
OFFICE OF EVALUATION

Project evaluation series

April  2016

Final evaluation  
of the Improved Global 
Governance for Hunger 
Reduction Programme 

ANNEXES





PROJECT EVALUATION SERIES

Final evaluation of the Improved Global 
Governance for Hunger Reduction Programme 

ANNEXES 

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ORGANIZATION OF THE UNITED NATIONS
OFFICE OF EVALUATION

April 2016



Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

Office of Evaluation (OED)

This report is available in electronic format at: http://www.fao.org/evaluation

The designations employed and the presentation of material in this information product 
do not imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of the Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) concerning the legal or development 
status of any country, territory, city or area or of its authorities, or concerning the 
delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries. The mention of specific companies or products 
of manufacturers, whether or not these have been patented, does not imply that these 
have been endorsed or recommended by FAO in preference to others of a similar nature 
that are not mentioned. The views expressed in this information product are those of the 
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views or policies of FAO. 

© FAO 2016

FAO encourages the use, reproduction and dissemination of material in this information 
product. Except where otherwise indicated, material may be copied, downloaded and 
printed for private study, research and teaching purposes, or for use in non-commercial 
products or services, provided that appropriate acknowledgement of FAO as the source 
and copyright holder is given and that FAO’s endorsement of users’ views, products or 
services is not implied in any way.

All requests for translation and adaptation rights, and for resale and other commercial 
use rights should be made via www.fao.org/contact-us/licence-request or addressed to 
copyright@fao.org.

For further information on this report, please contact: 

Director, Office of Evaluation (OED)
Food and Agriculture Organization
Viale delle Terme di Caracalla 1, 00153 Rome
Italy
Email: evaluation@fao.org 

GCP/INT/130/EC

Photo credits: cover (top to bottom) ©FAO/Giulio Napolitano; ©FAO/Ivo Balderi;  
©FAO / Swiatoslaw Wojtkowiak; ©FAO/Daniel Hayduk; ©FAO/Sia Kambou; ©FAO/Daniel Hayduk

mailto:evaluation@fao.org


Final evaluation of IGGHRP – Annexes  

iii

Contents

Acknowledgements ....................................................................................................................................... iv

Acronyms and abbreviations  ......................................................................................................................v

Annex 1: Evaluation terms of reference ...........................................................................1

Annex 2: Brief profile of evaluation team members ...................................................9

Annex 3: Evaluation questions ..........................................................................................10

Annex 4: Questionnaires used in the final evaluation ..............................................11

Annex 5: Stakeholders interviewed/consulted during the evaluation  ...............16

Annex 6: Project outputs  ................................................................................................... 20

Annex 7: IGGHRP Theory of Action ................................................................................ 28

Annex 8: IGGHRP budget ................................................................................................... 29

Annex 9: E-learning courses .............................................................................................. 30

Annex 10: Niger case study note ..................................................................................... 32

Annex 11: Kenya case study note ..................................................................................... 37

Annex 12: Documents reviewed  ......................................................................................41



Final evaluation of IGGHRP – Annexes  

iv

Acknowledgements

The evaluation report of the Improved Global Governance for Hunger Reduction 
Programme (IGGHRP) was prepared in April 2016 by a team led by Tim 
Frankenberger. The report integrates findings of assessment of the IGGHRP for 
the period of 2012-2016. 

The evaluation team is grateful to all beneficiaries, stakeholders and FAO staff 
who generously gave their time and efforts to provide us support with materials, 
documents, and information that served as a foundation for the report. Many 
people participated in the evaluation providing inputs, opinions and responding 
to evaluation questions. 

Special gratitude goes to the IGGHRP management; Mr. Luca Russo, and Ms. 
Johanna Jelensperger for extending a full support, sharing with insights and vision 
on future of the programme, guidance and advice. We also thank other members 
of the EU (Bernard Rey, Juan-Manuel Velasco Leon, Laura Gualdi, Pedro Campo-
Llopis and PierPaolo Piras) and the FAO team including country offices in Kenya 
and Niger. Finally, we especially thank all the individuals who contributed their 
insights through interviews, focus group discussions, written email questions, and 
previous evaluations. Without their insights, this report would not be possible. 

Evaluation team
Tim Frankenberger, Team Leader
Nancy Mock, Evaluation Expert
Omar Awabdeh, Evaluation Manager
Stefania Croce, Evaluation Analyst



Final evaluation of IGGHRP – Annexes  

v

Acronyms and abbreviations 

3N Initiative Les nigériens nourrissent les nigériens/ Nigeriens Nourish Nigeriens
ADePT-FSM ADePT Food Security Statistics Module
AGRHYMET Agriculture, Hydrology, Meteorology (research centre; Niamey, Niger)
AGIR Global Alliance for Resilience
ASEAN Association of Southeast Asian Nations
CAADP Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme
CD Capacity development
CFS Committee on World Food Security
CFS-FFA Framework for Action for Food Security and Nutrition in Protracte Crises
CILSS  Comité permanent Inter-Etats de Lutte contre la Sécheresse dans le 
 Sahel/ Permanent Interstate Committee for Drought Control in the Sahel
COMESA Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa
CORT Collaborative Outcome Reporting Technique
CO (FAO) Country Office
CoP Community of Practice
CSM Civil Society Mechanism
DEVCO Directorate-General for International Cooperation and Development
DFID Department for International Development (United Kingdom)
DRR Disaster Risk Reduction
EC European Commission 
EC-JRC European Commission Joint Research Centre
ECHO Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection department
ECOWAS Economic Community of West African States
ENS FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture
ESA FAO Agricultural Development Economics Division
ESN FAO Nutrition and Food Systems Division
ESS FAO Statistics Division
EST FAO Trade and Markets
ET Evaluation Team
EU  European Union
FE Final Evaluation
FAO Food and Agriculture Organisation
FAPDA Food and Agriculture Policy Decision Analysis
FIRST Food and Nutrition Security Impact, Resilience, Sustainability and 

Transformation
FS Food Security
FSIN Food Security Information Network
FSN Food Security and Nutrition
FSNR Food Security, Nutrition and Resilience
HLEF High-level Expert Forum on Food Insecurity in Protracted Crises
HLPE High Level Panel of Experts
HQ Headquarters
IFAD International Fund for Agricultural Development 
IFPRI International Food Policy Research Institute 
IGAD Intergovernmental Authority on Development



Final evaluation of IGGHRP – Annexes  

vi

IGGHRP Improved Global Governance for Hunger Reduction Programme
ILO International Labour Organisation
INFORMED Information for Nutrition Food Security and Resilience Decision Making
INGO International non-governmental organisation
IPC Integrated Food Security Phase Classification
LEGS Livestock Emergency Guidelines and Standards
LOA Letter of Agreement
M&E monitoring and evaluation
MDD-W Minimum Dietary Diversity – Women
MLLE Multiple Lines and Levels of Evidence 
MOSAICC Modelling System for Agricultural Impacts of Climate Change
MTE Mid-term Evaluation 
NAIP National Agriculture Investment Plan
NEPAD New Partnership for Africa’s Development
PARM Platform for Agricultural Risk Management
PO Producer organisation
PSC Programme Steering Committee 
RAU Regional Analysis Unit
RBA Rome-based Agencies (IFAD, WFP, FAO)
REACH Renewed Efforts Against Child Hunger and undernutrition
RIMA Resilience Index Measurement and Analysis
RO (FAO) Regional Office
ROSA EuropeAid’s Operational Food
SICA Central American Integration System
SO  Strategic Objective
SUN Scaling Up Nutrition
TCE Emergency Operations and Rehabilitation Division
TCI The Investment Centre
TOC Theory of Change
TOA Theory of Action
TOR Terms of Reference
TWG Technical Working Group
UN United Nations
UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
USAID United States Agency for International Development
VGGT Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of 
 Land, Fisheries and Forests
WDDP Women’s Dietary Diversity Project
WFP World Food Programme 



Final evaluation of IGGHRP – Annexes  

1

Annex 1: Evaluation terms of reference

Background and context 

Programme framework, strategy and priorities

At the end of 2011, the European Union (EU) and the UN Food and Agriculture Organisation 
(FAO) committed to a programme of Improved Global Governance for Hunger Reduction 
(IGGHR)1 principally funded by the EU with EUR 30 million, and partly co-funded by FAO 
with approximately EUR 17 million, starting in January 2012 and ending in December 20152. 
The programme stems from the long-standing financial, policy cooperation3 and a shared 
strategic vision between the European Commission (EC), FAO, World Food Programme (WFP) 
and the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), as well as other food security 
institutions.

Concept and overall objective of the programme: The programme was developed building 
on key lessons learned from previous and on-going initiatives related to food security and 
nutrition, many of which were funded by the EU4. One main motivation on the part of the 
stakeholders was to move from a range of discrete projects to one larger and more strategic 
global programme aiming at improving food security and nutrition which would be embedded 
into FAO Strategic Framework, encouraging interdisciplinary work between divisions and 
strengthening linkages between FAO’s normative and operational work, allowing for greater 
collaboration among the Rome-based agencies and provide a platform for mainstreaming key 
cross-cutting issues such as gender and nutrition. The specific objective of the Programme, 
in line with EU priorities and the FAO revised Strategic Framework (2010-2019)5, is “better 
coordinated and informed food security and nutrition governance at global, regional and 
national levels”. It is delivered through four interdependent Outcomes6:

•	 Outcome 1: Strengthen CFS functioning in accordance with its renewed mandate;

•	 Outcome 2: Improve methods, capacities and coordination for better information on 
food security and nutrition for decision-making

•	 Outcome 3: Improve guidance, capacities and coordination for food security and 
nutrition policy and programme design and implementation

•	 Outcome 4: Strengthen human and organizational capacities in the food security and 
nutrition domain

Geographic focus: The Programme is global in its nature and it is the intention of the principal 
stakeholders that it supports the generation of public goods such as tools and methods that 
are relevant to the improvement of the global governance for food security and nutrition. 
Through its tools and delivery mechanisms, it also supports regional platforms and more than 
50 countries out of which a number of focus countries have been selected in the Horn of Africa 
(Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia, South Sudan, and Uganda), the Sahel (Burkina Faso, Mali, Mauritania, 
Niger, and Senegal) plus Malawi and Tanzania. (Countries underlined added after the Mid-
term Evaluation).

1  http://www.fao.org/europeanunion/eu-projects/global-governance/en/

2  A cost extension was approved till Nov 2016.

3  An EU Policy Framework to assist developing countries in addressing food security challenges COM(2010)127) 
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2010:0127:FIN:EN:PDF Statement of Intent between 
the European Commission and the Rome Based UN Agencies (2011) http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/rome/
documents/eu_united_nations/signed_statement_en.pdf 

4  These include: the final evaluation of the EC/FAO Programme on Linking Information and Decision Making to 
Improve Food Security (2005-2008); the final evaluations of the first phase (2008-2009) and second phase (2009-
2010) of the Integrated Food Security Phase Classification (IPC) global project; the Joint Thematic Evaluation 
of FAO and WFP Support to Information Systems for Food Security (2009); proceedings of the international 
symposium on ISFS (Brussels 1-2 September 2010); the evaluation of FAO’s role in gender and development (2011); 
and the evaluation of FAO’s work and role in Nutrition (2011).

5  See http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/027/mg015e.pdf and http://www.fao.org/3/a-mm710e.pdf 

6  A detailed logical framework in Annex 2

http://www.fao.org/europeanunion/eu-projects/global-governance/en/
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2010:0127:FIN:EN:PDF
http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/rome/documents/eu_united_nations/signed_statement_en.pdf
http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/rome/documents/eu_united_nations/signed_statement_en.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/027/mg015e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/a-mm710e.pdf
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From initial design to strategic reorientations: The Programme started with a six-month 
inception period between January 2012 and June 2012. Concerned about the breadth of the 
Programme and how this may dilute its strategic focus, the Programme Steering Committee 
meeting in March 2013 identified five priority themes of emphasis,7 15 months after the starting 
date of the Programme. Between September 2013 and January 2014, a Mid-term Evaluation 
(MTE) of the Programme was conducted by two external evaluators under the guidance of the 
FAO Office of Evaluation at the mid-point of programme implementation that made strategic 
recommendations including the revision of the Programme Structure and emphasizing/
deemphasizing of areas of work for the final two years of the Programme.

Key messages from the mid-term evaluation

Strengths Weaknesses/points of improvement

•	 Strong	added	value	–	over	and	beyond	
the	regular	business	of	FAO	(Most	outputs	
strategically	relevant)

•	 Strategic	linkages	across	outputs	(linking	policy	
work,	coordination,	information	&	capacity	
development)

•	 New,	cutting-edge	activities
•	 FSIN,	FIES,	Resilience	analysis,	e-learning	tools	by	
IPC,	PtoP

•	 Convergence	of	FAO	and	EU	agenda	(resilience,	
nutrition)

•	 Strategic	partnerships,	with	and	beyond	the	
RBAS	–	and	strong	engagement	with	regional	
organizations		

•	 Good	practice	of	country	work:	Niger	+	S.	Sudan
•	 Coordination	team	pivotal	to	the	success	
•	 Trailblazer	for	a	different	way	of	working	within	
FAO

•	 Significant	achievements	in	mainstreaming	
nutrition

•	 Important	foundational	work	and	potential	
sustainability	enhanced	by	the	alignment	with	
the	FAO	new	strategic	framework

•	 At	outset,	conceptual	thinking	-	analysis	could	
have	been	stronger

•	 Lack	of	relevance	of	certain	outputs
•	 Strategic	coherence	to	be	improved
•	 Difficult	to	understand	the	programme
•	 Missed	opportunities	for	collaboration	between	
the	RBAs

•	 Missed	opportunities	for	collaboration	with	EU	
particularly	at	country	level

Following an extensive consultation process, way forward and actions to address the Mid-
term Evaluation recommendations were proposed and accepted by the Programme Steering 
Committee in March 2014 in terms of (i) Strategic coherence and priorities, (ii) Collaboration with 
RBAs and other strategic technical partnerships, (iii) Partnership with the EU, (iv) Relevance at 
regional and country level and priority settings, (v) Communication, (vi) Programme Governance 
and Management. Table 1 below briefly describes the overall implementation structure for the 
IGGHR programme, prepared in response to the MTE. It illustrates its overall goals, strategic 
areas of focus, its 4 outcomes (and FAO related strategic objectives) and 18 outputs as well as 
crosscutting policy processes and issues.

In August 2014, EU provided an additional amount of EUR 1,000,000 to support the organisation 
of the International Conference on Nutrition (ICN2). This additional amount was channelled 
through the Improved Global Governance Programme. 

7 (1) CFS and some of its main workstream; (2) Implementation of the guidelines to improve tenure governance; (3) 
Resilience related initiatives (programming and measurement) with a particular focus on the Sahel; (4) Stepping up 
nutrition mainstreaming; (5) CAADP Process. 
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Overall structure of the programme (after MTE)

Programme governance and implementation strategy (updated following the MTE) 

Programme governance: The Programme is governed by: 

•	 A Programme Steering Committee (PSC) comprised of EU (DEVCO C1 and ECHO), WFP, 
IFAD and FAO representatives. Its overall mandate is to provide strategic guidance and 
to review and discuss progress made and constraints encountered with ongoing work.

•	 A Programme Executive Committee comprised of relevant directors of FAO lead technical 
units, including FAO Strategic Objectives 1, 2, 3 and 5 coordinators. Its overall mandate 
is to oversee the Programme implementation and to ensure its effective coordination 
within FAO.

•	 A Technical Working Group comprised of focal points that correspond to each of the 
Programme Outputs (technical level). The TWG supports a coordinated and coherent 
approach to Programme implementation across the 11 participating divisions and fosters 
knowledge exchange and good practices.

Programme management: The programme is managed by the Agricultural Development 
Economics Division (ESA) and involves 11 FAO Divisions. It is implemented in close coordination 
with the IFAD and the WFP, among other partners. Each of the Programme’s 18 outputs is 
managed as a “baby project”, with a separate budget holder and a FAO technical focal point (as 
well as an IFAD and WFP focal person). Resource persons from the relevant technical divisions 
technically support the output focal points in addressing cross-cutting issues related to nutrition, 
gender, governance and capacity development. Regional and country office focal points are also 
contributing to the implementation of the outputs and outcomes. 

Initial principles of the Programme implementation strategy: since the inception phase, the 
Programme’s implementation strategy rests on three essential pillars:  

1 Translating knowledge into action through specific country work by: linking FAO knowledge 
and operational activities; collaborating with  the country operations of other  partners; 
capacity development; and improving communication; 

2 Creating a more favourable institutional environment for food security through better 
coordination and partnerships and improved governance; and  
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3 Improving the effectiveness of food security interventions by addressing gender and nutrition 
dimensions.

Following the mid-term evaluation, additional emphasis was put on contributing to ongoing 
policy processes at global (e.g. CFS), regional (e.g. AGIR/SHARE, CAADP) and country level (in 
particular in focus countries, adding value to ongoing Country Programming Frameworks), as 
well as to ongoing programmes (seed money), piggybacking on windows of opportunities.  
Partnership/collaboration strategies to integrate and mainstream technical support within national 
(e.g. Ministries of Agriculture, Inter-sectoral FSN related mechanisms, Statistics offices) and regional 
institutions (e.g. AU, NEPAD, CILSS, IGAD, COMESA, SADC, SICA), networks and with international 
partners were stepped-up to leverage policy dialogue and capacity development. The Programme 
continued to provide support normative work, linking methodological knowledge, tools and good 
practices to regional and national processes to promote improved policies and programmes with a 
feedback loop for cross-fertilization between global, regional and country levels.  

Linkages with FAO Strategic Framework: The programme has been aligned with the FAO 
Strategic Framework 2010-2019 and FAO’s Programme of Work and Budget (PWB) since its 
inception phase. After the start of the Programme, the FAO Strategic Framework was reviewed to 
achieve greater clarity of purpose. The Programme has been adapted accordingly, which included 
an in-depth revision of the Programme LogFrame. 

EU-FAO collaboration and future perspectives 

Linkages between the IGGHR programme and other EU-FAO initiatives: EU-FAO has a strong 
collaboration on Food and Nutrition Security and Sustainable Agriculture sector (FNSSA). A 
number of EU/FAO initiatives are directly linked to this programme, such as the implementation 
of the VGGT8. In particular, two new EU funded programmes have been approved in 2015: 
“Food and Nutrition Security Impact, Resilience, Sustainability and Transformation” (FIRST) and 
“Information on Nutrition, Food Security and Resilience for Decision Making” (INFORMED). Both 
programmes are related to the Global Governance Programme with respect to the technical areas 
covered and will complement the work that has been done so far and translate it into stronger 
action at country level. 

End date of the Programme and future perspectives: While the current end date of the Programme 
is on 31st of December 2015, a cost-extension with a new end date on 30th November 2016 is under 
discussion to support principally CFS related activities. At the same time, initial discussions are taking 
place on a global instrument for collaboration between the EU and FAO (as well as WFP and IFAD) 
on key priority areas for both institutions, building on lessons learned from the IGGHR programme as 
requested in the last Programme Steering Committee meeting (March 2015). 

Evaluation purpose 

This evaluation is a final evaluation and has two main purposes (i) To ensure accountability 
towards the Programme Steering Committee and partners; and; (ii) To share lessons learned that 
can be of interest for future EU/FAO collaboration, FAO Strategic Planning, but also for the broad 
range of actors involved in the current programme. The evaluation will provide forward-looking 
recommendations to maximize the strategic relevance of FAO/EU/RBA collaboration on food 
security and nutrition related policies and governance, nutrition and gender mainstreaming, and 
capacity development.

The main audiences of the evaluation to which the findings and recommendations will be 
presented are the Programme Steering Committee (PSC) and in particular the EU (DEVCO and 
ECHO) and the Rome-based agencies (IFAD, WFP), the Programme Executive Committee (in 
particular SO coordinators/teams), the Programme management team, the CFS secretariat, and 
FAO Regional and Country Offices (ROs and COs). 

8 Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests in the Context of 
National Food Security
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Evaluation scope 

Period: The evaluation will be carried out between September 2015 and January 2016, will cover 
the period of Programme implementation, from January 2012 to date. 

Geographical scope: The evaluation will ensure that a correct balance in the analysis of the 
Programme contributions is maintained with respect to the action of an essential global nature 
(the main focus of the IGGHR programme) and the functional links with action undertaken at the 
regional and country levels. Therefore, in addition to the review of Programme contributions at the 
global level and the benefits that Programme activities may have delivered in over 50 countries, 
it is also envisaged to analyze the work and assess the overall contribution by the Programme 
in selected focus regions (mainly Africa) and countries, taking also into account the strategic 
partnership that the Programme has put in place with a number of Regional Organizations, such 
as NEPAD, CILSS and IGAD. 

Overall, the evaluation will bring emphasis on intended and unintended results. Less emphasis 
will be given to management and process aspects. Nevertheless, the evaluation will look at 
the programme structure and set-up to assess the synergies between the various programme 
components, implementation process, alignment with FAO’s PWB and the links between the 
RBAs and the EU through the programme.

Considering the breadth of the Programme and the range of partnerships and initiatives it is 
linked to, it will be difficult in some cases to attribute the full results and impact to the specific 
contribution of the Programme. However, the Programme will be evaluated for the role it played 
in fostering synergies, leveraging initiatives and processes, and working as a catalyst. Possible/
potential results beyond the duration of the Programme will also be taken into account. 

The evaluation exercise will be carried out between September 2015 and January 2016. It will 
include missions to FAO Headquarters and participation in the CFS. It is also foreseen that the 
evaluation team will evaluate the regional and country dimensions of the Programme through 
interviews (skype interviews or direct face-to-face meetings for example during the CFS). The 
opportunity to have field missions will be decided based on the initial phase of the final evaluation. 
(Potential countries: Kenya – country support and support to IGAD, Niger – country support and 
support to CILSS and AGIR). 

Objective of the evaluation and evaluation questions 

The evaluation objectives are (i) assessing the overall contribution of the Programme to enhanced, 
coordinated and informed food security and nutrition governance at global, regional and national 
levels; and (ii) assessing the added value and catalytic role of the programme; and (iii) assessing 
the adaptation measures taken in response to the Mid-term Evaluation recommendations. The 
key evaluation questions: 

1 To what extent the programme contributed to strengthening the CFS in accordance with its 
renewed mandate (Civil Society Mechanism; Evidence-based policy advice through the High 
Level Panel of Experts; Inclusion of regional perspectives in CFS work streams)?;

2 To what extent the programme managed to link information to decision-making and policy/
programme development and implementation?

3 How the global public goods and policy instruments such as tools, methods and guidelines 
have been developed? And to what extent have they been actually used and have had effect 
on the design and implementation of global, regional and country evidence-based policies?

4 To what extent the programme contributed to enhanced capacities (enabling environment, 
institutional and individual levels) for improved food security, nutrition and governance?; 

5 To what extent the Programme contributed to improved multi-sectoral coordination and 
synergies at a global level; and what have been the effects at regional and country level?

6 How well gender equality, nutrition, good governance and capacity development considerations 
have been mainstreamed and internalized?

7 How the Programme has contributed to enhance the visibility and collaboration between the 
EU and the three RBAs and among the three RBAs in the areas of food security and nutrition? 
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How such a contribution has been in line with EU/RBA Statement of Intent of 2011? How has 
it evolved and adapted to revised priorities through the Programme?

8 To what extent the programme structure/design and management arrangements leveraged 
effective collaboration within FAO and the programme partners; and how efficient it has been 
to work through a unique instrument bringing together a range of different components and 
activities? How the programme has contributed to the shaping and implementation of the 
FAO strategic framework?

9 What are the current and potential links between the IGGHR programme and other EU-FAO 
partnership programmes, such as the FIRST and INFORMED initiatives?

10 How the Programme has benefited from the Mid-term Evaluation and leveraged the seven 
recommendations for improved strategic coherence, delivery and efficiency in the second 
phase of the Programme?

The Evaluation questions are suggestions and will be defined more precisely and contextualized 
during the inception phase of the evaluation.   

Methodology

The overall approach for conducting the evaluation will be the Theory-based approach, a 
detailed Theory of Change and Theory of Action will be developed in close consultations with the 
evaluation users. The evaluation will collect primary data from the key stakeholders and analyse 
secondary data at global, regional and country level for the project team, CFS and the EC. The 
evaluation will utilize the FAO corporate SO/OO indicators (baselines, annual reported progress 
and targets).

The Theory of Change will go beyond the programme results framework/logframe looking at the 
drivers of change and the development barriers, looking at the factors of relevance, efficiency, 
effectiveness, sustainability and impact. The Theory of Action will describe the process aspects 
of implementation arrangements, partnership strategies within the RBAs, global, regional and 
country partners. It will consider feedback loops, efficiency measures and lines of communication 
and outreach.

In line with the evaluation objectives, the evaluation will undertake two country level case 
studies (Niger and Kenya) with in depth analysis of relevant national policies and programmes. 
The evaluation team will use the Collaborative Outcome Reporting Technique (CORT) to identify 
consistency with the theory of change. In addition, the Multiple Lines and Levels of Evidence 
(MLLE) tool will be used to review the evidence for a causal relationship between the methods/
instruments developed by the programme and newly formed national/regional policies in terms 
of its strength, consistency, specificity, temporality and coherence.

The evaluation will establish a Reference Group9 comprised of technical and policy experts at 
country and regional level. It will corroborate the findings and validate the plausible contributions 
by examining the evidence collected in terms of strength, consistency, specificity, temporality and 
coherence.  

Roles and responsibilities 

The Office of Evaluation (OED) will draft the ToRs, identify the consultants and organize 
the team’s work in close consultation with the programme management and the EC.  OED is 
responsible for the finalization of the ToRs and the team composition. It shall brief the evaluation 
team on the evaluation methodology and process and will review the final draft report for Quality 
Assurance purposes in terms of presentation, compliance with the ToRs and timely delivery, 
quality, clarity and soundness of evidence provided and of the analysis supporting conclusions 
and recommendations. OED also has the responsibility in following up with the BH for the timely 
preparation of the Management Response. 

9 The exact composition will be decided after the inception mission
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The programme management, which includes the FAO Budget Holders (BHs), the Lead 
Technical Officers (LTO), is responsible for supporting the evaluation team mission planning and 
in-country mission agendas. They are required to participate in meetings with the team, make 
available information and documentation as necessary, and comment on the draft final terms 
of reference and report. Involvement of different members of the programme management 
will depend on respective roles and participation in the project. The BH is also responsible for 
leading and coordinating the preparation of the FAO Management Response and the Follow-
up Report to the evaluation, fully supported in this task by the LTO. OED guidelines for the 
Management Response and the Follow-up Report provide necessary details on this process.

The evaluation team (ET) is responsible for conducting the evaluation, applying the 
methodology as appropriate and for producing the evaluation report. All team members, 
including the Team Leader, will participate in briefing and debriefing meetings, discussions, 
field visits, and will contribute to the evaluation with written inputs for the final draft and 
final report. The evaluation team and the OED Evaluation Manager will agree on the outline 
of the report early in the evaluation process, based on the template provided in Annex I of 
these ToRs. The ET will also be free to expand the scope, questions and issues listed above, as 
well as develop its own evaluation tools and framework, within the available time frame and 
resources. The team is fully responsible for its report which may not reflect the views of the 
European Commission or of FAO. An evaluation report is subject to clearance by OED. The team 
members will also be responsible for completing an anonymous and confidential questionnaire 
requested by OED at the end of the evaluation to get their feedback on the evaluation process. 
The ET will submit records of meetings held with stakeholders to the Evaluation Manager.

The Team Leader guides and coordinates the team members in their specific work, discusses 
their findings, conclusions and recommendations and prepares the final draft and the final 
report, consolidating the inputs from the team members with his/her own. As a contribution to 
the OED Knowledge Management System, the Team Leader will be responsible for completing 
the OED quantitative project performance questionnaire, to be delivered at the same time with 
the final evaluation report.

It is recommended to hold a briefing workshop with the evaluation users to corroborate 
the findings, quality of the conclusions and the actionability of the recommendations to 
ensure maximum ownership of the evaluation and to optimize the utility of the evaluation 
recommendations. 

Evaluation team composition and profile

The evaluation team will be comprised of two senior experts and a research assistant. The 
experts are required to assess the project and provide strategic advice, and as a whole, the team 
will have expertise in the following areas:

•	 Good understanding of the food and nutrition security governance architecture and 
policy processes at global, regional and national levels;

•	 Substantive knowledge and experience on the role of normative public goods, 
including methodologies for food and nutrition security analysis and policy tools and 
capacity development in improving governance at global, regional and country levels;

•	 Good understanding of the respective roles and comparative advantages of FAO, IFAD, 
WFP and EC in supporting improved food security governance;

•	 Experience in mainstreaming of gender equality, nutrition, governance and capacity 
development across large organizational initiatives;

•	 Experience in resilience building and measurement;

•	 Skills in conducting evaluations and in leading strategic evaluations;

•	 Substantive knowledge and experience in FAO corporate-level strategic planning and 
project management would be an advantage;

•	 Knowledge of EU procedures and rules for external actions would be an advantage;

•	 Drafting and communication skills in English and communication skills in French.
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Evaluation products (deliverables) 

The key evaluation products the evaluation team will be accountable for producing are:

•	 Evaluation inception report: the inception report should be prepared by the evaluation 
team before going into the fully-fledged data collection exercise. It should detail the 
evaluators’ understanding of what is being evaluated and why, showing how each 
evaluation question will be answered by way of: proposed methods, proposed sources 
of data and data collection procedures. The inception report should include activities 
and deliverables, designating the lead responsibility among the team. As part of the 
inception report, an issue paper should be developed based on the initial consultations 
with the programme team.

•	 Draft evaluation report: the project team and key stakeholders in the evaluation should 
review the draft evaluation report to ensure relevance and quality of analysis.

•	 Final evaluation report: should include an executive summary and illustrate the evidence 
found that responds to the evaluation issues and/or questions listed in the ToRs. The 
report will be prepared in English, following OED template. 

•	 Evaluation brief and consultation records.

Evaluation timeframe 

Task Dates Responsibility

Team	identification	and	recruitment	 7	September	2015 OED

Reading	background	documentation,	data	reduction,	mapping	
and	analysis.

7–25	Sep	2015 ET

Mission	to	Rome	for	consultations	and	finalizing	the	Inception	
report

28	Sep–2	Oct	2015 OED	and	PT

Draft	Inception	report	including	an	issue	paper 2	Oct	2015 ET

Mission	to	Rome	for	consultations	and	attending	the	CFS 12–16	Oct	2015 OED	and	PT

Mission	to	targeted	countries	(Niger	and	Kenya)	 19–23	Oct	2015 ET

Analysis	and	drafting	 Nov	2015 OED	and	ET

First	draft	for	circulation 2nd	week	of	
December	2015

OED	and	ET

Validation	of	the	recommendations TBD	(January) OED,	PT	and	ET

Final	Report	 31	January	2016 OED	and	ET
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Annex 2: Brief profile of evaluation team members

Tim Frankenberger is the President of TANGO International and a global expert on food security, 
livelihood approaches and resilience. Tim has over thirty years of experience in international 
development, with specialized skills in project design, M&E, and policy analysis. He previously 
served as Senior Food Security Advisor and Livelihood Security Coordinator at CARE and a farming 
systems research specialist at the University of Arizona. Tim has published numerous articles on 
household food security and resilience. Tim’s graduate work at the University of Kentucky includes 
an MA as well as doctoral studies in Anthropology with a minor in Agricultural Economics.  

Dr Nancy Mock has over 30 years’ experience in the Humanitarian, Food Security and Public 
Health fields. Dr Mock oversees the development and management of international projects 
valued at over US$4.5 million dollars annually, with experience including work with World Food 
Programme, USAID, FAO, and World Vision. She has been Principal and Co-Principal Investigator 
for multiple international programmes and is currently involved in the development of a school 
of Public Health in Rwanda. 
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Annex 3: Evaluation questions

The key evaluation questions, based on initial findings from the inception mission: 

1 To what extent have the programme structure/design and management arrangements 
leveraged effective collaboration within FAO and the programme partners; and how 
efficient has it been to work through a unique instrument bringing together a range of 
different components and activities? How has the programme contributed to the shaping 
and implementation of the FAO strategic framework?

2 To what extent has the programme contributed to improved global governance through 
strengthening the CFS in accordance with its renewed mandate (Civil Society Mechanism; 
Evidence-based policy advice through the High Level Panel of Experts; Inclusion of regional 
perspectives in CFS work streams)? How did the programme strengthen governance at the 
regional and country level? How did the programme strengthen governance within FAO 
and in the Rome-based agencies (RBAs)?

3 To what extent has the programme linked information to decision-making and policy/
programme development and implementation? To what extent has the programme 
contributed to enhanced capacities (enabling environment, institutional and individual 
levels) for improved food security, nutrition and governance? How has knowledge learning 
and management approaches used by the programme contributed to this effort?

4 How have the global public goods and policy instruments (normative products) such 
as tools, methods and guidelines been developed? To what extent are these normative 
products responsive to county needs and context? And to what extent have they been 
actually used and have had effect on the design and implementation of global, regional 
and country evidence-based policies? For the products that have been scaled up, are they 
adequately backstopped by regional offices and HQ?

5 To what extent has the programme contributed to improved multi-sectoral coordination 
and technical synergies around the integration of nutrition and social protection in 
agriculture, food security, and  resilience at a global level; and what have been the effects 
at regional and country level?

6 How well have gender equality, nutrition, good governance and capacity development 
considerations been mainstreamed and internalized?

7 How has the programme contributed to enhance the visibility and collaboration between 
the EU and the three RBAs and among the three RBAs in the areas of food security and 
nutrition? How has such a contribution been in line with EU/RBA Statement of Intent of 
2011? How has it evolved and adapted to revised priorities through the programme?

8 What are the current and potential links between the IGGHR programme and other EU-
FAO partnership programmes, such as the FIRST and INFORMED initiatives?

9 How has the programme benefited from the Mid-term Evaluation and leveraged the seven 
recommendations for improved strategic coherence, delivery and efficiency in the second 
phase of the programme?

10 What has been the return on investment in each of the components supported by the 
project? How has the project leveraged resources internally within FAO and externally?
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Annex 4: Questionnaires used in the final evaluation

Topical outline 1: Questions for FAO and EC headquarter and regional staff

Questions for senior management

Relevance and coherence of programme design

1 What was the overall contribution of the programme to enhanced, coordinated and 
informed food security and nutrition governance at global, regional and national levels?

2 To what extent do the four objectives address the key constraints to improved food security 
and nutrition? Are these four adequate to improve FS/N? 

3 Are the workstreams of the objectives sufficiently integrated to allow necessary synergies 
to create impact and sustainability?

4 Have strategies and objectives for programme implementation been complementary at 
the global, regional and national levels?

5 Is the CFS viewed by stakeholders as a significant influencer of regional and national 
policies and programmes? 

6 Are goods and services (e.g. tools, methods, guidelines, e-learning and educational 
products) relevant to users’ needs? 

7 How have the global public goods and policy instruments been developed? 

8 Have the strategies and activities carried out by the programme been consistent with the 
food security policies and goals of the EC, FAO and other institutional partners? 

9 How has the programme approach adapted in response to changes in context, and food 
security trends at the global and regional level? 

10 How has the programme evolved and adapted to revised priorities through the programme? 

11 Has the selection of beneficiary countries and institutional partners been both transparent 
and justifiable?

12 How has IGGRHP’s contribution toward visibility and collaboration been in line with EU/
RBA Statement of Intent of 2011? 

13 What actions has the programme taken to respond to the MTE recommendations?

14 How have any changes made in response to the MTE recommendations affected the 
programme’s strategic coherence, delivery and efficiency?

How effective was the programme?

1 What was the added value of the IGGHR programme? 

2 Have coordination and technical oversight responsibilities taken advantage of internal 
synergies within FAO and between FAO and EC counterparts and between UN agencies at 
global, regional and country level? 

3 To what extent did IGGHR help to strengthen the Civil Society Mechanism (CSM)? 

4 To what extent did the programme provide evidence based policy advice to CFS through 
the HLPE that was adopted by CFS? 

5 To what extent did the programme effectively support CFS workstreams and include 
regional perspectives? 

6 What have been the regional and country level effects? To what extent did the programme 
link information to decision-making and policy/ programme development and 
implementation? 

7 What is the level of attainment of the planned outputs, including the number of 
beneficiaries?



Final evaluation of IGGHRP – Annexes  

12

8 To what extent did the outputs lead to the realisation of the operation objectives, as well 
as to any unintended effects? 

9 To what extent did the programme contribute to enhanced capacities at the levels of 
enabling environment, institutional and individual, for improved food security? 

10 How effective has the establishment of the FSIN been in promoting a Community of 
Practice around resilience, food security measurement and market price databases? 

11 To what extent did the programme contribute to enhanced capacities for nutrition at the 
levels of enabling environment, institutional and individual? 

12 To what extent did the programme contribute to enhanced capacities for governance at 
the levels of enabling environment, institutional and individual? 

13 To what extent has gender been mainstreamed in IGGHR programme activities? 

14 How has the IGGHR assured that gender balance is incorporated internally? 

15 To what extent have good governance considerations been mainstreamed in IGGHR 
programme activities? 

16 How has the IGGHR assured that good governance is incorporated internally? 

17 How has the IGGHR assured that capacity development considerations are mainstreamed 
in IGGHRP activities?

18 How has the IGGHR assured that capacity development considerations are incorporated 
internally?

How efficient is the programme?  

1 To what extent is the institutional set up within FAO the most efficient to reach the 
programme objectives? 

2 To what extent did the programme structure/design and management arrangements 
leverage effective collaboration within FAO and the programme partners (COs, RBAs, 
others)?

3 To what extent did the programme contribute to improved multi-sectoral coordination 
and synergies at a global level? 

4 What partnerships were formed and how did they contribute to the results?  

5 How efficient has it been to work through a unique instrument bringing together a range 
of different components and activities? 

6 How has the programme contributed to the shaping and implementing the FAO strategic 
framework? 

7 How efficient was coordination at country level and how much of the funding directly 
benefited recipient countries? 

Questions for technical teams

What has been the impact of the programme? 

1 What has happened as a result of the programme?

2 To what extent have the goods and services affected the design and implementation of 
global, regional and country evidence-based policies?

3 What difference has the programme made to the beneficiaries?

4 To what extent have institutional partners at the global, regional and national level 
demonstrated improved capacity for producing quality information and analysis for 
improved food security and nutrition-related policies, strategies and programmes? 

5 Are current monitoring and evaluation systems adequate capable of demonstrating 
programme impact? How might they be strengthened?
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Questions for FAO senior management and EU

How sustainable is the programme?

1 What are the current and potential links between the IGGHR programme and other EU-FAO 
partnership programmes, such as the FIRST and INFORMED initiatives?

2 How well is information being shared across the programmes?

3 How has the programme contributed to enhance the visibility and collaboration between the 
EU and the three RBAs and among the three RBAs in the areas of food security and nutrition?

4 What process(es) was/were followed to include the expertise, priorities, etc. of EC Delegations 
(country, regional and global levels) in the project cycle? 

5 Has the programme been successful in facilitating these linkages? What are the experiences 
from FAO’s side? What are the experiences from the EC Delegations?

Questions for technical teams

Effectiveness of programme tools 

Integrated food security phase classification (IPC) 

Characterize the relationship between FAO and the other international organizations involved in 
the development and implementation of the IPC. 

How effective have the IPC Chronic Food Insecurity Classification tools and procedures been to 
external agencies? 

How effective have the IPC Nutrition classification tools been to other organizations? 

What is the effectiveness of the Global Strategic programme and the IPC institutionalization and 
exit strategy?

The resilience index measurement and analysis (RIMA)  

How effective have been the resilience analysis that has been carried out in different countries 
(Burkina Faso, Senegal, Somalia) 

Are other agencies buying into this method for resilience analysis? 

How effective has been the establishment of the IGAD/RAU for promoting resilience measurement 
in the IGADD countries? 

E-learning products 

How effective have been the E-Learning products in supporting learning programmes for regional 
organizations, universities and international organizations?

Topical outline 2: Questions for FAO and EC country level staff 

Relevance and coherence of programme design

1 Do the objectives and expected results described in the programme’s logical framework 
adequately respond to the information systems needs and capacities of the particular 
country and region?

2 To what extent has the programme made use of assessments of priority food security 
information uses and users?

3 Has there been overlap (or competition) of programmes, tools and activities implemented by 
IGGHR programme with programmes, tools and activities promoted and / or implemented 
by other organisations and institutions.
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4 Have strategies and objectives for programme implementation been complementary at 
the national level?

5 How has the programme approach adapted in response to changes in context, and food 
security trends at the national level? 

Efficiency in the management of the programme and its resources

1 Have coordination and technical oversight responsibilities taken advantage of internal 
synergies within FAO and between FAO and EC counterparts and between UN agencies 
at country level?

2 To what extent is the institutional set up within FAO the most efficient to reach the 
programme objectives?

3 Has the programme been implemented on schedule and if not, why not?

4 Were programme funds allocated, disbursed and used in the most cost-effective way?

5 What partnerships were formed and how did they contribute to the results?
 

Effectiveness and impact

1 Have activities implemented through IGGHR programme been built on assessments of the 
institutional and organizational context.

2 Has food security information generated by the programme, including processes and tools, 
been both timely and of sufficient quality?

3 Were the implementation modalities of the programme effective for achieving the stated 
objectives? If not, what were the alternatives?

4 As a result of the programme, do beneficiaries demonstrate greater knowledge of standard 
practices and tools for the collection and analysis of food security information? Please give 
examples. 

5 Which decision-making models and processes has the IGGHR programme tried to promote? 

6 What was the success and rate of application of these models and process?

7 To what extent have institutional partners at the national level demonstrated improved 
capacity for producing quality information and analysis for improved food security and 
nutrition-related policies, strategies and programmes?

8 What are some prominent examples of decision makers using information gained through 
programme activities to improve policy formation and design of interventions?

9 Are current monitoring and evaluation systems adequate capable of demonstrating 
programme impact? How might they be strengthened?

Sustainability of programme benefits

1 To what extent have the activities supported by the programme been ‘demand-driven’?

2 What steps have been taken to ensure ‘ownership’ of programme processes and tools 
among beneficiary institutions?

3 Does FAO have a comparative advantage in a given technical area? 

4 If yes, how has the programme demonstrated and built upon FAO’s comparative advantage?

5 How did this impact on the outcome of capacity building activities of the IGGHR 
programme?

6 What are some examples of ‘mainstreaming’ of programme processes and tools in partner 
plans, budgets, and ongoing operations?

7 Has sufficient follow-up support been provided to participants of training sessions and 
institutions provided with new information infrastructure?



Final evaluation of IGGHRP – Annexes  

15

Value added to European Union development objectives and programmes

1 What process(es) was/were followed to include the expertise, priorities, etc. of EC 
Delegations at country level in the project cycle? 

2 Has the programme been successful in facilitating these linkages? What are the experiences 
from FAO’s side? What are the experiences from the EC Delegations?

3 Has the programme been successful in creating linkages with other EC funded food security 
and development projects? If so, please describe the linkages?

4 If not, how could linkages between this programme and other EC funded projects be 
improved?
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Annex 5: Stakeholders interviewed/consulted 
during the evaluation 

Rome (October 2015) 

Organization Name Function

ActionAid Alberta	Guerra Food	Policy	Advisor	-	CSM	NGOs

AU Layla	Lokosang CAADP	Pillar	III	(Food	and	Nutrition	Security) Adviser

CFS Gerda	Verburg CFS	Chair	(2014-2015)

CSM Elisabeth	Kvitshavili CSM

CSM Luca	Bianchi CSM	Secretariat	Finance	Officer

CSM Martin	Wolpold-Bosien CSM	Secretariat	Coordinator

CSM Nora	McKeon CSM

CSM Teresa	Maisano CSM	Secretariat	Communication	Officer

FAO Andrew	Nadeau	 Senior	Capacity	Development	Officer,	OPCC

FAO Anna	Lartey Director,	ESN

FAO Anna	Lisa	Noack Nutrition	Investment	Consultant,	TCIB

FAO Anne	Sophie	Poisot Technical	Officer,	AGPM

FAO Aurelie	Bres Land	Tenure	Consultant,	NRC

FAO Benjamin	Davis Senior	Economist,	ESA

FAO Benoist	Veillerette Senior	Economist,	TCIB

FAO Boitshepo	Giyose Senior	Nutrition	Officer,	ESN

FAO Carol	Djeddah	 Senior	Officer,	ESP

FAO Charlotte	Dufour Nutrition	Officer,	ESN

FAO Cristina	Petracchi Capacity	Development	Officer,	OPCC

FAO Dominique	Burgeon	 SO5	Strategic	Programme	Leader

FAO Domitille	Kauffmann Nutrition	and	Resilience	Adviser,	ESN

FAO Dubravka	Bojic Programme	Officer,	ESD

FAO
Etienne	Juvanon	
DuVachat Resilience	Expert,	TCE

FAO Francesca	Romano Land	Tenure	Officer,	NRC

FAO Frederic	Devé Senior	Officer,	ESD

FAO James	Tefft Former	Senior	Policy	Officer,	FAO	Regional	Office	for	Africa

FAO Johanna	Jelensperger Programme	Officer,	ESA

FAO Julien	Vallet Economist,	TCIA

FAO Julius	Jackson Technical	Officer,	ESA/CFS-FFA	Coordinator

FAO Kostas	Stamoulis SO1	Strategic	Programme	Leader/	Former	CFS	Secretary

FAO Laurent	Thomas
Assistant	Director	General,	Technical	Cooperation	
Department

FAO Lavinia	Antonaci Food	Security	Policy	Analyst,	ESA

FAO Leslie	Amoroso Programme	Officer,	ESN
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Organization Name Function

FAO Luca	Russo	 Programme	Coordinator,	ESA

FAO Marco	D’Errico Economist,	ESA

FAO Marco	Knowles Economist,	ESA

FAO Marie-Caroline	Dodé ESN

FAO Mark	McGuire Senior	Programme	Coordinator,	ESD

FAO Mary	Kenny Food	Quality	and	Safety	Officer,	AGDF

FAO Michael	Clark Senior	Coordinator,	ESD

FAO Michèle	Kiermeier Programming	and	Coordination	Consultant,	ESA

FAO Mohamed	AgBendech Senior	Nutrition	Officer,	FAO	Regional	Office	for	Africa

FAO Mulat	Demeke	 Senior	Policy	Officer,	ESA

FAO Neil	Marsland Senior	Technical	Officer,	TCE

FAO Pedro	Ferreira Financial	and	HR	Officer,	ESA

FAO Peter	Bruggeling	 Capacity	Development	Officer,	OPCC

FAO Piero	Conforti	 Senior	Statistician,	ESS

FAO Pozarny,	Pamela	(TCIA) Rural	Sociologist,	TCIA

FAO Rob	Vos Director,	ESA/	Former	SO3	Strategic	Programme	Leader

FAO Stefano	Mondovì Technical	Officer,	AGPM

FAO Tomoko	Kato ESN

FAO Toufic	El	Asmar Technical	Officer,	AGPM

FAO Vincent	Gitz HLPE	Coordinator

FAO Warren	Lee Senior	Nutrition	Officer,	ESN

FAO William	Settle	 Project	Manager	&	Senior	Technical	Officer,	AGPM

FAO Zoé	Bienvenu Consultant	in	Rural	Institutions	and	Gender	Equality,	ESP

FAO Zoé	Druilhe Liason	Officer,	FAO	Brussels

FAO/CFS Chiara	Cirulli Programme	Officer,	ESA/	CFS	Secretariat

FAO/CFS Deborah	Fulton CFS	Secretary	(since	Oct	2014)

FAO/CFS Françoise	Trine Senior	Food	Security	Officer,	ESA/	CFS	Secretariat

FAO/CSM Rodrigo	Castaneda Liason	Officer,	OPCP

FAO/CSM Sarah	D’Angelo Partnerships	Liaison	Officer,	OPCP

IFAD Karim	Hussein Strategic	Policy	Analysis	and	Knowledge	Management	
Officer

Oxfam	Solidarity Thierry	Kesteloot Policy	Advisor

WFP Alexis	Hoskins FSIN	Programme	Advisor

WFP Arif	Husain Chief	Economist	and	Deputy	Director,	Policy	Programme	and	
Innovation	Division

WFP Mihoko	Tamamura Director,	Rome-based	Agencies	Relations	and	CFS

WFP Nicolas	Bidault Senior	Programme	Manager/	REACH	Secretariat

WFP Paul	Howe Policy	Advisor

WFP Volli	Carucci Chief,	Asset	Creation	&	Livelihoods	Unit	
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Donors

Organization Name Function

EU Bernard	Rey DG	DEVCO.C1	-	Deputy	Head	of	Unit,	Head	of	Sector	
«Sustainable	Agriculture»

EU Marie-Helene	Novack DG	DEVCO.C1	-	Food	Security,	Rural	Development,	Nutrition

EU Juan	Manuel	Velasco	
León

DG	DEVCO.C1	-	Policy	Officer	and	Programme	Focal	Point

EU Pedro	Campo	Llopis DG	DEVCO.C1	-	Head	Nutrition	Team	

EU Pierpaolo	Piras DG	DEVCO.C1	-	Food	Security,	Rural	Development,	Nutrition

EU Willem	Olthof UN	Affairs	Head	of	Section,	EU	Delegation	in	Rome

EU José	M.	Capitan	
Romero Press	&	Information	Officer	Attaché,	EU	Delegation	in	Rome

Kenya (19-23 October 2015)

Organization Name Function

FAOKE Alice	Jesse	

FAOKE Angela	Kimani	 Nutrition	Officer

FAOKE Anne	Chele	 Policy	and	Coordination	Unit

FAOKE Deborah	Duveskog	 Regional	Emergency	Officer

FAOKE Francisco	Carranza	 NRM	Sector	Head	and	CTA	Land	Governance	Project 

FAOKE Joyce	Mukiri	 Nutritionist

FAOKE Kaari	Mitiri M&E	Officer

FAOKE Queen	Katembu	 Gender	Focal	Point

FAOKE Simon	Muhindi	 Food	Security	Analyst

FAOKE Thierry	Ntambwiriza	 M&E	Sector	Head

IFAD Elizabeth	Ssendiwala	 Regional	Gender	and	Youth	Coordinator

ILRI Katie	Downie	 Resilience

ILRI		 Greta	Semplici	 Former	consultant	in	FAO	Somalia	on	Resilience	Study

Kenya	Forestry	
Service

Oscar	Simanto	 Head	Forest	Extension	Management

KPMG Laura	Mattioli	 Former	Resilience	and	Food	Security	Analyst	in	RAU

Mercy	Corps Tate	Monro		 Resilience	Advisor

Mercy	Corps	 Darius	Radcliff	 Regional	Director	Resilience

NDMA James	Oduor	 Chief	of	the	National	Drought	Management	Authority	
(NDMA)

RAU/IGAD Tesfaye	Beshah	 Technical	Coordinator,	Resilience	Analysis	Unit	(RAU)

UNICEF	Kenya Grainne	Maloney	 Chief	of	the	Nutrition	Section

UNICEF	Somalia	 Marleen	Renders	 Programme	Specialist	Peace-building	and	Resilience

USAID	 Karine	Garnier	 Former	FAO	Regional	Emergency	Officer

WeEffect Nancy	Gitonga	

WFP Yvonne	Forsen Head	Vulnerability	and	Mapping	(VAM)

World	Vision Andrew	Lanyon	 Resilience	Programme
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Niger (19-23 October 2015)

Organization Name Function

3N Abdou	Razac	Boukary Technical	Assistant,	Initiative	3N	

3N Aboubacar	 REACH	Focal	Point

3N Mamoudou	Hassane Technical	Assistant,	Initiative	3N	

CCD-OPN Amadou	Dangui Treasurer,	President	Dosso	Regional	Office

CCD-OPN Amadou	Ousmane	 President,	Cadre	de	Collaboration	et	de	Dialogue	entre	
Organisations	Paysannes	du	Niger	(CCD-OPN)

CCD-OPN Rakiatou	Sabon Programme	Coordinator,	CCD-OPN

CILSS/Agrhymet Abdallah	Samba Food	Security	Expert

CILSS/Agrhymet Elise	Kaba Department	of	Training	and	Research

CILSS/Agrhymet Etienne	Sarr Responsable,	Division	Formations	Continues

CILSS/Agrhymet Mawali	Amewuame Expert	in	Cadre	Harmonisé

CILSS/Agrhymet Williams	Massaoud	  

Code	Rural Alhiou	Hassane  

Code	Rural Ibrah	Boukar  

Code	Rural Leko	?  

Code	Rural Maman	Mato  

Code	Rural Maman	Sani	Amadou Technical	Assistant

EU	Delegation Oumarou	Assoumane Rural	Development	and	Food	Security

FAONE Amadou	Ouattara Former	FAO	Representative	a.i.

FAONE Amadou	Saley  Assistant	FAO	Representative

FAONE Ibrahim	Aboubacar	
Hama

Technical	Assistant	GEF	Project

FAONE Serigne	Mbodji Policy	Officer

FAONE Solange	Heise	 Nutrition	Officer

INS Abdou	Maina Statistician,	Institut	National	de	la	Statistique	(INS)

MoA Hassane	Aissatou	
Cissé

Nutrition	Focal	Point

Mooriben-	
Fédération	des	
Unions	des	
Groupements	
Paysans	du	Niger

Aminta	Hassimi	
Larabou

Gender	Focal	Point

Partners	for	
Innovation

Rakiatou	Gazibo Managing	Director

WFP Carlos	LeMoal  
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Annex 6: Project outputs 

Inventory of tools developed through IGGHRP

System / Tool Type of tool Theme Purpose/Description

Civil Society 
Mechanism 
(CSM) Forum

Discussion	
forum

•	CFS	
•	Civil	Society	
Mechanism

Key CSM tools:	
•	CSM	Website:	online	discussion	forum	for	CSOs	
to	create	linkages	among	different	regions	and	
technical	experts	at	a	global	level.	
•	CSM	Policy	Working	Groups:	working	groups	
created	to	promote	dialogue	and	common	positions	
amongst	CSOs	on	relevant	policy	issues	being	
discussed	in	the	CFS.		
•	CSM	Annual	Forum:	a	forum	for	CSOs	to	finalize	a	
cohesive	policy	position	before	the	beginning	of	the	
annual	CFS	Plenary	session.

High Level Panel 
of Experts (HLPE) 
Reports

Report •	CFS	
•	Evidence-based	
information

HLPE Reports	produced	since	2012	(within	the	
programme	framework)	are	the	following:	
•	HLPE	Report	3:	Food	security	and	climate	change	
(2012)	
•	HLPE	Report	4:	Social	protection	for	food	security	
(2012)	
•	HLPE	Report	5:	Biofuels	and	food	security	(	2013)	
•	HLPE	Report	6:	Investing	in	smallholder	agriculture	
for	food	security	(2013)	
•	HLPE	Report	7:	Sustainable	fisheries	and	
aquaculture	for	food	security	and	nutrition	(2014)	
•	HLPE	Report	8:	Food	losses	and	waste	in	the	
context	of	sustainable	food	systems	(2014)	
•	HLPE	Report	9:	Water	for	food	security	and	
nutrition	(2015)		
•	HLPE	Draft	V0	#10	(2016):	Sustainable	Agricultural	
Development	for	Food	Security	and	Nutrition,	
including	the	Role	of	Livestock	(2	October	2015)	and	
contributions	received	through	e-Consultation	(2	Oct	
-	16	Nov	2015)	
•	HLPE	Draft	version	#11	(2014):	Sustainable	Forestry	
for	food	security	and	nutrition	

Principles for 
Responsible 
Investment in 
Agriculture and 
Food Systems 

Policy	Guidelines •	CFS																
•	Investments		
•	Sustainable	
agriculture

The	Principles	for	Responsible	Investment	in	
Agriculture	and	Food	Systems	were	approved	
by	the	41st	Session	of	CFS	on	15	October	2014.	
The Principles represent	the	first	global	consensus	
on	defining	what	constitutes	responsible	investment	
in	agriculture	and	food	systems	that	contribute	to	
food	security	and	nutrition.	The	Principles	address	all	
types	of	investment	in	agriculture	and	food	systems	
(public,	private,	large,	small)	and	in	the	production	
and	processing	spheres.	They	provide	a	framework	
that	all	stakeholders	can	use	when	developing	
national	policies,	programmes,	regulatory	
frameworks,	corporate	social	responsibility	
programmes,	individual	agreements	and	contracts.

FSIN Capacity 
Assessment tool

Assessment	tool •	Evidence-based	
information

The	FSIN Capacity Assessment 
methodology	supports	countries	and	regions	in	
mapping	existing	information	systems	for	food	and	
nutrition	security,	and	related	capacities	and	needs.	
Key FSIN products:	
•	FSIN	South	Sudan	Capacity	Assessment	Report	
•	AFIS	Capacity	Development	Approach
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FSIN Landscape 
of Key Actors 
in Food and 
Nutrition Security 
Information 
Systems

Report •	FSN	information	
systems	
•	Knowledge	
Sharing	
•	Governance

The	report	describes	the	key actors	involved	
in	Food	and	Nutrition	Security	information 
systems	in	emergency	and	in	development	
contexts,	with	whom	FSIN	intends	to	collaborate	in	
building	a	network	of	practitioners	(NoP).		
Key FSIN product: 
• FSIN	website:	platform	for	sharing	news	and	
information	on	FNS	
•	FSIN	Landscape	of	Key	Actors	Producing	and	
Sharing	Information	for	Food	and	Nutrition	Security

ADePT-FSM 
(Food Security 
Statistics 
Module)

Software •	Statistics ADePT-Food	Security	Module	is	a	free stand-
alone software	developed	jointly	by	the	World	
Bank	and	FAO.		
Key ADePT-FSM products:	
•	ADePT-FSM	book:	“Analyzing	Food	Security	Using	
Household	Survey	Data:	Streamlined	Analysis	with	
ADePT	Software”	explains	how	to	analyze	food	
security	by	using	household	survey	data	and	how	to	
use	the	ADePT	software	
•	ADePT-FSM	manual:	explains	how	to	use	the	
ADePT	software		
•	ADEPT-FSM	software	version	2.0

Resilience Index 
Measurement 
and Analysis 
(RIMA)

Assessment	tool •	Resilience	
Measurement

FAO’s	Resilience Index Measurement and 
Analysis model identifies	and	weights	what	
factors	make	a	household	resilient	to	food	insecurity	
and	traces	the	stability	of	these	factors	over	time	
to	provide	and	evidence	base	to	more	effectively	
design,	deliver,	monitor	and	evaluate	assistance.	
Key RIMA products:	
•	Technical	Brief:	explains	the	RIMA	model,	describes	
profiling	strategies	and	provides	a	brief	overview	of	
ongoing	exercises	and	technical	development	
•	Resilience	analysis		reports:	rigorously	identifies	the	
main	factor	that	contributes	to	household	resilience	
in	selected	countries	using	the	RIMA	model	
•	Impact	evaluation	reports:	assess	interventions	
aimed	at	increasing	resilience	to	food	insecurity	
through	the	RIMA	model

Modelling 
System for 
Agricultural 
Impacts of 
Climate Change 
(MOSAICC)

Modelling	
system

•	Resilience	
•	Climate	Change

MOSAICC	is	a	system		that	facilitates	climate 
change impact assessment	through	
simulation	models	thanks	to	the	integration	of	the	
multidisciplinary models (climate, crop 
yields, hydrology and economics)	on	a	
single	platform,	the	automation	of	data	processing	
and	its	collaborative	approach.	MOSAICC	is	also	
a	capacity	development	tool	that	supplements	
national	institutions’	capacities	to	carry	out	climate	
change	impact	studies,	crop	yield	estimations,	
economic	analysis,	mapping	etc.		
Key Products:	
(1)	Platform	of	modelling	systems		for	inter-
disciplinary	climate	change	impact	assessment,	(2)	
Documentation	of	methods	and	tools,	(3)	Training	
material,	and	(4)	User	guide
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Agriculture Stress 
Index System 
(ASIS)

Modelling	
system

•	Resilience	
•	Climate	Change

ASIS	is	an	operational	agricultural	drought 
monitoring system	based	on	earth	observation	
data	to	mimic	the	analysis	that	a	remote	sensing	
expert	would	do	and	simplify	the	results	for	the	
end-users.	Global	ASIS	will	provide	a	map	every	ten	
days	in	which	the	GIEWS	officers	detect	“hot	spots”	
for	every	region	where	crops	may	be	affected	by	
drought	during	the	growth	season.		
Key Products:	(1)		Paper	analyzing	the	“Feasibility	
of	using	the	FAO-Agricultural	Stress	Index	System	
(ASIS)	as	a	remote	sensing	based	index	for	crop	
insurance”	(2)	GIEWS	Country	Briefs,	(3)	Standalone	
version	1.0	released	in	2015	and	(4)	Software	Tool	
and	user	manual	available	at	the	end	of	2015

Guidelines for 
measuring 
household and 
individual dietary 
diversity

Guidelines	
&	Training	
manuals

•	Nutrition	
Assessment

The	guidelines	describe	the	use	of	the	dietary 
diversity questionnaire	at	both	the	
household and individual level.	The	Dietary	
Diversity	Score	(DDS)	is	a	proxy indicator,	
specifically	related	to	food	intake,	in	order	to	assess	
and	monitor	the	food	security	and	nutrition	situation	
in	a	quick	and	inexpensive	way	via	a	questionnaire	
(intake	of	energy	and	macronutrients,	household	
access	to	food,	quality	of	the	diets	and	micronutrient	
status	of	individuals).		
Key Products: (1)	Guidelines	with	the	
Questionnaire	for	measuring	dietary	diversity	
N.B.	New	standalone	guidelines	are	being	developed	
for	the	new	indicator,	the	Minimum	Dietary	Diversity-
Women	(MDD-W)	and	will	be	available	in	January	
2016	(2)		Guidelines	for	dietary	assessment:	A	
resource	guide	to	method	selection	and	application	
in	low	resource	settings	(available	in	January	2016)	

Minimum Dietary 
Diversity-Women 
(MDD-W) 

Assessment	tool •	Nutrition	
Assessment

The	new	MDD-W	comes	with	10	food	groups	and	a	
dichotomous	indicator	to	indicate	minimum	dietary	
diversity	when	consuming	at	least	five	food	groups	
out	of	10.	The	new	tool	can	be	used	in	large-scale	
surveys,	and	it	will	facilitate	nutrition	assessment,	
monitoring	and	evaluation,	target	setting	and	
advocacy.
Key Products: (1)	Minimum	Dietary	Diversity	for	
Women	-	A	guide	to	measurement	(avail.	Jan.	2016):	

Integrated Food 
Security Phase 
Classification 
(IPC)

Assessment	tool •	FSN	information	
systems	
•	FSN	Analysis	
•	Resilience	
•	Knowledge	
Sharing	
•	Governance

The	IPC	is	a	set of analytical tools and 
procedures	to classify the severity of food 
insecurity in	different	contexts	focusing	on	acute	
and/or	chronic	food	insecurity.	It	is	also	a	forum	
involving	Government,	UN,	NGOs	and	civil	society	to	
reach	technical	consensus	on	food	security	situations.	
Key Products:	
•	IPC	Country	Food	Insecurity	Analysis	Results	and	
Maps	
•	IPC	Technical	Manual	Version	2.0:	how	to	do	an	IPC	
assessment	
•	IPC	Certification	Programme	certifies	participants	
at	IPC	trainings	according	to	three	levels:	Level	1	IPC	
Analyst,	Level	2	IPC	Trainer	&	Facilitator,	Level	3	IPC	
Expert	
•	IPC	Information	Support	System	(ISS):	a	web-based	
application	that	facilitates	the	process	of	the	IPC	
version	2.0	analyses	
•	IPC	Chronic	Food	Insecurity	Classification	
complements	the	IPC	Acute	Food	Insecurity	
Classification	and	provides	information	for	decision-
makers	that	focus	on	medium-	and	long-term	
objectives	
•	IPC	Acute	Malnutrition	Classification	complements	
the	standard	IPC	analysis	with	a	comprehensive	
nutrition	component
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Food and 
Agriculture Policy 
Decision Analysis 
(FAPDA)

Database •	Policy	mapping/
monitoring

The	FAPDA	initiative	collects	and	analyzes	
information	on food	and	agriculture	policy	decisions	
from	over	80	countries.	Policy	decisions	are	classified	
into	three	main	groups: producer-oriented	 policy	
measures; consumer-oriented	policy	measures; trade	
and	market	development policy	measures.	The	
FAPDA	analysis	enhances	policy	dialogue	and	
promotes	evidence-based	decision-making.	
Key Products:	(1)	 FAPDA	web-based	tool keeps	
track	of	food	and	agriculture	policy	decisions	from	
over	80	countries;(2)	“FAPDA	Global	Reports analyze	
the	collected	food	and	agriculture	policy	decisions:	
3	issues	(2009,	2011,	2013);(3) FAPDA	country	
fact	sheets identify	trends	of	key	national	food	
and	agriculture	policy	decisions	(14	fact	sheets	
published);and	(4)	 FAPDA	Policy	Classification maps	
consumer-oriented,	producer-oriented	and	trade-
oriented	policy	decisions.

Guideline for 
Country-led 
Platform on 
Policy Mapping 
and Monitoring 
for Food Security 
and Nutrition

Policy	Guidelines •	Policy	mapping/
monitoring

This	guideline	is	designed	to	assist	country	policy	
analyst	in	systematizing	and	completing	a	mapping	
of	policies	that	contribute	to	reduce	food	insecurity	
and	malnutrition.	The	content	provides	information	
needed	to	properly	carry	on	a	policy	mapping	
exercise	at	country	level	and	resources	from	a	large	
spectrum	of	existing	policy	mapping	initiatives	
where	information	can	be	found.	Guidelines	built	
on	experiences	and	best	practices	at	country	level	
and	a	2014	stock-taking	report	(with	the	support	
from	IGGHRP)	on	lessons	learnt	and	best	practices	of	
selected	mapping	and	monitoring	initiatives	relevant	
to	FSN	(e.g.	FAPDA,	MAFAP,	MAFSAN,	REACH,	etc.)	
with	recommendations	at	global,	regional	and	
country	level.		

Impact 
assessment of 
selected food 
and agricultural 
policies/
programmes on 
nutrition

Methodological	
note

•	Policy	mapping/
monitoring

Provides	guidance	on	conducting nutrition 
impact assessment for selected (set 
of) policies,	including	indicators	to	track.	It	is	
based	on	nutrition	impact	assessments	work	of	
social	protection,	MAFAP,	FAPDA,	etc.	and	other	
partners’	systems/initiatives.	The	guiding	note	is	
complimentary	to	background	papers	on	the	impact	
of	policies	on	nutrition,	with	Kenya	as	a	pilot	country.	

Framework 
for Action for 
Food Security 
and Nutrition in 
Protracted Crises 
(CFS-FFA)

Policy	Guidelines •	CFS	
•	Resilience	
•	Protracted	Crisis

The	objective	of	the	CFS-FFA	is	to	improve	the	food	
security	and	nutrition	of	populations	affected	by,	or	
at	risk	of,	protracted	crises.	
Key Product:	
•	CFS-FFA	endorsed	by	CFS	at	42nd	Session	on	13	
October	2015
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Guidelines for 
Integrating 
Agriculture 
and Food 
Security Risk 
Management 
and Resilience 
Building 
Programs into 
Agriculture 
Investment Plans 
(CAADP)

Policy	Guidelines •	Resilience	
•	Risk	
Management	&	
Agriculture	
•	Investments	

The	Guidelines	are	designed	to	improve	coordination	
by	countries	and	regions	for	the	integration 
of risk management programmes into 
National Agriculture and Food Security 
Investment Plans	(NAFSIPs).	Its	added	value	
consists	in	providing	an	overarching	framework	
and	a	single	reference	document	for	regional	and	
national	consultations.			
Key Products: (1)	Joint	FAO-NEPAD	Brief:	
“Implementing	CAADP	in	a	context	of	high	and	
volatile	food	prices	underlying	factors,	policy	
challenges	and	recommendations”		(2)	Joint	FAO-
NEPAD	Brief:	“Integrating	Risk	Management	Tools	
and	Policies	into	CAADP:	Options	and	Challenges”		
(3)	ESA	Working	Paper:	“The	challenges	of	
managing	agricultural	price	and	production	risks	
in	sub-Saharan	Africa,”	(4)	Joint	FAO-NEPAD	Brief:	
“Risk	Management	and	Intra-Regional	Trade”	
(forthcoming),	(5)	Joint	FAO-NEPAD	Brief:	“Risk	
Management	and	the	Productive	Role	of	Social	
Protection,”	(6)	Joint	FAO-NEPAD	Brief:	“Risk	
Management	and	climate-smart	agriculture”	
(forthcoming)	(7)	Working	Paper	on	Grain	Stock	
Management	(forthcoming)

Livestock 
Emergency 
Guidelines and 
Standards (LEGS)

Guidelines	
&	Training	
manuals

•	Resilience	&	
Livestock

LEGS	are	a	set	of	international	guidelines	and	
standards	for	the	design, implementation 
and assessment of livestock interventions 
to assist people affected by humanitarian 
crises. 	LEGS	helps	to	address	emergency	
interventions	in	response	to	disasters	in	communities	
where	livestock	are	a	crucial	livelihood	asset.	
Key Products: (1)	LEGS	Handbook	(2nd	edition):	
provides	standards	and	guidelines	for	appropriate	
and	timely	livestock-based	livelihoods	responses	in	
emergencies,	(2)		LEGS	electronic	decision-making	
tool:	helps	to	design,	implement	and	evaluate	
livestock	emergency	interventions,	and	(3)LEGS	
Training	of	Trainers	Programme	and	Rapid	Response	
Facility:	available	at	regional	level	to	increase	the	
capacity	in	livestock	emergency	response.

Strengthening 
coherence 
between 
Agriculture and 
Social Protection: 
framework for 
analysis and 
action

Policy	Guidelines •	Social	Protection	
&	Agriculture

By	drawing	from	concrete	country	experiences,	
the	Framework	helps	to	clarify	the	benefits	of	
strengthening coherence between 
agriculture and social protection,	and	to	
identify	the	options	available	for	achieving	this	
through	policy	and	programming.	This	Framework	
is	accompanied	by	a	Diagnostic	Tool	for	assessing	
the	existing	state	of	coherence	within	a	given	
country	and	for	identifying	potential	entry	points	for	
strengthening	it.

Guidelines to 
support food 
safety policy and 
decision-making

Policy	Guidelines •	Food	Safety Using	the	results	of	a	pilot	project	carried	out	in	
Uganda	and	Thailand,	the	guidelines	focus	on	
evidence-informed food safety policy 
and decision-making considering	multiple	
criteria	such	as	health,	trade	and	market	access,	
socio-economics	and	food	security	factors.	The	
aim	of	the	guidelines	is	to	enable	national	policy	
makers	to	improve	their	capacity	on	food	safety	risk	
management	in	order	to	make	more	effective	and	
sustainable	decisions.	
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Key 
recommendations 
for improving 
nutrition through 
agriculture

Policy	Guidelines •	Nutrition	&	
Agriculture

These	guidelines	deliver	10 principles that can 
be used for agricultural programmes 
and investments in order to strengthen 
their impact on nutrition.	Since	agriculture	
programmes	and	investments	need	to	be	supported	
by	an	enabling	policy	environment	if	they	are	to	
contribute	to	improving	nutrition,	governments	
can	encourage	improvements	in	nutrition	through	
agriculture	by	taking	into	consideration	5	policy	
actions	highlighted	in	the	document.	

Designing 
Nutrition-
Sensitive 
Agriculture 
Investments – 
Checklist and 
guidance for 
programme 
formulation

Policy	Guidelines •	Nutrition	&	
Agriculture	
•	Investments

This	guidance	checklist	is	to	serve	as	a	tool	to	guide	
programme	planners	who	are	aiming	to	apply	
these	recommendations	in	the	design	of	agricultural	
investments	and	programmes.	It	is	structured	around	
the	first	phases	of	the	programming	cycle	(situation	
appraisal,	programme	design	and	programme	
review)	and	includes	key	questions,	accompanied	
by	tips	and	references,	that	can	assist	programme	
design	missions	in:	(1)	Identifying	the	information	
needed	during	situation	appraisal	to	plan	the	design	
of	a	nutrition-sensitive	agriculture	programme;	
(2)	Guiding	the	definition	of	objectives,	target	
groups,	choice	of	interventions	and	implementation	
modalities;	(3)	Critically	reviewing	programme	and	
strategy	documents	with	a	“nutrition	lens”	after	the	
design	has	been	completed.

Nutrition 
Capacity 
Assessment 
Guidance 
Package

Assessment	tool •	Nutrition	&	
Agriculture	
•	Capacity	
Development

In	support	of	national	efforts	to	identify	nutrition	
related	capacity	needs	and	gaps,	the	main	UN	
agencies	working	on	nutrition	(FAO,	UNICEF,	WFP,	
WHO)	have	developed	the	following	harmonized	
approach	to	assess	and	strengthen	national	nutrition	
capacity	within	the	following	guidance	package.

Voluntary 
Guidelines on 
the Responsible 
Governance of 
Tenure (VGGTs)

Policy	Guidelines •	CFS	
•	Governance	of	
Tenure

The	VGGTs	are	practical	guides	and	e-learning	
modules	for	improving governance of 
tenure	and	securing	access	to	land,	fisheries	and	
forests,	providing	internationally	accepted	standards	
and	practices	for	the	responsible	governance	of	
tenure.	They	provide	a	framework	that	States	can	
use	when	developing	their	own	strategies,	policies,	
legislation,	programmes	and	activities.	
Key products:	
•	Voluntary	Guidelines	on	the	Responsible	
Governance	of	Tenure	of	Land,	Fisheries	and	Forests	
in	the	Context	of	National	Food	Security	(endorsed	by	
the	CFS	in	May	2012)	
•	Governing	land	for	women	and	men:	technical	
guide		
•	Improving	Governance	of	Forest	Tenure:	practical	
guide	
•	Respecting	free,	prior	and	informed	consent:	
Practical	guidance	for	governments,	companies,	
NGOs,	indigenous	peoples	and	local	communities	in	
relation	to	land	acquisition	
•	Implementing	improved	tenure	governance	in	
fisheries:	technical	guide	
•	Safeguarding	tenure	rights	in	the	context	of	
agricultural	investment:	technical	guide		
•	E-Learning	courses:	provide	guidance	on	actions	
and	examples	of	good	practices				
•	CD	Manual	for	grassroots	organizations	on	the	
VGGTs	in	3	languages



Final evaluation of IGGHRP – Annexes  

26

System / Tool Type of tool Theme Purpose/Description

Self-evaluation 
and Holistic 
Assessment 
of Climate 
Resilience of 
Farmers and 
Pastoralists 
(SHARP)

Assessment	tool •	Resilience/	
Climate	Change	
•	Sustainable	
Agriculture

The	SHARP	tool	is	a	facilitated	community-based	
self-assessment	tool	for	assessing	agricultural 
system resilience	using	a	questionnaire	coupled	
with	participatory	exercises	(e.g.	resource	mapping,	
crop	calendar),	aimed	particularly	at	Climate	Change	
Adaptation	issues.		
Key products:  (1)	SHARP	survey	(and	application	
for	android,	now	freely	available	on	google	play):	
assessment	of	governance,	environmental,	social	and	
economic	resilience	with	local	facilitators	,	(2)	SHARP	
training	manual	and	material,	(3)	SHARP	brief

Farmer Field 
School  training 
guides for 
sustainable 
intensification

Guidelines	
&	Training	
manuals

•	Sustainable	
Agriculture

Training	guides	on sustainable crop 
production intensification.	The	guides	include	
technical	information	and	Farmer	Field	exercises	on	
dynamics	of	agro-ecosystems,	integrated	pest	and	
disease	management,	soil	fertility	management,	
seeds	and	varieties,	rotations	and	associations,	
production	costs	and	margins,	as	well	as	basic	
marketing	and	food	quality.	The	training	guides	
can	be	used	to	conduct	FFS	training,	within	FAO	or	
government	programmes.	
Key products: FFS	facilitator’s	guides	focusing	
on	different	areas:	(1)	Living	soils,	(2)	Linking	
smallholder	farmers	to	local	markets	in	West	Africa,	
(3)	Integrated	production	and	pest	management	
of	cotton,	(4)	Integrated	production	and	pest	
management	of	rice,	and	(5)	Integrated	production	
and	pest	management	of	vegetable	crops.

E-Learning 
courses 

E-learning •	E-Learning	
•	Knowledge	
Sharing	
•	Capacity	
Development

Several	self-paced	e-learning courses have	
been	developed	with	the	support	of	the	EU/FAO	
Programme	on	a	wide	range	of	topics in the areas 
of food and nutrition security, social and 
economic development and sustainable 
management of natural resources..	They	
have	been	developed	by	international	experts	to	
support	capacity	building	and	on-the-job	training	of	
food	security	and	agricultural	professionals.	
E-Learning courses	topics	are	listed	in	a	table.	

E-Learning 
Methodologies: 
A guide for 
designing and 
developing 
e-learning 
courses

Guidelines	
&	Training	
manuals

•	E-Learning	
•	Knowledge	
Sharing	
•	Capacity	
Development

The	E-learning	Methodologies	Guide	aims	to	
support	professionals	involved	in	the	design and 
development of e-learning projects and 
products.	

Food Security 
Communications 
Toolkit

Communication	
&	Advocacy	tool

•	E-Learning	
•	Knowledge	
Sharing	
•	Capacity	
Development

The	toolkit	guides	food	security	professionals	to	
develop a communication strategy	and	
to	communicate	more	effectively	with	their	target	
audiences.	The	toolkit	also	focuses	on	working	
with	the	media,	communicating	with	policy	makers	
and	suggests	ways	to	structure	and	improve	
specific	information	products	such	as	policy	briefs	
and	reports.	It	also	includes	suggestions	for	using	
the	internet,	social	media	as	well	as	readymade	
templates	as	communication	tools.	
Key Products: (1) Toolkit	to	develop	a	
communication	strategy,	(2)	E-Learning	course	based	
on	the	toolkit:	«Communicating	for	Food	Security»	
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CoOPEquity 
Toolkit: 
Methodology 
and Training 
Manuals 
(CoOPEquity: 
Strenghtening 
governance and 
gender equality 
in producer 
organizations)

Toolkit	including	
Methodol-ogy	
and	Training	
manuals

•	Gender	
•	Governance	
•	Producer	
Organizations

CoOPEquity	is	a	‘toolkit’	of	analytical	and	
implementation	tools	to	understand	and	improve	
how	governance	and	gender	equality	contribute	to	
PO	performance	and	sustainability.		
Key Products: (1)	The	Methodology:	CoOPEquity	
approach,	key	concepts,	and	rationale.	It	provides	
guidance	and	a	results	framework	for	CoOPEquity	
facilitators	and	implementing	partners	for	country	
level	implementation.	(2)	The	Training	of	Facilitator	
handbook	for	organizational	analysis	of	POs	(focus	
on	gender	analysis	and	governance)	offers	step-by-
step	guidance	for	gender-sensitive	organizational	
analysis	of	POs.		
Other country specific products	include:	(1)	
Ethiopia:	Training	module	on	group	development,	
management	and	marketing	for	women	and	youth	
groups	engaged	in	small	ruminants	production	and	
fattening,	(2)	Ghana:	Training	module	on	youth	and	
women	leadership	in	rural	organizations;	and	(3)	
Kenya:	Proposal	writing	for	Producer	Organizations:	
a	training	handbook	

Source: FAO. 2015. Mapping Tools, Dec. 2015. Programme document
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Annex 7: IGGHRP Theory of Action
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Annex 8: IGGHRP budget

EU 
Contribution

FAO 
Contribution

EU-FAO 
Combined 

Contribution

Monitoring	and	Evaluation 2,099,692	 259,947	 2,358,639	

Outcome 1: Strengthen CFS functioning in 
accordance with renewed mandate

3,819,037 3,407,243 7,226,280 

Output	1.1:	Strengthen	Civil	Society	Mechanism	[OCP] 1,293,888	 412,607	 1,706,495	

Output	1.2:	Provide	evidence	based	policy	advice	to	
CFS	through	the	HLPE	[AGDP]

1,161,373	 2,130,621	 3,291,994	

Output	1.3:	Support	CFS	work	streams	and	include	
regional	perspectives	[ESA]

1,363,776	 864,014	 2,227,790	

Outcome 2: Improve methods, capabilities and 
coordination for better information on food 
security and nutrition for decision-making

13,377,823 10,590,316 23,968,139 

Output	2.1:	Strengthen	FSIN	community	of	practice 1,252,496	 538,318	 1,790,815	

Output	2.2:	Develop	consistent	Food	Security	and	
hunger	related	statistics	[ESS]

2,827,247	 3,925,657	 6,752,904	

Output	2.3:	Improve	analysis	of	resilience 2,903,769	 778,177	 3,681,946	

Output	2.4:	Improve	food-based	assessment	tools	and	
indicators	for	nutrition	assessment	[ESN]

436,093	 517,370	 953,463	

Output	2.5:	Increase	harmonized	analysis	of	the	food	
and	nutrition	situation	through	the	IPC/CH	[ESA]

4,003,742	 3,491,969	 7,495,711	

Output	2.6:	Improve	mapping,	monitoring	and	analysis	
of	food,	agriculture	and	social	protection	policy,	
programmes	and	investments	in	support	of	FSN	

1,954,475	 1,338,824	 3,293,300	

Outcome 3: Improve guidance, capacities and 
coordination for food security and nutrition policy 
and programme design and implementation

12,372,601 9,010,569 21,383,170 

Output	3.1:	Improve	design	and	implementation	of	
resilience-related	policies	and	programmes

3,862,107	 892,746	 4,754,853	

Output	3.2:	Strengthen	linkages	between	social	
protection	and	agricultural,	rural	development	and	
food	security	policies	and	programmes

1,258,304	 987,481	 2,245,786	

Output	3.3	:	Guide	development	of	National	decisions	
on	food	safety	policies	[AGDC]

798,760	 468,300	 1,267,059	

Output	3.4:	Improve	processes	for	mainstreaming	
nutrition	in	food	security	and	agriculture	policies,	
programmes	and	investment	plans

2,225,591	 1,392,851	 3,618,442	

Output	3.5:	Support	the	implementation	of	VGGTs	
[NRCD]

1,745,215	 2,597,364	 4,342,579	

Output	3.6	:	Scale-up	improved	approaches	for	
sustainable	crop	production	intensification	[AGP]

2,482,623	 2,671,827	 5,154,451	

Outcome 4: Strengthen the uptake of knowledge 
by individuals and organizations in the food 
security and nutrition domain

6,779,109 1,232,647 8,011,756 

Output	4.1:	develop	and	disseminate	new	E-learning	
programmes	for	regional	organizations,	universities,	
international	organizations

3,773,799	 621,419	 4,395,218	

Output	4.2:	Improve	communications,	knowledge	
sharing,	on-line	forums	and	outreach	related	to	FSN	
and	agriculture	[OPC]

972,656	 179,704	 1,152,360	

Output	4.3:	Improve	performance	and	gender	equity	
dimension	of	producer	organizations	in	targeted	
countries	[ESP]

2,032,655	 431,523	 2,464,178	

Grand Total 38,448,262 24,500,721 62,948,984 
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Annex 9: E-learning courses

E-learning courses released during the current programme

Course 
code

# of 
learners

Language Course title Duration 
(hours)

Release 
date

F2 * ru Food	Security	Information	Systems 2 Jun-13

FCC 7537 en Climate	Change	and	Food	Security 3.5 Mar-12

es Cambio	Climatico	y	Seguridad	Alimentaria 3.5 Nov-13

fr Changement	climatique	et	sécurité	alimentaire 3.5 Nov-13

FCC2 788 en Incorporating	climate	change	considerations	
into	agricultural	investment	programmes

5 May-14

FCOM 9739 en Communicating	for	Food	Security 8 **
Jan-11

es La	comunicación	para	la	Seguridad	Alimentaria 8 Oct-12

fr Communiquer	pour	la	sécurité	alimentaire 8 Oct-12

FG 1219 en Gender	in	Food	and	Nutrition	Security 13 Jul-14

fr Gender	in	Food	and	Nutrition	Security	(French) 13 Dec-15

FR 3529 en Resilience	in	Food	Security	Analysis 2.5 May-12

es La	Resiliencia	en	el	Análisis	de	la	Seguridad	
Alimentaria

2.5 Jun-13

fr La	résilience	dans	l’analyse	de	la	sécurité	
alimentaire

2.5 May-14

FRS 550 en Remotely	Sensed	Information	for	Crop	
Monitoring	and	Food	Security

11 Nov-14

FSSN 9615 en Introduction	to	Social	Safety	Nets 4 **
Dec-11

es	 Introducción	a	las	Redes	de	Protección	Social 4 Nov-12

fr Introduction	aux	Filets	Sociaux	de	Sécurité 4 Nov-12

IA2 1915 en Qualitative	Methods	for	Assessing	the	Impact	of	
Development	Programs	on	Food	Security

5 Oct-13

IPC2 *** en Integrated	Food	Security	Phase	Classification	–	
version	2

9 Dec-15

ME *** en Developing	a	Monitoring	and	Evaluation	Plan	for	
Food	Security	and	Agriculture	Programmes

3 Dec-15

SA 2264 en Social	Analysis	for	Agriculture	and	Rural	
Investment	projects

11 Jun-13

VG1 7043 en Introduction	to	the	Responsible	Governance	of	
Tenure

4.5 Oct-13

es Introducción	a	la	Gobernanza	Responsable	de	la	
Tenencia 

4.5 Mar-14

fr Introduction	à	la	Gouvernance	Foncière	
Responsable

4.5 Mar-14

VG4A *** en Spatial	Planning 2 Dec-15

VG6 1955 en Addressing	Corruption	in	the	Tenure	of	Land,	
Fisheries	and	Forests

2 Sep-14

es Hacer	Frente	a	la	Corrupción	en	el	Ámbito	de	la	
Tenencia	de	la	Tierra,	la	Pesca	y	los	Bosques

2.5 Jan-15

fr Faire	face	à	la	corruption	dans	les	régimes	
fonciers	applicables	aux	terres,	aux	pêches	et	
aux	forêts

2.5 Jan-15

VG7 2211 en Understanding	and	Addressing 	Disputes	and	
Conflicts

3 Jul-14

es Hacer	frente	a	controversias	y	conflictos	en	torno	
a	la	tenencia	de	recursos	naturales

3 Nov-14

fr Faire	face	aux	différends	et	aux	conflits	relatifs	
aux	régimes	fonciers	applicables	aux	ressources	
naturelles

3 Jan-15
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Course 
code

# of 
learners

Language Course title Duration 
(hours)

Release 
date

VG8 701 en Addressing	Tenure	Issues	in	the	Context	of	
Natural	Disasters	

2 Mar-15

es Hacer	frente	a	las	cuestiones	relativas	a	la	
tenencia	en	el	contexto	de	las	catástrofes	
naturales

2 May-15

fr Faire	face	aux	problèmes	fonciers	dans	un	
contexte	de	catastrophe	naturelle

2 May-15

VGG 128 en Governing	land	for	men	and	women 4 Aug-15

      Total 284.5
* Food Security Information Systems and Networks (F2) course was released in English in Dec. 2006. This course 
(in all languages) has been used by 13,353 learners since 2006.

** English language course was released before IGGHRP timeframe.

*** Course was released after the e-survey was conducted.

Source: FAO. 2015. EU-FAO Programme “Improved Global Governance For Hunger Reduction” E-Learning 
Component – Statistics. November 2015. Programme document.

Regional distribution of registrants using FAO e-learning products 
Source: FAO. 2015. EU-FAO Programme “Improved Global Governance For Hunger Reduction” E-Learning Component – 
Statistics. November 2015. Programme document.

FAO e-learning participants’ organizational affiliation 
Source: FAO. 2015. EU-FAO Programme “Improved Global Governance For Hunger Reduction” E-Learning Component – 
Statistics. November 2015. Programme document.
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Annex 10: Niger case study note

Methodology for the case study

The case study integrated information from document review and interviews in Rome (October 12-
16) and in Niger (October 19-23). In Rome the consultant interviewed FAO staff and stakeholders 
with information relevant to Niger, including the IGGHRP nutritionist, the head of the nutrition 
unit, senior ESS staff, the CoOPEquity team, the IGGHRP gender focal point, senior member of the 
Investment Centre. In Niger the consultant interviewed FAO’s staff and consultants involved in 
the IGGHRP; several Nigeriens Nourish Nigeriens (3N) Initiative staff/consultants; the Agricultural 
Ministry’s nutritionist; the CCD-OP senior staff; several staff in the Permanent Secretariat for Rural 
Code; the gender focal point of the OP network; an EU representative; several AGRHYMET staff. 
A list of persons interviewed is attached (see Annex 1). Documents reviewed included relevant 
policy and planning documents, field mission reports, head quarter programme progress notes 
and debriefings. Though the IGGHR programme produced numerous outputs in Niger, this note 
focuses on topline findings, particularly emphasizing end results related to improved food security 
and nutrition governance and the three main objectives that the Niger IGGHRP addressed. 

Overview of the Niger case

Niger was one of the case studies chosen because it received significant investment of IGGHRP 
financial and technical resources and it also houses an important regional organization, 
AGRHYMET. The purpose of the case study work was to illustrate the contribution of the IGGHR 
programme at the regional and country level. While not widely representative of regions or 
countries, the Niger case provides an opportunity to examine several of the themes laid out in the 
evaluation strategy. 

Niger represents a useful study in that it illustrates what might be done in one of the most 
vulnerable regions in the world. Niger is among the Sahelian countries. The country is characterized 
by extremely low levels of human development, volatile weather and high vulnerability to 
climate change; degraded land; and multiple conflict threats (bordered by Libya in the North and 
Northern Nigeria on its southern border). Because of this context, Niger experiences humanitarian 
emergencies frequently. Until recently, donor programs were disproportionally oriented toward 
humanitarian response; nearly US$175 million was allocated for humanitarian aid in Niger in 2013 
(Figure 3).10

Gross disbursements of Official Development Assistance (ODA) in 2013 from DAC donors 
and from multilateral organisations to Niger 
Source: OECD. 2015. Compare your country: Aid statistics by donor, recipient and sector. http://www.
compareyourcountry.org/aid-statistics?cr=302&cr1=oecd&lg=en&page=1 Accessed Dec. 2015.

10 OECD. 2015. Compare your country: Aid statistics by donor, recipient and sector. http://www.compareyourcountry.
org/aid-statistics?cr=302&cr1=oecd&lg=en&page=1 Accessed Dec. 2015.

http://www.compareyourcountry.org/aid-statistics?cr=302&cr1=oecd&lg=en&page=1
http://www.compareyourcountry.org/aid-statistics?cr=302&cr1=oecd&lg=en&page=1
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However, this landscape shifted significantly during the past four years with the new donor 
emphasis on resilience as well as the Nigerien government’s leadership and commitment to good 
governance. Thus, Niger provided an excellent opportunity for the IGGHRP to apply resources 
for food security/nutrition governance change. As a result, Niger is a priority country for many 
relevant international and regional initiatives, including AGIR, REACH, SUN and the 11th FED as 
well as many bilateral programs such as USAID’s resilience and food security programs, Swiss, 
Canadian, German, Italian, Lux Dev and Spanish-funded food security programs. FAO also 
prioritized Niger in several of its related international and regional programs, including the CADDP 
Nutrition Initiative, the DIMITRA Programme and the TCI-RAF-ESW Zero Hunger Program. The 
IGGHR programme took advantage of this strategic opportunity to apply its resources for change 
in food security and nutrition governance at the national level.

Description of IGGHRP-supported activities in Niger

IGGHRP-supported work covered three of the four IGGHRP objectives of the as well as 8 out of 13 
FAO strategic framework outcomes. The resources provided were primarily technical, including 
short term technical assistance from Rome and the regional office (ACCRA) for workshops and 
technical assistance missions; long term consultants in the areas of nutrition and policy; and 
travel for regional/country government to participate in study tours/training. Key areas of activity 
included support to:

•	 the Government of Niger (GON) to develop and implement the US$4 billion + 3N strategy 
of the GON;

•	 producer organizations (POs); local Listening Clubs and Farmer Field Schools to pilot and 
expand social mobilization models to empower small producers with a special emphasis 
on gender equity and participation of youth; 

•	 the GON to apply VGGT guidelines via the Permanent Secretariat of the Rural Code

•	 various organizations to incorporate nutrition sensitive agricultural strategies into 
programs/policies

•	 GON to strengthen food security/nutrition information

•	 AGRHYMET in the areas of resilience/food security/nutrition information and e-learning 
capacity development.

Key findings

The IGGHRP has greatly influenced food security and nutrition governance in Niger. The 
Programme has achieved the following results:

(i)  Distinctly contributed to the success of the 3N Initiative in Niger, a national programme that 
is making considerable progress in enhancing resilience by reducing food insecurity and 
improving nutrition in the country. FAO’s support was instrumental in promoting advocacy 
at the local and international levels for the 3N; designing its strategic framework; and 
supporting implementation of the 3N Initiative. Although IGGHRP is a modest contributor 
to the 3N investment plan in financial terms, its impact was transformational, particularly in 
assisting the GON to develop the 3N vision, which incorporates many of the strategy elements 
of the IGGHRP, including improved information for action, strengthened resilience and 
sustainable agricultural production, mainstreaming nutrition and gender and coordination 
of food security/nutrition efforts. IGGHRP also was instrumental in developing the FAO’s 
local representation capability to provide on-going support to the GON to implement the 3N 
Initiative through resident, regional and international consultants. 

(ii)  Catalysed a social mobilization style model that empowers small producers in concrete ways. 
The IGGHRP was able to pilot approaches that have empowered small producers to become 
effectively engaged in national policy, to develop dynamic POs, and to link community based 
efforts such as POs, Farmer Field Schools and local Listening Clubs to build effective synergistic 
networks of support for small producers. IGGHRP, through the development of pilot 
programs, capacity support to local producer-related organizations, and effective partnering 
with RBA’s on the ground was instrumental to developing novel approaches to improve the 
resilience of small producers on one hand while strengthening governance and empowering 
policy engagement of small POs on the other. Tangible results include direct engagement 
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of small POs, through the CCD-OPN producer network, in the elaboration of policy inputs 
for national agricultural policy; Strengthening the capacity of the Permanent Secretariat of 
the Rural Code (the national administration responsible for the security and management of 
natural (land) resources in rural areas (the Permanent Secretariat and POs as well as NGOs 
active in areas of land management and pastoralism are also engaged); scale up of a novel 
small producer agricultural risk management/sustainable agricultural production model that 
successfully generated more than 3 million dollars (verify number) of new funding through 
the Global Environmental Facility (GEF); improved the livelihoods of small producers through 
the implementation of a local purchase programme that was developed between FAO and 
WFP; increased the voice and engagement of women in small producer organizations and PO 
networks and is beginning to pilot strategies to engage youth.

(iii)  Demonstrated that effective resilience programming is more than Disaster Risk Reduction 
(DRR), but rather is a crosscutting programmatic approach. Programme staff and 
stakeholders understood, in part because of the crosscutting activities of this Program, that 
resilience should not be sectoralized as DRR and that therefore, the resilience work of the 
IGGHRP was not limited to DRR and resilience measurement. Indeed, the many activities of 
the Programme in country contributed to enhanced resilience of vulnerable populations in 
Niger, most notably small producers (including pastoralists), women and youth. 

(iv)  Improved the capacity of the GON to monitor food security and nutrition. Two successful 
efforts included capacity development of the GON to compute, analyse and interpret food 
security indicators from large-scale household surveys using software jointly developed by 
FAO and the World Bank (ADePT-FSM). It is now being used by several government entities. 
In this case, IGGHRP funding was combined with funding from the Italian government to 
achieve capacity development within the GON. The women’s dietary diversity measure was 
piloted and found to provide very relevant and useful data in Niger. It has been adopted by 
various organizations for use in on going survey programs. The information obtained about 
women’s nutrition has been used to guide nutrition programming. 

(v)  Developed a promising e-learning capacity within AGRHYMET. The IGGHR programme 
also worked creatively with AGRHYMET to develop an e-learning platform. AGRHYMET 
received a server and staff training in instructional design and maintenance of the learning 
management systems. The Programme facilitated AGRHYMET’s collaboration with COMESA, 
where AGRHYMET was able to provide technical support to other regions of Africa. While the 
e-learning system has not yet been implemented, end-to-end capacity has been established 
within AGRHYMET, and there is a great deal of enthusiasm for the support that FAO has 
provided. The provided support enabled AGRHYMET to develop e-learning systems as 
opposed to ad hoc courses. AGRHYMET staff is now able to design, develop, implement and 
evaluate e-learning curricula. 

(vi)  Established an on-going role for FAO as a provider of expertise in nutrition sensitive 
agriculture. Prior to the Program, FAO was not viewed as a contributor to nutrition policies and 
programs in Niger. By fielding a senior and experienced nutrition consultant and providing 
excellent regional and international nutritional consultants, FAO has established itself as a 
serious contributor and is now involved in most major policy forms that address nutrition. The 
nutrition advisor has, for example, successfully promoted use of the checklist for integrating 
nutrition in agricultural strategies when designing programs and policies. Numerous donors 
and implementing organizations routinely use the checklist. The IGGHR programme is solely 
responsible for FAO’s new status and visibility that enables FAO to continue to provide advice 
and capacity development in forums that are critical to the incorporation of nutrition sensitive 
agricultural and food security interventions. 

(vii)  Influenced a soon-to-be-approved over US$100 million World Bank-financed agriculture/
food security programme in Niger. The incorporation of nutrition sensitive agriculture 
strategies was led through the IGGHR programme, based upon the participation of the 
nutritional staff associated with the IGGHR programme. These contributions are influencing 
the direction of a major investment programme in Niger. 

What is highly significant about the IGGHRP’s contribution in Niger is its systems-level strategy 
for improving food security and hunger reduction, focusing on vulnerable small producers. Data, 
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policies, programs and capacity building ultimately converged on small producers in a highly 
synergistic fashion, which led to actual livelihood and potentially nutritional impacts among 
vulnerable populations. 

FAO staff and stakeholders also highly rated the IGGHRP as a programme model because it 
empowered staff through flexible resource management and adaptive management and 
potentiating collaboration because of its cross-sectoral/cross-cutting nature. Flexibility allowed 
innovative ideas a chance to be piloted, thereby enabling FAO to evaluate promising new 
approaches. In Niger, this ultimately enabled FAO to raise new monies for scaling up proven 
strategies, which could not have been achieved without the flexibility of the IGGHRP. Secondly, 
the crosscutting nature of the IGGHRP enabled Niger to access expertise and funding across a 
wide-spectrum of programs and mechanisms. DIMITRA, Zero Hunger and Italian, German and 
Canadian funding were among those tapped to collaboratively support IGGHR programme 
efforts. Field staff assessed the IGGHRP FAO staff leadership to be instrumental to the success 
of the program. Staff members are dynamic, high energy and have an adaptive management 
perspective that allowed them to identify and support windows of opportunity for strategic 
change in Niger. 

IGGHRP-supported activities demonstrated good synergies among RBAs. Especially striking was 
FAO and WFP’s collaboration around small producer local purchase programs and IFAD and 
FAO’s collaboration to support small producers. In both cases, these collaborations gave rise to 
synergistic partnerships that resulted in tangible outcomes for small producers in several regions 
of Niger. Furthermore, the GON strategy to organize partners around vulnerable zones helped 
facilitate collaboration between FAO and a wide range of organizations involved in food security 
and hunger reduction. 

Some of the areas of IGGHRP engagement were less advanced in achieving policy and programme 
change during the life of this programme. Those areas were primarily related to IGGHRP’s 
second objective. Resilience measurement efforts were not widely appreciated by stakeholders 
though the demand for resilience measurement methods was high. The resilience measurement 
products and discussions were viewed as insufficiently concrete to inform policies and programs. 
Stakeholders appreciated FAO efforts to improve the Cadre Harmonisé through IPC assistance.  
Both regional and country level stakeholders were enthusiastic about the value of IPC. Demand 
for a nutrition IPC was high, though stakeholders hoped that the  nutrition IPC would be revised 
to incorporate their input during the nutrition IPC pilot in Niger. 

A number of areas of improvement were identified during fieldwork: 

(i)  A programme focal point in country is needed. This individual should have regular contact 
with headquarters, coordinate the diverse inputs of the programme to promote more 
coherence and greater synergies, and ensure greater visibility of the programme through 
a deliberate communications strategy. Related to this is the need to monitor programme 
results at the field level. While the IGGHRP collects and reports output level results, outcomes 
are not systematically monitored, including at the field level. The lack of outcome results 
monitoring diminishes the effectiveness and efficiency of adaptive management. 

(ii)  Extending the level of support for long term consultants provided by the programme. In 
the area of nutrition, for example, the programme only provided funding for one year. As 
FAO had no track record in nutrition when the consultant arrived in country, she has been 
and is overloaded with responsibilities. It takes time to establish a leadership role. While the 
consultant still works on IGGHRP activities, other programs currently fund her, which does 
fragment her efforts to some degree. Another problem is that her funding is not assured 
beyond December, leading to potential discontinuity in technical support in the field. At 
the country level in new areas of work for FAO, the long-term consultant support should be 
planned for a minimum of two years.

(iii)  Greater focus of programme funding. While nutrition is a critical area for FAO in Niger, the 
funding level is still quite small. The resident nutrition consultant only had a budget of about 
US$30k to implement her work. Moreover, the CPF had only earmarked US$10k for the 
nutrition component of the framework. This is insufficient funding for moving the Program’s 
agenda forward on nutrition sensitive agriculture. Indeed, programme funding in Niger was 
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spread thinly across the numerous activities of the IGGHRP in Niger. The programme would 
benefit from strengthened focus on theme areas where it has made strategic impacts. 

(iv)  Increase the availability of flexible funding to field staff. While the flexible funding of the 
programme is widely viewed as a great strength, field staff have limited knowledge of and 
access to flexible funding and any access is ad hoc. 

Recommendations: Niger

Further develop the Niger case study as a potentially important IGGHRP learning opportunity 
for food insecurity and hunger reduction. Learning strategies should be developed to foster 
systematic capture and learning dissemination. 

IGGHRP should fund study tours more systematically where policy influencers at the country 
or regional level can see and experience effective country and regional level food security and 
hunger reduction strategic programs like Niger’s program.

Further focus the IGGHRP agenda around the small producers so that the four objectives of the 
IGGHRP converge around the goal of increased resilience and reduced vulnerability of this group. 

Establish and administer a deliberate innovation fund(s) that empowers field FAO staff and 
organizations to pilot promising approaches to improve governance, especially focused on small 
producers, women and youth.
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Annex 11: Kenya case study note

Methodology for case study

The Kenya case study integrated information from document reviews and interviews in Kenya 
(October 19-23, 2015). While in Kenya, the consultant met with FAO staff and consultants 
involved in IGGHRP. These included the gender focal point, the regional emergency officer, the 
NRM sector head, the regional nutrition officer, the Country Office nutritionist, staff from the 
policy and coordination unit, the IPC food security analyst, the M&E sector head, other M&E 
officers, the former FAO Regional emergency officer, the former resilience and food security 
analyst in RAU, the regional gender and youth coordinator of IFAD, the WFP head of VAM, the 
technical coordinator of the Resilience Analysis Unit (RAU), the chief of the National Drought 
Management Authority, the head of Kenya Forest Extension Management, Chief of Nutrition for  
UNICEF Kenya, Programme Specialist Peace-Building and Resilience for UNICEF Somalia, COP of 
ILRI Resilience Consortium, consultant involved in FAO Somalia resilience study, COP of SOMREP 
Resilience programme, programme officer for WeEffect, Mercy Corps Regional Director, and the 
Resilience Advisor for Mercy Corps (see Annex 5). Documents reviewed included relevant policy 
and planning documents, field mission reports, programme progress reports and debriefings. 
Though the IGGHR programme produced numerous outputs in Kenya, this note focuses on the 
top line findings regarding the main objectives of the programme.

Overview of the Kenya case

Kenya was chosen as a case study because it received significant investment of IGGHRP financial 
and technical resources, and it also houses an important regional organization, IGAD. The 
purpose of the case study work was to illustrate the contribution of the IGGHR programme at 
the regional and country level. 

Kenya presented a good opportunity for the IGGHRP because of the Government of Kenya’s 
(GOK) renewed emphasis on food security and nutrition and the emphasis that the GOK gave 
to building resilience in the drought prone northern regions of the country.  For example 
Kenya joined the SUN initiative in 2012, adopted the Ending Drought Emergencies Common 
Framework in 2014 which emphasizes resilience, and is part of the EU/SHARE Resilience 
initiative. Following the adoption of the new Constitution in 2010, Kenya moved to a devolved 
governance system characterized by two levels of government: the national and the (47) county 
governments, elected in 2013. Agriculture and health are some of the key sectors that have 
been devolved to counties creating more opportunities for IGGHRP to build capacity at the 
local level. FAO Country Programming Framework (2014-2017) signed in July 2014 with the 
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries. It is aligned with the priorities of the GoK as 
defined in the Medium Term Plan (MTP II) of Kenya Vision 2030 and tailored to contribute to the 
achievement of the United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) 2014-2018.

Description of IGGHRP supported activities in Kenya

IGGHRP-supported work in Kenya covered three of the four objectives of the IGGHR programme 
including Outcomes 2, 3 and 4. Eight of the thirteen FAO Strategic outcome indicators were 
targeted in Kenya.
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Kenya country office progress toward FAO strategic framework indicators

FAO strategic framework indicators targeted Target in Kenya

Policy	process	with	more	inclusive	coordination	
across	sectors	and	stakeholders	for	food	security	
and	nutrition	governance	as	a	result	of	FAO	support	
(SO1	output	2.1)

1	(SUN/CAADP	Process	through	active	collaboration	
between	FAO	and	the	SUN	Network)

Improved	monitoring	and	analysis	of	food	security	
and	nutrition,	including	the	contributions	of	
different	sectors,	for	informed	decision-making	as	a	
result	of	FAO	support	(SO1	output	3.1.)

Yes	(through	IPC/CH	Nutrition	Classification	+	
Chronic)

Policy	process	with	improved	human	and	
institutional	capacities	for	managing	mapping	
systems	relevant	for	FNS	decision-making	as	a	result	
of	FAO	support	(SO1	output	3.2.a)

1	(National	Food	and	Nutrition	Security	Policy)	 
(National	and	county	governments	are	aware	of	the	
importance	of	mapping	the	enabling	environment	
for	FSN)

Policy	processes	with	improved	human	and	
Institutional	capacities	for	monitoring	and	
evaluating	the	impact	of	policies	and	programmes	
on	food	security	and	nutrition	as	a	result	of	FAO	
support	(SO1	output	3.2b)

1	(National	Food	and	Nutrition	Security	Policy) 
through	the	production	of	two	studies	and	
dissemination	through	FSN	working	group	i)	Farm	
diversification	is	associated	with	household	food	
diversity:	Evidence	from	a	sample	of	Kenyan	ultra-
poor	farmers;	and	(ii)	Cattle,	milk	consumption	and	
child	growth:	Evidence	from	a	rural	sample	of	Kenya.		

Improved	resilience/vulnerability	mapping	and	
analysis	for	informed	decision-making	as	a	result	of	
FAO	support	(SO5	output	2.2)

Yes	(as	a	result	of	support	on	resilience	analysis	and	IPC)

Policy	processes	that	led	to	enhanced	incorporation	
of	food	security	and	nutrition	objectives	and	gender	
considerations	in	sectoral	policies,	investment	plans	
and	programmes	as	a	result	of	FAO	support	(SO1	
output	1.1)

1	(SUN/CAADP	Process	through	integration	of	
nutrition	sensitive	agriculture	components	in	
Nutrition	Action	Plan	and	Agriculture	Strategy)

Improved	financial	resource	allocation	and	use	
for	food	security	and	nutrition	as	a	result	of	FAO	
support	(SO1	output	1.3)

1	(WB	National	Agriculture	and	Rural	Inclusive	
Growth	Project	(NARIGP))

Countries	in	which	support	was	provided	to	create	
an	enabling	environment	for	rural	organizations	and	
institutions	as	well	as	the	empowerment	of	the	rural	
poor	(SO3	output	1.1)

Yes	(as	a	result	of	support	through	CoOPEquity)

Main areas of work supported by the programme

The resources provided were primarily technical, including short term technical assistance from 
Rome and the regional office in Nairobi for workshops and technical assistance missions; long 
term consultants in the areas of nutrition and policy; and travel for regional/country government 
to participate in study tours/training. Key areas of activity included support to:

Outcome 2

Resilience Analysis: setting up of a Resilience Analysis Unit (RAU) in Nairobi to build the capacity 
for resilience measurement and analysis at a regional level in the Horn of Africa (e.g. preparation a 
project proposal, preparation of a zero draft of the Concept Note for the RAU) in cooperation with 
key partners/stakeholders; facilitating the coordination of the different initiatives undertaken by 
FAO in support of the setting up of a RAU in Sahel; assistance to the RAU in liaising with potential 
donors, relevant institutions and partners (e.g. preparation of fundraising proposals, preparation 
of a Joint Strategy with UNICEF and WFP, preparation of the RAU progress reports to be presented 
to the donors); conducting of a resilience learning needs assessment (Dec. 2014) and follow-up 
through RAU joint programme (IGAD, FAO, UNICEF, WFP, UNDP).
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IPC: IPC analysis conducted regularly in Kenya in connection with the annual Short Rains Assessment 
in Jan./Feb. and Long Rains Assessment in July/Aug.; Kenya is one of the IPC chronic analysis roll-
out countries for 2014. Ongoing support includes chronic awareness raising workshop recently 
facilitated by the IPC Regional Coordinator and assistance provided in terms of data gathering 
and organization for the chronic analysis roll-out. Support to the chronic training and analysis 
activities is also provided by the GSU officers. IPC chronic analysis products (Communication 
Template and Brief, and a workshop report with lessons learned) should be available by the end 
of the year. IPC Nutrition Analysis piloted in 2014. 

FSN Policy mapping and analysis: Support provided to planning policy-related activities at 
national and county level; preparation of a review of policy, programmes and legislation related 
to agriculture, FSN and social protection; Preparation of two empirical studies on the implication 
of selected food and agricultural practices on nutrition in Kenya.  

Outcome 3

Improved processes for integrating nutrition into agriculture food security and agriculture 
policies, programs and investment plans: In the aftermath of the NEPAD CAADP Nutrition 
Capacity Development workshop for East and Central Africa (February 2013 in Dar-Es-Salaam, 
Tanzania) aimed at mainstreaming nutrition into CAADP Process, Kenya developed a roadmap 
for integrating nutrition into their CAADP Investment Plan. Kenya joined the SUN Movement in 
2012, and nutrition across sectors became very high on the political agenda. Support, through the 
engagement of a nutrition consultant, was provided in order to: support Nutrition advocacy (ICN2 
+ Nutrition Symposium) and integration of nutrition in agriculture related policies; strengthen 
capacities at county level on nutrition-sensitive agriculture & livestock policy/programming; 
document good practices on nutrition in the food and agriculture sector; support inception 
activities of the EU/SHARE project “Revised ASAL Economies through Livestock Opportunities 
and Improved Coordination” (RAELOC).

Outcome 4

Gender Equity and Producer Organizations: Analysis of the enabling environment related to 
producer organizations/cooperatives in Kenya; gender-sensitive analysis of one value chain 
(poultry) and mapping of actors and stakeholders; multi-stakeholder workshop on the analysis 
of the performance, equity and governance of POs/Cooperatives along the selected value chain; 
development of training/analysis/research tools.

Summary of findings

Based on the fieldwork findings, the IGGHRP has greatly influenced food security and nutrition 
governance in Kenya. In addition to establishing a regional unit for resilience measurement and 
analysis, it brought together different stakeholders to work together on resilience programming 
and measurement in support of IGAD. It provided key support for food security assessments 
through the work supported by IPC. Support for IPC activities improved the capacity of the GoK 
to monitor food security and nutrition.

Similar to Niger, the IGGHRP was able to pilot approaches that have empowered small producers 
to become effectively engaged in national policy, to develop dynamic producer organizations, 
and to link community based efforts such as producer organizations and farmer field schools to 
build effective synergistic networks of support for small producers.

Resources provided by IGGHRP helped establish an on-going role for FAO as a provider of expertise 
in nutrition sensitive agriculture. Prior to the programme, FAO was not viewed as a contributor 
to nutrition policies and programs in Kenya.  By fielding an experienced nutrition consultant for 
the country office and providing a regional nutritional consultant, FAO has established itself as a 
serious contributor to nutrition policy.  

Kenyan FAO staff and other stakeholders also rated the IGGHRP highly as a programme model 
because it empowered staff through resource management flexibility/adaptive management.  



Final evaluation of IGGHRP – Annexes  

40

The flexibility allowed innovative ideas a chance to be piloted, therefore enabling FAO to evaluate 
new promising approaches. The country office was able to raise new monies for scaling up 
successful nutrition and agriculture approaches.

IGGHRP supported activities that promoted good synergies among RBAs. For example the 
resilience work of the RAU brought in WFP and UNICEF, and the gender work with IFAD.

Regarding the resilience measurement work, WFP and UNICEF still have some difficulties with 
RIMA. However the demand for resilience measurement methods is high, and WFP and UNICEF 
still look to the Resilience Technical Working Group that was created by FSIN to help harmonize 
the measurement approaches.  The resilience measurement products still have to be designed to 
better inform policies and programmes.  

One thing that was clear from the field visit is that FAO staff in the country office were not aware 
of how comprehensive and cross-sectoral the IGGHR programme was.  For this reason there is a 
real need for a programme focal point in the country office. This individual should have regular 
contact with headquarters, coordinate the diverse inputs of the programme to promote more 
coherence and greater synergies, and ensure greater visibility of the programme through a 
deliberate communications strategy.

Although the IGGHRP did support a nutrition staff person in the field, the operational budget 
was still quite small. This limited the types of activities that the nutritionist could engage in. 
Furthermore, the programme funding in Kenya was spread thinly across a number of activities.

 If greater focus would have been given to small producers and their organizations, greater 
impact would likely have been achieved. By focusing the four objectives of the IGGHRP on small 
producers, a greater opportunity would have existed for improving the nutritional benefits of 
agriculture, enhancing small holder resilience and reducing their vulnerability. 
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