgiar-my.sharepoint.com/personal/gefiapfs_pcu_cgiar_org/_layouts/15/onedrive.aspx?id=%2Fpersonal%2Fgefiapfs%5Fpcu%5Fcgiar%5Forg%2FDocuments%2FTAG%20Resilience%20%2D%20Food%20Security%2FAssessments%20on%20Resilience%20and%20Food%20Security%2FFinal%2FOverview%20of%20Country%20Project%20Approaches%20to%20Monitor%20Resilience%20of%20Food%20Security%2Epdf&parent=%2Fpersonal%2Fgefiapfs%5Fpcu%5Fcgiar%5Forg%2FDocuments%2FTAG%20Resilience%20%2D%20Food%20Security%2FAssessments%20on%20Resilience%20and%20Food%20Security%2FFinal&originalPath=aHR0cHM6Ly9jZ2lhci1teS5zaGFyZXBvaW50LmNvbS86YjovZy9wZXJzb25hbC9nZWZpYXBmc19wY3VfY2dpYXJfb3JnL0VXX2Q0ZDA2TF9aT3VLWUE5REVrUWlzQllQcDdNLXhWdlZPdXBnTUs4TWtrS0E%5FcnRpbWU9TFBnT1BZb0MyVWc 
https://cgiar-my.sharepoint.com/personal/gefiapfs_pcu_cgiar_org/_layouts/15/onedrive.aspx?id=%2Fpersonal%2Fgefiapfs%5Fpcu%5Fcgiar%5Forg%2FDocuments%2FTAG%20Resilience%20%2D%20Food%20Security%2FAssessments%20on%20Resilience%20and%20Food%20Security%2FFinal%2FOverview%20of%20Country%20Project%20Approaches%20to%20Monitor%20Resilience%20of%20Food%20Security%2Epdf&parent=%2Fpersonal%2Fgefiapfs%5Fpcu%5Fcgiar%5Forg%2FDocuments%2FTAG%20Resilience%20%2D%20Food%20Security%2FAssessments%20on%20Resilience%20and%20Food%20Security%2FFinal&originalPath=aHR0cHM6Ly9jZ2lhci1teS5zaGFyZXBvaW50LmNvbS86YjovZy9wZXJzb25hbC9nZWZpYXBmc19wY3VfY2dpYXJfb3JnL0VXX2Q0ZDA2TF9aT3VLWUE5REVrUWlzQllQcDdNLXhWdlZPdXBnTUs4TWtrS0E%5FcnRpbWU9TFBnT1BZb0MyVWc 
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were too complex to be used to identify priority 
actions in project design”(GEF 2018:51), which is 
especially true if not accompanied by earmarked 
funds	to	support	its	required	assessments.14

Efforts to accommodate diverse approaches

Although this approach has been problematic 
at the operational level, especially in terms of 
monitoring	resilience,	the	RFS	is	also	cognizant	
of the fact that the literature gives strong reasons 
for not seeking to prescribe universal indicators 
of	resilience.	As	indicated	by	O’Connell	et	al.	
(2015), the “consensus is that a more appropriate 
requirement is for ‘rules of thumb’ and ‘surrogates’ 
that have been derived from conceptualizing 
the system in ways that recognize complex 
system properties (e.g. nonlinearities, feedback 
loops, cross-scale interactions, self-organization). 
Furthermore, point measurements of system 
attributes are insufficient, and many recommended 
indicators are intended to be used to infer rates 
and relationships between variables.”	

Consequently, the RFS has sought to accommodate 
diverse approaches to monitor resilience and 
composite indicators were adopted to measure 
resilience.	The Hub has therefore stepped up 
engagement with countries to produce a robust 
dataset with comparable and meaningful data 
across the 12 countries when updating the regional 
results	framework.	This	engagement	led	to	the	
organization	of	a	dedicated	M&E	workshop	
gathering M&E focal points from country projects 
and	Hub	representatives.	In	the	instances	where	
projects were not using relevant indicators to assess 
food security and nutrition status, they were asked 
to re-engage with their country teams to formulate 
adequate indicators based on the information that 
was	shared	and	the	tools	that	were	presented.	As	a	
result, the Self-evaluation and Holistic Assessment 
of climate Resilience of farmers and Pastoralists 

14	 The	GEF	RAPTA	was	not	widely	used	across	the	RFS	country	projects	for	three	reasons:	“(1)	it	arrived	relatively	late;	(2)	it	lacked	a	menu	of	specific	indicators	for	use	across	the	child	
projects	depending	on	the	different	contexts;	and	(3)	it	lacked	financial	support	for	the	assessments.	Based	on	interviews	with	key	stakeholders,	it	is	clear	that	international	support	from	
the	RAPTA	team	is	needed	for	RAPTA	implementation	and	that	it	would	cost	about	$30,000	per	application”	

15 At the time of writing, as this capacity development for SHARP was being planned, Ethiopia and Uganda mentioned they preferred an on-site training (for the former considering 
training	in	2021).	Malawi	indicated	they	would	be	up	to	the	online	training	as	long	it	is	framed	to	facilitate	ease	of	practical	implementation	by	the	participants	after	the	online	training.	
Kenya	expressed	that	remote	training	would	not	be	an	issue.

(SHARP) was thus adopted by Senegal, Niger, 
Malawi, Kenya, Uganda, Ethiopia (while Burundi 
had	used	it	at	design)	to	specifically	monitor	
resilience.	In	order	to	consolidate	this	analysis	
of resilience and correlate it with food security, a 
range of countries opted to make use the Food 
Insecurity Experience Scale (FIES) (Senegal, Niger, 
Malawi, Burundi, Nigeria, Ghana, Kenya, Uganda, 
Ethiopia) and the Household Diversity Score 
(HHDS)	(Niger,	Malawi,	Nigeria,	Uganda,	Burundi).	

Another dimension of resilience that received 
greater attention in the wake of this M&E workshop 
was	the	protection	and	promotion	of	agro-diversity.	
FAO partnered with Bioversity International 
to assist countries in assessing diversity and 
constraints for the better use and conservation 
of	agro-biodiversity.	Options	to	include	agro-
biodiversity in countries’ monitoring activities was 
thus expanded and now potentially seven countries 
will be monitoring agro-diversity as a component 
of	resilience	(Malawi,	Burundi,	Nigeria,	Tanzania,	
Ethiopia, Ghana, Uganda), using participatory 
diagnostic techniques developed under the 
Diversity Assessment Tool for Agrobiodiversity and 
Resilience	(DATAR).	

Several capacity development activities have 
already been conducted by Hub partners in 
collaboration with country teams to improve the 
adoption and use of monitoring tools, including to 
assess resilience aspects— further details can be 
found	on	section	2.	Additionally,	in-country	capacity	
building to use SHARP15 as well as a training on 
the	DATAR	tool	was	planned	for	the	first	quarter	
of 2020 but had to be delayed with the COVID-19 
crisis.	Importantly,	this	work	culminated	in	the	
establishment of an updated RFS results framework 
and M&E plan, details of which can also be found 
at the program’s online M&E platform linked to 
its website (at the time of writing, the framework 
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was being revised to ensure a transition from 
GEF-6	GEBs	to	GEF-7	core	indicators).	As	part	
of elaborating this results framework, extensive 
engagement was held with country teams to take 
stock	of	the	current	status	of	their	M&E	frameworks.	
This included the provision of technical guidance 
and	customized	support	from	Hub	partners	to	
countries in instances where project indicators 
could	be	improved	or	refined,	especially	in	
instances where these contributed to regional level 
aggregation	of	results.

2. EMERGING LESSONS ON RESILIENCE 
MANIFESTED AS CRITICAL FOR THE 
PROGRAM

Improving community resilience to climate 
change and disaster shocks

While	there	are	varied	definitions	of	“resilience”	in	
the literature, the RAPTA Framework16	has	influenced	
the understanding of resilience in the context of 
GEF	project	design.	The	RAPTA	Framework	defines	
resilience as: “the capacity of a social–ecological 
system to absorb shocks and trends (e. g. like 
drought) and to re-organize so as to retain the same 
functions, structure, and feedbacks (i.e. the same 
identity.)”	Building	on	the	RAPTA	definition,	and	that	
from	Bullock	et	al.	(2017),	resilient	food	security	can	
be	defined	as	follows:	

“A system with resilient food security is able to 
maintain food access, availability, and utilization in 
the face of chronic and acute stresses and shocks.”

In essence, the dimensions of resilience emerging 
as critical to the IAP are that of resilience of 
food systems to climate change and disaster 
risk (shocks), with a strong focus on improving 
community	resilience.	The	latter	is	to	be	achieved	
by enhancing access to production markets 
(value-chain approach), job opportunities, and 
incomes.	The	program	emphasizes	diversification	
of production systems by using multiple species, 
breeds, or varieties, as well as integration of 

16	 O’Connell,	D.	et	al.	2016.	

crop,	livestock,	forest,	and	aquatic	biodiversity.	
This integrated approach helps improving 
livelihoods and nutrition, while reducing negative 
environmental impacts (and actually contributing to 
Global	Environmental	Benefits).	As	such,	RFS	has	a	
strong focus on agrobiodiversity to build resilience 
in	agriculture	systems.	This	approach	is	exemplified	
by	the	case	of	the	RFS	Burundi	project.

Agro-diversity at the core of resilience in Burundi

 Through RFS Burundi, the program addresses 
sustainable food production and climate resilience 
in	the	country’s	highlands.	The	negative	effects	of	
climate	change	are	increasingly	jeopardizing	water,	
agriculture,	livestock,	forest,	and	human	health.	
The decline in crop production is mainly driven 
by soil degradation, unsustainable practices and 
agrobiodiversity	loss.	The	RFS	Burundi	project	is	
helping farmers to improve soil health, diversify 
production systems, strengthen community 
management of seedbanks, and to increase 
access to seed diversity—the key strategies for 
better resilience and sustainability in smallholder 
agriculture.	FAO,	the	implementing	agency	of	the	
project, partnered with Bioversity International to 
conduct training in how to assess diversity and 
constraints for its better use and conservation, 
using	the	DATAR	tool.	This	decision-making	tool	
was created to help project actors assess diversity 
and devise interventions that promote the use 
of crop, livestock, or aquatic genetic diversity 
to	increase	productivity	and	resilience.	More	
specifically,	DATAR	contributes	to	the	identification	
and	characterization	of	local	crop	varieties	and	
breeds,	as	well	as	to	the	identification	of	ways	to	
improve access, selection, and sharing of crop 
and animal genetic diversity at the community and 
national	levels.

An analysis of how the dimensions of resilience are 
being manifested or emerging as critical for the 
program indicates that all countries are measuring 
some aspects of food security as an indicator of 
resilience.	This	approach	to	tracking	food	security	
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is based on: (i) “traditional food security indicators 
(e.g.	malnutrition	indicators/	number	of	months	
households are food insecure/households needing 
food assistance (all countries save for Nigeria); and/
or (ii) increase in yields (Ethiopia, Malawi, Nigeria, 
Uganda).

The	specific	dimensions	of	resilience	that	are	
measured differ between countries: 

 � Several countries use food security as a proxy 
measure for resilience (Eswatini, Kenya, Malawi, 
Niger), with some among these opting to 
improve the measure of resilience from 2020 
onwards, as already mentioned);

 � Some countries measure resilience through 
ecosystems improvements (Burkina Faso, 
Ethiopia); 

 � Some countries measure resilience through the 
households to resilience to climate variability and 
change	(droughts	and	floods)	(Ghana,	Tanzania);

 � While Uganda monitors resilience through a 
mixture of parameters: increased levels of agro-
ecological and social resilience by end of project; 
the reduced perception of risk and vulnerability 
by end of project; the reduced levels of food 
insecurity (measured by the SHARP, HH-BAT, Vital 
Signs,	and	RAPTA	tools).

3. TOOLS TO INTEGRATE AND ASSESS 
RISKS AND VULNERABILITIES TO INFORM 
RESILIENCE

Three tiers for a holistic assessment

At the Regional Hub, and with overall guidance 
from the TAG on M&A, CI led the development 
of a conceptual framework for multi-scale M&A of 
the project, providing guidance on methods and 
indicators for assessing ecosystem services and 
socio-economic	benefits	arising	from	the	program	
at	regional	and	national	levels.	Incorporated	
into the recently launched RFS M&E Plan, this 
framework proposes indicators of change in 
ecosystem	services,	socio-economic	benefits,	and	

resilience of food security that could be adopted 
for	a	holistic	assessment	of	the	country	projects.	
Resilience is thus tracked through three main tiers: 
(i) assets and capacities; (ii) stressors and shocks; 
(iii)	and	contextual	factors.	Recommendations	are	
also provided on how to assess these indicators at 
two	levels:	country	and	regional.	The	country-level	
data will be aggregated and compared with the 
measurements at the regional level to demonstrate 
impact	at	scale.

Following sustained engagements with countries in 
the	wake	of	the	M&E	workshop,	five	new	countries	
(Senegal, Niger, Malawi, Kenya and Ethiopia) 
committed to use SHARP to monitor resilience 
in early 2020 (in addition to Burundi and Uganda 
which	had	already	adopted	SHARP).	Furthermore,	
seven new countries (Senegal, Niger, Malawi, 
Ghana, Nigeria, Kenya, Uganda) committed to 
adopt FIES to monitor food security (in addition to 
Burundi	which	had	already	adopted	FIES).

RAPTA framework

The RFS Ethiopia project was designed using 
the	RAPTA	approach.	It	has	documented	how	
influential	the	use	of	this	framework	proved	at	
several levels: (i) how multi-stakeholder platforms 
were convened; (ii) how the project moved beyond 
minimum compliance for monitoring, assessment, 
and knowledge management, towards learning 
and adaptive management of the project and 
interventions through continuous learning and 
adjustment; (iii) by supporting the use of innovative 
tools and processes to identify appropriate 
interventions; and (iv) by guiding the assessment of 
particular	adaptation	pathways	within	the	six	zones	
and regions where the project activities where be 
implemented.	

Resilience Atlas and Trends.Earth

Progress has been made towards tracking GEBs 
and	socio-economic	benefits	in	the	RFS	countries	
and	target	sites.	Baseline	data	from	global	datasets,	
including from CI and ESA, have been made 
available online through the RFS Resilience Atlas 
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and	the	Trends.Earth	platforms.	The	Resilience	
Atlas allows for overlays of various datasets for 
decision-making on different factors affecting food 
security, such as climate, land cover, stressors, and 
shocks,	as	well	as	assets	and	capacities.	Trends.
Earth measures land degradation by remote 
sensing	imagery	and	allows	for	customized	datasets	
to	improve	localized	analyses	to	better	inform	
decision-makers.	Several	RFS	country	project	
teams	are	already	accessing	and	using	these	data.	
Representatives from Nigeria, Ethiopia, Burkina 
Faso,	Eswatini,	Niger,	Senegal,	and	Tanzania	
reported having accessed useful information 
provided by the Regional Hub on land degradation, 
land cover, land productivity, forest change, and 
rainfall	patterns,	according	to	a	recent	survey.	

SHARP, FIES and HHDS

The	resilience	indicator	defined	by	CI	will	serve	
as	a	‘global	indicator’	(indicator	2.1.9),	to	monitor	
resilience.	To	supplement	this	broad	scale	
indicator, countries—which in some instances only 
monitored resilience through proxy indicators 
related to food security or the uptake of sustainable 
land management practices among their target 
beneficiaries—have	been	encouraged	to	adopt	
dedicated	tools	to	monitor	resilience.	A	number	
of	such	tools	have	been	developed	specifically	
for the assessment of resilience, and the FAO will 
provide technical support to countries willing to 
adopt	SHARP	(indicator	2.17	of	the	program	results	
framework),	FIES,	and	HHDS	(indicator	2.1.8).	The	
intention is to have all countries report on one 
of	these	global	indicators	while	context-specific	
indicators may supplement this information at 
project	level	if	necessary.	

Following sustained engagements with countries in 
the wake of the M&E workshop, five new countries 

(Senegal, Niger, Malawi, Kenya and Ethiopia) 
committed to use SHARP to monitor resilience 

in early 2020 (in addition to Burundi and Uganda 
which had already adopted SHARP). Furthermore, 

seven new countries (Senegal, Niger, Malawi, 
Ghana, Nigeria, Kenya, Uganda) committed to 

adopt FIES to monitor food security (in addition to 
Burundi which had already adopted FIES).

How Uganda is monitoring resilience

The RFS Uganda project applied SHARP to 
establish basic indicators of resilience, and to 
understand strengths and weaknesses of the target 
households.	The	indicators	related	to	production	
systems and practices, environment, social, and 
economic	status.	The	baseline	data	collection	is	
focused on current values of acreages of cropland, 
rangeland, and forest under integrated natural 
resources management (INRM) and sustainable 
land management (SLM) per district; current 
yields; current water availability levels; gender 
disaggregated land users and their alternative 
livelihood options; use of indigenous crops; fodder 
sources; agroecological and social resilience status; 
and	levels	of	risk	and	vulnerability	in	the	project	area.	

Complementary from social and qualitative 
instruments—MPAT and WEAI

In addition to these tools and indexes focused 
directly on resilience, social survey, and qualitative 
analysis frameworks designed to assess other 
aspects of land systems can also provide useful 
information and guidance on design of questions 
to	capture	key	indicators	associated	with	resilience.	
Examples include IFAD’s Multidimensional Poverty 
Assessment Tool (MPAT), which focuses on poverty 
aspects and is adopted by the RFS projects 
in Burkina Faso, Eswatini, Kenya, Senegal and 
Tanzania;	as	well	as	the	Women’s	Empowerment	
in Agriculture Index (WEAI), adopted by Eswatini, 
which provides detailed guidance on assessing 
each	of	these	key	areas.
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The Resilient Food Systems program aims to 
continuously build on other major past and existing 
initiatives	to	shape	its	work.	This	can	be	illustrated	by	
several interactions the program has had with other 
relevant	projects	in	the	continent.	

At the 2018 annual program workshop in Nairobi, 
RFS stakeholders had the opportunity to exchange 
views with the coordinator of the Great Green Wall 
initiative at the African Union Commission (AUC) on 
the	African	agricultural	transformation.	Participants	
were reminded of the African Union vision and 
Agenda 2063, some of the major agricultural issues 
being tackled in the continent, the CAADP and the 
collective	commitments	of	the	Malabo	Declaration.	A	
summary of country progress towards accomplishing 
such commitments was presented and some of the key 
challenges for achieving impact highlighted: quality of 
data provided by countries, silos approach, mismatch, 
and	prioritization.

In 2018, ICRAF facilitated the exchange of knowledge 
and lessons learned between stakeholders from 
different research and development projects working 
in common areas in Northern Ghana, including the 
RFS Project (SLWM); the West Africa Forest-Farm 
Interface (WAFFI), an IFAD-funded initiative; and the 
EU-financed	Regreening Africa.	

In 2019, representatives from major regional 
organizations,	as	well	as	senior	policy	makers,	had	the	
opportunity to learn about the program and exchange 
knowledge with key IAP stakeholders at the III GEF-
IAP-FS Workshop	held	in	Bolgatanga,	Ghana.	On	this	
occasion, discussions were held with a representative of 
AUDA-NEPAD about the establishment of the African 
Union Development Agency (former NEPAD) and the 
example of a successful regional initiative—TerrAfrica.	
Partners discussed how the lessons learned from 

17	 GEF	IEO.	2018.

TerrAfrica could help IAP stakeholders with regards to 
coordinating	their	efforts	to	upscale	the	financing	and	
mainstreaming	of	effective	and	efficient	country	driven	
sustainable	land	and	water	management.	

Discussions are currently ongoing for the development 
of partnerships with the World Overview of 
Conservation Approaches (WOCAT) and the UNCCD, 
which shall contribute substantially for learning 
exchanges	with	RFS	teams.	Representatives	of	these	
organizations	would	have	contributed,	in	particular,	to	
some of the “learning labs” that were being planned 
for the 2020 annual program workshop—this would 
have taken place in March in Senegal, but ended up 
being	postponed	due	to	the	COVID-19	pandemic.	

1. TOOLS AND TECHNIQUES IDENTIFIED 
FOR KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT AND 
LEARNING DURING PROGRAM DESIGN

Engage and Track throughout all projects, with 
coordination support at regional level

Knowledge Management (KM) is the systematic 
management of cumulative knowledge and 
experience—knowledge	assets.	Done	well,	KM	
provides the right knowledge to the right people 
at	the	right	time,	so	it	can	be	usefully	applied.	The	
GEF has had KM as a key strategic goal since 2011 
and	GEF	STAP	signified	in	its	2018	guidelines17 the 
IAPs	are	seen	as	a	flagship	to	embedding	KM	more	
systematically	into	the	project	cycle.	At	the	design	
stage, the Resilient Food System ambitions were to 
establish or strengthen existing knowledge platforms 
for	beneficiaries	and	practitioners	to	facilitate	South-
South exchanges (‘Engage’ component) and to 
build an evidence base for resilient and sustainable 
agriculture and resource management practices 

PRINCIPLE 9: 
KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT AND LEARNING

https://www.resilientfoodsystems.co/news/facilitating-cross-country-learning-to-enhance-resilient-food-security-in-sub-saharan-africa
https://www.resilientfoodsystems.co/news/facilitating-cross-country-learning-to-enhance-resilient-food-security-in-sub-saharan-africa
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through systematic monitoring and assessment 
(‘Track’	component).	The	design	structure	also	
envisaged that the Hub project, among other 
functions, would deliver applied knowledge 
services to the country projects and facilitate peer 
learning, as well as connect them to other sources of 
experience	and	expertise.	This	was	planned	through	
three key avenues within the Hub structure:

1.	 Establishment of the Science Policy Interface to 
enhance linkages between science, policy and 
practice	(Component	1).

2.	 Ensure feedback of lessons to policy makers at 
national and regional level on what works and 
what	does	not	(Component	3).

3.	 Dissemination of program results, 
communication	and	advocacy	(Component	4).

The Hub project was tasked with ensuring that 
results and impacts are well documented and 
shared among all the stakeholders, and with 
refining	and	applying	a	well-articulated	external	
communication strategy to reach a broader 
audience.	This	function	includes	gathering	and	
synthesizing	information,	best	practices,	and	
evidence to support project goals and to facilitate 
south-south exchanges (Figure 10).	

FIGURE 10: RESILIENT FOOD SYSTEMS KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
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2. TOOLS AND TECHNIQUES TO GENERATE, 
CAPTURE AND DISSEMINATE KNOWLEDGE 
DURING IMPLEMENTATION

Program website, knowledge center, brief 
series, social media, newsletters, internal 
bulletins and workshops

As shown in Figure 10, the execution of the 
knowledge management strategy is structured 
around a comprehensive knowledge management 
system including several knowledge products, 
services	and	assets	across	the	RFS	program.	

The system uses a primary tool—the program website 
to	disseminate	knowledge	across	all	projects.	

In addition, in response to the need to make key 
thematic areas and country project activities easier 
to disseminate across multiple stakeholders, a 
tailored knowledge center was also developed 
and	complements	the	website.	This	is	broken	
down both into key thematic areas, themes 
and easy access to resources such as M&E and 
communications	toolkits.	With	dual	language	
functionality, the knowledge center was primarily 
designed	to	address	country	project’s	needs.	
Nonetheless, it remains open access, allowing 
country projects to easily upload as well as request 
for	resources.	

Other key tools include a knowledge brief series, 
based around the programmatic theory of change, 
grouping outputs under either ‘engage’, ‘act’, ‘track’ 
or ‘cross-cutting’ to include aspects such as gender 
mainstreaming	and	nutrition.	Significant	efforts	at	
the regional level contribute not only to extract 
the salient knowledge and evidence from country 
project	activities,	but	also	to	add	significant	value	in	
“packaging” stories and integrated them into the 
series.	Examples	include	the	exchange	visit	between	
Kenya and Uganda (further explained in section 2), 
as well as the documentation of country experiences 
from applying household resilience monitoring tools 
in	Eswatini	and	Kenya	(see	section	3).	

Key services complementing these products 
include a weekly schedule of social media posts on 

the programmatic Twitter and Facebook accounts, 
as well as an external monthly newsletter.	To	
directly address knowledge and learning exchange 
between the country projects, an internal bulletin 
is	also	distributed	monthly.	

Knowledge management is also executed through 
knowledge assets, including through dedicated 
workshop sessions, such as the Hub and Country 
clinics executed at the M&E workshop in 2019, 
as well as the learning labs and annual workshop 
designed for 2020 (postponed due to COVID-19) 
centered around country lead and selected 
learning	topics.	

3. CHALLENGES FACED IN ADVANCING 
KNOWLEDGE AND LEARNING 

Project autonomy vs. common templates and 
timelines 

Sharing of knowledge and experiences between 
countries, and at times basic exchange of 
information and regular communication with 
the Program Coordination Unit (PCU) can be 
challenging, given the high level of autonomy 
of the projects and the different institutional 
standards	followed	by	them.	There	is	no	single	
reporting template or timeline, for instance, 
adopted	by	all	projects.	

Not a priority for many projects

Knowledge management is yet to be seen as a core 
staffed	function	in	many	of	the	country	projects.	
A	key	impediment	to	efficient	knowledge	sharing	
between the 12 country projects has been a lack 
of capacity within project staff with a dedicated 
role	for	knowledge	management.	In	some	cases,	
such	as	the	Tanzania	project,	the	M&E	focal	point	
is also tasked with communication and knowledge 
management,	with	no	formal	training	on	the	latter.	
This function also often falls as a loose role within 
project management structures, resulting in low 
engagement from project teams, usually due to 
competing	priorities	and	commitments.	

https://www.resilientfoodsystems.co/
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REFLECTIONS FOR ADVANCING THE INTEGRATED APPROACH 

Embedding a culture of learning within a wider integrated project

As the country projects all started at different times and with different funding mechanisms, some projects 
are	still	not	incentivized	or	have	enough	clarity	on	the	wider	purpose	and	structure	of	an	integrated	
program.	This	needs	to	be	regularly	highlighted	by	the	PCU	and/or	through	donor	interactions,	with	
sustained encouragement of a culture of peer learning as well as continued efforts by the Hub to connect 
key	focal	points	within	projects.	Annual	meetings,	strategic	events,	virtual	webinars	and	more	informal	
channels	(e.g.	social	media,	WhatsApp)	allows	for	continued	relationship	building.	

Sensitization at design

Additional	efforts	would	be	welcome	during	project	design	(of	future	initiatives)	to	sensitize	national	
stakeholders for an improved collective understanding of the relationship between M&E, KM, 
communications, and advocacy, including the different capacities and expertise needed for appropriately 
performing	each	of	these	functions.	This	would	hopefully	improve	budget	allocation,	staffing	plans	and	
overall	strategies	at	project	level.	

Clear KM indicators and targets

As it became clear throughout the interactions between the PCU and country teams in the process of 
finalizing	the	program	results	framework	and	M&E	plan,	many	projects	did	not	have	from	the	onset	clear	
indicators	or	ambitious	targets	related	to	KM	activities.	Had	these	been	in	place	from	the	beginning,	projects	
would	likely	have	achieved	more—and	their	workplans	could	already	be	adapting	based	on	KM	findings.	

Sustained capacity development efforts

Continuous support to capacity strengthening at country level is essential, such as training on thematic 
issues; the application of analytical tools for regional-scale monitoring; and knowledge platforms for 
learning,	synthesis	and	dissemination.	This	includes	practical	toolkits	on	how	to	structure	KM	approaches	
both within and across integrated programs, as well as linking earlier on projects with similar intervention 
plans	and	outcome	goals.	
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The	RFS	program	is	one	of	the	three	GEF	flagship	
investments to test the notions of integration and 
transformation announced in the GEF2020 strategy 
and	developed	in	GEF-6.	

This paper was compiled at the demand of the GEF 
Secretariat to prepare a workshop highlighting the 
main emerging messages and lessons from the three 
IAPs	so	far.	It	was	made	clear	that	this	exercise	was	
not a substitute to formal evaluations or reviews, but a 
teamwork between the GEF Secretariat, GEF agencies, 
and main partners to check the initial assumptions and 
principles	after	two	years	of	implementation.	Because	
of the COVID-19 situation, the initial workshop 
planned in Washington DC with partners and external 
experts	has	been	postponed.	A	three-hour	workshop	
however took place remotely with a limited audience 
(no	external	experts).	A	broader	workshop	may	be	
planned	later,	when	possible.

For the Resilience Food Systems Program, this 
exercise was led by IFAD, the Lead Agency for the 
RFS and the Regional Hub, in collaboration with all 
GEF agencies, main executing partners, and the GEF 
Secretariat.	The	literature	consulted	for	the	purpose	
of this paper included the basic program and project 
information, including recent monthly program 
newsletters	and	workshop	reports.	

This	report	provides	a	reflection	on	lessons	learned	
and observations around nine principles: 

 � Demonstrating value-add of the GEF 

 � Demonstrating Program additionality 

 � Creating institutional framework for stakeholder 
engagement 

 � Dealing with complexity 

 � Achieving results by promoting systemic shifts 

 � Leveraging the private sector 

 � Mainstreaming gender 

 � Integrating systems resilience 

 � Knowledge management and learning 

The key message is that the main IAP assumptions 
have been verified so far and integrated 
approaches help to maximize synergies, generate 
multiple GEBs as well as address cross-cutting 
issues, such as food security and resilience. 

Developing such integrated approaches remains 
complex.	The	complexity	is	reflected	in	the	design	of	
the IAP approach, with a multi-country, multi-scale, 
and multi-focal approach, involving a high number 
of	agencies	and	partners.	The	following	years	may	
help to go further on the sustainability aspects 
and pushing the food security and GEBs agenda 
with the African Union’s Environment Action Plan 
(EAP) and the Comprehensive African Agricultural 
Development Program (CAADP) on one hand, 
and at local level on the other hand, providing the 
right platforms, the right policies, and incentives to 
smallholder agriculture and scaling up of the public 
and	private	sector	investments.	

The initial work with the private sector is promising—
with the smallholder farmers being the “bottom 
of the pyramid,” but also with cooperatives, SME, 
and	larger	companies	on	selected	value	chains.	The	
financing	sector	(banking,	microfinance)	appears	a	key	
stakeholder	to	mobilize	and	foster	a	greater	access	to	
financing	for	farmers.

The notion of gender mainstreaming is a major 
aspect of the RFS, and is evolving: from a list of 
indicators to key and concrete issues as the secured 
access	and	rights	on	lands,	water,	forests,	financial	
services, and technology, increased incomes, improved 

CONCLUSIONS AND THE PATH FORWARD



60     THE GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT FACILITY

capacities in literacy, market/economic activities, 
and	a	better	daily	time	management.	Countries	are	
demanding in terms of support, beyond the current 
opportunities	proposed	at	regional	level.

About resilience, the initial results after two years 
of implementation, supports the initial assumption 
that a resilient food security is able to maintain food 
access,	availability,	and	utilization	in	the	face	of	chronic	
and	acute	stresses.	The	improvement	of	community	
resilience to climate change and disaster shocks 
is translated into the projects by a focus on value 
chain approaches, job opportunities, and incomes, 
including	the	diversification	of	production	systems,	
the use of multiple species, breeds, or varieties, as 
well as integration of crops, livestock, forests, and 
aquatic	biodiversity.	From	an	ecosystem	perspective,	
Sustainable Land Management practices contribute to 
resilience	and	generate	multiple	GEBs.

The importance of knowledge management is 
reflected	in	the	three	key	workstreams	included	in	
the regional hub with: (i) science-policy interface; (ii) 
feedback of lessons to policy makers at national and 
regional levels; (iii) dissemination of program results, 
communication,	and	advocacy.	ICRAF	is	facilitating	
the exchange of knowledge and lessons between 
stakeholders from different research and development 
areas in connection with the agriculture agenda in 

Africa	and	its	sub-regions.	On-going	discussions	and	
events planned in 2020 have been postponed because 
of	the	COVID-19	pandemic.	Several	tools	and	support	
are	now	available,	but	it	is	worth	noting	that	staffing	
the different KM positions have been challenging 
in	the	country	projects,	maybe	reflecting	a	deeper	
problem	of	capacities.	

Evidence shows the challenge of food security 
in Africa will intensify in the coming decades.	
Demand for food will increase sharply in Africa as 
the African population is set to double by 2050, and 
as	the	population	in	parallel	becomes	more	affluent.	
At	the	same	time,	with	a	chronic	food	deficit,	one-
quarter of its population undernourished, the lowest 
crop yields in the world and poor soil quality, Africa’s 
starting	point	in	terms	of	food	security	is	challenging.	
Climate change will further exacerbate the risks facing 
agriculture.	The	RFS	program	provides	a	promising	
pathway to demonstrate that transformational change 
is possible to promote sustainability and resilience 
through management of the natural resources that 
underpin food security in the drier biomes of sub-
Saharan	Africa.

The authors would like to thank the GEF and 
especially Naoko Ishii, Chair and CEO of the GEF, for 
this	unique	opportunity.	
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