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Foreword

— ood systems are complex, interconnected webs

that touch every aspect of our lives, from the food
on our plates to the health of our planet and the pros-
perity of our communities. As food systems emerge
as a central nexus for environmental, socioeconomic,
and climate challenges, the Global Environment Facility
(GEF) has increasingly invested in integrated, mul-
ticountry programs intended to drive systems-level
change. With multiple food systems programs now
completed or under way across GEF-6 to GEF-8, this
evaluation examined whether—and how—these invest-
ments have operationalized a comprehensive food
systems approach across design and implementation,
from local landscapes to global value chains.

The evaluation provides country-level evidence on the
performance of GEF interventions focused on envi-
ronmental issues related to food systems. It assessed
the relevance and coherence of GEF programmatic
investments in food systems, as well as GEF results

and sustainability in terms of environmental ben-
efits and associated socioeconomic co-benefits.
Gender, resilience, and private sector were assessed
as cross-cutting issues.

The analyses for this evaluation contributed to the find-
ings of the GEF Independent Evaluation Office's Eighth
Comprehensive Evaluation (OPS8), together with which
it was presented to the GEF Council in Becember 2025.
The Council took note of its conclusions and endorsed
its recommendations. Through this report, the GEF
Independent Evaluation Office intends to share the les-
sons from the evaluation with a wider audience.

Geeta Batra
Director, GEF Independent Evaluation Office




Acknowledgments

his evaluation was a collaborative effort. It was

led by Carlo Carugi, Senior Evaluation Offi-
cer of the Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) of the
Global Environment Facility (GEF), with oversight and
support from the Director, Geeta Batra, and the Chief
Evaluation Officer, Fabrizio Felloni (since September
2024). Core evaluation team members included con-
sultants Jessica Kyle, Katarzyna Jaskiewicz, Isabel
Momford-Cheibub, and Detlev Puetz (ICF International).
Peixuan Zhou, IEQ Evaluation Analyst, conducted the
quality-at-entry analysis and the online survey. Con-
sultants Anna D. Linden and Pietro Tornese carried out
project document and portfolio reviews. Consultants
Ataa-Asantewaa Martha, Ali Imron, Wienke Heinrichs,
and Boniface H. J. Massawe (ICF International), respec-
tively, helped with interviews and data gathering for
the Ghana, Indonesia, Peru, and Tanzania case studies.

Quality assurance for this evaluation was provided by
a senior independent expert in food systems, Neeraja
Havaligi, who reviewed and advised on the approach
paper, the evaluation component analyses, the country
case study reports, and the draft and final evaluation
reports.

Administrative support was provided by
Marie-Constance Manuella Koukoui, Senior Executive
Assistant. IEO Senior Operations Officer Juan Jose
Portillo provided overall operational and administra-
tive oversight. Karen Holmes edited the report, and
Nita Congress designed and laid out the publication
and provided editorial quality control.

The GEF Secretariat, as well as many of the GEF Agen-
cies, provided information, data, and insights during
interviews and meetings. Critical information was pro-
vided during the country case study work by the GEF
focal points, national and local government staff, GEF
Agencies, and civil society organizations in the four
case study countries.

The GEF IEO is deeply grateful to all these individuals
and institutions for their contributions, which were crit-
ical to the success of the evaluation. Final responsibility
for this report remains firmly with the Office.

Vi



Abbreviations

CEO
CFl
COFCO
EOI
ESG
FACS

FoKSBI
FOLUR

FSIP
GEF
GGP
GHG
GIS
ha
IAP

Chief Executive Officer

Coastal Fisheries Initiative

China Qil and Foodstuffs Corporation
expression of interest

environmental, social, and governance

Food and Agricultural Commodity
Systems

Indonesia Sustainable Palm Oil Platform

Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration
Impact Program

Food Systems Integrated Program
Global Environmental Facility
Good Growth Partnership
greenhouse gas

geographic information system
hectares

integrated approach pilot

IE0
IFAD

IFC
M&E
PFD
PIF
PPP
RFS

UN
UNDP
UNEP
UNEP-FI

WBCSD

WWF

Independent Evaluation Office

International Fund for Agricultural
Development

International Finance Corporation
monitoring and evaluation

program framework document

project identification form

public-private partnership

Resilient Food Systems

United Nations

United Nations Development Programme
United Nations Environment Programme

United Nations Environment Programme
Finance Initiative

World Business Council for Sustainable
Development

World Wildlife Fund

vii



Executive summary

— o0od systems significantly affect global health,

food security, and economic and social devel-
opment. They also have important environmental
impacts, as major drivers of global forest and biodi-
versity loss, land degradation, water pollution, and

greenhouse gas emissions. Unsustainable practices
occur at every stage, from the production and use of
agricultural inputs, to harvesting, storing, process-
ing, packaging, distribution, retail, consumption, and
waste generation. As the global population approaches
8 billion, the urgency to improve efficiency and sustain-
ability throughout food systems is increasing.

The Global Environment Facility (GEF) has been engaged in
shaping food systems since its first replenishment period.
In GEF-6, the GEF began emphasizing the need for a
radical transformation of global food systems in its pro-
gramming directions. During this phase, the Resilient
Food Systems (RFS) Integrated Approach Pilot (IAP)
and the Good Growth Partnership (GGP) IAP addressed
sustainability challenges in dryland agriculture and
deforestation in commodity supply chains, respectively.
Another GEF-6 program, the Coastal Fisheries Initiative
(CF1), complemented these efforts by addressing gov-
ernance in artisanal fisheries. In GEF-7, the integrated
programming model was expanded through the global
Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration Impact Pro-
gram (FOLUR). The GEF-8 Food Systems Integrated
Program (FSIP) builds on previous lessons to reinforce
a systems transformation agenda. Collectively, these
programs account for $822 million in GEF financing and
more than S6 billion in cofinancing.

With several GEF-funded food systems programs now com-
pleted or under way, and as the GEF begins shaping its GEF-9
programming, this is an opportune time to evaluate the GEF's
performance in food systems. As outlined in the approach
paper, this evaluation assessed the extent to which
these programs and their component projects adopta
comprehensive food systems approach in their design
and implementation. The evaluation also analyzed the
added value of using a programmatic approach for
food systems interventions. The evaluation covered the
five GEF food systems programs from GEF-6 to GEF-8
and their 84 child projects, along with 21 stand-alone
food system projects included for comparison. A sys-
tems thinking perspective and mixed-methods design
guided the work, drawing on two theoretical frame-
works to structure the analysis of integrated and
programmatic benefits. Methods included existing evi-
dence synthesis; structured reviews of program and
project documents; interviews and surveys to gather
stakeholder perceptions; and country case studies in
Ghana, Indonesia, Peru, and Tanzania.

Findings and conclusions

GEF food systems programs are highly relevant to address-
ing environmental challenges within food systems. At the
global level, they have responded to the growing inter-
national recognition on the links between food systems,
environmental degradation, and climate change. They
have also contributed to reducing the significant
financing gaps for sustainable food systems transfor-
mation. Demand for participation in GEF food systems
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programs has been high, exceeding available funds.
These programs have provided countries with the
flexibility to design interventions tailored to national
needs, while also introducing innovative themes where
appropriate. Child projects have aligned with coun-
tries’ environmental needs, priorities, and policies in
the agriculture, livestock, and fisheries sectors. GEF
Agencies and countries have enhanced relevance in
project design through analyses of country policies and
priorities, baseline assessments of target sectors and
intervention areas, and stakeholder consultation and
validation. As projects move into implementation, they
have often applied adaptive management to stay rel-
evant in response to evolving policy landscapes and
global disruptions, although some opportunities were
missed.

GEF food systems programs—and stand-alone projects—
address many of the most significant environmental challenges
in food systems through integrated approaches. They have
designed activities to address multiple environmental
challenges, most frequently focusing on combating land
and soil degradation, deforestation, and biodiversity
loss. Other concerns, such as maintaining capacity of
natural systems to sequester carbon and avoiding pol-
lution from use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides,
were less commonly addressed by project activities.
Both child projects and stand-alone projects adopt
integrated approaches that address multiple environ-
mental issues;, target synergies between environmental
and socioeconomic benefits; work across local, land-
scape, and national scales; promote multistakeholder
engagement; and pilot innovations.

Food systems programs have concentrated on reducing the
environmental footprint of agricultural and fisheries pro-
duction at community and landscape levels. By design, the
five GEF programs vary considerably in how compre-
hensively they cover food systems value chains. For
example, RFS intentionally focused more on produc-
tive capacities and ecosystem services for smallholder
farmers, reflecting its emphasis on resilience and food

security. FOLUR focused primarily on sustainable pro-
duction within commodity-specific landscape systems.
GGP stands out for its innovative and explicit supply
chain approach, with separate projects addressing pro-
duction, demand, and finance for beef, soy, and palm oil
in four countries. Across all programs, however, most
interventions have centered on environmental impacts
in the production stage, with comparatively fewer
activities targeting postproduction segments, such as
storage, processing, and distribution, or sustainable
demand and consumption. FSIP demonstrates emerg-
ing program-level attention to the roles of markets and
consumers in stimulating demand for sustainably pro-
duced, safe, and nutritious foods, though the evaluation
could not assess how fully these elements are reflected
in child project designs.

While programs comprehensively describe drivers of food
systems change, child projects have given limited consid-
eration to political and sociocultural drivers. The program
framework documents for all five programs describe
the systemic drivers of food systems transformation,
including environmental, political, economic, sociocul-
tural, and science and technology drivers. However, as
these intentions translated into child project design,
attention to these drivers has varied. Environmen-
tal drivers are emphasized in 90 percent of child
projects, consistent with the GEF's mandate; and
economic drivers also feature relatively prominently
(79 percent). Case studies and interviews highlighted
tensions stemming from whether GEF food systems
initiatives are perceived as environmental or agricul-
tural projects, often shaped by which ministries lead
these efforts. Limited analysis of political economy
dynamics or trade-offs among competing objectives
has constrained projects’ transformational potential.
In GEF-8, FSIP intends to strengthen engagement with
policy as alever for transformational change, reflecting

'Child projects were not yet endorsed by the Chief Executive
Officer at the time that data collection and analysis for this
evaluation closed.
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the programming period's emphasis on policy coher-
ence. Sociocultural dynamics that influence behavior
and behavioral change have not been frequently and
consistently identified or targeted in GEF projects and
programs. Similarly, reducing food loss and waste
and promoting healthy diets have been infrequently
addressed, despite their importance for food systems'
transformation.

Food systems programs have become increasingly internally
coherent over time; external coherence has varied both in its
approach and intensity. Child projects are more closely
aligned with program components and objectives, cre-
ating a stronger foundation for interaction and learning.
In FOLUR, all child projects (100 percent) explicitly incor-
porated program-level guidance or knowledge during
design, compared with far lower levels in RFS (15 per-
cent) and GGP (20 percent). This guidance contributed
to stronger alignment between child projects and their
parent programs, as reflected in Agency interviews,
country survey responses, and country case study
findings. Interviewees widely agreed that the FSIP
design process has best supported internal coher-
ence, largely because the global coordination project
was approved early, enabling it to support countries in
child project formulation. Regarding external coher-
ence, GEF food systems interventions often planned to
engage with other initiatives, but actual coordination
varied. Although 77 percent of child projects planned
to engage in knowledge sharing or joint activities with
other donor-funded initiatives, only 30 percent reported
implementing these activities. Some GEF Agencies
have effectively linked GEF interventions with their
own broader country programs and project portfolios,
and successful examples of collaboration among GEF
Agencies were identified in all three GEF-6 programs—
in some cases generating useful spillover effects.

Food systems programs have delivered substantial-though
uneven—environmental benefits. The GEF-6 programs
account for most of the global environmental gains
reported to date, with early outcomes beginning to

emerge from FOLUR. The most significant results relate
toimproved land management, biodiversity conserva-
tion, and mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions. These
outcomes have largely been achieved through a com-
bination of policy reforms and dialogue, strengthened
land use and marine planning and management, and
community-level activities that promote sustainable
agricultural and fisheries practices. Despite this strong
overall picture, contributions to outcomes have been
uneven across child projects. Some projects fell short
due to overly ambitious or unclear objectives, imple-
mentation delays, or unclear causal pathways linking
activities to measurable environmental outcomes. Sev-
eral GGP and CFI child projects did not report global
environmental benefits. Although the GEF-6 food sys-
tems programs produced strong results, none fully
realized the broad ambitions set out in their program
designs. Achieving these ambitious goals would require
engagement that extends beyond a single program-
ming cycle.

GEF food systems programs have generated important food
production and socioeconomic outcomes, including benefits
for women, youth, and vulnerable groups. All GEF-6 pro-
grams contributed to more sustainable agricultural
practices and strengthened natural resource manage-
ment. Increased agricultural productivity was the most
frequently reported outcome, observed in 70 percent of
projects. In CFland RFS, increases in household income
were common; RFS also demonstrated food security
and nutrition outcomes consistent with its emphasis
on reducing food insecurity as a driver of environmen-
tal degradation. Approximately half of the child projects
reported at least one gender-related outcome—most
often improved skills and increased participation of
women—and more than half reported inclusion out-
comes, involving youth engagement in agriculture
and support to vulnerable smallholders. However, as
noted earlier, most programs placed less emphasis
on nonproduction activities of the value chain, such
as improving farmers market access and process-
ing and storage practices, which limited the breadth
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of socioeconomic outcomes. Findings from fieldwork
revealed a mix of promising practices and ongoing
challenges in achieving gender and inclusion results.
Robust project design and early integration of gender
considerations emerged as key factors shaping posi-
tive outcomes.

GEF programs advanced policy and governance, although
results varied due to design and institutional constraints.
The GEF-6 programs contributed to establishing or
strengthening commodity platforms and policies aimed
at reducing deforestation in supply chains, promoted
integrated planning through multistakeholder plat-
forms, and helped align fisheries governance with
ecosystem-based management principles. Policy
coherence was a recurring goal but partly achieved in
most cases. Vertical coherence—alignment between
national policies and subnational implementation—
was evidentin several RFS and GGP projects. Horizontal
coherence—alignment across government agencies
and sectors—was less common, though notable suc-
cesses occurred in Indonesia, Liberia, and Paraguay.
Although still early in its implementation, FOLUR builds
on these earlier efforts, particularly in promoting juris-
dictional planning and national and subnational policy
coherence. Interventions that built on existing policy
agendas and embedded multistakeholder platforms
into existing institutions were more successful, ben-
efiting from enhanced legitimacy and government
ownership. However, the sustainability of policy and
governance outcomes was frequently constrained by
design and institutional constraints. Limited attention
to political economy dynamics in design led to unrealis-
tic assumptions that increased support for coordination
would naturally lead to alignment. Changes in palitical
leadership also undermined policy coherence efforts,
especially where governance platforms lacked legal
status or were not institutionally anchored.

Across GEF food systems programs, performance metrics have
often fallen short of capturing the complex, multidimensional
nature of transformational change. Most annual monitoring

efforts by child projects and coordination projects have
remained output-focused. Although midterm reviews
and terminal evaluations provide more quantitative and
qualitative analysis, the lack of standardized formats
and of a set of common indicators has limited the abil-
ity of program lead Agencies and the GEF to aggregate
findings across countries and programs. The GEF expe-
rience highlights the need for more sophisticated and
adaptive metrics that can meaningfully track progress
along transformation pathways. Recent GEF Secre-
tariat guidance on program evaluation and updated
monitoring templates may help address these gaps
by better capturing qualitative outcomes and institu-
tional change.

GEF programs are generating substantial knowledge and tech-
nical support, but there is limited evidence that countries
are applying program-facilitated learning. The creation
of a broader knowledge management ecosystem is
widely perceived as a substantial added value of GEF
food systems programs. Programs have effectively
generated and disseminated knowledge and tech-
nical resource offerings to participating countries
and wider audiences, as evidenced through program
reporting, interviews, and country-level survey results.
Despite these successes, the evaluation found few con-
crete examples of countries applying this knowledge to
adapttheir child project activities. Limited visibility and
insufficient targeting of knowledge products, along with
country resistance to adaptive management, have hin-
dered knowledge uptake by child projects. Inadequate
staffing for knowledge managementin both coordina-
tion and child projects has also hindered application.
Programs have attempted to address these challenges
through adaptive management, and stakeholders
report positive experiences with efforts to promote peer
exchange and shift from global events toward more
region- and commodity-specific learning opportuni-
ties, such as regional commodity dialogues.

Challenges in aligning country needs with program techni-
cal support have constrained countries’ benefits. Effective

Xi
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“docking’—the process of matching program knowl-
edge and technical services with country child
projects—was one of the most frequently cited issues
in interviews. Three factors have undermined this
process: timing mismatches between when support
is offered and when countries are ready to use it; a
top-down matching approach that does not fully reflect
country priorities; and limited resources for localized,
hands-on technical assistance. GEF-7and GEF-8 pro-
grams are beginning to address these constraints, but
itis too early to assess the results.

Programs have achieved some notable private sector results,
but continue to face challenges in linking private sector
engagement across global and child projects—limiting their
transformational potential. GEF food systems programs
have engaged the private sector in multiple ways,
ranging from global commodity supply chain initia-
tives to localized market interventions. These efforts
have generated importantresults, including significant
investment in sustainable commodities like soy and
palm oil and strengthened capacity among financial
institutions to provide sustainable financing. However,
many of these achievements stem from FOLUR's coor-
dination project and GGP's unique program structure,
asintegrating private sector engagement across global
and child projects has proven difficult. A perceived
advantage of integrated programming for food systems
is the potential to support vertical value chain engage-
ment, especially in commodity supply chains, where
production and demand may be in different geogra-
phies. Yet, so far, there has been limited progress in
connecting global value chains with country-level child
projects. Child project designs have not been well suited
for this type of integration, and challenges have been
compounded by timing issues, siloed implementation
structures, and an underestimation of the collabora-
tive effort required.

Program governance has adapted and improved over replen-
ishment cycles, even as operational complexity remains a
challenge. Country and Agency selection processes for

food systems programs improved in GEF-7 through
clearer criteria and processes, which were car-
ried forward into GEF-8. Roles and responsibilities
between child projects and the coordination project
have also become clearer over time. Qverall, food sys-
tems programs have generally been well and adaptively
managed, with most midterm reviews urging coordi-
nation projects to improve integration across partners
and child projects, and closed programs showing
evidence of improvements. Endorsement and imple-
mentation timelines for food systems programs are
broadly comparable to, if not more efficient than,
those of stand-alone projects. However, the inherent
complexity of programs and the food systems agenda
presents trade-offs between efficiency and inclusive,
robust design, and has contributed to implementation
delays, consistent with findings from previous evalua-
tions by the GEF Independent Evaluation Office.

Despite their critical role in enabling effective programmatic
collaboration, coordination budgets have not kept pace with
the expanding scope of food systems programs. A key lesson
from GEF-6 is that the time and effort required for
effective collaboration should not be underestimated.
Yet, coordination project budgets for food systems
programs have been decreasing across programming
periods, in contrast with the overall trend in GEF inte-
grated programming, where an increasing share of
funding has been allocated to global coordination proj-
ects. In food systems programs, coordination budgets
have decreased from 10 percent of total program cost
in GEF-6to 7 percentin GEF-8. In GEF-8, the FSIP coor-
dination project also has a smaller budget than FOLUR
in absolute terms (318 million compared to FOLUR's
$29 million), even though FSIP will be responsible for
coordinating with more country child projects (32, com-
pared to FOLUR's 27) and a wider range of commodities.
This growing gap between program expansion—in both
size and scope—and shrinking coordination resources
risks undermining the programs' value proposition.
Lower coordination budgets reduce the ability to pro-
vide contextualized, hands-on support to countries—an

Xii
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issue that many Agencies and partners believe may
weaken overall impact.

Recommendations

Recommendation 1: Sharpen program focus and phas-
ing across GEF replenishment periods. The GEF
Secretariat should establish clearer boundaries and
priorities in program design to better reflect regional
and commodity-specific dynamics. This may involve
concentrating on a smaller number of targeted com-
modities, geographies, or biomes. The Secretariat
should also consider adopting a phased approach
to food systems programming. Such an approach
would recognize the longer time frames required for
food system transformation and the need to align
coordination mechanisms and country project sched-
ules. Phased implementation would enable the GEF
to strengthen readiness—such as through policy
development, governance improvements, capacity
building, and pilot investments—before progressing
to larger-scale investment alignment and expansion.

Recommendation 2: Expand focus on value chain seg-
ments beyond production and on vertical value chain
integration, in order to fully realize the benefits of an
integrated program approach. Future food systems
programming should extend engagement beyond the
production segment of the value chain when broader
GEF support can (1) generate substantial environmen-
tal or socioeconomic benefits; and/or (2) ensure the
long-term sustainability of environmental outcomes
from production-oriented activities, recognizing the
interdependencies across value chain segments. The
GEF Secretariat should also strengthen the perfor-
mance of GEF food systems programs in both vertical
and geographic value chain integration. This includes
developing more targeted and effective approaches on
the demand and financing side, supporting activities
related to national and international standards, and fos-
tering stronger linkages between supply and demand
actors across countries.

Recommendation 3: Increase attention to political
economy dynamics and behavioral change in food
systems transformation at design and during imple-
mentation. The GEF Secretariat should require more
comprehensive and structured political economy and
risk analyses to inform the design and implementation
of program framework documents and child projects.
Agencies should be encouraged to incorporate mecha-
nisms that mediate trade-offs and balance short-term
incentives with long-term sustainability objectives. The
GEF Secretariat should also prioritize engagement with
countries demonstrating commitment to the policy
and institutional reforms needed to address food sys-
tems challenges and work collaboratively with diverse
stakeholders to co-develop solutions. To enhance the
potential for lasting transformation, greater empha-
sisshould be placed on understanding and influencing
behavior change throughout program design and
implementation.

Recommendation 4: Strengthen country docking to
enhance the knowledge value of country engage-
ment with the global coordination project. The GEF
Secretariat, in collaboration with lead Agencies, should
intensify efforts to improve country docking and knowl-
edge uptake. These efforts should ensure that (1) the
coordination project—and its relevant partners and ser-
vice providers—remains active and able to engage with
child projects when they are ready to receive support;
and (2) learning is continuously generated, captured,
and shared throughout implementation. These efforts
should also involve a more participatory and ongo-
ing process to identify country needs for knowledge
and technical services and align program offerings
accordingly.

Xiii







Introduction

1.1 Purpose

Food systems (box 1.1) significantly affect various facets of our world, including global health,
food security and nutrition, economic and social development, and, importantly, the quality
and status of the natural environment and the critical ecosystem services it provides. In fact,
food systems are major drivers of global forest and biodiversity loss, land degrada-
tion, water pollution, and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. As the world's population
nears 8 billion people and continues to grow, pressure is building to increase effi-
ciency and sustainability in food production, processing, and distribution, as well as
reduce food loss and waste.

Over its last three replenishment periods, the Global Environment Facility (GEF) hasin
its programming directions advocated the need for a radical transformation of global
food systems, affirming that the achievement of this transition will require a holistic,
systemwide approach that integrates both horizontal (land and natural resources)
and vertical (food value and supply chain) dimensions, and includes consideration of
women's role in health and nutrition.! This approach was first tested and then fully
introduced through a series of dedicated food systems programs from GEF-6 onwards.

With multiple food systems programs in implementation or closed and another in advanced
design, and as the GEF turns its attention to GEF-9 programming, the time is opportune to evaluate
the GEF's performance in food systems. This evaluation assessed the degree to which food
systems programs and their constituent projects supported by the GEF take a compre-
hensive food systems approach, in both their design and implementation. It focused on
both processes and results. The evaluation also paid particular attention to the added
value of taking a program approach in GEF food systems interventions. More details

"The GEF-6 Programming Directions (GEF 2014) recognize that women are primarily respon-
sible for food consumption choices and family health in addition to their roles in agriculture.
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Box 1.1 Food systems

As established in the approach paper for this evalua-
tion, food systems are understood to encompass the
whole array of activities along the food chain, ranging
from the use of agricultural inputs such as germplasm
and agrichemicals, through harvesting, storing, pro-
cessing, packaging, distributing, and retailing food, to
consuming food and generation of food waste. Food
systems are intricately dependent on natural capital at
every stage of agricultural production and downstream
operations along the agricultural value chains. Food
systems are also dependent on rich sociocultural cap-
ital held in the form of knowledge and skills of diverse
players, particularly rural and Indigenous Peoples—
the original custodians of the biodiversity that sustains
food systems.

and a comprehensive account of the evaluation design
and approach are provided in the evaluation's approach
paper. Quality assurance for this evaluation was pro-
vided by a senior independent expert in food systems,
Neeraja Havaligi, who reviewed the approach paper
and the draft evaluation report (annex A). In addition,
the GEF Independent Evaluation Office (IEQ) circulated
the draft report to GEF stakeholders for feedback on
factual and analytical errors and the feasibility of rec-
ommendations, and considered and responded to all
feedback received.

The GEF embraces a learning approach to its food systems
programming, including through the GEF-8 strategic commit-
ment to build on previous efforts to bolster sustainable food
systems. This evaluation of GEF food systems programs
contributes to the Eighth Comprehensive Evaluation
of the GEF (OPS8) evidence base by producing find-
ings and recommendations on the performance and
impact of GEF interventions in food systems thus far.
The evaluation’s findings also contribute to a growing
global body of evidence suggesting thatachieving food
systems transformation requires addressing struc-
tural barriers, including political economy constraints,

consumption patterns, and institutional incentives
that current programming approaches often overlook
(Winkler et al. 2025).

1.2 Scope, methods, and
limitations

The evaluation covered five GEF food systems pro-
grammatic interventions from GEF-6 to GEF-8: two
integrated approach pilot (IAP) programs and a third
program from GEF-6, one impact program from GEF-7,
and one integrated program from GEF-8. It also covered
21stand-alone food system projects that were included
for comparative purposes? (annex B). Across these food
systems programs and projects, the evaluation sought
to address 13 evaluation questions grouped around five

areas of inquiry: design, relevance and coherence, per-
formance and results, programmatic value addition, and
efficiency. Itassessed the quality of design and achieve-
ment of results, as well as how the GEF has adapted to
changing contexts and incorporated lessons learned
into the design of subsequent programs in GEF-7 and
GEF-8. The evaluation took a summative approach to
assessing GEF-6 programming, while the assessment
of GEF-7 and GEF-8 programming was largely formative
given their active implementation status.

The evaluation took an integrated, dynamic, and systems
thinking approach, consistent with the framing set out in
the approach paper. It involved multiple quantitative
and qualitative data-gathering methods and analy-
ses selected to support the assessment of interrelated
components within food systems. To guide this assess-
ment and to operationalize key concepts from the
approach paper, the evaluation team developed two

2As noted in the approach paper, these projects were identi-
fied based on a keyword search for “food systems” in GEF-6
to GEF-8 project titles, objective, and/or components on the
GEF Portal. Additional stand-alone projects were added at
the suggestion of the GEF Secretariat.
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theoretical frameworks. These frameworks enabled a
structured exploration of complex dynamics within the
food systems portfolio. Each was built around a set of
evaluative claims, supported by associated pathways
or assumptions, allowing the evaluation team to apply
the frameworks systematically across methods and
analyses.

e The food systems framework (presented in
subsection 3.1 and detailed in annex C) establishes
a theoretical understanding of food systems and the
expected benefits of integrated food systems pro-
gramming. It was developed based on a literature
review, as well as a review of GEF programming
directions and food systems program framework
documents (PFDs), including program theories of
change.

e The programmatic value addition framework (pre-
sented in subsection 3.3 and detailed in annex D)
defines expected benefits of a food system’s
programmatic approach compared to a nonpro-
grammatic baseline. Developed in the absence of
counterfactual analysis—due to the limited number
of completed child and stand-alone projects—it
draws on GEF programming directions, PFDs, past
IEQ evaluations, and IEO guidance for evaluating
programs.

Document and portfolio reviews included a struc-
tured implementation document review (contained in
volume 2 of this evaluation report) of 15 terminal eval-
uations, 3 reviews of terminal evaluations, 7 midterm
reviews, and 18 project implementation reports (40 child
projects and 3 stand-alone projects). A quality-at-entry
analysis (annex F) was done for 69 GEF project pro-
posals (52 child projects and 17 stand-alone projects).
Perception gathering included 44 key informant inter-
views at the central level (annex 1) and an online survey
(annex G) for national stakeholders (163 responses). The
evaluation also built on available evaluative evidence on
GEF food systems programs generated by previous GEF
IEQ evaluations, including the Formative Review of the

Integrated Approach Pilot Programs and the GEF Inte-
grated Approach to Address Drivers of Environmental
Degradation (GEF IEO 2018, 2022).

Country case studies provided a more in-depth explo-
ration of the evaluation questions. Field missions were
conducted in four countries: Ghana, Indonesia, Peru,
and Tanzania (see volume 2 for the case study reports).
These countries were purposively selected based on
the presence and maturity of child projects of food
systems programs across GEF-6, GEF-7, and GEF-8,
enabling analysis of how newer interventions build
on prior learning (annex H). The selection also reflects

diversity in geographic regions, GEF Agencies, and
sectors (e.g., commodities, livestock, and aquacul-
ture). Each week-long country visit involved interviews
with national stakeholders, field visits, and validation of
preliminary portfolio-level findings, with a total of 133
interviews conducted across four countries.

The main limitation encountered was the relatively early stage
and consequent lack of information on outcomes of GEF-7 and
GEF-8 interventions. In terms of individual projects and
programs, the evaluation assessed completed GEF-6
projects, while many GEF-7 activities are still under
way, and GEF-8 activities are mostly at either the design
stage or an early stage of implementation. Those proj-
ects that have been endorsed by the Chief Executive
Officer (CEO) or have just started implementation were
mainly assessed in terms of the quality of their design.
Most GEF-8 child projects had not yet received CEO
endorsement at the time of this writing, and therefore
the evaluation was not able to assess the quality of their
design. In addition, the global coordination project for
the GEF-7 Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration
Program (FOLUR) was undergoing its midterm review
concurrently with this evaluation, and the results were
only made available after this report was drafted, lim-
iting its use. The evaluation takes appropriate account
of these limitations when discussing related findings.
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food systems

2.1 Evolution of GEF food systems
programs

The GEF has been engaged in shaping food systems since its first replenishment period.
Many projects from GEF-1to GEF-5 addressed critical dimensions of food systems
but were spread across focal areas without an overarching framework. For exam-
ple, the GEF-2 SIP: Lake Victoria Environmental Management Project I (GEF ID 3399)
strengthened co-management of fisheries to sustain a vital protein source for mil-
lions in East Africa; the GEF-4 Conservation and Sustainable Use of Cultivated and
Wild Tropical Fruit Diversity: Promoting Sustainable Livelihoods, Food Security and
Ecosystem Services (GEF ID 2430) project safequarded indigenous fruit varieties for
nutrition and livelihoods; and the global GEF-4 Conservation & Management of Pol-
linators for Sustainable Agriculture through an Ecosystem Approach (GEF ID 2123)
project highlighted the importance of ecosystem services for crop yields. Collectively,
these efforts demonstrated how environmental investments could deliver both global
environmental benefits and food systems outcomes. However, they remained frag-
mented, raising concerns about diminished impact in the absence of an integrated,
programmatic approach.

GEF-6 marked the shift toward food systems transformation with the introduction of dedicated
integrated approach pilot programs to address the drivers of environmental degradation and
value chain dynamics. The Resilient Food Systems (RFS) IAP and Good Growth Part-
nership (GGP) IAP tackled sustainability in dryland agriculture and deforestation in
commodity supply chains, respectively. Another program, the Coastal Fisheries Ini-
tiative (CF1), complemented this work by addressing artisanal fisheries governance.

GEF-7 scaled up this integrated programming model and transitioned to a more ambitious
and globally focused Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration Impact Program. FOLUR is a
$339.9 million, seven-year initiative currently ongoing and led by the World Bank. With a
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broader global reach and a stronger focus on transform-
ing major commodity value chains—like palm oil, soy,
coffee, and cocoa—FOLUR expanded the GEF's efforts
across 27 countries with large coalitions of partners.

The GEF-8 Food Systems Integrated Program (FSIP) was built
on lessons learned and recommendations from previous
phases to reinforce a systems transformation agenda, which
emphasizes sustainability in production, resource efficiency,
and demand-side measures to reduce agriculture’s environ-
mental footprint. With $281.5 million in GEF funding and
$2.2 billion in cofinancing, FSIP is the second-largest
GEF program in this cycle, involving 32 countries. Tar-
geting GHG reduction, improved water and nutrient
use, and ecosystem conservation, the program solid-
ifies the GEF's leadership in promoting integrated,
cross-sectoral food system reform at global scale. The
GEF-8 FSIP design reflects the urgency of food sys-
tems challenges, when 3.1 billion people cannot afford
a healthy diet, and food inflation has been higher than
nonfood inflation, disproportionately affecting vulner-
able populations (Ruggeri Laderchi et al. 2024). The
program’s emphasis on resource efficiency and sus-
tainability aligns with the growing recognition that
economic accessibility and environmental sustain-
ability of food systems are interconnected challenges
requiring integrated solutions.

The GEF's integrated programs (also see box 2.1) feature three
key aspects: incentive funding for country participation, a
dedicated funding envelope for a coordination or platform
project to act as the knowledge hub for selected countries,
and a competitive selection process through the preparation
and evaluation of expressions of interest (EQIs). The coor-
dination (or hub) project is expected to play a crucial
role in extending the program’'s impact beyond the
selected countries and ensuring the overall delivery of
the program achieves transformational change. While
CFlis not anintegrated program, it does share similar
features, such as the global coordination project. None-
theless, each of these food systems programs is very
different from one another, in terms of their objectives,
approaches, and intervention areas.

Box 2.1 Integrated programs

The GEF's integrated programs are multicountry,
cross-sectoral initiatives designed to address the
systemic drivers of environmental degradation while
generating multiple global environmental benefits.
Unlike stand-alone projects, integrated programs
offer a set of coordination projects for the child proj-
ects of a given integrated program, under a shared
strategic framework to enable synergies across GEF
focal areas for greater impact. These programs are
structured around major environmental and economic
systems such as food, land use, and cities; and aim to
deliver transformational change by linking environ-
mental objectives with sectoral priorities, enhancing
multistakeholder engagement, and mobilizing private
sector investment.

2.2 GEF food systems
portfolio

The evaluation identified a total of 105 food systems-related
projects during the last three GEF replenishment periods,
comprising 84 child projects implemented under the food sys-
tems programs (table 2.1), as well as 21 stand-alone projects.’

Approximately 87 percent of child projects are national
inscope (n=73), accounting for 84 percent of total GEF
financing to food systems programs. Only 1child project
is regional, while 10 child projects are global, receiving
12 percent of GEF financing.

The GEF's programmatic investment in food systems has
grown over time. The number of child projects (includ-
ing coordination projects) under food systems
programs increased steadily from 23 in GEF-6 to

'All child projects of the food systems programs are funded by
the GEF Trust Fund. Of the 21 stand-alone projects included in
the evaluation, 12 are GEF Trust Fund projects, 4 are funded
by the Least Developed Countries Fund, 2 are funded by the
Strategic Climate Change Fund, and 3 are multitrust fund.
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Table 2.1 Overview of GEF food systems programs

Program

‘ GEF Agency |

Country
GEF-6

Objective

Resilient Food
Systems
(GEF 1D 9070)

IFAD, FAQ, UNDP,
UNIDO, World Bank

Burkina Faso, Burundi, Eswatini, Ethiopia, Ghana,
Kenya, Malawi, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Tanzania,
Uganda

Improving agricultural sustainability
and productivity for smallholder
farmers across Sub-Saharan Africa

Good Growth
Partnership
(GEF 1D 9072)

UNDP, World Bank,
WWF-US

Brazil, Indonesia, Liberia, Paraguay

Reducing deforestation in
commadity supply chains

Coastal Fisheries

FAO, UNDP, World

Cabo Verde, Cote d'lvoire, Ecuador, Indonesia, Peru,

Bolstering small-scale coastal

Land Use, and
Restaration Impact
Program

(GEF 1D 10201)

FAG, UNDP, UNEP,
WWE-US

Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, India, Indonesia,

Liberia, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Nigeria, Madagascar,
Malaysia, Mexico, Nicaragua, Papua New Guinea,
Paraguay, Peru, Tanzania, Thailand, Uganda, Ukraine,
Uzbekistan, Viet Nam

Initiative Bank, WWF-US Senegal fisheries governance while securing
(GEF 1D 9060) environmental, social, and economic
benefits for local communities
GEF-7
Food Systems, World Bank, Cl, Brazil, Burundi, China, Cote d'lvoire, Ethiopia, Transforming production landscapes

and value chains for eight major
commadities to influence regional
and global food systems

GEF-8

Food Systems
Integrated
Program

(GEF 1D 11214)

FAO, IFAD, IUCN,
UNDP, World Bank

Angola, Argentina, Benin, Bhutan, Burkina Faso, Chad,
Chile, China, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Eswatini, Ethiopia,
Ghana, Grenada, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Kenya,
Malaysia, Mexico, Namibia, Nauru, Nigeria, Pakistan,
Peru, Philippines, Soloman Islands, South Africa, Sri
Lanka, Tanzania, Tirkiye, Uganda

Improving sustainable food
production and reducing adverse
environmental impacts from
agriculture

Source: Program documents.

Note: Lead Agency indicated in boldface. Cl = Canservation International; FAQ = Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations; IFAD =
International Fund for Agricultural Development; IUCN = International Union for Conservation of Nature; UNDP = United Nations Development Programme;
UNEP = United Nations Enviranment Programme; UNIDO = United Nations Industrial Development Organization; WWF-US = World Wildlife Fund-US.

28 in GEF-7 and 33 in GEF-8 (table 2.2). GEF financ-
ing for food systems programs peaked in the GEF-7
FOLUR program ($339.9 million), showing a 70 per-
cent increase from GEF-6 programs, and declined to
$281.5 million in GEF-8. GEF-7 FOLUR and GEF-8 FSIP
together account for over 80 percent of total expected
cofinancing leveraged by food systems programs, with
the promised cofinancing ratio reaching 8.4 and 7.8,
respectively. Together, the 84 child projects account
for about $821.8 million in GEF financing and an addi-
tional $6.33 billion in cofinancing. The 21 stand-alone

projects account for about $132.2 million in GEF financ-
ing and an additional $542.6 million in cofinancing.

The growing investments in Asia and Latin America suggest
an expanding geographic scope of GEF food systems sup-
port beyond Africa. Table 2.3 shows the top five country
recipients among food systems child projects from
GEF-6 to GEF-8. By region, Africa received the highest
overall allocation throughout GEF-6 to GEF-8, total-
ing $343.8 million across 40 child projects. Asia saw
asharp increase in funding after GEF-6, growing from
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Table 2.2 Overview of food systems programs financing, GEF-6 to GEF-8

No. of | Total GEF Total Avg. size of | Promised
child | financing | cofinancing | child project | cofinancing
Period and program projects | (mil. $) (mil. $) (mil. $) ratio
Coastal Fisheries Initiative 5 318 208.0 16 5.5
BEF-6 Goad Growth Partnership 5 447 263.5 89 59
Resilient Food Systems 13 179 786.2 91 6.7
GEF-6 subtotal 23 200.4 12577 8.7 6.3
GEF-7 | Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration Impact Program 28 3399 2,869.3 121 8.4
GEF-8 | Food Systems Integrated Program 33 2815 2,201.6 8.5 18
Total 84 821.8 6,328.7 938 1.7

Source: GEF Portal.
Note: Number of child projects includes coordination projects. Total GEF financing includes GEF grant, Agency fee, and project preparation grant and fee.

Table 2.3 Top country recipients among child Table 2.4 Participating countries in food systems

projects, highest to lowest programs
GEF-6 |  GEF7 |  GEF-8 -
Ghana Brazil China Period and program countries | LDC | SIDS
Indonesia Indonesia Benin Coastal Fisheries Initiative 6 1 1
Ethiopia Ethiopia Indonesia SEF-6 Good Growth Partnership 4 1
Niger India Ghana Resilient Food Systems 12 8
Burundi China/Peru/Mexico | India/Peru Unigue count 22 9 1
Source: GEF Portal. GEF-7 Food Systems, Land Use, and 21 7 ]
Restoration Impact Program
$11.4 million in GEF-6 to a total of $242.5 million across GEF-8 EOOd Systems Integrated 82 8 ¢
rogram

25 projects in GEF-8. Latin America and the Carib-
bean follows with $187 million for a total of 22 projects,
while Europe and Central Asia has received the lowest
financing across the three phases ($33.9 million), with
minimal funding in GEF-8. GEF financing for regional
and global projects declined progressively in GEF-7 and
GEF-8 compared to GEF-6, indicating a shift toward
more country-specific investments in the integrated
programs.

The food systems programs show growing country coverage.
The number of participating countries has increased
continuously from GEF-6 to GEF-8 (table 2.4). Thirteen
countries participate in both FOLUR and FSIP, while

Source: GEF Portal.

Note: LDC = least developed country; SIDS = small island developing
states.

14 countries participate exclusively in FOLUR, and 19
new countries joined FSIP, indicating broader coun-
try engagement in the recent GEF phase. With regard
to special country groupings, GEF-8 FSIP features the
greatest number of least developed countries and small
island developing states. Across the three replenish-
ment periods, least developed countries account for
30 percentof projects and 27 percent of funding, while
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SIDS account for 6 percent of projects and 4 percent
of funding.

Implementation progress varies by GEF replenishment
phase and program. At the time of analysis, 37 projects
(44 percent) were under preparation—that is, proj-
ect identification form (PIF) or CEO endorsement
cleared—32 projects (38 percent) were under imple-
mentation, and 15 projects (18 percent) were either

implemented or financially closed. Implementation
progress varies by program (figure 2.1), with FSIP having
the largest share of projects under preparation, and CFl
and FOLUR having the largest share of ongoing projects.
GGP has reached full completion, with all child projects
implemented or financially closed.

Figure 2.1 Implementation status of child projects by program

Coastal Fisheries Initiative
Good Growth Partnership

Resilient Food Systems

Food Systems, Land Use, and
Restoration Impact Program

Food Systems Integrated Program

[ PIF cleared [ CEQ endorsement cleared 9 Under implementation [ Project implemented I Financially closed

Source: GEF Portal.
Note: CEO = Chief Executive Officer; PIF = project identification form.




Key findings

3.1 Relevance and coherence

Relevance to needs, policies, and priorities

GEF food systems programs are highly relevant for broader global efforts to make food systems
more sustainable, ensuring environmental protection while protecting benefits for the people
who depend on them. The adoption of the Sustainable Development Goals, including
Zero Hunger and Responsible Consumption and Production, in 2015 coincided with
the GEF-6 replenishment period, and the launch of the RFS, CFl, and GGP programs.
As attention to the interconnectedness of food systems, environmental degradation,
and climate change has increased, the GEF has kept pace with this global move-
ment through dedicated food systems programs in GEF-7 and GEF-8. The continued
relevance of GEF food systems programming is underscored by initiatives like the
2021 United Nations (UN) Food Systems Summit and subsequent stocktakes, which
highlight persistent challenges in transforming food systems globally (UN SDG 2023).

Moreover, recent reports have drawn attention to significant gaps in environmen-
tal and climate financing for food systems in developing countries, reinforcing the
urgency of the GEF's contributions to driving transformational change (Diaz-Bonilla
2023; Kirchherr et al. 2024). Recent economic analysis demonstrates that food systems
transformation could generate net benefits of $5-S10 trillion annually while current
systems impose S15 trillion in hidden costs, reinforcing the urgency of the GEF's con-
tributions to driving transformational change (FAQ 2023; Ruggeri Laderchi et al. 2024).

Food systems programs also address the objectives of multiple conventions and
in an integrated manner. GEF funding for food systems programs has come from the
focal areas associated with the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change, the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification, and the Convention
on Biological Diversity. Child projects show good alignment with convention objectives
by addressing climate mitigation and resilience, land degradation, and biodiversity
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conservation within agricultural landscapes (GEF [EO
2022). (Also see discussion later in this subsection on
specific environmental concerns targeted by food sys-
tems programs.)

The relevance of GEF food systems programs has
been validated through both formative and retrospec-
tive geospatial analyses conducted by the GEF IEQ.
GEF IEO (2022) developed spatial relevance indexes
that retroactively confirmed the alignment of selected
countries in the GGP and RFS programs with key driv-
ers of environmental degradation, with few exceptions.
Additionally, during FOLUR's program design, a forma-
tive multicriteria spatial analysis approach was used
to identify countries with high environmental, agricul-
tural, and socioeconomic relevance, ensuring that the
program strategically targeted priority food systems
challenges (Sidman and Carugi 2023).

These initiatives are well aligned with countries’ environ-
mental needs, consistent with the GEF’'s mandate. Across
programs, child projects have frequently described
the relevance of project design to environmental pol-
icies, strategies, and programs, including biodiversity
conservation, climate change, and land use and/or
forest management (figure 3.1). Nearly all country-level
survey respondents (95 percent) agreed or strongly
agreed that child projects align with their country’s
environmental priorities and needs. All country case
studies found evidence of child projects contributing to
national environmental and development goals relevant
to agriculture, livestock, and fisheries. Child projects
with terminal evaluations were almost universally
rated as highly relevant or relevant.! RFS, for exam-
ple, was well matched to beneficiary needs, country
policies, and regional priorities. The COVID-19 pan-
demic only increased the relevance of RFS's objectives,

'0One project was deemed moderately relevant due to design
flaws (e.g., unclear logical framework, lack of consideration
of socioeconomic dimensions in site selection). Source: ter-
minal evaluation for Food-IAP: Agricultural Value Chains
Resilience Support Project (GEF ID 9134).

Figure 3.1 Child project alignment with
environmental policies, strategies, and programs
at design

60% Good Growth Partnership
Resilient Food Syst.

Lan [forest Tt
and use/fores 20% | Coastal Fisheries Initiative

management | gae, FOLUR
9% All child projects
60%

Biodiversity M 0

conservation | 9o

82%
5%

60%
Climate change | 20%

Nn%

N%
Source: Project documents.

Note: FOLUR = Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration Impact
Program.

given heightened concerns about resilience of small-
holder farming systems and household food security
in rural Africa. According to the terminal evaluation,
RFS also helped African drylands farmers adapt to cli-
mate change through adaptive innovations, increased
ecological awareness, and enhanced extension ser-
vices. While GGP projects were not designed as national
projects, terminal evaluations still found that projects
aligned with environmental concerns and priorities at
the national level.

GEF food systems interventions have generally described
alignment with country policies and priorities in the agri-
culture, livestock, and fishery sectors. Most child projects
(70 percent) describe alignment with country policies,
strategies, and/or government programs in agricul-
ture, livestock, and fishery sectors, with nearly all other
projects aligning with land use/forest management
priorities. Systematic review of project implementa-
tion documents supports this trend, finding that all but
one child project remained relevant to country needs
in these sectors during implementation. The coun-
try survey also shows strong agreement of relevance
among government counterparts and in-country GEF
Agency staff (34 percent). Some variation is noted,

10



3. Key findings

however, between RFS and FOLUR. A higher propor-
tion of RFS child projects are executed by ministries
of agriculture, and a higher proportion of RFS projects
explicitly demonstrate relevance to agricultural policies
(85 percent). In contrast, a lower proportion of FOLUR
projects are executed by ministries of agriculture, and
alower proportion of FOLUR projects explicitly demon-
strate relevance to agricultural policies (61 percent). See
box 3.1 for additional examples.

Relevance in project design was enhanced through analyses
of country priorities, baseline assessments of target sectors
and intervention areas, and stakeholder consultation and vali-
dation. GEF-6 and GEF-7 projects consistently identified
key national challenges and linked planned interven-
tions to specific policies, priorities, and programs.
Some project design documents included annexes
demonstrating comprehensive assessments of national
priorities.? When describing the selection of interven-
tion areas, activities, and partners, most child project
design documents (75 percent) highlighted analyses
conducted during the project preparation grant phase,
including problem tree analyses, economic and finan-
cial analyses, and analyses of potential benefits for
target communities; or referenced external analyses,
such as those used in a country's nationally determined
contribution/national adaptation plan development or
other development projects. Exceptions included eight
projects that planned to conduct such analyses early
in project implementation. Stakeholder consultations
played a key role in validating analytical findings and
shaping project design (figure 3.2). Child projects often
engaged individuals and organizations representing the
perspectives of local communities.

2Such as for the FOLUR child projects in Ethiopia (GEF ID
10243, United Nations Development Programme) and Uzbeki-
stan (GEF ID 10601, Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations [FAQ]) and the stand-alone project Building
Climate Resilient Livelihoods in Vulnerable Landscapes in
Bangladesh (GEF 1D 10207, FAQ).

Box 3.1 Attention to environmental footprint
of food systems and systemic design in case
study countries

Case study results in all four countries demonstrate
explicit attention to environmental footprints in their
theories of change and results frameworks. In Tan-
zania, this is evident across Resilient Food Systems
(RFS), Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration
Impact Program (FOLUR), and Food Systems Inte-
grated Program (FSIP) projects, which prioritize land
use planning, climate-sensitive practices, and bio-
diversity conservation. Indonesia exhibits strong
integration of environmental concerns, with atten-
tion to deforestation-linked commaodity supply chains
(FOLUR, Good Growth Partnership), marine ecosys-
tem management (Coastal Fisheries Initiative [CF1]),
and sustainable livestock production (FSIP). Ghana's
projects all focus on climate-smart agriculture and
land restoration, but maintain a narrower empha-
sis on production-related impacts. Peru's projects
also incorporate environmental objectives, especially
through biodiversity conservation (CFl) and deforesta-
tion reduction (FOLUR, FSIP).

The process of developing and socializing theories of
change has helped to broaden thinking, yet systemic
design has sometimes been constrained by siloed
institutional mandates and rigid project structures. In
Ghana, while the FOLUR project design reflects efforts
to move beyond the production-centric focus of RFS,
it lacks specificity in how it will engage private sector
downstream food systems actors. Similarly, Peru's
FOLUR project plans to address food systems link-
ages through partnerships and market access efforts,
but lack of clarity around roles and responsibilities of
the diverse actors involved undermines coordination
and limits the project’s ability to operationalize its
systems-oriented ambitions.

Private sector and downstream value chain actors
were less frequently involved during the design phase,
reflecting a broader tendency to prioritize production
over postproduction value chain elements (see also

L
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Figure 3.2 Stakeholders consulted during child project design

Civil society/community-based orgs.
Women and girls

Local communities

Research & development institutions
Subnational government agencies
Indigenous Peaples

Producer organizations

Local government agencies

Int nongovernmental organizations
Agricultural/food small/med. enterprises
Youth

Agri-business

Financial institutions

Input and output traders

Pracessars

Distributors/retailers

Source: Project documents.

figure 3.5). Engagement with input and output trad-
ers, processoars, distributors, and retailers at design
was primarily driven by GGP projects, while RFS child
projects rarely involved postproduction value chain
actors during the design phase, consistent with their
programmatic priorities. FOLUR projects tended to
focus on consultation with agricultural and food small
and medium enterprises and/or agribusinesses (over
40 percent), while just over 20 percent engaged with
financial institutions.

GEF food systems programs have provided sufficient flex-
ibility for countries to focus on national needs, while using
common components to enhance program coherence. The

high relevance of GEF food systems projects, along
with interview and case study evidence, indicates
that program designs have allowed sufficient flexibil-
ity for countries to design interventions that address
their national needs. Over time, programs have shown
stronger internal coherence (see discussion later in
this subsection)—aligning project designs with core
components—while interviews and case studies sug-
gest that these components are not limiting countries
from focusing on their needs. At the same time, ad hoc
evidence suggests that programs are introducing inno-
vative topics that some countries had not yet identified
as a strategic focus. In Peru, for example, the GEF
Agency introduced regenerative livestock management

12



3. Key findings

as afocus for FSIP, anidea initially met with skepticism
by the ministries of environment and agriculture. How-
ever, over time, these ministries have begun to embrace
the opportunity, recognizing the potential to pilota new
approach to addressing ecosystem degradation. The
relevance of program components to countries needs
is also demonstrated by the strong interest in GEF food
systems programs. Demand for participation in FOLUR
and FSIP far exceeded available funds; 48 EOls were
submitted to FOLUR, compared to 27 country child proj-
ects selected; and 38 countries applied for FSIP funding,
compared to 32 chosen.

Some concerns were raised about limited time for project
preparation, given the multisectoral approach needed for
food systems transformation. At the same time, a con-
cern that the design of some GEF-8 projects was more
Agency- than country-driven emerged in interviews
with multiple GEF Agencies and program partners. This
was largely attributed to scheduling pressure exerted by
the GEF Secretariatin response to an important lesson
from GEF-6 and GEF-7, where discrepancies in child
project timelines—both among child projects them-
selves and between child projects and the coordination
project—created coordination challenges (also see also
discussions in subsection 3.3 on program governance

and efficiency).

In response to evolving policy landscapes and global disrup-
tions, GEF food systems interventions have often employed
adaptive management to stay relevant, albeit with some
missed opportunities. A notable change was the passage
of the European Union Regulation on Deforestation-free
Products while most FOLUR projects were in early
implementation, changing the global policy landscape
for five out of eight FOLUR commodities.? Interviews

*The regulation was passed in May 2023 to ensure that prod-
ucts sold in European Union (EU) markets or exported from
the EU are not linked to deforestation or forest degradation.
Itapplies to seven commodities, five of which FOLUR covers:
cattle, cocoa, coffee, oil palm, soy, rubber, and wood. While
the regulation could encourage more sustainable agricultural

and case studies highlighted how projects are adapting.
For instance, the FOLUR Deforestation Free Commod-
ity Supply Chains in the Peruvian Amazon project (GEF
ID 10307, United Nations Development Programme
[UNDP]) revised its policy analysis and is promoting
compliance with the European Union's deforestation
regulation through an existing policy mechanism to
secure land use rights for smallholders. In both Peru
and Indonesia, projects also maintained relevance by
adapting during COVID-19, with CFlin Peru introduc-
ing financial support through credit unions to mitigate
income loss—a driver of illegal fishing—while GGP in
Indonesia adjusted strategies to meet its market trans-
formation targets despite pandemic-related obstacles.

There are also examples of missed opportunities for
more effective adaptive management. In Indonesia,
the GGP transactions project—Enabling Transactions:
Market Shift to Deforestation Free Beef, Palm Oil and
Soy project (GEF ID 9696, World Bank)—was not able
to engage smallholder palm oil producers in line
with the government's priorities, leading to the real-
location of GEF funds for other purposes. Similarly,
the CFl Eco-system Approach to Fisheries Manage-
ment in Eastern Indonesia project (GEF ID 9128, World
Wildlife Fund-US [WWF-US]) has struggled to adapt
implementation activities to more effectively achieve
behavior change. The RFS program terminal evaluation
also highlighted that child projects faced challenges
with adaptive management due to limitations in their
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) systems, which lim-
ited feedback loops for rapid adaptation in response to
changing policy environments.

practices and deforestation-free supply chains, it also may
influence market access and investment decisions, with
potentially negative implications for smallholder produc-
ers in areas with high deforestation risk. See more at the
European Commission’s Regulation on Deforestation-free
Products web page.
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Evaluation of GEF Food Systems Programs

Designing for food systems change

This evaluation considered whether GEF integrated
programming applies a comprehensive systems
approach to its food systems interventions, as well as
how the design of GEF programs has evolved over time
in response to lessons learned. To do this, the evalu-
ation developed a framework understanding of food
systems, identifying the drivers and root causes of
food systems change, the value chain, core, and nat-
ural system elements, nested levels, and outcomes, as
shown in figure 3.3. This framework guided the sys-
tematic review of food systems programs and projects,
as discussed below (see annex E for a heatmap show-
ing the framework's application at the program level).
In particular, the evaluation considered the benefits of
taking a food systems thinking approach in four key
areas:

e Addressing multiple drivers and their root causes. A key
principle of systems thinking is the identification
and systemic resolution of drivers and root causes
of food systems challenges, including environmental
degradation, social inequities, and economic vulner-
abilities. The evaluation focused on whether project
designs are informed by multidimensional analyses
and aim to tackle underlying issues. In-country data
collection further explored the actual effectiveness
of these interventions in reducing drivers and their
root causes and whether the project components
reinforce one another to yield sustained impact.

¢ Integrated solutions across elements. Systems think-
ing recognizes the linkages and interactions among
different value chain, core system, and natural ele-
ments, leading to the design of integrated solutions
to environmental, social, and economic challenges
within food systems. The evaluation looked for
evidence that programs and projects addressed

Figure 3.3 Food systems approach
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multiple global environmental benefits and socio-
economic outcomes across relevant food systems
elements, including different parts of the food
systems value chain. The evaluation also sought
evidence that programs and projects promote food
systems sustainability at multiple levels, from local
to national to transnational.

o Stakeholder engagement and multilevel governance.
Effective food systems require the engagement of
diverse stakeholders. The evaluation looked for evi-
dence of inclusive and strategic engagement across
multiple levels—local to international—and actors—
from producers to policy makers and including
private sector and civil society actors. The evalua-
tion also looked for evidence of thorough stakeholder
analysis and facilitating multistakeholder dialogue
and coordination.

o Synergistic outcomes across food systems dimensions.
Finally, a food systems approach emphasizes the
importance of achieving positive and complemen-
tary outcomes across the food system, including
environmental sustainability, socioeconomic resil-
ience, food and nutrition security, and health. The
evaluation explored the extent to which projects
demonstrated layered, integrated activities designed
to produce cross-sectoral environmental and other
benefits and were designed to produce synergis-
tic effects and effective management of trade-offs.

The interpretation of this framework was nuanced to
recognize that a food systems approach is not equiv-
alent to a holistic or inclusive approach that engages
all elements or stakeholders indiscriminately. Systems
thinking is expected to demonstrate strategic think-
ing and governance, such as by identifying and acting
on the most influential levers of change. Ultimately, a
food systems perspective means working strategically
within complex systems to enable targeted, scalable,
and adaptive interventions that have the potential to
drive transformation. This framework was used as a
proxy for assessing the potential of GEF interventions to
contribute to transforming food systems, in the absence

of a clear definition or metrics for what constitutes food
systems transformation in GEF programming.

An integrated approach to environmental challenges

GEF food systems programs address many of the biggest envi-
ronmental challenges in food systems in an integrated way.
Across GEF food systems programs, environmental
benefits remain central, in line with the GEF's man-
date. PFDs emphasize biodiversity conservation, land
restoration and GHG emissions reduction—demon-
strating an integrated approach to environmental
sustainability. FSIP stands out by additionally target-
ing chemicals and waste reduction, while CFlis unique
in its strong contribution to transboundary water man-
agementand marine biodiversity. Country and Agency
survey respondents widely agree (94 percent) that food
systems programs address multiple environmental
benefits in an integrated way. Country child projects
designed activities to address multiple environmen-
tal challenges—most frequently combating land and
soil degradation, deforestation, and biodiversity loss
(figure 3.4). Other concerns, such as maintaining
capacity of natural systems to sequester carbon and
enhancing carbon stocks in agriculture, were less com-
monly addressed by project activities (27 percent and
23 percent, respectively), but still present in the portfolio
nonetheless. Stand-alone projects similarly addressed
multiple environmental issues, although with relatively
more emphasis on water use (65 percent) and climate
adaptation (71 percent) and less on land degradation
(65 percent) and deforestation (53 percent). Most child
projects (94 percent) and stand-alone projects (100 per-
cent) also describe plans to create synergies between
environmental and socioeconomic benefits.

Reducing food loss and waste, aveiding pollution, and pro-
moting healthy diets have been infrequently addressed in GEF
food systems programs, although attention is now emerg-
ing. In GEF-6 and GEF-7, few child projects addressed
food waste management or pollution, such as from the
use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides. Similarly, few
projects identified nutrition or health as a key concern
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Figure 3.4 Environmental challenges identified and addressed in child project designs
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and even fewer included relevant activities. The lim-
ited focus on healthy diets partially reflects the GEF's
mandate to deliver global environmental benefits, with
improved nutrition seen as a co-benefit. Several inter-
viewees noted that food systems levers like promoting
alternative proteins and reducing food loss and waste
have not been a focus of GEF programs. Interviewees
were also unaware of any analysis comparing the envi-
ronmental impact of these levers to production-focused
ones in GEF countries. These findings reflect broader
patterns identified in food systems interventions
globally. Research has shown that food systems trans-
formation efforts disproportionately focus on linear
production-side interventions while underempha-
sizing critical downstream challenges such as food
waste reduction and pollution prevention. This linear
production-centric bias limits the transformational
potential of food systems interventions, as achieving
global food security and environmental sustainability

requires integrated approaches across the entire food
value chain (Winkler et al. 2025).

More attention to pollution and nutrition in food pro-
grams is emerging. In GEF-8, FSIP has started to
recognize food waste, pollution, and nutrition aspects
inits program theory of change and technical papers.*
Another GEF-8 program, Financing Agrochemical
Reduction and Management Plus (FARM+), also intends
to support countries in transitioning toward sustainable
agricultural practices that reduce soil and water pol-
lution. It is not yet known whether these activities will
be linked with FSIP ones in the few overlapping coun-
tries. The relevance of these efforts is validated by

“The FSIP theory of change explicitly promotes “sustain-
able, regenerative, and inclusive food systems that are
nature-positive, resilient, and pollution-free,” and a briefing
paper provides guidance on enhancing nutrition co-benefits
in child projects.
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concerning global trends in malnutrition®and research
underscoring that failing to integrate food waste and
pollution dimensions risks undermining the long-term
sustainability and resilience of food systems (FAO et al.
2025; Winkler et al. 2025). Looking forward, the GEF-9
Programming Directions aim to deepen the focus on
nutrition by introducing it as a subcriterion in project
selection, encouraging the use of nutrition-related indi-
cators like dietary diversity and yields of biofortified
crops, and promating measures to reduce postharvest
losses of nutrient-dense foods (GEF Secretariat 2025).

Food systems value chain elements

GEF programs differ considerably in their coverage of food
value chains, although their primary emphasis remains on the
production side. Country child projects focus heavily on
agricultural and fisheries production, followed by pro-
cessing and distribution, based on the quality-at-entry
analysis (figure 3.5). Child projects’ treatment of sus-
tainable demand, market, and consumer-facing
elements is uneven. Stand-alone food systems proj-
ects show similarly high rates of focus on production
(94 percent), with slightly higher proportions of proj-
ects addressing postproduction/storage, processing,
distribution, and consumption.

GGP took an innovative and explicit commodity supply
chain approach to its program design, with separate

°Only one-third of children ages 6-23 months and two-thirds
of women ages 15-43 meet minimum criteria for dietary diver-
sity, while adult obesity has risen from 12.1 percentin 2012 to
15.8 percent in 2022 (FAO et al. 2025). This “double burden
of malnutrition”—the coexistence of undernutrition with
overweight and obesity—highlights the complex nutritional
challenges that food systems interventions must address
beyond environmental objectives. The continued relevance
of GEF food systems programming is further validated by
the latest global data (FAO et al. 2025) showing that despite
modest improvements in global hunger levels, stark regional
disparities persist, with Africa accounting for 60 percent of
projected hungry people by 2030, while overlapping crises,
such as conflict, climate shocks, and inflation, continue to
expose the fragility of food systems.

projects focused on the production, demand, and
finance transactions for beef, soy, and palm oil across
four countries. A key lesson from GGP's approach was
the need to better design for integration of value chain
elements, which led to challenges during implemen-
tation (see section 3.3). Due to its focus on resilience
and food security, RFS intentionally focused more on
productive capacities and ecosystem services for
smallholder farmers, with less prominent downstream
value chain support. CFl is also not seen by program
stakeholders as a value chain program, with its focus
on governance and sustainable management of pro-
duction. The original program design did not focus on
connecting production and demand, although some
interviewees saw CFl's lack of attention to the demand
side as a potential risk for sustainability and a stron-
ger environmental focus of fisheries. FOLUR has
primarily emphasized sustainable production within
commodity-specific landscape systems, targeting
upstream components such as land use planning,
crop inputs, and farming practices in its country proj-
ects. Value chain development has mostly focused on
midstream actors like processors and off-takers to
date, while downstream demand-side components—
including retail, consumer behavior, and market
incentives—have received limited attention. FOLUR's
global platformis intended to play a key role in engaging
with vertical value chains and the demand side, to add
programmatic value to child projects (see section 3.3).

While FSIP remains focused on productive aspects—
as evidenced by the program documents and Agency
interviews—the program is also attempting to support
financial needs in the supply chain and leverage the
role of markets and consumers to stimulate demand for
sustainably produced, safe, and nutritious foods. Inter-
viewees acknowledge, however, that operationalizing
these demand-side components remains challeng-
ing. While few FSIP child projects have reached CEO
endorsement yet, early interviews indicate that the
focus remains largely on production, with room for
greater attention on consumption and downstream
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Figure 3.5 Value chain elements in child projects
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behavior. The GEF's continued focus on production-side
interventions, while important, reflects a broader pat-
tern in food systems programming that systematically
underweights demand-side interventions, food waste
reduction, and consumption pattern changes that
could deliver significant environmental benefits. This
imbalance limits the potential for achieving the scale
of transformation needed to address global food sys-
tems challenges within planetary boundaries (Winkler
etal. 2025).

Drivers and root causes of food systems change

GEF food systems programs comprehensively describe the
systemic drivers of food systems transformation at the PFD
level, while child project designs largely focus on environmen-
tal and economic drivers. All five programs’ PFDs describe
the systemic drivers of food systems transformation,
including environmental, political, economic, sociocul-
tural, individual, and science and technology drivers.
An innovation of the FSIP design is addressing how
systems change through key levers of transformation:
governance and policies, finance, multistakeholder dia-
logue, and innovation. Yet, as program intentions have
been translated into child projects, the level of attention
to these drivers has varied. Environmental drivers are
central in child projects—given the GEF's mandate—and
economic drivers also feature relatively prominently
(figure 3.6); stand-alone projects show similar rates

of attention to environmental and economic drivers.
Root causes such as poverty and income inequality are
touched upon through efforts to improve food security,
market access, and financing for producers.

Political drivers have received less but growing attention,
reflecting the increased emphasis on policy coherence in
the GEF. Political drivers affecting food systems are
only described in 40 percent of child project designs,
although the proportion is higher among GEF-7 than
GEF-6 projects. This finding aligns with recent global
evidence highlighting political economy dynamics,
including corporate dominance and the financialization
of food systems, as crucial but often neglected driv-
ers of unsustainable food systems outcomes (Resnick
and Swinnen 2023; Winkler et al. 2025). Higher pro-
portions of projects (71 percent of child projects and
88 percent of stand-alone projects) describe how
policy misalignment affects food systems, even if policy
coherence is not identified as a key driver of food sys-
tems transformation. Projects most frequently identify
misalignments between production policies (e.qg., sub-
sidies, price incentives) and environmental and climate
goals, as well as trade-offs between short-term gains
and long-term sustainability in agriculture. In Par-
aguay, for example, one stakeholder explained that
taxes on unproductive land can incentivize landown-
ers to convert forest land to productive land to avoid
taxes, illustrating how embedded economic and policy
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Figure 3.6 Percentage of project documents discussing impact drivers of food systems change for child

versus stand-alone projects
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systems can discourage environmental stewardship.
The quality-at-entry analysis provided further exam-
ples of policy misalignments identified at the design
stage (box 3.2). Nearly all child projects (35 percent) that
identified policy misalignments also designed interven-
tions to address them. As noted above, FSIP is explicitly
incorporating policy coherence and enabling regula-
tory environments as transformation levers, although
the extent to which these are reflected in child projects
is not yet known.

GEF food systems programs increasingly use
multisector and multistakeholder coordination plat-
forms—adopted by 73 percent of GEF child projects—to
improve policy coherence.® FOLUR projects lead this
trend (90 percent of projects) compared to GEF-6. This
approach underscores the need for whole-of-govern-
ment action to align differentinterests for food systems
transformation. GEF projects, however, rarely tackle
deeper issues like agricultural subsidies or regula-
tory contradictions because they are often executed
by environmental ministries that lack influence over

8While stand-alone projects also emphasize coordination
mechanisms (67 percent of projects), they more frequently
emphasize policy review and improving the policy frame-
work as expected results in project design.

subsidy policies and are often small scale relative to
subsidies.

Variable attention to political economy dimensions of the
food systems agenda at design has possible implications for
transformational potential, according to interviews and case
studies. Scholarship on food systems transformation
emphasizes that “disagreements and competitions—
over ideas, facts, interests, values, and desired
outcomes—are inherent to the process of food systems
transformation” and that “true transformation cannot
occur without contention of the underlying social, polit-
ical,and economic arrangements that had created and
maintained the existing status quo’ (Béné and Abdulai
2024). GEF projects show variable attention to analyzing
and addressing these political dimensions. In Peru, for
example, some government agencies with key respon-
sibilities for food systems were only consulted once the
project was nearly fully designed. Conversely, in Ghana
and Tanzania, environmental ministries have success-
fully engaged agriculture ministries in design, raising
awareness of environmental issues within food sys-
tems. The Indonesia case study pointed to an emerging
challenge as governments pursue ambitious food sov-
ereignty, agricultural growth, and export targets that
can be difficult to reconcile with environmental sus-
tainability objectives. National strategies may show
apparent policy alignment across sectors, but fail to
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Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration in Tanzania's Forest
Landscapes (GEF ID 10262, World Wildlife Fund). In Tanzania, the
current pricing mechanisms for domestic and irrigation
water use in the project’s target landscapes do not reflect
the true environmental costs of managing, conserving, and
restoring water catchments. Many users are unregistered
and access water at no cost, creating incentives for over-
use and mismanagement, and prices are not aligned across
agencies. This Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration
Impact Program (FOLUR) project aims to promote better
alignment of land use planning and water management
through establishing a multisectoral coordination mech-
anism and institutional capacity building.

Enabling Transactions—Market Shift to Deforestation Free Beef,
Palm 0il and Soy (GEF 1D 9696, World Bank). Low commaodity
prices for sustainable products pose an ongoing disincentive
for farmers, noted particularly in Paraguay (beef) and Indo-
nesia (palm oil). This Good Growth Partnership child project
sought to address temporal palicy coherence by developing
immediate financial and policy tools, such as targeted quid-
ance for financial institutions and regulators and country
analyses on fiscal incentives, that support long-term goals
for reducing deforestation in target supply chains.

Scaling up Cocoa-based Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration
(GEF 1D 10247, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United

Box 3.2 Attention to policy coherence in food systems project design

Nations [FAO]). This FOLUR child project in Cote d'lvoire
seeks to achieve haorizontal policy coherence by coordi-
nating the implementation of various existing policies at
the landscape and community levels to resolve contradic-
tions and conflicts. Specifically, it aims to balance forest
conservation policies with agricultural development pol-
icies, reconcile policies encouraging tree cover on farms
with logging practices, and address the conflict between
prioritizing lowland for food crops versus cash crops.

Support for Sustainable Food Production and Enhancement of Food
Security and Climate Resilience in Burundi's Highlands (GEF ID
9178, FAD). Natural resource management in Burundi has
been hindered by fragmented planning, underresourced
coordination bodies, and the absence of coherentland use
frameworks across governance levels. This Resilient Food
Systems child project was designed to tackle both verti-
cal and horizontal policy coherence by strengthening the
technical and managerial capacity of existing multisec-
toral platforms; and ensuring regular engagement, action
planning, and inclusive participation from ministries,
local governments, and communities. GEF financing also
soughtto supportintegrated planning at the national, pro-
vincial,and landscape levels by enhancing the Agriculture
and Rural Development Working Groups and establishing
knowledge-sharing systems to align stakeholders around
common goals.

reflect subnational priorities, capacities, and gover-
nance realities, leading to significant incoherences
in practical policy implementation and vertical mis-
alignments. Recent research highlights the systematic
neglect of political economy analysis in global food
systems interventions as a critical barrier to achiev-
ing transformational change (Winkler et al. 2025). This
aligns with the GEF experience, where projects often
assumed that coordination would lead to alignment
without adequately assessing the political constraints
that influence real-world outcomes (see also the dis-
cussion under subsection 3.2).

Agency interviews also highlighted tensions between
the perception of GEF food systems projects as “envi-
ronmental” or “agricultural” projects, influenced by
which ministries lead these efforts. This challenge has
been heightened in GEF-7, as project execution shifted
from agricultural ministries to environmental ones
(figure 3.7). The tensions between agricultural and envi-
ronmental ministries observed in GEF programming
reflect broader challenges in food systems governance
where the inherent complexity and diversity of food sys-
temsrequiresintegrated approaches that often exceed
traditional sectoral boundaries (Gaitan-Cremaschi et
al. 2019). As Farmery et al. (2025) observe, “agriculture
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Figure 3.7 Child project executing agency
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departments may be limited in their ability and capac-
ity to deliver on a broad range of areas outside their
technical areas of expertise, requiring capacity support
in systems integration and cross-sectoral planning.”
Interviews also point to fundamental challenges in
reframing GEF interventions to ensure local buy-in, by
focusing on improving productivity to strengthen live-
lihoods, while improving efficiency and environmental
sustainability of production.

Sociocultural drivers—such as dietary preferences, social
norms, and food traditions—are largely underaddressed in
most GEF programs. Sustainable food systems trans-
formation requires understanding and addressing
the complex socioecological relationships that shape
food choices and practices (Winkler et al. 2025). With
a production-centric lens, GEF programs have rarely
directly tackled harmful sociocultural practices and
changing consumption and demand patterns. Excep-
tionsinclude the GGP projectin Indonesia that promoted
deforestation-free palm oil through national consumer
campaigns; in Ghana, the Women in Agriculture Devel-
opment Unit of the Ministry of Food and Agriculture has
pushed soybean-based meals to improve nutrition. In
its program design, FSIP references promoting healthy
diets and changing consumption patterns, but it is too

early to see whether these aspects are consistently
translated into actionable components in child proj-
ects. Individual-level drivers, including behavior change
and capacity development, are touched upon in proj-
ect designs to some extent, especially through training,
extension, and awareness activities.

While projects rarely identified science and technology as
key drivers of food systems change, they often included
innovative approaches or technologies in design. Tech-
nologies and the digital revolution have an important
role to play in transforming food systems, including
through resource optimization, enhanced productiv-
ity, improved decision-making, and reduced waste.
Digital platforms are the most identified innovation
in child project design (figure 3.8), while stand-alone
projects show similar, and sometimes greater, planned
use of innovative approaches or technologies. Some
GEF programs have emphasized innovative agricul-
tural research and technologies, especially RFS, which
focused on science-research-technology linkages in
child projects and attempted to generate a science
and policy interface in the coordination project. Many
projects (69 percent) have planned to involve research
and development institutions. FSIP aims to deepen the
focus on scaling up transformative technologies, with
strategic quidance for child projects on how to pro-
mote the adoption and dissemination of agritech. (See
subsection 3.2 for findings on the use of innovation in
generating results.)

Working across scales and actors

The evolution from GEF-6 through GEF-8 demonstrates a
broadening of scope with programs increasingly work-
ing across multiple levels in food systems. Literature on
food systems recognizes that they are multidimen-
sionally nested, with systems and elements at lower
levels nested in higher levels (Bustamante, Vidueira, and
Baker 2024; Olofsson et al. 2021; Schneider, Salvate, and
Cassol 2016; van Bers et al. 2019). The quality-at-en-
try analysis showed that child and stand-alone project
activities alike targeted food systems at several levels,
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Figure 3.8 Most common innovations in food systems project design
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with the greatest share of child projects intervening
at the landscape level (83 percent), and individual/
household level (81 percent). FOLUR's focus on inte-
grated landscape management partly explains the
landscape emphasis, as far fewer stand-alone proj-
ects (47 percent) plan to engage at this level. Given
the levels targeted, food systems projects appropri-
ately engage a range of subnational and local actors,
including subnational and local government agencies
(62 and 60 percent of projects), civil society organiza-
tions (83 percent), and local communities (79 percent).
Food systems programs show variable focus on the
national level, from RFS and CFl's strong emphases
(85 and 80 percent of projects, respectively) to a more
tempered focus in FOLUR (43 percent). Looking for-
ward, FSIP is aiming to combine landscape-level work
with policy, finance, and supply chain considerations
at national and regional scales.

The integrated program modality remains largely national in
focus, limiting the ability of child projects to engage meaning-
fully with regional markets, trade dynamics, or international
policy environments—except where such engagement is facil-
itated by the coordination project. The integrated program
architecture, while effective for aligning interventions
with national priorities and enabling country ownership,
tends to limit attention to transboundary or regional

food systems dynamics.” GEF food systems programs
have begun to focus on regional and commodity
groupings, but typically through the lens of technical
learning and knowledge sharing (see also the discus-
sion in subsection 3.3 on knowledge and learning),
rather than as attempts to conceptualize or intervene
in food systems at the regional scale. There isalso lim-
ited evidence across all four case study countries that
child projects are integrated in a way that reflects sys-
tems thinking across national boundaries. In Ghana,
for example, planned cocoa-related activities do not
connect with supply chain dynamics in neighboring
Cote d'lvoire, missing the chance for cross-national
systems approaches. Still, the majority of FOLUR proj-
ects intend to engage with sector-based platforms,
roundtables, or coalitions, which can help link national
efforts to regional ones (see also discussion under
subsection 3.2 on the private sector).

Notably, not all GEF food systems programs follow
this integrated program model. For instance, GGP
was structured by supply chain components, with
most projects working across multiple countries. CFl

"This is echoed by the country-level survey, which showed
higher levels of disagreement that GEF programs support
food systems across national boundaries. While disagree-
ment was generally low across survey questions (1-4 percent),
disagreement was higher for this statement (9 percent over-
all, 17 percent for FOLUR, and 26 percent for FSIP).
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is a programmatic approach with regional child proj-
ects, such as in West Africa and Latin America. Yet,
these programs have also struggled to enable stron-
ger regional cooperation and governance alignment
across shared ecosystems. For example, GGP and CF|
projects in Indonesia initially aspired to link global
and national efforts across deforestation-linked value
chains and marine ecosystems, but these goals were
only partially realized due to coordination and imple-
mentation challenges. In Peru, the Coastal Fisheries
Initiative-Latin America project (GEF ID 9124, UNDP)
operated in a transboundary ecosystem but did not
design for cross-border collaboration to address ille-
gal fishing—an opportunity for systems integration that
remained unfulfilled.

GEF programs focus on empowering women as key food sys-
tems actors, but fall short in addressing the gender gap on
access to resources and underlying power dynamics. Con-
sistent with GEF policy requirements, all GEF-7 child
projects have gender action plans, and nearly all have
gender mainstreaming strategies. The World Bank's
2025 FOLUR midterm review found that countries that
have shown leadership in gender mainstreaming, such
as Ghana, Indonesia, and Mexico, have pursued par-
ticipatory gender analysis, dedicated budgets, and
accountability mechanisms for gender results. Nearly
all GEF-6 and GEF-7 child projects (96 percent) include
measures to promote gender equality and wom-
en's empowerment as key food systems actors (see
examples in box 3.3). Notably, more than half of RFS
child projects (53 percent) seek to increase women's
participation in landscape and regional resource gov-
ernance mechanisms. Many child projects also aim
to strengthen women’s capacities on the farm and
in agrifood business, as well as to improve women's
employment opportunities and access to finance in the
agrifood sector (figure 3.9). Far fewer projects address
women's ownership of land and livestock, access to
inputs and resources, or decision-making related
to food consumption or within the household/farm.
Few projects (10 percent) also consider the potential

unintended consequences of changing gender dynam-
ics through project activities, underscoring a critical
area for improvement. Stand-alone projects show sim-
ilar trends in designing gender-responsive measures,
although a somewhat larger proportion of projects aim
toincrease women's skillsand employmentin the agri-
food sector, agricultural productivity, and access to
finance and markets.

Entrenched operational and structural barriers continue to
hamper gender-transformative and inclusive design. Only
23 percent of food systems child projects included a
gender expert during the design phase. Positive exam-
ples, like Indonesia’s Strengthening Sustainability in
Commodity and Food-Crop Value Chains, Land Res-
toration and Land Use Governance through Integrated
Landscape Management for Multiple Benefits in Indo-
nesia project (GEF ID 10238, UNDP), where a gender
specialist was embedded from the outset, set a bench-
mark for replication in other countries. Interviews also
underscored persistent challenges rooted in the typ-
ical project design process—consultant-led, followed
by delayed team formation—which disconnects proj-
ect intent from on-the-ground execution. This delay
can limit the effectiveness of participatory, inclusive
design. Interviewees shared examples where proj-
ect teams redid gender analysis or retrofitted gender
actions.

Moreover, gender integration across government
levels, agencies, and the public-private divide remains
complex and inconsistently addressed. Without
early alignment and institutional coordination, even
well-conceived gender strategies risk marginalization—
especially in male-dominated implementation teams
and government agencies, as interviewees explained.
Opportunities to engage women and other vulnera-
ble groups have also been constrained at times by the
choice of commoadities and project design decisions,
as the FOLUR midterm review and case studies illus-
trated. In FOLUR, many child projects have worked on
gender entry points outside of the focus commadities.
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Delivering Sustainable Environmental, Social and Economic Ben-
efits in West Africa through Good Governance, Correct Incentives
and Innovation (GEF 1D 9126, Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion of the United Nations). This Coastal Fisheries Initiative
child project in West Africa aims to strengthen tenure and
access rights for women fish workers, recognizing that
insecure access limits their ability to benefit from proj-
ect activities. By facilitating access to raw materials and
land, the project seeks to ensure women can participate
in fish handling and processing initiatives. Gender anal-
ysis identified these barriers as critical to address. The
design explicitly links resource access to empowerment.
As aresult, land and materials are positioned as enablers
of inclusion and economic benefit for women.

Integrated Landscape Management to Enhance Food Security
and Ecosystem Resilience in Nigeria (GEF ID 9143, United Nations
Development Programme [UNDP]). This Resilient Food Systems
child project in Nigeria included a dedicated outcome for
improved youth involvement and reduced gender dispar-
itiesinagricultural production for enhanced food security.
In partnership with the Women Farmers’ Advancement
Network, it sought to enhance access to finance, inputs,
and training for women smallholders in rice and groundnut
value chains. The project also promoted food and nutrition
awareness and employed information and communication
technology tools developed by youth to support inclusive
community monitoring.

Box 3.3 Examples of gender-responsive and inclusive measures in child project design

Inclusive Sustainable Rice Landscapes in Thailand (GEF ID 10268,
United Nations Environment Programme). This Food Systems,
Land Use, and Restoration Impact Program (FOLUR) child
project in Thailand addresses gender inequalities with
targeted support for women environmental defenders
and Indigenous groups. Guided by gender consultants, it
includes comprehensive gender-sensitive policies, meth-
odologies, and a tailored monitoring and evaluation system.
A strong focus is placed on inclusive data collection and
evidence-based policy responses to environmental and
health threats. The design links gender empowerment
to ecosystem resilience and sustainable rice value chain
transformation. By embedding gender-responsive tools
and safeguards, the project aims to generate long-term
benefits for vulnerable women and girls.

Deforestation Free Commodity Supply Chains in the Peruvian
Amazon (GEF 1D 10307, UNDP). This FOLUR child project in Peru
aims to promote inclusivity by supporting Indigenous com-
munities, particularly the Shawi in Alto Amazonas and the
Awajun in Amazonas. The project focuses on incorporat-
ing integrated landscape management into Indigenous
Peoples' life plans and territorial development plans, with
the dual goals of reducing deforestation and boosting
sustainable livelihoods. Through partnerships with Indig-
enous organizations, the project provides tailored technical
assistance, supports the implementation of community life
plans, and promotes deforestation-free production meth-
ods like sustainable cocoa cultivation.

In Peru, for example, women traditionally play a lim-
ited role in production of the shellfish and livestock
that CFI-LA and the Regenerative Livestock Farming to
Promote Sustainable Landscapes project (GEF ID 11221,
FAOQ) chose to focus on, and neither project has specific
activities designed to address barriers to women's par-
ticipation in production.

Coherence of food systems
interventions

The internal coherence of food systems programs has
increased over time. In programs, internal coherence
means consistency between child project and program
design, including in terms of components and objec-
tives, coverage of similar focal areas and landscapes,
and results management systems (GEF IEQ 2022). More
child projects explicitly incorporated guidance and/or
knowledge from the program level at the design phase
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Figure 3.9 Expected child project gender-related results
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finance and other services

Source: Project documents.
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Strengthening women'’s
capacities and skills
as farmers

in FOLUR (100 percent), compared to RFS (15 percent)
and GGP (20 percent), based on the quality-at-entry
analysis. Nearly all FOLUR child projects incorporated
program-level guidance on results framework indica-
tors (96 percent), project components (86 percent), and
knowledge management (89 percent). FOLUR coun-
try government and Agency survey respondents from
the 2022 Formative Evaluation of the GEF Integrated
Approach to Address Drivers of Environmental Deg-
radation widely agreed (88 percent) that they received
guidance and information during design and startup
to align child project objectives and components with
overall program-level objectives (GEF IEQ 2022).

Interviewees widely agreed that the FSIP design pro-
cess has best supported synergies between child
projects and the global program. This was mainly due
to the earlier approval of the global coordination project,
which then supported countries in their child project
formulation. For instance, the FSIP coordination proj-
ect team developed briefing papers for designing child
projects and facilitated country attendance at FOLUR
regional commaodity events, enabling in-person design
consultations. However, resource constraints have

limited the depth of review and follow-up by the coordi-
nation project team to ensure that child projects reflect
program guidance, according to Agency interviews.
Some activities are also being postponed until after CEO
endorsement. For example, although transformation
metrics are expected to be emphasized in the child
projects—as explained in the PDF and underscored by
GEF Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel feedback
(GEF STAP 2024)—the global coordination project team
has not yet produced guidance on them.

With regard to external coherence, GEF food systems interven-
tions often planned to engage with other initiatives, but actual
coordination at the child project level varied in approach and
intensity. While 77 percent of child projects planned
for knowledge sharing or joint activities with other
donor-funded initiatives, only 30 percent reported exe-
cution of such activities. In Tanzania, for example, the
FOLUR project builds on learning from a World Bank
project and intends to align with a Republic of Korea-
funded sustainable rice initiative, while the FSIP Food
Systems Transformation in Usangu Landscape project
(GEF ID 11230, FAQ) is seen as a pilot to inform a pro-
posed $200 million Green Climate Fund initiative. The
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RFS program terminal evaluation also highlighted col-
laboration with major regional initiatives, such as the
African Union's Agenda 2063, the African Union Devel-

opment Agency's Comprehensive Africa Agricultural
Development Plan, and the International Centre for

Research in Agroforestry's Stakeholder Approach to

Risk-Informed and Evidence-Based Decision-Making
(SHARED) Decision Hub.

Some GEF Agencies, such as the International Fund for
Agricultural Development (IFAD) and the World Bank,
have effectively linked GEF interventions with their own
country programs and projects. Successful examples
of collaboration among GEF Agencies were also iden-
tified in all three GEF-6 programs. For instance, UNDP
partnered with the WWF under CFI-Latin America in
Peru to launch a traceability app; while UNDP and the
International Finance Corporation (IFC) collaborated
to engage technicians trained under a previous IFC
project to support palm oil farmers in Indonesia under
GGP's production project—Reducing Deforestation from
Commodity Production (GEF ID 9180, UNDP). In Ghana,
the World Bank has implemented, and continues to
implement, three consecutive projects across GEF-6
to GEF-8 food systems programs as part of the Bank's
broader operations in the cocoa sector. These efforts
have included linking World Bank financing to the
FOLUR project to address related environmental chal-
lenges associated with artisanal small-scale mining.
The RFS Enhancing the Resilience of Agro-Ecological
Systems project (GEF ID 9138, IFAD) in Malawi also ben-
efited from coordination among IFAD, World Bank, and
UNDP projects to build watershed development capac-
ity among local institutions. Some of these instances
of collaboration led to spillover effects, as discussed in
subsection 3.3.

In crowded landscapes, some projects sought to carve
out a niche, while maintaining light coordination with
other actors through existing multistakeholder plat-
forms to ensure distinct contributions. For instance,
Peru's FOLUR project selected San Martin as its first

intervention landscape but, given the presence of
many other donor initiatives focused on cocoa and
coffee in the area, the FOLUR project is exploring
gender as a niche entry point to ensure added value
and avoid duplication. This includes working with
women producer networks, particularly by strength-
ening their representation at the regional level; and
helping women to benefit from agroforestry conces-
sions through targeted training and inclusion on land
use titles. Meanwhile, some projects missed opportu-
nities for greater collaboration with other development
partners. The Indonesia CFl project's midterm review
highlighted missed opportunities for stronger collab-
oration with similar programs supported by the World
Bank and the United States Agency for International
Development. Similarly, the Ghana case study found
that some major food sector development partners had
negligible engagement with GEF interventions.

3.2 Performance and
effectiveness

This subsection reviews the performance and results
of four GEF food systems programs, three of which
are completed or nearing completion (RFS, GGP, CFl),
along with emerging findings from the ongoing FOLUR
program. Following a brief overview of performance
ratings, the analysis explores key dimensions of food
systems transformation, including environmental and
value chain outcomes, socioeconomic inclusion and
gender, policy coherence and governance, and private
sector contributions. It also considers innovation and
the role of M&E systems. Broader insights into results
from programmatic value addition and global com-
modity supply chains are addressed in the following
subsection.

Overall performance

Almost all food systems child projects and programs with ter-
minal evaluations have achieved satisfactory outcomes and
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performed similarly well on other dimensions to the over-
all GEF-6 portfolio. Only 9 of the 23 GEF-6 food systems
child projects have ratings in the IEO terminal evalu-
ation database, but these projects demonstrate good
performance across all dimensions (table 3.1). Food
systems projects performed comparably to the over-
all GEF-6 portfolio on outcomes and outperformed the
broader GEF-6 average on quality of implementation
and execution.® Review of additional terminal evalua-
tions that did not have ratings also showed satisfactory
performance among closed GEF-6 projects. A compre-
hensive self-assessment done by IFAD management of
the RFS program found that its 12 country child proj-
ects generally had overall satisfactory performance at
completion, either documented through terminal eval-
uations or latest project implementation reports.

Table 3.1 Share of GEF-6 projects with performance
ratings in the satisfactory/likely range

Food Overall
Performance systems portfolio
Outcome 89 89
Quality of implementation 100 94
Quality of execution 100 91
Quality of M&E implementation 100 79
Quality of M&E design 88 89
Likelihood of sustainability 75 71
Quality of terminal evaluation 78 90

Source: GEF IEO terminal evaluation data set.

Note: M&E = monitaring and evaluation. Quality ratings are based on a
six-point scale; likelihood of sustainability is based on a four-paint scale.

Sustainability and M&E design and implemen-
tation were, however, often only moderately
satisfactory in RFS. Food systems child projects have

8With only one stand-alone food systems project from the
comparator data set closed, a valid comparison of the per-
formance of child projects to stand-alone projects is not
possible.

shown satisfactory outcome achievementin areas such
as policy support and implementation, governance,
sustainable agricultural practices, support to farmer
organizations and community development, land use
and marine area management, and the protection or
restoration of high-value ecosystem areas. Effective-
ness ratings also generally improved from midterm to
terminal evaluations, highlighting the slow but steady
progress of performance in these complex initiatives.

Environmental results

Food systems programs have reported delivery of substan-
tial environmental benefits, particularly in improved land
area management, biodiversity conservation, and GHG emis-
sions mitigation. Environmental outcomes were primarily
reported across the GEF-6 programs, with emerging
data from the GEF-7 FOLUR.® Across child projects,
sustainable land and water management outcomes
were the most commonly reported (in 57 percent of
projects), followed by land use and landscape plan-
ning (figure 3.10). Child projects also showed positive
outcomes in enhanced natural resource management
(43 percent), reported most frequently in GGP and
RFS child projects (see volume 2 for results by pro-
gram). Other contributions to different environmental
outcomes reflect the nuances of individual program
design. For example, agroforestry, increased water

9The evaluation’s implementation document review applied
a structured methodology to assess outputs and outcomes
reported in terminal evaluations and other progress docu-
ments across the three major GEF-6 food systems programs
(RFS, GGP, and CFl), the GEF-7 FOLUR program, and three
stand-alone projects, using common indicators to ensure
comparability. This report only summarizes and analyzes
the results from the programs, as only one stand-alone proj-
ect was sufficiently advanced to show some results. Of the
17 FOLUR projects reviewed, many were not mature enough
to evaluate progress toward results. Some occasional early
results were observed in country projects in Indonesia, China,
Ukraine, Ghana, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Nigeria, Thai-
land, and Liberia. For an overview of FOLUR progress in the
evaluation case study countries, see volume 2.
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Figure 3.10 Environmental outcomes and outputs of
child projects across GEF-6 and GEF-7 programs

Sustainable land and water mgmt 57%

Land use planning/land and

seascape mgmt i

Enhanced nat. res. gov./ecosystem 439
approach to fisheries gov. & coop. °
Agroforestry/tree planting/ 43%
erosion control °
Biodiversity/agrobiodiversity 43%

enhanced
Increased water security 35%

Enhanced property rights/ o
land tenure 30%

Source: Project documents.

security, and land tenure results were primarily gen-
erated by RFS, with agrobiodiversity also strong in RFS
due to supportto child projects by the hub biodiversity
partner. Similarly, CFI had meaningful contributions
associated with the implementation of its ecosystems
approach for fisheries.

Two closed programs, RFS and GGP, have made notable
contributions to global environmental benefits:

e RFS achieved or exceeded targets in core indica-
tors related to terrestrial protected areas (57,000 ha,
100 percent), biodiversity landscapes (613,000 ha,
144 percent), and GHG emissions avoided (88.4 mil-
lion tons of carbon dioxide equivalent, 137 percent),
but fell short on land restored (350,000 ha, 77 per-
cent) and production landscapes under sustainable
management (478,000 ha, 78 percent).

e GGP exceeded its target for land benefiting from
improved natural resource managementand prac-
tices for biodiversity (28.4 million ha, 123 percent),
and reported avoiding 29.4 million tons of carbon

dioxide equivalent emissions programwide.” Most
gainsinimproved land management were reported
in the GGP production project in Paraguay (24 mil-
lion ha) and Indonesia (3.2 million ha), and in the
Brazil child project—Taking Deforestation Out of the
Soy Supply Chain (GEF ID 9617, UNDP)—(81,099 ha).
Major gains in terms of high conservation value/high
carbon stock area protection (846,672 ha preserved)
were driven by peatland in Indonesia.

With implementation still at an early stage, FOLUR's
2024 annual report by the World Bank noted limited
global environmental benefits—typically well below
5 percent of end-of-program targets—mainly concern-
ing forest protection, land under improved practices,
forest restoration, and GHG mitigation. While initial
progress reflects groundwork in sustainable com-
modity value chains in some child projects, the scale
remains nascent, and most FOLUR projects have not
yet reached midterm where global environmental ben-
efits are usually first reported.

Despite this strong overall picture, contributions to environ-
mental outcomes were uneven across child projects, and
issues of attribution and data verification limited the credi-
bility of some results claims. While several child projects
exceeded environmental outcome targets, others fell
short due to overly ambitious or unclear objectives,
delays in implementation, or a lack of clarity on how
specific activities would lead to measurable environ-
mental outcomes. In RFS, for example, achievements
were uneven across countries, with inconsisten-
cies between reported outcomes and funding scope.
Issues of data quality and verification methods (e.qg.,

©Source: GGP Workshop 2024, Indonesia. Due to different
tools used to calculate data on carbon dioxide (CO,) emission
reductions for the GGP production and Brazil projects, those
projects report significantly higher GHG emission reduc-
tions in their own terminal evaluations (129 million tons of
CO, emissions, or 217 percent of target, with Indonesia alone
responsible for 110 million tons, in the production project, and
the Brazil project accounting for 39.3 million tons of CO, emis-
sions). These figures are included in volume 2.
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lack of ground-truthing) also limited the credibility
of some results. The GGP transactions project and its
demand project—Generating Responsible Demand for
Reduced-Deforestation Commodities (GEF ID 9182,
WWF)—as well as several CF| projects lacked global
environmental benefits reporting” (see also discussions
later in this chapter on private sector and monitoring
and reporting). Only the CFI-Latin America child proj-
ecthas sofar reported a global environmental benefits

contribution—covering 973,000 ha of marine surface
under spatial planning and 119902 ha of marine and
coastal areas under conservation. In contrast, the 2024
midterm review for the Indonesia CFI project flagged
weak progress toward global environmental benefits,
citing unclear links between policy support and envi-
ronmental outcomes, and no measurable behavioral
change in fisheries.

Global environmental benefits were achieved through
a combination of policy reforms and dialogue, land use
and marine area planning and management, and local
activities promoting sustainable agricultural prac-
tices and marketing standards. However, attribution
challenges were common, particularly where out-
comes relied on indirect or long-term changes, such
as policy implementation and enforcement, the adop-
tion of sustainable practices by extension services and
farmers, or behavioral shifts at the community level.
In the GGP production project, core biodiversity man-
agement indicators were supported through policy
reforms, regulatory tools, and improved mapping.
Nonetheless, concerns remain due to institutional fra-
gility, limited clarity around the link between activities
and global environmental benefits outcomes (as in Par-
aguay), and weak postproject sustainability and uptake
of improved agricultural practices.

"For example, the GGP transactions terminal evaluation
emphasized financial outcomes, noting $488.9 million in
additional transactions (versus $400 million planned), but
direct environmental targets were not considered relevant
for these components.

Food production and value chain results

GEF food systems programs have delivered important food
production and value chain results, particularly by enhanc-
ing sustainable agricultural and fisheries productivity at the
community level and directly supporting farmers’ and fishers’
access to markets. While the scope and depth of results
varied, all three GEF-6 programs contributed to more
sustainable agricultural practices, enhanced market
access, better land and marine resource management,
and stronger engagement of farmers and fishers in gov-
ernance processes. These local-level achievements,
when combined with programs” and projects’ policy
engagement and upstream work along commodity
supply chains, contributed significantly—and in syn-
ergy—to the environmental results reported above.

The RFS program delivered substantial results
through integrated natural resource management,
climate-smart agriculture, and enhanced market
access. Sustainable land and water management
practices—including erosion control, agroforestry, and
conservation farming—were tailored to diverse ecosys-
tems and local needs. Infrastructure improvements,
notably forirrigation in Burkina Faso, Malawi, and Niger,
enhanced climate resilience and food security. Partici-
patory extension models—such as farmer field schools
and lead farmer approaches—accelerated knowledge
diffusion in Ethiopia, Ghana, and Malawi. The program
also effectively supported value chains in Burundi,
Eswatini, Nigeria, and Senegal, with attention to wom-
en's empowerment, processing, and marketing.

The GGP production, transaction, and Brazil child proj-
ects achieved important outcomes at the community
level, although mostly moderate in scope and geared
towards proof of concept. In Liberia, smallholder palm
oil producers adopted more sustainable practices,
while in Paraguay's Chaco region, ranchers improved
grazing and traceability. In Indonesia, nearly 2,700
farmers were trained in sustainable intensification,
with 89 percent adoption. The project supported pro-
tection of high conservation value/high carbon stock
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areas, alongside land certification and collective farmer
action. In Brazil's Matopiba region, land use planning,
tenure reqgularization, and technical support for soy
producers fostered zero-deforestation commitments
and multistakeholder dialogue.

CFI presented more varied outcomes. In West Africa,
modest progress was made in cold chain and market
access improvements in Cabo Verde, while Cote d'lvoire
and Senegal focused on preparatory work with fish-
eries cooperatives. More tangible results emerged in
Indonesia and Peru, reflecting more mature implemen-
tation. In Indonesia, traditional sasi marine governance
was revitalized, empowering local fishers and women
entrepreneurs. In Peru, support to fisher organiza-
tions helped strengthen co-management of marine
protected areas and expand livelihood opportunities
through processing and savings initiatives.

These qualitative patterns are mirrored in programwide
project data. Across all food systems programs and
child projects, increased agricultural productiv-
ity was the most frequently reported outcome, cited
by 70 percent of projects (figure 3.11; see volume 2
for program-level detail). RFS stood out, with 92 per-
cent of its child projects reporting productivity gains,

supported by significant cofinancing from IFAD, UNDP,
and the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations (FAQ). GGP reported field-level productivity
increases in half of its child projects. CFl showed fish-
ery productivity improvements in only one child project
(CFI-Latin America), though infrastructure upgrades
were noted in another (The Coastal Fisheries Initiative
Challenge Fund: Enabling Sustainable Private Sector
Investment in Fisheries, GEF ID 9125, World Bank).
Improved extension and natural resource manage-
ment practices—especially sustainable land and water
management—were reported in 61 percent of child proj-
ects, again led by RFS (92 percent), followed by GGP.
Science and technology linkages were strengthened in
61 percent of child projects across all three programs.
Irrigation and input access improvements were exclu-
sive to RFS child projects.

Around half of child projects (52 percent) across the
three GEF-6 programs reported improvements in farm-
ers and fishers' market access as a key value chain
outcome, particularly in RFS and CFI. RFS led due to
its dedicated value chain component, though the RFS
terminal evaluation noted uneven performance across
child projects on this indicator. In CFl, three of five child
projects (Challenge Fund, Latin America, and Delivering

Figure 3.11 Food production and value chain outcomes and outputs of child projects across GEF-6 programs
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Sustainable Environmental, Social and Economic Ben-
efits in West Africa through Good Governance, Correct
Incentives and Innovation [GEF ID 9126, FAQ]) reported
improved market access, with notable efforts in pro-
cessing and small enterprise development in Latin
America and West Africa. For GGP, only the produc-
tion project worked directly with farmers at this level
but did so in several countries. Results on access to
finance emerged in about half of child projects across
all programs, with particular emphasis in GGP through
its transactions project. Forty-three percent of projects
included outcomes on farmer producer organizations
and were most common in RFS (62 percent), while
postproduction and processing results appeared in
30 percentand 26 percent of all child projects, respec-
tively. Greenvalue chains received some niche attention
(17 percent), mainly present in RFS and GGP.

Although this subsection highlights several outcomes
related to nonproduction value chain elements, most
programs have devoted limited attention to these
activities and outcomes, such as improving farm-
ers’ market access, storage facilities, price formation
mechanisms, and rural roads (also see discussion
under subsection 3.1). Approaches to meso-level out-
comes have also varied widely, addressing different
aspects and segments of vertical value chains (see
private sector discussion later in this subsection). Sev-
eral programs placed greater emphasis on macro- and
meso-level governance and policy issues, for instance
by convening commodity stakeholders through multi-
stakeholder platforms, supporting regulatory reforms
(e.g., commodity traceability), promoting coherence
across governance levels, and expanding private sector
participation and integration in areas such as product
aggregation and rural finance. The corresponding find-
ings are discussed in more detail in other sections of
this chapter addressing policy and governance, private
sector engagement, and innovation. There are also
notable limitations in both the quantity and quality of
outputs and outcomes concerning nonproduction value
chain elements, as neither the GEF nor most Agencies

systematically monitor these aspects—particularly
through qualitative indicators. Such indicators are
often treated primarily as output or process measures
(see discussion on monitoring and reporting).

Innovation

Innovation was a defining feature across GEF-6 and GEF-7 food
systems programs, with nearly all projects adopting new tech-
nologies, practices, or governance models tailored to diverse
landscapes, programs, and contexts. Diverse innovation
approaches are essential for food systems transforma-
tion, requiring not only technological advances but also
supportive governance models and systemic changes
to achieve sustainability at scale (Herrero et al. 2020).
Innovation took on distinct forms across GEF programs
(see volume 2). RFS was strongest on improved seeds,
irrigation and micro-irrigation, geographic information
system (GIS) applications, and digital platforms. GGP
stood out for its inclusion of digital platforms, GIS for
spatial planning, sustainability certification, and trace-
ability. CFlalso introduced meaningful spatial planning
and sustainable certification in marine contexts.
FOLUR, still in early stages, prioritized jurisdictional
planning, traceability, payments for ecosystem ser-
vices, and digital platforms.

The most frequently adopted innovations across pro-
grams included digital platforms, spatial planning,
improved seed varieties, GIS applications, and trace-
ability systems—each captured through the results
indicators of approximately a quarter of all projects
(figure 3.12). Digital innovations ranged from the RFS
knowledge portal and Caribbean soil maps shared
via the Caribbean Soil Information System (CARSIS),
to GGP support for Trase's global supply chain trans-
parency platform” and FOLUR Indonesia’s national

"2Trase is a not-for-profit initiative founded in 2015 by the
Stockholm Environment Institute and Global Canopy to bring
transparency to deforestation and agricultural commodity
trade.
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Figure 3.12 Frequency of innovations in child project
results indicators across all programs

Digital platforms {25%
Spatial planning | 25%
Improved seed var. |25%
Traceability systems [23%
GIS and spatial info. |23%
Irrigation tech [23%
PES|15%

Sustainable certif. | 13%
Integrated pest mgmt|10%
Micro-irrigation|10%
Storage technologies|8%
Drones |8%

Processing tech|5%
Early warning systems|5%
ICT innovations [5%
Green finance |5%
Surveillance | 3%
Marketing platforms [$%
Eco-labeling |3%

Precision agriculture|3%

Source: Project documents.

Note: GIS = geographic information system; ICT = information and
communication technalogy; PES = payment for ecosystem services.
Surveillance covers pest and disease tracking.

traceability dashboard and farmer land registration
linked to sustainable oil palm cultivation. Spatial plan-
ning innovations were particularly prominentin FOLUR
(e.g., integrated landscape managementincorporated
into Indonesia's district plans) and GGP (e.qg., landscape
planning and tenure mapping in Brazil's Matopiba
region). GIS tools supported integrated landscape
management and M&E across programs, such as in
Ghana, Indonesia, and Paraguay. Agricultural technol-
ogy innovation was strong in RFS. In Uganda's Karamoja

region, high-yield, drought-resistant crops were piloted
alongside demonstration gardens with drip irrigation.
Burundi distributed improved seed varieties and estab-
lished community seed banks. Burkina Faso integrated
agroforestry seedlings with nursery training. Irrigation
technologies (e.qg., treadle pumps in Nigeria) and pay-
ment for ecosystem services (Ghana) also featured in
some countries.

The country case studies further highlighted
context-specific innovations. In Indonesia, CFl
reactivated traditional sasi marine conservation sys-
tems, linking them with digital planning tools and
women-led branding. Tanzania's village land use plan-
ning work helped formalize land tenure and introduced
village-level governance structures for shared natu-
ral resources. Ghana advanced farmer-led ecological
innovations and community finance (village savings
and loan associations). In Peru, innovations included
community-based mussel repopulation, women's
cooperatives for crab processing, and village-based
microfinance systems, which helped buffer households
against COVID-era shocks.

Private sector involvement (see discussion later in this
chapter) also played a role in some innovation efforts,
such as when the GGP's demand project engaged over
130 firms through tools including the Palm Oil Buyers
Scorecard and RESPOND environmental, social, and
governance (ESG) benchmarking system, which pro-
moted sustainable sourcing. Unilever's engagement
insupply and demand sides as a global buyer and field
collaborator was also cited as a good way to build up
innovative models, such as the West Kalimantan oil
palm platform in Indonesia’s Sintang District.

Socioeconomic, gender equity, and
inclusion results

Sixmain socioeconomic outcomes are reflected across
GEF-6 food systems project reports. The most common
achievements were strengthened skills and capacities
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and gender equity and inclusion (figure 3.13). All food
systems programs performed strongly on these out-
comes, especially GGP on skills and capacity and RFS
and CFl on inclusion (see also performance by pro-
gramin volume 2). About half of child projects reported
increased income/reduced poverty and/or increased
employment, with variation by program. Notably,
80 percent of CFl projects reported both outcomes,
while no GGP projects reported these outcomes since
the program focused more on policy and governance.
Among projects with terminal evaluations, the share
was even higher, with 71 percent reporting increased
income from agricultural productivity. A higher pro-
portion of closed projects also reported increased food
security results (65 percent). Food security and nutri-
tion results were most evident in RFS, given its focus
on reducing food insecurity as a major driver of envi-
ronmental degradation. Research has demonstrated
that nutritional outcomes are closely intertwined with
ecological, socioeconomic, and food system dynamics,
underlining the importance of integrated interventions
(Winkler et al. 2025).

The number of people benefiting—and the proportion of those
beneficiaries that are women—varies significantly across food
systems programs. \With 4.7 million beneficiaries (111 per-
cent of target), RFS far outpaced the other GEF-6 food

Figure 3.13 Percentage of child projects reporting
socioeconomic outcomes across GEF-6 programs

Strengthened skills/

capacity/education e

Improved equity & inclusion 8%

Poverty reduction/increased 52%
income

Increased employment 43%

Increased food security 57%

Improved health/nutrition 39%

Source: Project documents.

systems programs. Importantly, 47 percent of bene-
ficiaries were women, exceeding gender targets by
10 percentage points partly due to more inclusive out-
reach. In contrast, GGP reached a smaller number of
beneficiaries, though the exact count is unclear due to
inconsistencies in program- and project-level report-
ing. Program-level reporting indicates that more than
10,000 farmers, producers, and community members
directly benefited from agricultural training and com-
munity conservation agreements.” The GGP production
project far exceeded its beneficiary target but was
b percentage points below its gender target (achiev-
ing 37 percent female beneficiaries); the GGP Brazil
project achieved only 18 percent female beneficiaries,
well below the 50 percent planned. As of this writing,
no consolidated results on beneficiaries were avail-
able for FOLUR. The program aims to reach 7.3 million
people, with an intended female share of 49.6 percent.
Beneficiary data for CFl remain vague and inconsis-
tent across countries. While the CFI-Latin America
project has shown tangible marine area impacts,
gender-disaggregated and total beneficiary figures
have not yet been systematically reported across the
child projects, as most terminal evaluations have not
yet been submitted (see volume 2 for details).

About half of GEF food systems projects report at least one
gender-related outcome, with a focus on women’s skills
development and increased participation. Overall, about
half of projects (53 percent) reported at least one
gender-related outcome (figure 3.14). The highest rates
of reporting (13 out of 13 child projects) were observed
in RFS, reflecting the program’s emphasis on gender
mainstreaming since early in program design. Variable
performance was found among GGP and CFl child proj-
ects, each with 60 percent of projects reporting gender

¥In individual child project terminal evaluations, the GGP
production project reported reaching 10,496 beneficiaries
(175 percent of its target), and the GGP Brazil project reported
reaching 22,526 beneficiaries (66 percent of target).
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Figure 3.14 Percentage of child projects reporting gender-related outcomes across GEF-6 programs

Strengthened agricultural capacities/skills |47%
Increased participation in producer orgs [42%

Inc. decision-making power in household/farm |26%
Improved employment in agrifood sector |26%
Strengthened business skills in agrifood sector [26%
Closing gender gap in inputs/equipment access [16%
Closing gender gap in finance/service access [16%
Increased productivity of female farmers |16%
Improved decision-making on foad consumption [14%
Closing gender gap in market access | 14%

Closing gender gap in water/irrigation access [5%

Closing gender gap in land ownership [2%

Source: Project documents.

results. The most reported gender outcomes highlight
a focus on women'’s skills development and increased
participation. Nearly half of the projects (47 percent)
reported strengthened capacities and technical skills
among women in agriculture, while 42 percent docu-
mented women's increased participation in producer
organizations.

Additional results included enhanced intrahouse-
hold and on-farm decision-making roles, improved
employment opportunities in the agrifood sector, and
strengthened business acumen in value chains—each
mentioned in roughly a quarter of the projects. In RFS,
for example, most child projects supported women
through value chains and alternative income-earning
activities that were mostly dominated by women, such
as nontimber forest products and beekeeping. Sea-
sonal cereal banks and participatory village savings and

“Gender outcome reporting among FOLUR child projects was
markedly lower, with only 12 percent of projects providing
such data; this is likely explained by the early stage of imple-
mentation of many of the FOLUR projects.

loan associations were an additional basis for women's
empowerment, improved food security, and nutrition.
Few food systems projects, however, have reported
results related to closing the gender gap in women's
access to agricultural inputs, finance, markets, and
land—which represent many of the structural barriers
to transformative gender action.

More than half of projects report inclusion outcomes, with
a focus on youth involvement in agriculture and vulnerable
smallholders (figure 3.15). RFS and GGP projects per-
formed well, with inclusion outcome reporting across all
child projects. However, inclusion outcomes have been
less explicitly reported in CFl (40 percent of projects),
pointing to a broader challenge of capturing outcomes
for socially or economically marginalized groups. The
most frequently reported inclusion-related outcomes
include increased youth involvement in agriculture
(42 percent) and improved access to training and exten-
sion services for vulnerable smallholders (40 percent).
Other outcomes—such as enhanced access to finance
(35 percent), better market linkages (33 percent), and
increased incomes and profitability (33 percent)—signal
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Figure 3.15 Inclusion outcomes reported by child
projects across GEF-6 programs

Increased youth involvement in agr.|  42%
Improved extension and training| 40%
Improved finance access| 35%
Enhanced market access| 33%
Increased income and profitability|  33%
Improved inputs access| 28%

Improved food security and nutrition | 26%

Source: Project documents.

Note: First bar represents an outcome for youth; all others are
outcomes for vulnerable smallholders/households.

growing attention to socioeconomic equity within food
systems interventions.

Findings from field work show a mix of promising practices
and ongoing challenges in achieving meaningful gender and
inclusion outcomes, with project design and early integra-
tion of gender considerations playing a key role in shaping
results. Collectively, these examples reveal that while
isolated successes are present, especially in proj-
ects with robust gender design and early integration,
deeper structural changes and comprehensive equity
outcomes remain inconsistent.

e In Tanzania, gender was actively mainstreamed
across interventions, with women comprising
roughly 40 percent of beneficiaries and engag-
ing in training related to agriculture, goat rearing,
business, and leadership in the RFS child project.
These activities created tangible income oppor-
tunities for women and strengthened their role in
production sectors. However, while participation
and skill-building outcomes were well documented,
thereis limited evidence so far on deeper empower-
ment outcomes—such as shifts in decision-making
authority or control over assets.

¢ Indonesia presents contrasting examples. In the GGP
production project, where gender was embedded

from the design stage, outcomes were notably stron-
ger. Approximately 39 percent of trained farmers
were women, and the training scope included both
agricultural and household financial management.
Conversely, the GGP demand project, which incorpo-
rated gender only during implementation, achieved
limited results due to its reactive and fragmented
approach.

¢ In Ghana, interventions under the RFS Sustain-
able Land and Water Management Project, Second
Additional Financing (GEF ID 9340, World Bank),
facilitated some economic gains for women, who
began to earn income from project-supported
activities. However, the project did not address
preexisting gender norms or intrahousehold power
dynamics, resulting in reported tensions around
income management. This highlights how economic
empowerment alone, when not paired with social
norm transformation or gender-sensitive design,
may trigger unintended consequences.

e Peru's CFl project similarly illustrates both limita-
tions and achievements. Women's participation was
largely concentrated in the village-based microf-
inance systems’ savings and credit initiatives,
with minimal engagement in fisheries or regional
capacity-building efforts. Nonetheless, the proj-
ect significantly exceeded its target for economic
autonomy outcomes among women, with 393
women improving their conditions compared to
a target of 129. This suggests that while broader
gender inclusion objectives were not met, focused
livelihood interventions—when well implemented—
can still yield meaningful results for economic
empowerment.

Policy implementation, coherence, and
governance results

GEF programs advanced policy and governance through
commodity-focused platforms (GGP), integrated natural
resource management and food systems planning (RFS), and
ecosystem-based fisheries management (CF1), with FOLUR
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frequently building on these foundations in countries with
program overlap. Programwide, GGP helped establish,
strengthen, and/or support 22 commodity platforms
and forums for targeted commodities in countries
including Brazil, Indonesia, Liberia, and Paraguay. GGP
also supported 38 policies or action plans to enable
reduced deforestation supply chains, 35 of which have
been adopted or proposed for adoption (UNDP 2022b).
RFS made strong contributions to integrated natural
resource management, food security, and food systems
policy in Africa’'s semiarid and mountainous regions in
general, rather than for specific commodities. RFS sup-
ported national and district-level planning frameworks
in countriesincluding Ethiopia, Kenya, and Niger, often
linked to national food security strategies (e.g., Niger's
3N Initiative).

Multistakeholder platforms were used to foster inte-
grated planning in RFS, such as the Nairobi Water Fund
(Kenya) and district integrated natural resource man-
agement committees in Ethiopia. CFI mainly focused
on aligning fisheries governance, policies, and regula-
tions with ecosystem-based management, with notable
policy advances in Cabo Verde, Cote d'lvoire, and Sen-
egal. Indonesia developed and partially implemented
fisheries management plans, though local enforce-
ment and fisher adoption were limited. In Peru, marine
resource management plans and new protected areas
were established, although lack of funding and regional
coordination (e.g., with Ecuador) constrained broader
outcomes. FOLUR is still in early stages but builds on
these previous efforts, particularly in promoting juris-
dictional planning, national and subnational policy
coherence, and private sector integration.

Despite being a frequent goal across GEF food systems pro-
grams, policy coherence was realized unevenly, with stronger
results in RFS and GGP. Policy coherence, or the alignment
of goals, incentives, and actions across sectors and
levels, was a recurring goal in policy and governance
support interventions but was more often aspira-
tional than fully realized. Across programs, coherence

was supported through interministerial committees,
cross-sectoral platforms, and vertically aligned plan-
ning processes. None of the reviewed projects explicitly
identified policy misalignment as having influenced the
achievement of environmental or co-benefit outcomes,
suggesting that such constraints are likely underre-
ported or unrecognized in reporting.

RFS showed the strongest policy coherence results:
10 of 13 child projects reported horizontal and vertical
coherence, supported by national coordination com-
mittees and decentralized structures (see volume 2).
RFS also performed strongly on governance results,
with 8 of 13 child projects achieving expected results,
particularly through local resource management com-
mittees and planning bodies. Three of the five child
projects each in GGP and CFl showed some coherence
results. FOLUR projects have not yet reported policy
coherence outcomes, largely due to their early imple-
mentation stage.

Horizontal coherence—working toward aligned policy actions
across government agencies and sectors—was often pursued
through interministerial committees and shared policy frame-
works. While commonly referenced in project reports,
few projects described national-level interministerial
engagement as having yielded concrete positive out-
comes. Exceptions included significant results that
were achieved in Indonesia, where the GGP produc-
tion project supported the Indonesia Sustainable Palm
Qil Platform (FoKSBI) and the development of national
and provincial palm oil action plans, with involvement
from the agriculture, environment, and planning min-
istries. In Liberia, GGP support for the National Qil Palm
Platform aligned partners around sustainability guide-
lines that followed the global Roundtable on Sustainable
Palm Oil. Paraguay's Platform for Sustainable Beef
strengthened regulatory coherence and multistake-
holder dialogue. CFI's Challenge Fund in Ecuador's
Galapagos aligned fisheries and environmental insti-
tutions under a unified ocean governance approach.

However, in several Latin American and West African
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countries, competing mandates and weak linkages
across ministries hindered progress.

Several instances of vertical coherence, marked by alignment
between national policies and subnational implementation,
were observed, particularly in RFS and GGP. Projects in
Burundi, Ethiopia, and Kenya decentralized planning
and agreed on memorandums of understanding with
local authorities that aligned national frameworks with
district action.® In Ghana, the Ministry of Environment
led the RFS steering committee, fostering effective
cross-agency coordination from the national down to
the field level. GGP Indonesia’s national palm oil pol-
icies were initially poorly implemented at the district
level until the GGP production project supported the
rollout of subnational action plans. Implementation of
these plans reached 60 percent in the targeted prov-
inces by 2023. Brazil's GGP project also achieved some
success ininstitutionalizing the Produce, Conserve, and
Include strategy at the state level and supporting land
tenure regularization and local compacts in line with
national policies.

The strength and sustainability of policy coherence and gov-
ernance outcomes across GEF programs were shaped by
deeper enabling conditions, such as national alignment, insti-
tutional embedding, and scientific partnerships. Programs
that built on existing policy agendas—such as Ethiopia's
decentralized integrated natural resource management
planning (RFS) or Liberia's national palm oil develop-
ment strategy (GGP)—were better able to integrate new
platforms and strategies. This alignment enhanced
legitimacy and increased the likelihood of government
participation. Similarly, multistakeholder platforms
were more effective when they were embedded in

®These projects were, respectively, Support for Sustainable
Food Production and Enhancement of Food Security and Cli-
mate Resilience in Burundi's Highlands (GEF ID 9178, FAQ),
Integrated Landscape Management to Enhance Food Security
and Ecosystem Resilience (GEF ID 9135, UNDP), and Estab-
lishment of the Upper Tana Nairobi Water Fund (GEF ID 9138,
IFAD).

existing institutions or supported by broader policy ini-
tiatives. For example, Indonesia’'s FOKSBI and related
subnational planning mechanisms contributed to
enhanced coherence by coordinating across minis-
tries and provincial authorities. In Burundi and Kenya,
RFS-supported planning bodies benefited from strong
ties to government decentralization frameworks. GGP
and FOLUR also promoted spatially explicit (jurisdic-
tional), multilevel planning approaches—such as the
Matopiba compact in Brazil or subnational palm oil
plansin Indonesia—that created clearer entry points for
coordination and coherence. Lastly, collaborations with
research institutions and technical networks helped
ground policy processes in evidence. In RFS, partner-
ships with national and regional research bodies and
universities informed land and resource planning; in
Brazil's GGP project, coordination with the Brazilian
Agricultural Research Corporation (Embrapa) lent cred-
ibility to land use mapping and monitoring efforts.

Despite these positive examples, persistent political and insti-
tutional constraints consistently hindered policy effectiveness
and coherence. These constraints included the following.

o Weak or ambiguous policy mandates and institutional fra-
gility. In several cases, governance platforms lacked
formal legal status or institutional embedding, which
weakened their ability to influence decision-making.
For example, Paraguay's Platform for Sustainable
Beef—while inclusive and widely recognized—lacked
a clear legal identity and formal policy mandate,
making it vulnerable to dissolution after the produc-
tion project’s closure. Similarly, in Liberia, although
the National Oil Palm Platform facilitated alignment
during the production project, weak ministerial coor-
dination and limited institutional support meant that
policy gains were difficult to sustain or enforce. Les-
sons for successful policy implementation learned
in Indonesia are summarized in box 3.4.

o Absence of political economy and risk analysis. A criti-

cal weakness across programs was the insufficient
attention to political economy dynamics, as noted
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Box 3.4 Blueprint for successful policy
implementation in Indonesia

Based on the Good Growth Partnership Indonesia
experience, a blueprint for effective policy design and
implementation emerged.

® A win-win policy proposal, developed through a
participatory process that responds to genuine
demand

® Strategic communication to build and sustain
momentum

® Targeted advocacy and stakeholder engagement
atall levels

® Timely communication to support policy passage
through political and bureaucratic systems

® (lear action plans linked to policies to guide
implementation

® A visible and trusted policy champion to foster
credibility and facilitate decision-making

® Tailored capacity-building and planning support
to prepare stakeholders for implementation and
enable structured dialogue

® Adequate technical assistance for policy formula-
tion and multistakeholder engagement at all stages.

Source: Terminal evaluation of GGP production project.

in subsection 3.1. Many interventions assumed
that coordination would lead to alignment, without
adequately assessing the power asymmetries, insti-
tutional resistance, or economic interests that shape
real-world policy outcomes. For example, in Latin
America, agricultural and environmental mandates
often reside in separate ministries with conflicting
priorities, yet projects rarely engaged these dynam-
ics systematically. In FOLUR, staff interviews noted
that in some countries, project positioning within
the government was determined more by political
expediency than strategic alignment, resulting in
coordination gaps and bureaucratic competition.

Across all programs, the lack of early risk analysis
led to overly optimistic assumptions about stake-
holder cooperation, underestimating the resistance
of entrenched interests or the capacity shortfalls in
target institutions. Research confirms that “food
systems transformation requires strategic attention
to political economy” and that technical interven-
tions, regardless of their quality, cannot achieve
transformation without explicit attention to power
structures, competing interests, and institutional
dynamics (Resnick and Swinnen 2023).

Fragmentation across ministries and turf conflicts. Inter-
ministerial competition slowed progress in many
countries, particularly in Brazil, Paraguay, and parts
of West Africa. Turf wars emerged when multiple
ministries claimed overlapping mandates for land
use, agriculture, or environmental planning. These
conflicts often surfaced during project inception—
suggesting insufficient participatory engagement
during project design—and were not always resolved
during implementation, particularly when no senior
coordination body existed.

Disconnection across the policy cycle. Many proj-
ects lacked mechanisms to link implementation
feedback to policy adaptation. Even where multi-
stakeholder platforms or technical committees
were active, their role in monitoring, learning, and
revising strategies was limited. In RFS, for exam-
ple, local planning bodies sometimes operated in
isolation from national ministries, creating a dis-
connect between grassroots priorities and formal
policy processes.

Institutional turnover and political transitions. The
sustainability of policy coherence was often under-
mined by changes in political leadership. In Brazil,
shifts in federal and state administrations disrupted
continuity in GGP-supported platforms, while in
Indonesia, staff turnover weakened institutional
memory around the National Action Plan for Sustain-
able Palm Qil. In the absence of durable institutional
frameworks, policy commitments often stalled or
reversed with leadership changes.
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Private sector engagement and
contributions

Across GEF food systems programs, the role of the private
sector has varied significantly in ambition, form, and scale—
from globally connected commodity supply chain strategies
to localized market engagement. GGP had a strong pri-
vate sector focus from the outset, most visibly through
its transactions and demand projects. The program
also intended to build connections between local,
national, and, to some extent, global public-private
actors through its production and Brazil projects. In
comparison, FOLUR has a broad mandate with explicit
objectives for private sector engagement—particularly
through its global value chain and sustainable finance
work. Building on GGP experience, FOLUR retained IFC,
the World Business Council for Sustainable Develop-
ment (WBCSD), and the United Nations Environment
Programme Finance Initiative (UNEP-FI) as program
partners at the global and national levels, with empha-
sis on sustainable finance and systems alignment. In
CFl, private sector engagement was supported mainly
through the World Bank-led Challenge Fund project,
which offered technical assistance to mobilize private
sector investments.® Meanwhile, RFS targeted the pri-
vate sector primarily through improved farmer and
other beneficiary access to value chains, often focused
on nontimber forest products, horticulture, and wom-
en’s entrepreneurship, and mobilizing private finance
for environmental goals. While RFS introduced green
value chain concepts, implementation remained lim-
ited beyond initial trainings. In summary, GGP and
FOLUR have emphasized private sector engagement
across commodity value chains—including market sys-
tems and finance—while CFland RFS focused more on
early stage value chain development, local investment
opportunities, and connecting producer or community

®Child projects in Latin America, West Africa, and Indonesia
also contributed, including through a $2 million grant to Con-
servation International's Blue Abadi Fund and through aiming
to generate market partnerships.

organizations, especially women-led, to domestic
markets.

Building on earlier food systems programs, FSIP aims
to catalyze private sector co-investment through
de-risking tools like blended finance, with a focus
on strengthening small and medium enterprises and
farmer organizations by improving access to sus-
tainable finance and markets. The program plans to
support policy reforms that promote green invest-
ments and encourage private sector engagement in
multistakeholder platforms. FSIP also aims to engage
private firms in developing innovations such as digi-
tal tools, climate-smart technologies, and sustainable
inputs. Detailed mechanisms and partners are yet to be
finalized but build to some extent on GGP and FOLUR
experience, such as through engaging the WBCSD.

A diverse array of private sector actors spanning different
levels and sizes has contributed to GEF food systems inter-
ventions and results through varied forms of participation.
Private sector engagement ranges from global corpo-
rations to community-based microenterprises. GGP
and FOLUR focused on engaging large-scale firms,
given their potential to shift commodity procurement,
demand, and financing practices across global supply
chains. Multinationals such as China Qil and Foodstuffs
Corporation (COFCQ), Unilever, McDonald's, Nestlé, and
Louis Dreyfus participated in supply chain reform,
traceability pilots, and sustainability platforms like the
Consumer Goods Forum. In Indonesia, for example,
national-level companies—including Wilmar, Musim
Mas, and PT ANJ—have supported production and cer-
tification efforts through platforms such as FoKSBI. At
subnational levels, platforms such as district forums in
Indonesia and the Matopiba Coalition in Brazil enabled
regional coordination. RFS and CFl, by contrast, often

worked with local-level actors, such as micro, small,
and medium enterprises (e.g., small processors), and
women-led enterprises and producer cooperatives,
such as those involved in community fisheries in Indo-
nesia and Peru or beef production in Paraguay. These
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actors are essential for inclusive development and often
face investment barriers and weak market linkages.

Private actors have played diverse roles and been
engaged through diverse strategies. For example,
value chain operators (e.g., Wilmar, COFCO, Neuland)
participated in production, sourcing, and certification
efforts across palm oil, soy, beef, cocoa, and fisheries.
Retailers like Super Indo and IKEA/Hero Group were tar-
geted on the demand side, resulting in the launch of a
sustainable cooking ail line by Super Indo and encour-
agement to use sustainable cooking oil in IKEA/Hero
Group restaurants, according to WWF's 2021 terminal
evaluation of the GGP demand project. Blended finance
models—especially under the GGP transactions proj-
ectand FOLUR—helped leverage private co-investment
(e.q., for soy in Brazil). IFC's dual advisory-investment
role, notably in beef and soy, enabled it to mobilize sig-
nificant private finance.

Private sector actors were also engaged in national
or regional coordination platforms or forums, often
to co-develop sustainability visions and standards.
Platforms like FOKSBI (Indonesia), Matopiba Coalition
(Brazil), and beef roundtables in Paraguay enabled
joint planning, policy alignment, and sector dialogue.
Projects also supported jurisdictional planning (e.qg.,
Sintang, Indonesia) and national dialogues to embed
sustainability goals, although enforcement and insti-
tutional follow-through varied.

Financial institutions such as Cooperative and Rural Devel-
opment Bank Tanzania and Bank Negara Indonesia supported
or piloted ESG-linked lending and investment models, often
with technical assistance from GEF projects. Under GGP,
UNEP-FI strengthened awareness of deforestation
risks, internal guidelines and policies, capacity to use
risk management tools, and financial product offerings
for zero-deforestation commodity production among
around 200 financial institutions. Training materials
were deeply adapted to national needs and, through
intensive support, significant outcomes were achieved
in countries like Paraguay. This work has continued

under FOLUR, although in a more limited way (box 3.5).
Also under GGP, WWF-Singapore led efforts to build
the capacity of financial institutions to influence palm
oil buyer companies toward deforestation-free port-
folios. This included workshops and bilateral training
sessions that showcased how leading asset managers
are integrating deforestation considerations into their
investment strategies.

Strategic partners—including Proforest, Agrosatélite, Smith-
sonian, and Incabiotec—helped develop traceability tools,
mapping systems, and investment cases to guide private deci-
sions and public policy alignment. For example, the GGP
demand project developed widely used tools—such
as the Soy Toolkit, the Palm Qil Buyers Scorecard, and
RESPOND ESG benchmarking—that helped compa-
nies and investors shift internal policies. Trase further
advanced soy supply chain transparency.

GEF programs have employed a range of strategies to engage
the private sector, with capacity building, knowledge shar-
ing, and public-private partnerships (PPPs) among the most
used. Overall, 63 percent of projects reported some
form of private sector engagement—primarily through
capacity development, knowledge sharing, and PPPs
(figure 3.16). Incentives for sustainable practices and
market-based solutions were planned in 30 percent
of projects, typically involving input subsidies and
improved market access for farmers. However, actual
implementation has thus far fallen short of expecta-
tions, reflecting in part FOLUR's early implementation
stage.

Private sector engagement strategies varied by pro-
gram: GGP consistently employed sustainable supply
chain models (100 percent), CFl prioritized PPPs
(80 percent), RFS focused on capacity building (46 per-
cent), and FOLUR relied most on incentives (64 percent).
Examples include FOLUR Papua New Guinea's collab-
oration with the Cocoa Board and milling firms to train
smallholders; and market-oriented partnerships in
RFS countries such as Eswatini and Niger that involved
input suppliers, processors, and financial institutions.
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Box 3.5 Notable private sector results

® [n Latin America, the Good Growth Partnership (GGP)
transactions project—Enabling Transactions: Market
Shift to Deforestation Free Beef, Palm Oil and Soy
(GEF ID 9696, International Finance Corporation [IFC])
showed strong firm-level results.

® |n Brazil, collaboration with the China Oil and Foodstuffs
Corporation and Louis Dreyfus helped mobilize close
to S0.5 billion for sustainable soy finance, backed by
traceability systems, degraded land suitability maps,
and trade finance pilots.

® |n Paraguay, partnerships with Minerva Foods and
local producer arganizations led to the development
of a national sustainability seal and the rollout of mon-
itoring tools like SAGAS and Assist-Chaco, aimed at
deforestation-free beef intensification.

® [n Indonesia, the GGP production project—Reduc-
ing Deforestation from Commodity Production (GEF
ID 9180, United Nations Development Programme)—
enabled national and district-level platforms engaging
companies such as Unilever, Wilmar, and Musim Mas
to support sustainable palm oil practices and land use
planning, while the GGP demand project—Generating
Responsible Demand for Reduced-Deforestation Com-
modities (GEF ID 9182, World Wildlife Fund)—supported

the launch of sustainable palm oil sourcing guidelines
for downstream companies like retailers, hotels, and
restaurants. The Food Systems, Land Use, and Resto-
ration Impact Program project builds on this foundation
through co-investment mechanisms and sustainabil-
ity strategies in the palm oil, cocoa, and coffee sectors.

® Through the GGP transactions project, IFC adapted its
Global Trade Supplier Finance tool for the soy sector,

linking financing to sustainability standards like the
Round Table on Responsible Soy and Proterra in Brazil.
It secured interest from six companies, including a
S30 million investment in Barry Callebaut to support
compliant sourcing of soy, sugar, and dairy. IFC devel-
oped customized models of the tool for the remaining
five companies, which focus on animal nutrition, aqua-
feed, food production, food processing, and coffee.

® The Coastal Fisheries Initiative Challenge Fund, while
not mabilizing significantinvestment during its lifetime,
succeeded in preparing 26 investment-ready cases
across six countries. This work laid an early foundation
for sustainable fisheries finance in Ecuador, Indone-
sia, and Peru.

See volume 2 for more details on private sector results by
program.

In Uganda and Nigeria, RFS child projects—respectively,
Fostering Sustainability and Resilience for Food Secu-
rity in Karamoja Sub Region (GEF ID 9137, UNDP) and
Integrated Landscape Management to Enhance Food
Security and Ecosystem Resilience in Nigeria (GEF ID
9143, UNDP)—brokered value chain agreements and
contract farming models. FOLUR's Inclusive Sustain-
able Rice Landscapes in Thailand project (GEF 1D 10268,
UNEP) attracted private actors through blended green
loans and incentive funds. In China, FOLUR's Inno-
vative Transformation of China’'s Food Production
Systems and Agroecological Landscapes project (GEF
ID 10246, FAQ) secured private partners to contribute to
on-farm demonstrations promoting sustainable prac-
tices. These experiences illustrate that, when backed by

credible tools, strong platforms, and financial innova-
tion, private sector engagement can deliver meaningful
environmental outcomes (see box 3.5).

Despite these advances, scaling and transformation have
been hindered by insufficient enabling conditions, a lack of
long-term commitments, and an unclear business case for sus-
tainability—especially for global buyers and investors whose
decisions shape entire supply chains. Projects faced sig-
nificant barriersin the enabling environment that were
beyond their directinfluence, such as regulatory uncer-
tainty, limited readiness among financial institutions,
and fragmented value chains. For example, while GGP
demand project tools were widely adopted, they rarely
translated into shifts in sourcing and procurement.
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Figure 3.16 Strategies for GEF programs to engage the private sector, planned and actual
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Source: Project documents.

Note: Planned engagement strategies are drawn from the quality-at-entry assessment; actual engagement strategies are from the implementation

document review.

In Brazil and Paraguay, traceability and sustainability
uptake in the GGP production and transactions projects
lagged due to weak producer incentives and limited
regulatory pressure. In Paraguay, for instance, scal-
ing the project outcomes is constrained by the lack of
strong market demand for sustainable Paraguayan
beef, combined with continued, legally allowed land
clearing in the Chaco and lack of legislative enforce-
ment. In Brazil, land clearing remained more profitable
than restoration, despite sustainability pilots. Engage-
ment with major buyers in Europe, the United States,
and Chinayielded few fundamental sourcing reforms.”
Strengthening private sector engagement in equita-
ble and sustainable food systems requires effectively
aligning political economy factors—such as investor
influence, transparency, and supply chain accountabil-
ity—with regulatory, governance, and market reforms
at both national and global levels (Clapp 2023).

"These findings are supported by a growing body of evidence
showing that short-term, market-driven food systems and
corporate dominance are shaping incentives, practices, and
outcomes across supply chains—further reinforcing unsus-
tainable practices and pollution externalities in the absence
of adequate governance (Winkler et al. 2025).

Market and finance dynamics also limited private sector
successes. For example, in Paraguay and Brazil, private
sector actors in soy and beef continue to have access
to commercial finance that does not have strong ESG
requirements, which makes using finance as a lever
for systemic change challenging. Even with incentives,
ESG finance is struggling to compete with conventional
lending terms.”® In other countries, strong private sector
engagement was limited by a fragile financial sector
(Liberia) or concerns about differences in public and
private sector priorities and a lack of established insti-
tutional relationships to facilitate collaboration and
trust building (Peru).

GEF programs have mobilized notable levels of cofinancing and
parallel finance from the private sector, particularly through
IFC. GGP demonstrated strong results in mobilizing pri-
vate sector financing, particularly through IFC and the

® According to the literature, systemic innovations in finan-
cial instruments and disclosure requirements are needed
to better align private sector contributions to global envi-
ronmental benefits with stronger regulation, transparency,
and accountability—helping to shift current market incen-
tives away from short-term profits toward the sustainable
transformation of food systems that promotes sustainabil-
ity, equity, and health (Winkler et al. 2025).
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transactions project. IFC facilitated nearly $483 mil-
lion in deforestation-free finance in Brazil's soy sector,
including a $288 million COFCO prefinancing facility
and a $200 million green loan to Louis Dreyfus. These
achievements were grounded in direct client transac-
tions, technical assistance, and targeted risk mitigation.
FOLUR initially committed to leverage a total of $2.7 bil-
lion, including S405 million from the private sector.
Achievements so far include $507 million mobilized by
IFC through the FOLUR global coordination project™ for
1 livestock-related investments that were facilitated
by the FOLUR-funded Practices for Sustainable Invest-
ment in Livestock Operations in 2022, much of it in Latin
America. IFC (with FOLUR funds) has also supported
the government of Brazil's new sustainable land proj-
ect, which is expected to mobilize another S50 million,
and IFC's FOLUR-funded Nespresso advisory services
in Uganda generated another $4.5 million private
loan. The WBCSD has also mobilized $7.2 million from
agro-traders in Brazil.

RFS fell short of expectations in private sector mobi-
lization. While there were some contributions—such
as S1.21 million from Coca-Cola Foundation, Frigoken,
and a US donor to the Kenya Water Fund under the
RFS Kenya project—this was well below the $7.5 mil-
lion target. Much of the private sector contribution was
earmarked or in kind and directly disbursed to project
activities. Additional attempts under RFS child proj-
ects led by the Alliance for a Green Revolution (e.g., in
Burkina Faso, Tanzania, Malawi) involved small grants
to stimulate private sector engagement, but out-
comes remain unclear. CFl presents the least available
data. While there was potential for mobilizing finance
through the Challenge Fund and a $2 million GEF contri-
bution to Conservation International's Blue Abadi Fund
in Indonesia, no concrete investment outcomes have
been documented to date. Key informant interviews

FOLUR Global Knowledge to Action Platform to Support
Transformational Shifts in Food and Land Use Systems (GEF
ID 10308, World Bank).

highlighted that there was little information on the prof-
itability of investments identified in the prospectuses
prepared under CFl, and that limited attention was
given to whether there would be sufficient demand for
the products and services being developed.

Synergies between food systems
dimensions

Across the GEF food systems programs, synergies between
food production—particularly agricultural and fisheries pro-
ductivity—and environmental sustainability emerged as the
most evident and recurring pattern. These linkages were
visible in all programs, such as where sustainable land
or marine management was combined with improve-
ments in productivity, through better farming or fishing
practices. However, synergies between environmen-
tal objectives and enhanced incomes or broader food
security and nutrition goals were less consistently
demonstrated and often remained aspirational or
undermonitored.

In RFS, several country projects (e.g., Ethiopia, Ghana,
Nigeria) linked climate-smart agriculture and land
management to improved productivity and, in some
cases, market access and income diversification. GGP
production project activities in Indonesia and Paraguay
illustrated how sustainable agricultural practices could
align with value chain improvements and enhanced
producer incentives. The CFl Indonesia project
demonstrated synergies between customary marine
governance (sasi) and local economic empowerment—
particularly for women—through branded enterprises
and livelihood diversification. Synergies often hinged
on implementation-level policy coherence—that is,
effective governance mechanisms that integrated
sustainability into planning and resource use. Multi-
stakeholder platforms and governance arrangements
supported coordination, but theirimpact depended on
being well resourced and institutionally embedded.
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Still, trade-offs and their management were rarely
identified or monitored systematically. There was
little evidence and robust analysis, for example, of how
short-term beneficiary income or agricultural input
support might affect long-term environmental integ-
rity, or of how competing objectives were balanced in
decision-making, at the community as well as the policy
level. In addition, few projects tracked whether incen-
tives such as conditional input provision or support for
income generation actually resulted in durable behav-
joral shifts or structural transformation or included the
private sector to facilitate the shifts.

Several enabling and limiting factors that are closely related
to the degree to which GEF food systems programs were
able to generate and sustain synergies across environ-
mental, socioeconomic, and other food systems outcomes
emerged from country case studies and interviews. They
offer both explanatory factors for where synergies did
emerge—particularly between productivity and sus-
tainability—and insights into why such synergies often
remained partial or undersustained.

The Indonesia country case study underscored a key
constraint to operationalizing synergies: overly ambi-
tious, multiobjective designs without adequate time,
decentralization, or operational realism. When proj-
ects tried to simultaneously pursue environmental,
socioeconomic, and market transformation goals—
especially across diverse geographies and value
chains—implementation fell short, weakening the inte-
grated outcomes synergies depend on. The political and
institutional trade-offs governments can face between
expanding food security and environmental protection
were especially highlighted in the Indonesia and Tanza-
nia case studies. Where national goals prioritized staple
food sovereignty or agricultural expansion, projects
struggled to achieve environmental gains. Structural
trade-offs, if not proactively addressed and navigated,
can block or reverse synergies.

Case studies in Tanzania, Ghana, and Indonesia pointed
to bottom-up approaches as an important enabling

factor to operationalize synergies, including farmer-
and community-driven approaches, participatory
extension, and participatory adoption of locally rele-
vant technologies. These factors supported win-wins
between productivity, income, and environmental stew-
ardship—although sustainability and scaling were not
always ensured due to inadequate long-term support.
Across all programs, the most durable synergies were
observed when environmental objectives were directly
tied to effective income generation or food security
benefits, backed by ongoing policy incentives and
market engagement. Examples from Ethiopia, Nige-
ria, and Peru show that when projects backed technical
innovations and good governance—with aligned incen-
tives and institutional support—synergies had greater
traction. Sustained behavioral change and long-term
adoption of conservation-linked practices—both criti-
cal to lasting synergies—proved particularly difficult to
achieve. CFlIndonesia’s limited shiftin destructive fish-
ing practices illustrates this gap. Trust, committed local
actors, and time-intensive engagement were all seen as
preconditions for behavioral shifts that support syner-
gies across ecological and socioeconomic dimensions.

Program monitoring and reporting

Across the GEF food systems programs, performance metrics
have often fallen short of capturing the complex, multidimen-
sional nature of transformational change. Most annual
monitoring efforts by child projects and coordination
projects have remained output-focused, tracking easily
quantifiable elements such as events or participation,
while offering little insight into deeper behavioral, insti-
tutional, or systemic shifts. Although midterm reviews
and terminal evaluations provide more quantitative
and qualitative analysis, the lack of standardized for-
mats and of a set of common indicators limits the ability
of the program lead Agency and the GEF to aggregate
findings across countries and programs. This reflects
a broader structural challenge in the GEF's corporate
target setting, which relies heavily on a narrow set of
core indicators for child projects and programs—like
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global environmental benefits and cofinancing—that
are weak proxies for the intricacy of integrated food
systems outcomes. Moreover, child projects by differ-
ent implementing Agencies use their own monitoring
systems and indicators, even as projects under the
same program, creating the possibility of further mis-
alignment with GEF priorities—as illustrated by IFC's
difficulties in GGP aligning its reporting with the GEF's
framework. The RFS program made a deliberate effort
to overcome these challenges by developing a harmo-
nized monitoring and assessment system, introducing
shared indicators and tools to track and assess resil-
ience and biodiversity. Yet uptake was limited, in
part due to inadequate technical support and in part
because many child projects and their implementing
Agencies preferred to retain their original metrics as
identified in their logical frameworks.

The challenge of measuring food systems transforma-
tion extends beyond GEF programs (Winkler et al. 2025),
reflecting a wider recognition that traditional moni-
toring frameworks inadequately capture the complex,
multidimensional nature of systems change, including
behavioral, institutional, and political shifts. The GEF
experience further highlights the need for more sophis-
ticated and adaptive metrics to track transformation
pathways, introduced early in program design and
supported by ongoing technical assistance to ensure
meaningful tracking of progress. In the absence of such
alignment, key dimensions of food systems transfor-
mation—such as policy implementation, value chain
development, and behavioral change—remain poorly
monitored, especially across programs. To address
these gaps, among other efforts, the GEF Secretariat
has developed guidance for evaluating programs and
is now developing a new program monitoring template
aimed at moving beyond basic output tracking to more
effectively capture qualitative outcomes, knowledge
contributions, and institutional change.

Sustainability of results

Given the relatively early stage of many food systems child
projects, there is little evidence of sustained food systems
results, though some factors affecting sustainability are
beginning to emerge. Only eight completed projects with
terminal evaluations have sustainability ratings.? Due
to the limited sample size, the evaluation could not
draw generalizable findings across the wider portfo-
lio. According to the RFS terminal evaluation, at least
four child projects were able to sustain and scale activ-
ities through confirmed follow-up projects. The hub
project's sustainability is supported by the involvement
of well-established agencies that are likely to continue
many of the activities. The sustainability of the knowl-
edge, communication, and community-of-practice
platform is uncertain, as no partners have committed
to maintaining it without additional resources.

Across the eight completed child projects, financial sus-
tainability at completion was supported by cofinancing
arrangements that helped ensure postproject continu-
ity. For example, the GGP demand project supported the
development and expansion of the Trase online plat-
form to provide comprehensive data and analytics on
supply chain transparency. At project completion, Trase
secured 96 percent of the funding required to sustain
operations as a result of the success of this platform
and catalytic initiative.

Institutional sustainability was demonstrated through
strong ownership by executing partners and the inte-
gration of project outcomes into existing systems. In
the case of the Uganda RFS child project, sustainabil-
ity was reinforced through the integration of project
implementation in the national implementation modal-
ity and active involvement of government actors at
both national and subnational levels. Environmen-
tal sustainability was promoted through the adoption

These projects are the CFI-Latin America project; three RFS
child projects in Ethiopia, Nigeria, and Uganda; and all but one
(the transactions project) of the five GGP projects.
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of sustainable practices such as climate-smart agri-
culture, sustainable fishing practices, and digital
monitoring systems, which led to achievement of global
environmental benefits including carbon sequestration
and land restoration.

Despite these contributing factors, recurring challenges
were identified that may threaten long-term sustain-
ability. Financial sustainability was often undermined
by continued reliance on donor funding and the absence
of formal financial models. Sociopoalitical risks included
complex political climate, high turnover of government
officials, and uncertainties around ownership and con-
trol after project closure. For example, the terminal
evaluation for the Nigeria RFS child project raised con-
cerns about the operational sustainability of agricultural
centers due to unclear ownership arrangements, which
could potentially limit access for smallholder farmers.

3.3 A programmatic
approach to food systems:
added value, costs, and
governance

Added value of an integrated program
approach

This evaluation considered the added value of taking a
programmatic approach—including through integrated
programs—to transforming food systems, compared to
nonprogrammatic (i.e., stand-alone) project interven-
tions. Core to the integrated program modality is the
relationship between country or thematic child projects
and a coordination project led by a lead Agency, which
focuses on program coordination and governance. In
the GEF, program-level coordination is posited as criti-
cal for advancing transformative change, and ensuring
coherence and consistency, so that the whole of each
program is greater than the sum of its parts (GEF Sec-
retariat 2022).

To assess this added value, the evaluation developed a
theoretical framework (annex D) drawing on program
documents? and the GEF's own guidance around pro-
gram additionality and evaluating programs, as well as
expert peer reviewer input (figure 3.17). This framework
envisions food systems programs potential added value
through four main pathways, as shown in the figure,
while recognizing that not all GEF food systems pro-
grams have equally emphasized each pathway. The
findings below analyze programmatic value addition
according to each pathway.

Improving design

Coordination project support has increasingly strengthened
the basis for interaction and learning. Guidance from food
systems coordination projects has improved the design
and coherence of child projects within the overall pro-
grams (also see discussion earlier in this chapter), as
evidenced through Agency interviews, country survey
responses, and country case studies. In Tanzania, for
example, country officials perceived that FOLUR and
FSIP projects benefited from robust technical design
support from the global coordination project teams.
In Indonesia, the FOLUR project was designed with
strong programmatic additionality in mind, by aiming
to engage in global communities of practice, learn from
other FOLUR country experiences in Asia, and con-
nect to international buyer networks and certification
bodies.

Yet, evidence is weak that individual food systems child proj-
ects are better designed to deliver impact than stand-alone
projects. Food systems child projects and stand-alone
projects alike are taking integrated approaches (see
discussion under subsection 3.1). Nonetheless, the
importantinfluence of food systems programs can still

2 The documents reviewed included food systems PFDs and
program evaluations (e.g., the RFS terminal evaluation); the
review was conducted in line with GEF IEO guidance on how
to evaluate integrated programs; see, for example, GEF IEO
(2023).
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Figure 3.17 Programmatic value addition framework
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be observed in the design of child projects. For exam-
ple, GEF-7 child projects show a greater emphasis on
landscape-level interventions than stand-alone ones,
reflecting FOLUR's emphasis on this. Stand-alone food
systems projects largely emerged in GEF-7, possibly
influenced by RFS and GGP experiences. The evalu-
ation did not find concrete evidence that Agencies
are improving the design of their stand-alone proj-
ects based on lessons learned through food systems
child projects, although interviews suggested that tacit
learning is happening but not documented. While most
stand-alone projects referenced lessons learned from
previous GEF interventions (75 percent), none specif-
ically referenced RFS, GGP, CFl, or FOLUR projects or
programs.

Enhancing implementation

All GEF food systems programs have included dedicated
knowledge management components. These compo-
nents have involved general knowledge functions such

as producing global knowledge products and holding
learning events, as well as specialized ones like provid-
ing technical support services directly to child projects.
This evaluation considered both.

Creating a broader knowledge management ecosystem is
perceived as a substantial added value of GEF food systems pro-
grams. This was achieved primarily through knowledge
generation, dissemination, and exchange. Coordination
projects for GGP and RFS generally met or exceeded
targets related to numbers of people trained on good
practices, knowledge products developed, events held,
and platforms established. GEF-6 terminal evaluations
found knowledge products to be generally of high qual-
ity, and FOLUR's coordination project has reported
production and dissemination of 263 diverse knowl!-
edge products to FOLUR child projects. Some programs
have also provided technical service offerings directly
to child projects. For example, FOLUR's customized
support hasincluded pilot testing of FAO's Participatory
Integrated Landscape Approach (PILA) in four child
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projects, implementing UNDP's economic assessment
tool in two child projects, and holding a workshop on
effective collaborative action with five child projects,
among other activities. FOLUR's Gender Learning Pro-
gramme has also been considered highly useful by child
project gender experts surveyed.

Building on this foundation of knowledge genera-
tion and dissemination, GEF food systems programs
have fostered active knowledge exchange. Facilitating
a two-way flow of knowledge, whether generated by
the program or another source, is one of the most sig-
nificant values added by GEF food systems programs,
according to interviewees and program documents.
Country participants value knowledge sharing through
food systems knowledge platforms; they widely agree
that country child projects have learned from each oth-
er's experiences (86 percent) and that the coordination
projects have used effective strategies to generate,
capture, and/or share knowledge with country child
projects (90 percent). Participants have been largely
satisfied with program communities of practice, with
three-quarters of GGP and FOLUR participants satisfied
with the Food and Agricultural Commodity Systems
(FACS) community (UNDP 2025a).

Despite these successes, the evaluation found limited tangible,
verifiable examples of countries applying program-facilitated
learning. Much program reporting has been at the output
level, as noted in the discussion on monitoring and
reporting, which may not capture actual knowledge
application. The benefit of knowledge sharing and tech-
nical support to child projects is also not yet evident
in terminal and midterm evaluations. Only 5 of the 21
child project terminal evaluations (24 percent) men-
tioned engagement with the hub project.? Across all
project implementation reports, about half of child proj-
ects reported participation in global program-related

22The two hub projects were excluded from this question in
the analysis. Nineteen of the 23 projects (83 percent) reported
that the child project describes how the project-level results
framework aligns with the global program.

forums, meetings, or workshops to share results and
bring back lessons. Fewer than 10 percent explic-
itly mentioned undertaking adaptive management or
adopting new strategies or policies, citing learning
or support from the global program. Program part-
ners often struggled to identify concrete examples in
evaluation interviews, and case studies also largely
failed to surface tangible examples of converting new
knowledge to action. Moreover, available information
is largely insufficient to appreciate the significance or
on-the-ground benefit of examples identified.

The limited evidence available of country participants
using learning from program-level activities presents a
mixed picture. For example, a recent assessment found
that 74 percent of practitioners participating in FACS
reported applying learning that contributes to better
project outcomes;* and a GGP survey found that 64 per-
cent of respondents changed their programs, practices,
or policies based on GGP learning.? The FOLUR midterm
review found that the global coordination project has
made limited progress so far in driving country-level
implementation and policy change, with few countries
having adopted new policies or strategies due to FOLUR
knowledge or tools.? This is partly due to knowledge
products delivered ahead of country readiness, given
the early stage of implementation of many child proj-
ects, as well as other design issues discussed below.
Despite these shortcomings, tangible and verified
examples of knowledge uptake do exist (box 3.6).

%Based on an annual consultation conducted by FACS.
Eighty-three percent of FOLUR practitioners reported learn-
ing about at least one strategic theme or practice through
FACS—most commonly multistakeholder collaboration,
gender, and farmer support systems.

*Note that the terminal evaluation questioned the means of
verification of these GGP survey findings, given that the survey
was administered to conference participants right after the
conference.

%The FOLUR CEO-endorsed document planned for 5 coun-
tries by Year 3 and 10 by Year 4, making FOLUR well behind
its planned targets.
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Box 3.6 Examples of benefits to countries from knowledge exchange and technical services

® After participating in a Good Growth Partnership (GGP)
conference, a Liberian producer modified its practices
for rural oil palm development, based on learning from
a GGP Indonesia presentation.

® After participating in a Resilient Food Systems (RFS)
workshop, the RFS Uganda team requested a follow-up
visit to learn more about sustainable land management
and climate-smart agriculture technologies and prac-
tices presented by the RFS Kenya team. The Uganda
team visited Kenya for six days and applied their learn-
ing to their own projects. After the same workshop, the
RFS Nigeria team adopted the composting approach
presented by the RFS Ghana team.

® Through an event on the Effective Collaborative Action
methodology, a staffer with the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO) working on
the Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration Impact
Program’s (FOLUR's) Promotion of Sustainable Food
Systems in India through Transforming Rice-Wheat
Systems in Punjab, Haryana, Odisha and Chhattisgarh
project (GEF 1D 10480, FAQ) learned about farmer exten-
sion services and innovative sustainable practices. This
learning has reportedly been applied in the project to
solve issues with receding water levels that were caus-
ing soil deterioration in rice and wheat systems.

® AFOLUR project manager in the Ministry of Planning &
Developmentin Ethiopia attended four FOLUR eventsin
2024 and learned about private sector engagement. The
ministry team has drawn on this learning to produce

Sources: Program terminal evaluations and annual reports and interviews. Note that not all examples could be triangulated.

® As a result of coordination between the World

® Support from the FOLUR Gender Learning Program, as

a training report and action plan for private sector
engagement.

Resources Institute (WRI) and Ghana's Environmen-
tal Protection Agency through the FOLUR Landscape
Restoration and Ecosystem Management for Sustain-
able Food Systems (GEF 1D 10348, World Bank) and WRI's
TerraFund program, 14,985 ha of land have been brought
under restoration in Ghana. These restoration projects
are expected to create 29,841jobs for local communities.
FOLUR funding helped WRI engage with the govern-
ment of Ghana on project funding criteria and selection.

well as direct technical gender support to child proj-
ects, helped shift a handful of countries approaches to
more gender-responsive ones, according to interviews.
In FOLUR's Connecting Watershed Health with Sustain-
able Livestock and Agroforestry Production project (GEF
ID 10735, World Bank) in Mexico, for example, gender
briefs inspired innovations like childcare provisions
during trainings, enhancing women’s participation.
FOLUR's Promoting Integrated Landscape Management
Approach for Conservation of the Mount Elgon Ecosys-
tem in Eastern Uganda (GEF ID 10463, United Nations
Environment Programme) team took ownership of the
gender agenda by developing a context-specific gender
action plan, prioritizing practical and targeted gender
interventions.

Limited visibility and targeting of knowledge products, as
well as adaptive management capacities, have hindered
knowledge uptake by child projects. In FOLUR, for exam-
ple, many of the global platform's knowledge resources
are not being accessed by countries. Reasons include
a lack of targeted promotion, a fragmented approach
to knowledge management across core partners, and
inadequate staffing for knowledge managementin both

coordination and child projects. Multiple food systems
programs have not had dedicated knowledge manage-
ment staff, despite the centrality of knowledge to the
coordination projects’ theory of change. One FOLUR
partner lamented that most of the effort goes toward
producing the knowledge product rather than its prac-
tical application or uptake.
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A key consideration is whether knowledge is appro-
priately targeted for its intended audiences needs and
interests. While programs have increasingly tailored
knowledge exchange to country contexts, evidence
is less positive for knowledge generation. Several
program partners responsible for major knowledge
products expressed concern that the suite of knowl!-
edge products and technical services was being driven
more by the interests and capacities of partners than by
demand from countries (see also discussion on country
docking). FOLUR's recent capacity needs assessment
suggested interest in more tailored technical support
and targeted capacity building, as well as demand for
resources and support in multiple languages to over-
come linguistic barriers (UNDP 2025b). The FOLUR
midterm review also pointed to language barriers and
a lack of locally adapted materials as constraining
country-level engagement.

Resources and willingness to adapt can also be barriers
to knowledge uptake by country child projects, accord-
ing to Agency and country informants. For example, one
country survey respondent explained that some coun-
tries show a lack of willingness to consider modifying
their project approaches based on lessons learned from
other countries during global and regional knowledge
exchanges. Multiple Agencies noted that innovative
solutions emerged through programmatic knowledge
exchange, but the country executing agencies did not
embrace those new solutions due to a lack of resources
in the project plan and a tendency to comply with the
original project planning documents. Some GEF and
Agency interviewees shared the view that resistance
toward adaptive management reflected more of a
perceived than actual GEF policy constraint. In other
waords, the processes for adaptive management exist,
but they are not well understood or embraced.

Programs have adaptively managed to shift from global
exchange to target regional- and commodity-specific issues
and facilitate peer-to-peer learning. As food systems pro-
grams have expanded to cover more commodities and

countries, global exchange has become less relevant.
Interviewees stressed that the context-specificity of
food systems challenges and solutions is better aligned
with targeted exchanges. FOLUR, for example, has
pivoted away from global exchange toward regional
commodity dialogues—a strategic direction that inter-
viewees consistently commended. Regional dialogues
have now been held in Africa focused on coffee and
cocoa value chains, in Asia on low-emission rice, and
in Central Europe on sustainable maize and wheat.
These events have served to share lessons from coun-
try projects as well as promote toals and offerings the
global platform can provide to country projects. FSIP
countries and partners have also begun to attend these
dialogues, facilitating continuity and early learning for
FSIP child projects. An oft-raised example of valuable
contextualized learning was IFC's technical training
on agricultural lime to reduce soil acidity and restore
degraded lands, which addressed a localized challenge
for specific FOLUR commodities in West Africa.

Additionally, GGP and CFl adaptively managed to sup-
port more peer exchange. GGP increased the number
of in-country exchanges over the program lifetime,
to build connection and trust among country teams
and promote country-led collaboration and learn-
ing. After CFI's midterm review found that the Coastal
Fisheries Initiatives Global Partnership (GEF ID 9128,
FAO) had failed to facilitate significant programwide
exchange and learning beyond its global consultation
meetings, the global project ramped up efforts, includ-
ing by launching communities of practices across CFl
national research institute partners that promoted
South-South learning. FOLUR is showing similar signs.
Some countries wanted FOLUR to enhance connection
and collaboration across child projects more so than
with external initiatives, highlighting a desire for more
focused regional engagement (UNDP 2025b). Feed-
back from FOLUR practitioners on the FACS community
echoed this sentiment, with only 33 percent of respon-
dents satisfied with the digital program’s effectiveness
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in facilitating South-South knowledge exchanges
(UNDP 2025a).

Country docking—matching country needs with program
technical support—has been one of the most significant
programmatic challenges. The need to improve country
docking in GEF food systems programs was one of the
most frequently raised issues in interviews. Ineffec-
tive docking undermines both the relevance and uptake
of global knowledge and technical service offerings
by country child projects—and is therefore critical to
ensuring the added value of a programmatic approach.
Effective docking has been undermined by misaligned
timing, top-down approaches, and insufficient resourc-
ing, as detailed below.

o Misaligned timing. Technical offerings have generally
beenidentified early in the program lifetime—before
country child projects are operational—based on the
program design and partners review of child project
documents, leading to widespread perceptions of
top-down support despite intentions to be demand
driven. In RFS, early workplans constrained efforts
to reallocate resources to meet emerging needs.
FOLUR consequently shifted annual work plan-
ning and conducted a capacity needs assessment,
but service offerings were still largely determined
before the project management units for child proj-
ects were established. FSIP is learning from these
experiences by designing its coordination project
to retain more flexibility in determining its service
offerings over time. In addition, a timing discrep-
ancy is emerging between when program partners
are available to provide support and when child
projects are ready to receive it. For example, many
FOLUR partners  agreements are set to terminate
this year, even though most child projects are still in
early implementation, and some have not yet estab-
lished a project management unit. CFl faced similar
challenges, with the key program tool expected to
benefit child projects completed only after some
child projects had closed. FSIP is reflecting these

experiences in its design, with the coordination proj-
ect expected to run alongside child projects until
close to completion—although resource constraints
for the coordination project may still resultin earlier
closure unless additional funding is secured.

e Top-down engagement approaches. Food systems pro-
grams are also learning the importance of proactive
support for country docking. Early efforts to con-
nect countries with technical support were largely
passive. In RFS, high transaction costs were experi-
enced for the child projects to familiarize themselves
with the many different hub partners and their ser-
vices. FOLUR's early approach, for example, was to
disseminate the global offer to country counterparts,
who were expected to follow up for technical ser-
vices. This approach was not successful, according
tointerviewees, particularly for countries that were
not ready to absorb the support. This approach also
created inefficiencies as many partners reached out
to child projects individually. As noted, through the
new capacity needs assessment, FOLUR has evolved
to a more proactive approach to matchmaking, but
itistoo early to assess the success of this strategy.

 Insufficient resources. Limited partner resources have
constrained the scope and customization of techni-
cal support. Global partners typically have budget
to support only a few countries per tool (e.g., 2 to 6
out of 27 FOLUR countries), and child project funds
are generally preprogrammed and not available to
finance these services. Countries express more
interest in customized—and likely on-the-ground—
support than broader exchanges, which is also more
resource intensive. In RFS, the lack of designated
budgets for country collaboration on the ground and
continued technical support from hub partners lim-
ited the effectiveness of this support. For instance,
the Nigeria child project team worked with an RFS
partner on several tools but found them too tech-
nically complex to implement without continued
support.
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Promoting multiscale results

While some food systems programs have added value by facil-
itating vertical or multiscale engagement, integrating value
chain support has proved highly challenging. A perceived
advantage of integrated programs is the potential to
engage with different value chain actors than might be
possible in the context of a stand-alone project. This
includes vertical partnerships linking national actors
toregional and global platforms and value chain actors
for globally traded products (e.g., demand side). This
is especially important in commodity supply chains,
where demand and supply may be in different geog-
raphies. Both FOLUR and FSIP, for example, aim to
create a leverage effect on buyers and producers by
connecting sustainable sourcing efforts across supply
and demand. However, country child projects have
often focused efforts on supporting sustainable pro-
duction, with only about a quarter expecting to engage
buyers and traders, and even fewer planning to work
with retailers or financial institutions.

Interviewees explained that an integrated program
approach can help align these production-focused
country efforts with global ones to advance com-
mitments toward sustainable sourcing and
financing—actions that are difficult to undertake in
the context of stand-alone projects. Vertical value
chain development features more prominently in GGP,
FOLUR, and FSIP than in CFl and RFS (see also earlier
discussion of food systems design). Despite the ambi-
tion, GEF food systems programs have faced practical
challenges to integrate value chain development across
scales and geographies. Interviewees widely agree that
the ambition of integrating value chains would be diffi-
cult to accomplish without a programmatic modality.
When integration has been more successful, asin Par-
aguay (box 3.7), results have been notable.

Food systems programs have encountered challenges in chan-
neling demand and financing toward the target landscapes
where child projects are operating. For example, the GGP
demand and transactions projects, while individually

Box 3.7 Benefits of the GEF's integrated
program modality in Paraguay

Through the Good Growth Partnership’s (GGP's)
systems-oriented design, three child projects
targeting, respectively, production, demand, and trans-
actions achieved results in the sustainable beef value
chain in Paraguay. The production and demand child
projects were implemented in a coordinated manner,
establishing a platform to work toward a common
vision of sustainable beef both nationally and in the
Chaco region. Paraguay's Food Systems, Land Use,
and Restoration Impact Program (FOLUR) child proj-
ect will continue to support this platform and build on
past successes.

Similar continuity of support has been provided to
the financial sector in Paraguay. The GGP transac-
tions project provided substantial training and policy
support to the Paraguay Central Bank, including the
development of a law requiring financial institutions to
disclose their impact on deforestation (Resolution 8).
Through the GGP experience, GEF partners learned that
additional support was needed for secondary finan-
cial institutions that provide finance at the landscape
level. Cooperatives are now receiving training through
FOLUR's global coordination project.

A programmatic approach also delivered value chain
results, including the establishment of a traceable
supply chain connecting farmers with a slaughter-
house responsible for supplying beef to McDonald's.
However, FOLUR's early implementation has revealed
challenges in scaling these gains. Building trust and
agreement with value chain actors—especially around
sustainability indicators for beef and soy—has proven
difficult. Several producer cooperatives have raised
concerns about the proposed project approach and
requested revisions to its strategy, slowing the for-
mation of strategic alliances. The project now plans
to launch a new consultancy to co-develop a sustain-
able meat production standard that aligns with national
law and market expectations.
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successful, were not well designed to route demand
or financing toward the target landscapes where the
production project operated. In both GGP and FOLUR,
interviewees explained that the mainstream finan-
cial institutions that the programs originally targeted
are not the same institutions that finance sustain-
able production at the landscape level. This design
flaw is being addressed now, partway through FOLUR
implementation, by focusing more on microfinance
institutions, impact investors, and other niche market
players that are closer to primary production. In the
recent FOLUR capacity needs assessment, some child
projects expressed unmet needs related to financ-
ing mechanisms and linking finance stakeholders
with smallholders. Institutional ways of working have
also limited partners’ abilities to channel financing to
specific geographies. For example, IFC must have an
existing client or a strong pipeline of potential invest-
ments to undertake technical work in a specific country
and commodity context.

There has been limited integration between value chain
work with global and, to some extent, national private
sector companies and country child projects to date.
The FOLUR midterm review found that the coordina-
tion project was not designed to work through direct
country entry points, and thus has done less well in link-
ing private sector global support to child projects. For
example, in Uganda, FOLUR-funded advisory services
to ensure smallholder farmers have sustainable pro-
duction practices helped unlock a $4.5 million IFC loan
with Nespresso to open a small processing facility. This
investment, however, isin a different subregion than the
Uganda child project, and there has not been collabo-
ration between the activities. Similarly, in Brazil under
the Sustainable Multiple Use Landscape Consortia-Ver-
tentes Project (GEF ID 10468, World Bank), the WBCSD's
work with six main agro-traders on soy in Brazil has
preceded development of a country platform through
the child project, creating questions on how to integrate
the latter. Although it did not focus on a value chain
approach, CFlsimilarly struggled to link private sector

Challenge Fund projects to country child projects, which
sometimes worked in different subregions. Similarly,
RFS's catalytic grants to engage in PPPs through the
coordination project were implemented separately
from the child projects in those countries.

Timing issues, siloed implementation, and underestimating the
collaborative efforts needed contributed to the programs’ chal-
lenges in value chain integration. Sequencing the timing
for demand, production, and financing support has not
been entirely feasible in five- to seven-year programs.
Demand is typically a driver of production change, and
then private financing enters at the end. Interviewees
expressed frustration with the timing challenges in GEF
programs, explaining that private finance has tended
to align best with public sector efforts only after those
initiatives are complete and farmers are prepared; this
rarely happens early enough in a five-year program.
Similarly in GGP, interviewees explained that the expec-
tation that sustainable finance mechanisms would be
ready to support emerging production needs did not
match reality. Developing tailored financial facilities
can take more than five years, far exceeding the dura-
tion of most program cycles.

Partners responsible for value chain work with the
global and national private sector have also tended
to work separately. For example, the IFC and UNEP-FI
components of the GGP transactions project were exe-
cuted independently, although some exchange at the
country level (e.qg., in Brazil and Indonesia) occurred
that would not taken place without the GEF project.
Similarly, the FOLUR global partners responsible for
value chain work described limited cross-fertilization,
despite working in similar countries (e.qg., Brazil) and
commodities (e.q., rice, soy). CFI's Challenge Fund was
also implemented separately from the other CFl child
projects. As a result, food systems programs have
missed potential opportunities for leveraging impact,
accordingto interviews and terminal evaluations. Food
systems programs have also underestimated the level
of collaboration and sustained engagement needed for
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value chain integration (see also discussion later in this
subsection on program governance). For example, a
key lesson from GGP is that the program misjudged the
need for sufficient time, resources, mechanisms, and
incentives to establish effective coordination that can
lead to integrated value chain impact.

Creating spillover effects

By engaging with a broader set of global stakeholders, food
systems programs are sharing their learning and influence
beyond the boundaries of the child projects. One key path-
way for broader influence is through program partners
themselves. For example, in CFI, World Bank staff who
worked on the Challenge Fund project have replicated
good practices in subsequent lending programs, such
as in Indonesia, according to one interviewee. Global
knowledge sharing through CFl ignited the develop-
ment of some new project concept notes by FAOQ, UNDP,
and UNEP, which draw on good practices and initiatives
started under CFI. In FOLUR, interviewees referred to a
wider influence through “FOLURIzation"—namely, lever-
aging FOLUR funding to influence World Bank project
design and frameworks for client country engage-
ment. Program reporting indicates that FOLUR has
provided technical assistance to World Bank projects
with collaboration between Bank global departments
responsible for agriculture and environment, including
in Ethiopia, Uganda, and Ukraine. Similarly, one inter-
viewee explained that FOLUR and FSIP have enabled
FAO to integrate support across its technical divisions,
breaking down silos.

Food systems programs have catalyzed some partner-
ships that continue to yield results after the program
ended. For example, IFC's partnerships with WWF and
Conservation International in Brazil and Paraguay,
established through GGP, have continued to advance.
Program partners described how they are still using
the business cases for restoration of degraded lands
developed under GGP to try to implement them with soy
farmers, as well as working in partnership to develop

biodiversity corridors in the Amazon, Chaco, and Cer-
rado regions.

Some programs are expanding the reach of their
learning through leveraging partners’ existing broader
networks such as FACS and the Global Landscapes
Forum, participating in global high-level events, and
implementing multifaceted communications strategies.
These efforts have reached large numbers of people
(e.g., more than 15,000 for FOLUR), although the extent
of influence or uptake of GEF food systems program
knowledge is largely unknown.? Most survey respon-
dents (70 percent) agreed that engaging with a wide set
of partners has enabled food systems programs to gen-
erate benefits beyond the program boundaries. There
is along theory-of-action chain, however, from sharing
FOLUR knowledge through global events to the ultimate
goal of “transform[ing] global thinking, policy options,
and actions related to food systems” (GEF 2024, 4).

Program governance and delivery

Country and Agency selection for food systems programs
improved in GEF-7 through clearer criteria and processes,
which were carried forward into GEF-8. The GEF Secretar-
jat introduced a competitive, criteria-based selection
process for participation in GEF-7 programs through
preparation and evaluation of expressions of interest,
which improved the transparency of country selec-
tion. This EQI process was continued in GEF-8. Across
all food systems programs, about two-thirds of coun-
try stakeholders agreed that the process for selecting
countries and child projects was transparent (only
8 percent disagreed for GEF-6 and GEF-7 programs
and 11 percent disagreed for GEF-8). Acceptance rates
were higher in GEF-8 than in GEF-7, when a smaller
number were accepted in the first round due to poor

% A recent FACS report provides a few examples of impact
stories from broader FACS community members who have
benefited from FOLUR knowledge exchanges, including a GEF
Secretariat staffer and a project officer for the Global Land-
scapes Forum in Liberia (UNDP 2025a).
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quality.?” A key difference is that the large majority of
EOIsin GEF-8 were from the co-lead Agencies (29 of 35
submissions and 26 of 32 accepted EQIs); in GEF-7, the
lead Agency implemented a minority of country child
projects (4 of 27).

Interviewees raised two main considerations for future
country selection processes. First, country continuity
across replenishment periods was viewed as poten-
tially beneficial for progress toward transforming
food systems, as demonstrated in Ghana and Indone-
sia. Second, some stakeholders believed that country
selection could be used more assertively to ensure that
participating countries are committed to transforma-
tion and meaningful engagement with other ministries.

Roles and responsibilities between child projects and the coor-
dination project have become clearer over time. Since GEF-7,
the lead Agency role has included terms of reference
with well-defined roles and responsibilities, building
on a lesson from the IAPs that clarity between global or
regional coordination projects and country child proj-
ectsiscritical to good program governance. In both the
RFS and GGP, budgetary responsibility for program-
matic engagement was less clear at design, leading in

?In GEF-7, only 18 of the 48 EQIs submitted in the first round
were accepted, in part due to poor quality. In GEF-8, 22 of
25 EOIs were accepted in the first round and 10 of 10 in the
second round.

partto some resistance among child projects to engage
in programmatic activities or no staff assigned in the
child project with whom the coordination project was to
interact. The design of GEF-7 and GEF-8 food systems
programs reflects this lesson, with clearer articula-
tion of the responsibilities of the coordination project
and child projects in relation to programmatic sup-
port. Country stakeholders widely agreed that roles
and responsibilities are clear between the coordination
project and country child projects (figure 3.18). Chal-
lenges associated with the lack of authority or leverage
of the lead Agency over child projects, as raised in pre-
vious IEO evaluations, however, have not been directly
addressed.

Food systems programs have generally been well and adap-
tively managed. RFS and GGP lead Agencies received
positive evaluations on program management and
coordination, and country survey respondents widely
agreed on their strong performance. Continuity of
Agencies, partners, and individual staff has been a
supportive factor for robust and adaptive program
governance, particularly when staff and organizations
have been involved in multiple programs and carry
lessons and experiences into new program design.
Interviewees also praised FOLUR for leveraging part-
ners and capacities built through previous programs,
rather than reinventing new processes and structures.
Coordination projects also show effective adaptive
management. In FOLUR, for example, the coordination

Figure 3.18 Responses to online survey from government child project points of contact

Roles and responsibilities are clear between coordination
project and country child project(s)

Responsibility for covering costs of participation in coord. project
activities is clear between coord. project and country child projects

Responsibility for covering costs of receiving technical assistance from
coord. project is clear bet. coord. project and country child projects

1 Strongly disagree 1 Disagree M Agree

Source: Online survey (n = 136).

4% 5%
50% 5%
1% 9%

Strongly agree I Unable to assess
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project has adaptively managed to close gaps between
itself and the country projects, as well as to respond
to emerging policy priorities, such as the European
Union's deforestation requlation. Midterm reviews have
consistently urged coordination projects to improve
integration across partners and child projects, while
terminal evaluations have noted relevant improvements
in the latter part of implementation. Adaptive manage-
ment has also been supported by the GEF Secretariat,
which has made efforts to push lead Agencies and core
partners for impact and integration.

Coordinating across multiple executing partners remains
a persistent program governance challenge. RFS high-
lighted the complexity and high transaction costs of
multi-Agency implementation, with seven execut-
ing partners in the coordination project, IFAD as lead
Agency, and five Agencies implementing child proj-
ects. Thematically overlapping responsibilities among
partners and extensive subcontracting arrangements
further contributed to operational complexity. FOLUR
faces similar issues, involving numerous partners and
unwieldy coordination that has tended toward bilateral
channels at times, limiting visibility. Thematic working
groups (e.g., on private sector, gender, and other topics)
support coordination but have varied in level of activ-
ity. Information sharing among multiple partners has
remained a challenge as well, leading to some part-
ners feeling inadequately informed about developments
in in-country projects; FOLUR's recent capacity needs
assessment aims to help rectify this coordination gap
(see also discussion on country docking).

FSIP design reflects lessons from RFS and FOLUR by
adopting a more centralized model. Co-lead Agencies
(FAQ and IFAD) work with three core executing part-
ners in the global coordination project, without any
indication of further subcontracting and a smaller
budget share for these partners (e.g., less than 15 per-
cent in FSIP versus 65 percent in FOLUR). Interviews
indicate that FSIP partners consider their roles more
marginal than in previous food systems programs,

although partnerships are still evolving.? FSIP is also
more concentrated in terms of child project imple-
mentation. Just four Agencies implement the 32 child
projects, with 26 implemented by lead Agencies FAO or
IFAD. FSIP's centralization may improve lead Agency
oversight, although its impact on administrative com-
plexity is yet to be seen.

Efficiency

Endorsement and implementation timelines for food systems
programs are broadly comparable to, if not more efficient than,
stand-alone projects. GEF-6 food systems child projects
demonstrated relatively shorter average preparation
times from PIF approval to CEO endorsement com-
pared with GEF-7 FOLUR?® (figure 3.19). FOLUR child
projects took longer for preparation, an average of
24.7 months, which is partly due to the COVID-19 pan-
demic. When compared with stand-alone projects in
each GEF replenishment period, programmatic child
projects achieved CEQ endorsement in a shorter time.

For an agenda as complex as food systems, however, pro-
grams are contending with potential trade-offs between
efficiency and inclusive and robust design. Interviewees
raised concerns that the short time frame for pre-
paring EQls and concept notes in GEF-8 led to some
approved submissions without meaningful input
from key government ministries. These trends work
against principles of effective collaborative action
for systems change by undermining the potential for
cross-sectoral coherence and ownership. Interviews
also pointto tensions between the time needed to align

8 The itemized budget in the global coordination project
document suggests that less than 15 percent of the budget
is currently allocated for named core executing partners
and service providers (e.g., UNDP, the Nature Conservancy,
the WBCSD, and the Young Professionals for Agricultural
Development).

2%|n GEF-8, only one FSIP child project has reached CEO
endorsement so far (the global coordination project); it took
9.1 months from PIF approval.
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Figure 3.19 Elapsed time (number of days) between project milestones by program

a. Project preparation

b. Implementation

c. Postcompletion
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[ PIF submision to first disbursement

Source: GEF Portal.
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I Project start to first disbursement
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[ CEO endorsement to financial closure

Note: CEO = Chief executive Officer; CFI = Coastal Fisheries Initiative; GGP = Good Growth Partnership Integrated Approach Pilat; FOLUR = Food Systems,
Land Use, and Restoration Impact Program; FSIP = Food Systems Integrated Program; PIF = project identification form; RFS = Resilient Food Systems

Integrated Approach Pilot.

different partners around an agenda as complex and
multisectoral as food systems transformation and the
relatively short time available to prepare project doc-
uments. This tension echoes the lesson from GGP that
time pressures and competing demands during the
preparation phase meant that opportunities for inte-
gration between projects were not explored in depth or
sufficiently embedded in the structure of the program.

Moving into implementation, delays are frequently related to
the increasing operational complexity of programs and the
food systems agenda. In FOLUR, delays are often linked
to the complexity of coordinating across multiple
stakeholders (36 percent), staff capacity to implement
integrated programming (45 percent), and difficul-
tiesin managing financial transfers between Agencies
(36 percent). Cross-case study observations and inter-
views raised concerns about the time needed to start
country projects involving multiple commodities and
Agencies, each with different food systems priorities.

This includes the time needed to meaningfully engage
a range of relevant stakeholders, establish platforms,
and refine objectives and activities within the broader
food systems agenda. As noted previously, some child
projects have faced tensions around institutional
leadership for GEF food systems projects, especially
between environment and agriculture ministries, that
have contributed to delays. Related to this is navigat-
ing the challenge of identifying the most critical and
value-adding entry points across countries, institutions,
diverse ecologies, and commaodities while maintaining
common programmatic priorities—without overextend-
ing resources or reducing the number of communities
that could be piloted and served.

Coordination projects are the main added cost of an integrated
program approach, yet they also deliver results. Determin-
ing the incremental cost of using an integrated program
approach is not straightforward. Food systems coordi-
nation projects have represented 7-10 percent of total
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program costs, or between S4 million and $29 million in
absolute cost. Coordination project budgets are mostly
allocated for capacity strengthening, technical assis-
tance, policy engagement, global and regional value
chain engagement, and knowledge exchange. Accord-
ingly, these projects have delivered knowledge, policy,
and financing results, and sometimes contribute to
environmental and co-benefit outcomes. They also help
position the GEF as a leader on a global agenda. Coor-
dination project budget allocations for overall program
management and administration are much smaller. For
example, the component of FOLUR's coordination proj-
ect focused on program management, operations, and
M&E is budgeted at $3.6 million, representing about
1 percent of the total FOLUR program value. For FSIP,
the project management cost plus M&E is equivalent
to $S2 million, or 0.7 percent of the total program value.
Nonetheless, there is an opportunity cost for these
resources (e.g., country or other programming), and
the GEF Secretariat may incur additional costs to over-
see these complex programs.

Despite their importance for effective programmatic col-
laboration, coordination budgets have not kept pace with
expanding program scope. Terminal evaluations, inter-
views, and GEF documentation of programmatic
lessons learned all indicate that GEF-6 coordination
budgets were not sufficient for this purpose. In RFS,
for example, neither child projects nor coordination
project partners budgeted for in-country and field
program interactions, which later proved to be a criti-
cal gap. While the share of funding allocated to global
coordination projects has increased across all inte-
grated programming from GEF-6 to GEF-8, in food
systems programs, coordination project budgets have
been decreasing over GEF replenishment periods.
This decrease has happened even as programs have
increased in scope and size, posing a risk to program
viability. In the GEF-6 programs, the coordination proj-
ect represented 10 percent of the total program cost.
In GEF-7, the FOLUR coordination project represents
9 percent of the total program cost. Moving into GEF-8,

the FSIP coordination project has a smaller GEF budget
than FOLUR in both absolute and percentage terms
(S18 million compared to FOLUR's $29 million, repre-
senting 7 percent of the total FSIP program budget).
Yet, FSIP will be responsible for coordinating with more
country child projects (32, compared to FOLUR's 27) and
more commodities than FOLUR.*® Agency interview-
ees expressed concerns about delivering greater added
value with fewer resources. Several interviewees who
have been involved in multiple GEF food systems pro-
grams also opined that programs have reached their
limit, becoming too large and overstretched, diluting
programmatic value addition.

While program stakeholders widely agree that an integrated
program approach to food systems adds value that exceeds
its costs, systematic evidence is not yet available to make
this comparison. GEF, Agency, partner, and country inter-
viewees—including those who have been involved in
multiple GEF food systems programs—consistently
shared the view that an integrated program approach
to food systems adds value compared to a nonpro-
grammatic approach. At the country level, 28 percent
of survey respondents strongly agreed, and 61 percent
agreed, that the value addition of using an integrated
program approach is greater than the cost of the coor-
dination project.

As described above, food systems programs have added
value, albeit sometimes implicit, through knowledge

®There are some indications that budgetary responsibili-
ties for engagement with the coordination project are shifting
to country child projects to help overcome this gap. In FSIP,
the budgetary responsibilities of child projects with respect
to engagement with the global platform are intended to
include meeting their capacity and technical support needs,
gathering and sharing information on lessons learned, and
participating in regional and global platforms. As noted ear-
lier, FSIP child projects were advised to set aside 10 percent
of their budget for these (and other) programmatic functions,
although Agencies reported some resistance from countries
to doso. CEO-endorsed project documents are not yet avail-
able to assess the extent to which this directive was followed.
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and learning pathways, while evidence of converting
knowledge to action remains limited. Stakeholders view
aligning country-level, production-focused initiatives
with global commitments on sustainable sourcing and
financing as a unique and transformative added value
of program approaches. Yet despite successful global
and regional engagement, programs have struggled to
link these efforts with child projects. Acommon refrain
ininterviews was that an integrated program approach
can deliver outcomes and transformation that would

not be feasible through a stand-alone project. How-
ever, integrated programs are not yet systematically
tracking progress toward food systems transformation,
and evaluative evidence is not yet available compar-
ing the outcomes and global environmental benefits of
child projects to stand-alone ones, making it difficult to
weigh the balance of added value to costs.
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recommendations

41 Conclusions

Relevance and coherence

Conclusion 1: GEF programs have contributed to global and national agendas by
taking integrated approaches to address environmental challenges in food systems.
Atthe global level, GEF programs have kept pace with the growing discourse around the
interconnectedness of food systems, environmental degradation, and climate change,
and the significant financing gaps for sustainable food systems transformation. Pro-
grams allow sufficient flexibility for countries to design relevant interventions, while
sometimes introducing innovative topics that countries had not yet identified as a
strategic focus. Child projects align with countries  environmental needs and sectoral
policies and priorities related to agriculture, livestock, and/or fisheries. Programs and
projects feature integrated approaches that address multiple environmental issues;
target synergies between environmental and socioeconomic benefits; work at local,
landscape, and national levels; and promote multistakeholder engagement.

Conclusion 2: Food systems projects have concentrated on the production segment
of the value chain, although attention to postproduction segments has emerged
more recently. The five GEF programs vary considerably in how comprehensively
they cover food systems value chains. Some programs made deliberate design deci-
sions to focus more on objectives such as resilience for communities and ecosystems
and less on value chain elements. Overall, however, program interventions have con-
centrated on the environmental footprint of agricultural and fisheries production
at community and landscape levels, tackling issues like land and soil degradation,
deforestation, and biodiversity loss. Programs feature fewer activities targeting post-
production segments, such as storage, processing, distribution,and consumption, and
related challenges like food loss and waste, pollution, and health and nutrition. FSIP
shows emerging attention in its program design to the role of markets and consumers
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in stimulating demand for sustainably produced, safe,
and nutritious foods. The GEF-9 Programming Direc-
tions further integrate nutrition, moving beyond
commodity-focused approaches.

Conclusion 3: Food systems projects have focused on
environmental and economic drivers of food sys-
tems change, devoting less attention to political and
sociocultural drivers. GEF interventions have struggled
to adequately identify and address political economy
dynamics, such as resistance from sector interests,
power asymmetries, insufficient policy buy-in, and
policy misincentives. Trade-offs among competing
objectives have not always been addressed, limiting
the transformational potential. FSIP plans to engage
more strongly with policy as a lever of transformational
change, reflecting the added emphasis on policy coher-
ence in GEF-8. Sociocultural dynamics that influence
behavior and behavioral change have not been fre-
quently and consistently identified or targeted in GEF
projects and programs.

Performance and effectiveness

Conclusion 4: GEF programs have delivered substan-
tial, but uneven, environmental benefits, enhanced
food production, and advanced food systems policy
and governance. A key challenge was to deliver the
full set of objectives in a single replenishment cycle.
Improved land management, biodiversity conservation,
and GHG emissions mitigation are the main environ-
mental outcomes reported by GEF programs. These
have been largely achieved through a combination of
policy reforms and dialogue, support for land use and
marine area planning and management, and activities
that enhance sustainable agricultural and fisheries
productivity at the community level. Contributions to
outcomes have been uneven across child projects,
however. Some projects fell short due to overly ambi-
tious or unclear objectives, delays in implementation,
or a lack of clarity on how specific activities would lead
to measurable environmental outcomes.

Despite strong results, none of the GEF-6 food sys-
tems programs fully delivered on the broad ambitions
set out in their program designs. While coordination
and child projects achieved positive results, they often
focused on upstream or process-related outcomes—
such as policy engagement, stakeholder coordination,
orinvestmentanalysis—without yet reaching the scale
or depth needed for systemic transformation. As noted,
programs and projects are largely focused on the pro-
duction and community side without adequately
integrating sustainable value chains and demand-side
elements needed to drive change. Across all programs,
many promising results would require more time and
further investment to mature into tangible transforma-
tion. The current model of short, time-bound programs
within a single replenishment cycle is poorly matched
to the complex, long-term nature of food system
transformation.

Operationalizing programmatic value
addition

Conclusion 5: GEF programs are generating substantial
knowledge, but there is still limited evidence of coun-
try uptake. Food systems programs have successfully
generated and shared substantial knowledge both with
program participants and a wider audience, as well as
supported coherent child project design that estab-
lishes a strong basis for intra-program learning. Yet,
there are few tangible examples of countries applying
this knowledge to adapt their project activities. Chal-
lenges like limited visibility and insufficient targeting
of knowledge products, as well as country resistance
to adaptive management, have hindered knowledge
uptake by child projects. Nonetheless, programs’ ongo-
ing adaptive measures to encourage peer exchange
and address specific regional- and commodity-related
issues are positively received by country stakeholders.

Conclusion 6: GEF food systems program governance
has improved across replenishment cycles, although
matching country needs with support remains a
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challenge. Program governance has strengthened
over time. Country selection is now more transparent
and criteria based, and roles between coordination
and child projects are clearer and better codified. The
GEF Secretariat and Agencies have further improved
program operations by streamlining the number of
partners and aligning technical support more closely
with country needs. However, this “country docking"
process remains a persistent programmatic hurdle
that limits the potential for countries to benefit fully
from their participation in integrated programs. This
is largely driven by three issues: (1) misaligned timing
between when programs offer supportand when coun-
tries are ready to absorb that support; (2) a passive,
top-down matching approach; and (3) limited resources
for context-specific and hands-on technical support.
GEF-7 and GEF-8 programs are recognizing these
issues and evolving to address them, although it is too
early to evaluate their efforts.

Conclusion 7: Programs have yet to fully realize the
value of an integrated program approach for trans-
forming food systems, including vertical value chain
integration. Programs have delivered some notable
results through private sector engagement, resulting in
significantinvestments in sustainable commodities and
strengthened capacity of financial institutions to pro-
vide sustainable financing. Many of these results have
been delivered outside of country child projects, how-
ever, such as through FOLUR's coordination project and
GGP's unique program structure. Linking private sector
support from the global project to the child projects
has proved challenging. Some of the areas where pro-
grams have struggled to make these linkages—such as
integrating value chain support across levels and geog-
raphies and strengthening incentives for sustainable
sourcing—are key for enabling transformational change
and reaching scale. Food systems programs have not
been well designed to channel demand and financ-
ing toward the target landscapes where child projects
are operating. Challenges have been partly due to a
lack of designing for vertical linkages in child projects,

siloed implementation, and an underestimation of the
collaborative efforts needed to support integration.
Sequencing the timing for stimulating sustainable
demand, improving production practices, and engaging
private financing to scale have proven difficult within
programs operating over a single replenishment period.

Conclusion 8: The growing mismatch between pro-
gram expansion—in both size and scope—and
lower-resourced coordination projects risks
undermining programs’ value proposition. Program
expansion is creating a potential trade-off between
depth and breadth, with food systems programs
attempting to cover more objectives, commodities,
and countries, but with sometimes diluted efforts.
A key lesson from GEF-6 is that the time and efforts
required for effective collaboration should not be
underestimated, and yet GEF-7 and GEF-8 food sys-
tems programs feature declining budgets for these
efforts—contrary to the upward trend in the rest of
GEF integrated programming. Lower coordination
project budgets also mean less contextualized and
hands-on support to countries, which many Agencies
and partners believe will weaken impact. As programs
expand, some operational complexity is also reemerg-
ing as programs seek to create regional and commodity
clusters within global programs. At the country level,
overly ambitious project designs spanning multiple
goals, value chains, and subregions have led to subpar
implementation and outcomes.

4.2 Recommendations

This evaluation makes four recommendations spe-
cifically linked to the key findings and numbered
conclusions (C2-C9). These recommendations cover
both strategic and operational programmatic adjust-
ments to enhance food system impacts, as well as
cross-cutting considerations for improving design and
implementation.
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Recommendation 1: Sharpen program focus and phas-
ing across GEF replenishment periods (linked to C4,
C7, C8). The GEF Secretariat should establish clearer
boundaries and priorities in program design to better
reflect regional and commodity-specific dynamics.
This may involve concentrating on a smaller number
of targeted commodities, geographies, or biomes. The
Secretariat should also consider adopting a phased
approach to food systems programming. Such an
approach would recognize the longer time frames
required for food system transformation and the need
toalign coordination mechanisms and country project
schedules. Phased implementation would enable the
GEF to strengthen readiness—such as through policy
development, governance improvements, capacity
building, and pilot investments—before progressing
to larger-scale investment alignment and expansion.

Recommendation 2: Expand focus on value chain seg-
ments beyond production and on vertical value
chain integration, in order to fully realize the ben-
efits of an integrated program approach (linked to
C2, C7). Future food systems programming should
extend engagement beyond the production segment
of the value chain when broader GEF support can (1)
generate substantial environmental or socioeconomic
benefits; and/or (2) ensure the long-term sustainability
of environmental outcomes from production-oriented
activities, recognizing the interdependencies across
value chain segments. The GEF Secretariat should
also strengthen the performance of GEF food systems
programs in both vertical and geographic value chain
integration. This includes developing more targeted
and effective approaches on the demand and financ-
ing side, supporting activities related to national and
international standards, and fostering stronger linkages
between supply and demand actors across countries.

Recommendation 3: Increase attention to political
economy dynamics and behavioral change in food
systems transformation at design and during imple-
mentation (linked to C3). The GEF Secretariat should
require more comprehensive and structured political
economy and risk analyses to inform the design and
implementation of PFDs and child projects. Agencies
should be encouraged to incorporate mechanisms that
mediate trade-offs and balance short-term incen-
tives with long-term sustainability objectives. The
GEF Secretariat should also prioritize engagement
with countries demonstrating commitment to the policy
and institutional reforms needed to address food sys-
tems challenges and work collaboratively with diverse
stakeholders to co-develop solutions. To enhance the
potential for lasting transformation, greater empha-
sisshould be placed on understanding and influencing
behavior change throughout program design and
implementation.

Recommendation 4: Strengthen country docking to
enhance the knowledge value of country engage-
ment with the global coordination project (linked
to C6). The GEF Secretariat, in collaboration with lead
Agencies, should intensify efforts to improve country
docking and knowledge uptake. These efforts should
ensure that (1) the coordination project—and its rele-
vant partners and service providers—remains active
and able to engage with child projects when they are
ready to receive support; and (2) learning is contin-
uously generated, captured, and shared throughout
implementation. These efforts should also involve a
more participatory and ongoing process to identify
country needs for knowledge and technical services
and align program offerings accordingly.
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Independent reviewer

statement

This evaluation of the Global Environment Facility's Food
Systems Programs (GEF-6 through GEF-8) presents a
rigorous assessment at a pivotal moment. Food sys-
tems are now the major contributors to the breach of
five critical planetary boundaries—land system change,
biosphere integrity, freshwater use, biogeochemical
flows, and climate change. These systems impose an
estimated $15 trillion in annual hidden costs through
health impacts, environmental degradation, and social
inequities. This highlights the urgent need for trans-
formation, which could unlock $5-S10 trillion in net
annual benefits, showcasing the global significance of
this evaluation.

Using a multilayered mixed-methods approach,
the evaluation analyzes 84 child projects represent-
ing $821.8 million in GEF financing and $6.33 billion
in cofinancing across Africa, Asia, Latin America and
the Caribbean, and Europe and Central Asia. Quanti-
tative metrics demonstrate improved management of
28.4 million hectares, avoidance of 88.4 million metric
tons of CO,-equivalent emissions, and socioeconomic
benefits for over 4.7 million beneficiaries. These find-
ings are validated by qualitative insights from 133
stakeholder interviews across country case studies,
providing strong thematic rigor and ground-truthing
of reported outcomes.

Systems thinking principles guide a nuanced anal-
ysis of transformation pathways, distinguishing the
value of integrated approaches versus stand-alone
projects across environmental, economic, social,
and governance domains. The report documents

significant advances in multistakeholder governance
models, sustainable land and water management, and
public-private partnership development. The evolution
from GEF-6 to GEF-8 reveals a progressive shift toward
policy coherence and strengthened collaborative plat-
forms, reflecting deepening institutional learning.

Innovations including digital traceability platforms, spa-
tial planning tools, and geographic information systems
have been integrated into the interventions. Case stud-
ies from Ghana, Indonesia (with particular attention to
the revival of traditional Sasi marine conservation),
Peru, and Tanzania highlight notable context-specific
governance innovations. These examples demonstrate
how programs have effectively combined traditional
knowledge systems with contemporary technologies
to achieve context-appropriate solutions.

Significant opportunities for improvement remain,
particularly in four areas: vertical value chain coor-
dination involving demand-side actors, including
consumer behavior, market incentives, and food loss
reduction; political economy analysis to effectively
navigate institutional power dynamics and incentivize
cross-sectoral reforms; adaptive management prac-
tices through mechanisms that enable iterative learning
and real-time adaptation; and country docking and
knowledge management platforms to align technical
assistance with implementation readiness.

The evaluation process included independent review of
the draft approach paper, conceptual framework, ini-
tialand final reports, as well as detailed analysis of field
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case studies and stakeholder interviews. This iterative
process, together with the evaluation team’s dedication,
has resulted in a robust, evidence-based analysis that
balances accountability with forward-looking learning.

The report transparently acknowledges data maturity
and attribution constraints, enhancing the credibility of
its nuanced conclusions. The resulting evidence base
offers practical guidance for positioning the GEF's ninth
replenishment cycle to address the complexities inher-
entin food systems transformation.

In conclusion, this evaluation presents a critical mile-
stone in advancing understanding and strategic action
toward sustainable, equitable, and resilient food sys-
tems. Its rigor and policy relevance provide a solid
foundation for the GEF's ninth replenishment cycle,
enabling the GEF to decisively advance its leadership
in food systems transformation amid escalating envi-
ronmental and social pressures.

Neeraja Havaligi
October 31,2025
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Annex B

Food systems
project portfolio

Table B.1 Child projects

Focal
area

Country

GEF

Agency

GEF

grant

(mil. §)

Cofi-

nancing

(mil. §)

Status

GEF-6: Resilient Food Systems

9141 | GEF-IAP: Participatory Natural Resource Management and | Burkina MF IFAD 127 3590 ul
Rural Development Project in the North, Centre-North and | Faso
East Regions (Neer Tamba project)

9178 | Food-IAP: Support for Sustainable Food Production and Burundi MF FAO 140 45.05 ul
Enhancement of Food Security and Climate Resilience in
Burundi's Highlands

9133 | Food-IAP: Climate-Smart Agriculture for Climate-Resilient | Eswatini MF IFAD 1.21 48.00 ul
Livelihoods (CSARL)

9135 | Food-IAP: Integrated Landscape Management to Enhance | Ethiopia MF UNDP 10.24 14497 C
Food Security and Ecosystem Resilience

9340 | Food-IAP: Sustainable Land and Water Management Ghana MF WB 12.77 22.00 C
Project, Second Additional Financing

9139 | Food-IAP: Establishment of the Upper Tana Nairobi Water | Kenya MF IFAD 120 61.05 C
Fund (UTNWF)

9138 | Food-IAP: Enhancing the Resilience of Agro-Ecological Malawi MF IFAD 116 87.40 ul
Systems (ERASP)

9136 | Niger: Food-IAP: Family Farming Development Programme | Niger MF IFAD 1.64 60.32 Ul
(ProDAF)

9143 | Food-IAP: Integrated Landscape Management to Enhance | Nigeria MF UNDP 114 57.00 C
Food Security and Ecosystem Resilience in Nigeria

9140 | Food-IAP: Cross Cutting Capacity Building, Knowledge Regional MF [FAD 10.83 85.06 ul
Services and Coordination Project for the Food Security
Integrated Approach Pilot Program

9134 | Food-IAP: Agricultural Value Chains Resilience Support Senegal MF IFAD 121 28.54 C
Project (PARFA)

9132 | Food-IAP: Reversing Land Degradation Trends and Tanzania MF IFAD 116 52.96 ul
Increasing Food Security in Degraded Ecosystems of
Semi-arid Areas of Central Tanzania
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GEF Cofi-
Focal GEF grant | nancing
Country | area | Agency | (mil.$) | (mil.$) | Status

9137 | Food-IAP: Fostering Sustainability and Resilience for Food | Uganda MF UNDP 114 58.00 ul

Security in Karamoja Sub Region

GEF-6: Good Growth Partnership

9617 | Taking Deforestation Qut of the Soy Supply Chain Brazil MF UNDP 6.60 28.20 C
9179 | Adaptive Management and Learning for the Commodities IAP | Global MF UNDP 3.98 5.27 C
9180 | Reducing Deforestation from Commodity Production Global MF UNDP 14.58 164.70 C
9182 | Commodities-IAP: Generating Responsible Demand for Global MF | WWF-US 8.75 42.33 C

Reduced-Deforestation Commodities
9696 | Enabling Transactions—Market Shift to Deforestation Free | Global MF WB 6.41 22.96 C

Beef, Palm il and Soy

GEF-6: Coastal Fisheries Initiative

9126 | Delivering Sustainable Environmental, Social and Cabo MF FAO 6.43 4555 Ul

Economic Benefits in West Africa through Good Verde, Cote

Governance, Carrect Incentives and Innovation d'lvaire,

Senegal
9124 | Coastal Fisheries Initiative- Latin America Ecuador, MF UNDP 6.59 65.56 C
Peru

9125 | The Coastal Fisheries Initiative Challenge Fund: Enabling | Global W WB 1.87 33.00 C

Sustainable Private Sector Investment in Fisheries (CFI-CF)
9128 | The Coastal Fisheries Initiatives Global Partnership Global W FAO 2.65 11.85 ul

9129 | Eco-system Approach to Fisheries Management (EAFM) Indonesia MF | WWF-US 10.18 52.07 ul
in Eastern Indonesia (Fisheries Management Area (FMA)-

715,717 &718)
GEF-7: Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration Impact Program
10232 | Reducing deforestation from palm oil and cocoa value Liberia MF Cl 114 67.00 ul
chains
10237 | Integrated Landscape Management of Heart of Borneo Malaysia MF UNDP 1.31 65.11 E

Landscapes in Sabah and Sarawak

10238 | Strengthening Sustainability in Commodity and Food-Crop | Indonesia MF UNDP 16.21 132.51 Ul
Value Chains, Land Restoration and Land Use Governance
through Integrated Landscape Management for Multiple
Benefits in Indonesia

10239 | Establishing System for Sustainable Integrated Land-use | Papua New | MF UNDP 10.7 50.57 ul
Planning Across New Britain Island in Papua New Guinea | Guinea

10243 | Preventing forest loss, promoting restoration and Ethiopia MF UNDP 20.34 208.48 ul
integrating sustainability into Ethiopia’s coffee supply
chains and foad systems

10245 | Integrated Sustainable Landscape Management in the Vietnam MF FAO 5.35 7195 E
Mekong Delta of Vietnam
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GEF Cofi-
Focal GEF grant | nancing
Country | area | Agency | (mil.$) | (mil.$) | Status

10246 | Innovative transformation of China's food production China MF FAO 13.46 402.19 ul

systems and agroecological landscapes
10247 | Scaling up Cocoa-based Food Systems, Land Use and Cote MF FAO 5.35 65.23 ul

Restoration/Transformative Innovations in Cote d'lvoire d'lvaire

(SCOLUR-CI)

10262 | Food Systems, Land Use and Restoration in Tanzania's Tanzania MF | WWF-US 1.31 72.69 ul
Forest Landscapes

10263 | Promoting sustainable landscapes in the Motagua River | Guatemala MF UNDP 11.16 60.01 E
watershed

10264 | Promoting sustainable livestock management and Ukraine MF UNDP 6.76 67.39 ul
ecosystem conservation in Northern Ukraine

10265 | Promoation of sustainable food systems and improved Kazakhstan | MF UNDP 10.47 132.31 ul
ecosystems services in Northern Kazakhstan Landscape

10268 | Inclusive Sustainable Rice Landscapes in Thailand Thailand MF UNEP 5.54 67.30 ul

10306 | FOLUR Global Knowledge to Action Platform to Support Global MF WB 2913 44,50 ul
Transformational Shifts In Food and Land Use Systems

10307 | Deforestation Free Commodity Supply Chains in the Peru MF UNDP 13.56 112.15 ul
Peruvian Amazon

10348 | Landscape Restoration and Ecosystem Management for | Ghana MF WB 12.76 12950 ul
Sustainable Food Systems

10463 | Promoting integrated landscape management approach | Uganda MF UNEP 9.43 82.01 ul
for conservation of the Mount Elgon ecosystem in Eastern
Uganda

10464 | Paraguay FOLUR Paraguay MF UNEP 8.19 4157 Ul

10468 | Sustainable Multiple Use Landscape Consortia—Vertentes | Brazil MF WB 2458 172.00 ul
Project

10480 | Promation of Sustainable Food Systems in India through | India MF FAO 20.37 378.69 E
Transforming Rice-Wheat Systems in Punjab, Haryana,
Odisha and Chhattisgarh

10481 | Promoting Integrated Landscape Management and Sus- | Nigeria MF FAO 5.35 67.74 ul
tainable Food Systems in the Niger Delta Region in Nigeria

10594 | Burundi Landscape Restoration and Resilience Project Burundi MF WB 6.00 31.00 ul

10598 | Integrated Landscape Management for conservation and | Kenya MF FAO | 5,354,587 46.51 Ul

restoration of the Mt. Elgon Ecosystem in Western Kenya

10599 | Transforming Food Systems and Reducing Deforestation in | Nicaragua MF FAO | 5,354,587 | 44.69 ul
the Protected Areas and Biological Corridors landscapes
from the Southern Caribbean Coast and San Juan River
autonomous region

10600 | Integrated management of degraded landscapes for Guinea MF FAO 950 43.40 E
sustainable food systems and livelihaods in Guinea Forest
Region and Upper Guinea
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GEF Cofi-
Focal GEF grant | nancing
Country | area | Agency | (mil.$) | (mil.$) | Status

10601 | Food System, Land Use and Restoration Impact Program | Uzbekistan | MF FAO 6.00 72.75 ul

in Uzbekistan
10735 | Connecting Watershed Health with Sustainable Livestock | Mexico MF WB 13.77 99.01 ul

and Agroforestry Production
10750 | Integrated Landscape Management for a zero- Madagascar | MF FAO 9.87 28.88 E

deforestation coffee and rice value chains in the Central
South and Eastern coast of Madagascar

GEF-8: Food Systems Integrated Program

11370 | Sustainable aquaculture in the northern region of Angola | Angola MF FAO 3.44 30.50 p

11219 | Sustainable Livestock in the forest region of the Argentine | Argentina MF FAO 4Tk 35.00 p
Parque Chaqueno through Forest Management with
Integrated Livestock (MBGI)

N217 | Sustainable food systems for greater resilience and food | Benin MF FAO 597 20.00 P
& nutrition security in Benin
11223 | Productive and Sustainable Food Systems in Bhutan for | Bhutan MF FAO 9.59 4954 P
Environmental Benefits and Gross National Happiness
11222 | Promating Nature Positive Food Systems in Burkina Faso | Burkina MF IUCN 107 65.00 P
Faso
11224 | Integrated production of rice and secondary crops using | Chad MF UNDP 3.83 23.00 p

an agroecological approach in the Tandjilé province

11220 | Scaling-up regenerative practices for the recovery and Chile MF FAO 597 30.12 p
improvements of soils, biodiversity, and associated
ecosystem services in the Chilean agricultural sector

11225 | Ecological and Low-Carbon Food Systems in China China MF FAO 18.05 140.00 P
11218 | Child Project Food Systems Integrated Programme Costa Rica MF UNDP 5.84 3110 P
11369 | Promoting the mainstreaming of biodiversity and Ecuador MF FAO 2.35 4.80 P

protection of ecosystem services through regenerative
and deforestation-free livestock in provinces of Manabi,
Pichincha and Morona-Santiago

11226 | Catalyzing transformation to sustainable food systems in | Eswatini MF FAO 3.52 31.54 P
Eswatini

11235 | Participatory Agriculture and Climate Transformation Ethiopia MF IFAD 9.59 78.20 p
Programme

11375 | Ghana Sustainable Food System and Forest Management | Ghana MF WB 13.94 240.00 P

11215 | Global Coordination Project Global MF FAD 18.23 200.00 E

11374 | Advancing Transformative Agricultural Systems in Grenada | Grenada MF IFAD 15.20 10.00 P
through the Promotion of Integrated and Resilient Ecosys-
tem approaches throughout the cocoa value chain (ASPIRE)

11228 | Transforming Andhra Pradesh aquaculture to a sustain- | India MF FAO 13.76 224.20 P
able, reduced footprint and climate resilient food system
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GEF Cofi-

Focal GEF grant | nancing
Country | area | Agency | (mil.$) | (mil.$) | Status

11229 | Sustainable Livestock Production to Support Resilient Indonesia MF FAO 14.38 150.00 P
Food Systems, Environment and Rural Livelihoods in

Indonesia

11373 | Transforming Inland Fisheries and Aquaculture in Kazakhstan | MF FAO 2.35 0 p
Kazakhstan to Ensure Environmental Sustainability

11216 | Integrated land and water management for food, water | Kenya MF IFAD 114 120.00 p
and climate security in the dairy food system

11367 | Sustainable Agriculture and Plantations in Peatland Malaysia MF IFAD 5.35 20.50 P
Landscapes in Malaysia (SAPPLIM)

11372 | Food systems, indigenous peoples and biodiversity Mexico MF FAO 4.62 28.13 P

11371 | Circular Integrated Aquaculture-Horticulture Systems for | Namibia MF UNDP 145 51.70 P
Climate Resilience in Namibia (NamiGreen)

11368 | Transforming Nauru's Food Systems through Climate Nauru MF UNDP 592 24.25 P
Smart Agriculture

11236 | Transformation to sustainable crops, livestock and Nigeria MF FAO 114 61.20 p
aquaculture food systems in Nigeria

11231 | Sustainable and regenerative management of rice Pakistan MF FAO 6.89 30.50 p
production in Pakistan

11221 | Regenerative livestock farming to promote sustainable Peru MF FAO 13.16 100.40 P
landscapes

11237 | Transforming Agricultural Landscapes in Island Philippines | MF FAO 9.58 13.22 P

Ecosystems and Key Biodiversity Areas towards
Sustainable Food Systems and Climate Resilient
Communities

11232 | Revitalizing and transforming Solomon Islands’ food system | Soloman MF FAO 474 15.50 P
through sustainable agriculture and livestock production for | Islands
enhanced environmental and community benefits

11227 | Catalyzing sustainable aquaculture systems for South South MF FAO 414 30.00 P
Africa Africa
11233 | Sustainable, regenerative and resilient rice-based food Sri Lanka MF FAD 474 21.00 p

systems to strengthen community and ecosystem health
in three river basins of Sri Lankal

11230 | Food Systems Transformation in Usangu Landscape Tanzania MF FAD 0.84 85.25 P

11234 | Increasing the sustainability and resilience of agriculture/ | Tlrkiye MF FAD 4.80 30.00 P
food system through nature-based solutions

Source: GEF Portal.

Note: focal area: IW = international waters, MF = multifocal area; GEF Agency: Cl = Conservation International, FAQ = Food and Agriculture Organization of
the United Nations, IFAD = International Fund for Agricultural Development, [UCN = International Union for Conservation of Nature, UNDP = United Nations
Development Pragramme, UNEP = United Nations Environment Programme, WB = Waorld Bank, WWF-US = World Wildlife Fund-US; status: A = Council
approved, C = completed and/or financially closed, E = Chief Executive Officer (CEQ) endorsement technical review completed/cleared, P = CEO project
identification form (PIF) cleared, Ul = under implementation.
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Table B.2 Stand-alone projects

GEF Cofi-
Focal GEF grant | nancing
Country | area | Agency | (mil.§) | (mil.§) | Status
GEF-6

9194 | Strengthening Adaptative Capacities to Climate Change Gambia, cC UNIDO 2.20 9.62 Ul
through Capacity Building for Small Scale Enterprises The
and Communities Dependent on Coastal Fisheries in The
Gambia

GEF-7

10195 | CSIDS-SOILCARE Phasel: Caribbean Small Island LAC MF FAO 152 16.00 Ul
Developing States (SIDS) multicountry soil management
initiative for Integrated Landscape Restoration and
climate-resilient food systems

10866 | Comprehensive land management in forestry and agri- Argentina LD CAF 2.62 2497 E
food systems of three water basins in Argentina to
contribute to Land Degradation Neutrality (LDN) and to
mitigation and adaptation to climate change

10694 | Integrated Landscape Management for Addressing Bahamas LD UNEP 5.72 15.09 ul
Land Degradation, Food Security and Climate Resilience
Challenges in The Bahamas

10207 | Building climate resilient livelihoods in vulnerable Bangladesh | CC FAO 8.93 4146 Ul
landscapes in Bangladesh (BCRL)

11011 | Mainstreaming Sustainable Marine Fisheries Value Chains | Global W UNDP 10.73 4757 E
into the Blue Economy of the Canary Current and the
Pacific Central American Coastal Large Marine Ecosystems

10511 | Crop Diversity Conservation for Sustainable Use in Indonesia BD FAO 6.19 92.82 Ul
Indonesia

10362 | Resilient, productive and sustainable landscapes in Mali's | Mali MF FAD 6.83 21.88 Ul
Kayes Region

10862 | Sustainable food systems and integrated land/seascape | Marshall MF FAD 2.10 6.03 E
management in the Marshall Islands Islands

10867 | Towards Sustainable and Conversion-Free Aquaculture in | Asia W ADB 445 12.17 E
Indonesian Seas Large Marine Ecosystem (ISLME)

10857 | Strategies, technologies and sacial solutions to manage | LAC W FAO 5.33 30.34 Ul
bycatch in tropical Large Marine Ecosystem Fisheries
(REBYC-IIl CLME+)

10919 | Enhancing capacity for the adoption and implementation | LAC W FAO 1.78 71.81 Ul
of EAF in the shrimp and groundfish fisheries of the North
Brazil Shelf Large Marine Ecosystem (EAf4SG)

10517 | Integrated Agro-ecosystem Approach for enhancing Tuvalu LD FAO 2.64 6.7 Ul
Livelihoods and Climate Resilience in Tuvalu
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GEF Cofi-
Focal | GEF grant | nancing
Country | area | Agency | (mil.$) | (mil.$) | Status
GEF-8

11270 | Barbados—Accelerating transition to climate-resilient Barbados CcC FAO 3.50 19.95 A
agrifood systems (BATCRAS)

11453 | Promoting social and ecological resilience in land-water- | Benin cC ADB 9.78 4102 A
food systems in blue economy sectors in Benin

11100 | Climate change adaptation of Cabo Verde's agri-food Cabo Verde | CC FAD 2.64 15.00 A
systems for improved food security and livelihoods

10980 | Enhancing Land Management and Strengthening Grenada LD UNEP 0.86 2.30 Ul
Ecosystem Resilience for Integrated Landscape
Restoration and Climate-Resilient Food Systems in
Carriacou, Grenada

11411 | A Holistic Approach to Foad Systems Resilience and Maldives CcC FAD 2.64 3.00 A
Adaptation in Maldives

11401 | Climate resilient transformation of rice-based farming and | Nepal CcC FAD 9.78 10.00 A
food systems in central Nepal (CRAFT Nepal)

11390 | CSIDS SOILCARE Phase 2—Caribbean Small Islands LAC LD FAD 1797 26.50 A
Developing States (SIDS) multicountry soil management
initiative for integrated Landscape Restoration and
climate-resilient food systems

11066 | Yield Lab Opportunity Fund I: Accelerating technology and | LAC MF DB 6.00 2728 E
local innovation for sustainable and decarbonized food
systems in Latin America and the Caribbean.

Source: GEF Portal.

Note: Country: LAC = Latin America and the Caribbean: focal area: BD = biodiversity, CC = climate change, IW = international waters, LD = land
degradation, MF = multifocal area; GEF Agency: ADB = Asian Development Bank, AfDB = African Development Bank, CAF = Development Bank of Latin
America, FAQ = Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, UNDP = United Nations Development Programme, UNEP = United Nations
Environment Programme, UNIDO = United Nations Industrial Development Organization; status: A = Council approved, E = Chief Executive Officer (CEQ)
endorsement cleared, Ul = under implementation.
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Annex C

Food systems analytic

framework

This analytic framework establishes the expected ben-
efits of using an integrated food systems approach
compared to a nonfood systems baseline approach.
Each food systems approach claim has been developed
based on a review of food systems programs’ program
framework documents and evaluations (e.qg., the Resil-
ient Food Systems terminal evaluation). This framework
informed the design of the evaluation's quality-at-entry
tool, the implementation document review, and inter-
view topic guides.

The evaluation adopted a holistic food systems
approach (figure C.1 and table C.1) by emphasizing
systems thinking and integrated solutions to environ-
mental, social, and economic challenges within food
systems. Itis structured around four core claims, each
linked to specific pathways or assumptions and accom-
panied by clearly defined evaluation criteria across
multiple sources such as project documentation, stake-
holder interviews, and case studies.

o Systems integration and alignment with national goals.
Programs and projects are expected to address
multiple global environmental benefits across all rel-
evant food system elements—natural, core, and value
chain. The evaluation sought evidence of alignment
with country-specific food systems challenges
and broader national development goals. Empha-
sis was placed on cross-boundary integration,
including transboundary trade and science-palicy
coordination. The evaluation looked for evidence
of integrated project designs that reflect systemic

interdependencies and promote sustainability at
both national and transnational levels.

Addressing root causes through integrated design. A key
principle is the identification and systemic reso-
lution of root causes of food systems challenges,
including environmental degradation, social ineqg-
uities, and economic vulnerabilities. The evaluation
focused on whether project designs are informed
by multidimensional analyses and whether inter-
ventions are interlinked, aiming to tackle underlying
issues from diverse perspectives. Data collection
in the field further explored the actual effective-
ness of these interventions in reducing root causes
and whether the project components reinforce one
another to yield sustained impact.

Stakeholder engagement and multilevel governance.
Effective food systems require broad stakeholder
engagement. The evaluation looked for evidence of
inclusive and strategic engagement across multiple
levels—local to international—and actors—from pro-
ducers to policy makers. Projects should be designed
based on thorough stakeholder analysis and facilitate
multistakeholder platforms for dialogue and coor-
dination. The evaluation assessed the quality and
sustainability of these engagement mechanisms and
their role in fostering long-term governance structures.

Synergistic outcomes across food systems dimensions.
Finally, the evaluation approach emphasized the
importance of achieving positive and comple-
mentary outcomes across food systems, including
environmental sustainability, food and nutrition
security, economic resilience, and health. Projects
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Annex C. Food systems analytic framework

Figure C.1 Food systems evaluation analytical framework
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Evaluation of GEF Food Systems Programs

should demonstrate layered, integrated activi-
ties designed to produce cross-sectoral benefits.
The evaluation approach sought tangible evidence
of outcomes in multiple areas, synergistic effects
between them, and effective management of
trade-offs. Beneficiary perspectives were crucial
in validating the actual synergies achieved.

Overall, this evaluation approach aimed at rigorously
testing whether food systems interventions embody
systems thinking, promote multisectoral integration,
and lead to sustainable, multidimensional improve-
ments in food system outcomes.

Table C.1 Holistic food systems: claims, assumptions, and sources of evidence

Holistic food systems

approach claim

Pragrams/projects
ultimately aim at
achieving mutually
reinfarcing
environmental benefits
across all relevant
elements of the food
system with projects
integrated in a way
that reflects systems
thinking, including
across national

Pathway/assumption

Programs/projects address multiple
global environmental benefits in each
relevant element of the entire food
system (natural elements, core system
elements, value chain elements)

Programs/projects have averarching
abjectives well aligned with the main
food systems challenges in the country
that contribute to broader national goals

Programs/projects have components
and activities that consider and
support food systems across national
boundaries (e.q., transboundary trade
and commodity supply chains)

Programs/projects include design

‘ What to look for
Quality at entry:

e Evidence of programs/projects addressing multiple global
environmental benefits

e Fvidence of programs/projects addressing multiple
dimensions of the food system, guided by country
challenges

e Evidence of program/project compaonents supporting cross-
boundary issues

e Evidence of program/project components supporting better
food system integration in terms of policy and science
linkages

address the root causes
of environmental,
social, and economic
challenges in the food
system in an integrated
manner

boundaries elements that support stronger

integration of policy and science

aspects across scales in the food

system, including cross-sectoral

relationships

e Programs/projects show an Quality at entry:
Efngﬁ\r/?rtsgr(#ggtglf ghoecg ||f fg;edmeg;'nvoer;sic e Evidence of programs/projects informed by a robust
. o ' analysis of the multiple drivers

Programs/projects challenges in the food system and the
adequately identify relationships between them o Evidencg of program/project design elements aimed at
and appropriately e Programs/projects have design addressing root causes

elements that address the root causes
of food systems challenges in an
integrated way and address systemic
issues

e Programs/projects have components

that are linked and build on each other
to tackle the underlying challenges from
multiple angles/perspectives

Interviews:

e Extent to which programs/projects are addressing root
causes

e Extent to which program/project components are linked and
build on each other

e Extent to which programs/projects achieved to positively
contribute to diminishing root causes of food system

challenges
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Holistic food systems

‘ What to look for

approach claim

Programs/projects
engage with various
actors in the food
system at different
levels in a coordinated
way, facilitating
sustainable governance
mechanisms that
support such
interactions

Pathway/assumption

e Programs/projects show design
elements that adequately identify
various actors in the food system
including operational value chain
actors (such as farmers, traders, and
processors) and supporting or enabling
actors (such as government or science)

e Program/project activities target
multiple food systems actors at
different levels of intervention
(individual, household, farm, PO, national
and regional, etc.)

e Programs/projects engage with the
various actors in an integrated and
coherent way at all levels through
dedicated and inclusive mechanisms
such as multistakeholder platforms

Quality at entry:

e Evidence of program/project design informed by robust
stakeholder mapping and analysis

e Fvidence of program/project components aimed at
facilitating multistakeholder engagement

Implementation document review:

o Number of stakeholder groups (e.g., farmers, government
agencies, nongovernmental organizations, private sector)
actively involved in project planning, implementation, and
monitoring

Interviews:

e Evidence of multilevel coordination platforms, meetings,
or forums bringing together actors from local, national,
and international levels to collaborate on food systems
challenges

e Evidence of project activities that involve multilevel
partnerships, where actors from different levels of the foad
system work together to achieve common goals

e Evidence of purposeful, sustainable (well-resourced), and
inclusive platforms

Programs/projects
achieve positive,
complementary, and
synergetic outcomes
in all relevant outcome
areas of the food
system

o Programs/projects have design
elements showing relevant outcomes
in environmental management and
sustainability (including relevant GEF
focal areas and global environmental
benefits), food security, nutrition
and health, resilience, and other
sacioeconomic benefits

e Programs/projects show a level of
synergies between outcome areas
(where improvements in one area lead
to benefits in other areas)

o Programs/projects have layered and
integrated activities that are clearly
designed to lead to positive changes
across different elements of the food
system

Quality at entry:
e Evidence of expected key program/project outcomes in all
relevant areas

e Evidence of integrated project activities designed in
multiple sectors and related outcomes

Implementation document review:
e Evidence of projects achieving outcomes and/or having
clearly defined targets in more than one area of the food

system showing improvement within a specific time frame
as a result of project activities

e Evidence of synergies between program/project outcomes
Interviews:

e Evidence of synergies between program/project outcomes

e Evidence of managing trade-offs between the different
outcome areas

Case studies:
e Evidence of beneficiaries reporting multiple benefits across
different outcome areas

e Evidence of beneficiaries reporting engagement in
integrated project activities in multiple sectars

11




Annex D

Programmatic value
addition framework

Given that the limited availability of completed child and
stand-alone food system projects makes counterfac-
tual analysis impossible, this framework establishes the
expected benefits of using a programmatic approach,
compared to a nonprogrammatic baseline approach.
Each programmatic value addition claim has been
developed based on areview of food systems’ program
framework documents and program evaluations (e.qg.,
the Resilient Food Systems terminal evaluation). It also
reflects GEF IEO guidance on how to evaluate integrated
programs.

The framework was developed to inform the design
of the programmatic value addition-focused online
survey administered to GEF Agency and country proj-
ect teams as a component of this evaluation (annex G).
Italso informed the design of the two templates devel-
oped to review food system project documents, namely
the quality-at-entry template (annex F) and the imple-
mentation document review template covering project
implementation reports, midterm reviews, and terminal
evaluations (volume 2). The framework also informed
the design of central-level interview guidelines as well.

Table D.1 Programmatic value addition: claims, assumptions and sources of evidence

Programmatic value

What to look for

addition claim Pathway/assumption

e Programs generate and share guidance
and knowledge (e.g., best practice,
innovation) with child projects early in
the design process

e Agencies and governments use this
guidance and knowledge to inform
design because they recognize its value

Program guidance (rather than it being imposed)
strengthens the design | e Child projects have common

of child projects to components/themes that support
enhance results and relevance of interaction, learning, and
Interaction experimentation

e Child projects include design elements
that support stronger integration,
including addressing relationships
among system elements across scales

Quality at entry:

e Evidence of incorporating guidance and/or knowledge from
program level

e Comman components to enable interaction and learning

e Activities and budget for engagement with the global hub
project

o Activities designed to work across higher scales (e.g.,
regional, global)

Interviews:

e Extent to which knowledge and innovation (and approaches
to be tested) shared by the parent program flowed into child
projects: Why/why not?

e Extent to which multiscale elements are reflected in child
projects: Why/why not?

o Whether countries perceived value for design in the

knowledge and innovations shared by the parent programs:
Why/why not?
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Annex D. Programmatic value addition framework

Programmatic value

addition claim

Enhanced knowledge
and support improve
implementation of
child projects through
adaptive management
and inform future
programming

Pathway/assumption

Programs use effective tools/techniques
to generate, capture, and disseminate
knowledge (e.g., websites, global

versus regional events, communities

of practice, peer-to-peer learning) to
country representatives invalved in
child projects and similar programming

Hub projects provide direct technical
support to child projects to manage the
complexity of an integrated approach,
including helping them engage with
policy makers and science partners;
and child projects want and demand
this support

Effective feedback loops are established
that facilitate timely course correction

Child project and hub project
implementation is adaptively managed
based on knowledge gained to increase
effectiveness and results

Lessons and best practices learned
inform subsequent projects/programs
and policies/strategies in child project
countries

What to look for
Implementation document review:

e Evidence of (1) adaptive management that (2) is linked to
programmatic learning or support

e Explicit references to knowledge products, solutions, or tools
generated by the program

e Evidence of strategies designed to create synergies between
global enviranmental benefits and sacial and economic
co-benefits

Interviews/survey:

e Examples of adaptive management based on learning from
program participation and hub project support during child
project implementation: Why/why not?

e Examples where integrated program best practices have
been mainstreamed into new projects/programs and policies/
strategies: Why/why not?

e Examples of solutions and tools that were not explicitly
planned but emerged through collaboration and delivered
value

e Compelling examples of success in pursuing (1) synergies
between global enviranmental benefits and social and
economic co-benefits; and (2) solutions and tools that were
not explicitly planned but emerged through collaboration and
delivered values, and their challenges/pitfalls if any

Using an integrated
program enables a
multiscale approach
that delivers outcomes
at regional and

global levels and with
value chain actors

for globally traded
products

Programs establish vertical
connections—i.e., partnerships linking
national actors to regional and global
platforms and coalitions, as well as
value chain actors for globally traded
products (linking venture capital actors
in countries with demand side)—that
would otherwise not be possible in a
single country project

A critical mass of engaged child
projects provides a leverage effect

for value chain actors, investors/
financers, and global policy forums/
institutes working at multinational
scale, mativating and influencing those
actors to adopt more responsible and
sustainable practices

Implementation document review:

e Evidence of child project activities implemented (1) that
involve vertical engagement with value chain actors,
investors/financers, and global policy forums/institutes
working at multinational scale and (2) that this engagement is
linked to environmental benefits

e Evidence of vertical engagement through governance to
ensure that the expected global environmental benefits and
financial returns are both delivered, especially when impact
pathways are longer

e Evidence of support from global hub project for vertical
engagement

Interviews/survey:

e Extent to which programs are successfully linking venture
capital actors in countries with demand side: Why/why not?

o Whether mass of child projects has been sufficient to
motivate venture capital actors to engage and change
practices: Why/why not?
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Programmatic value

addition claim

Pathway/assumption

e The learning value of the integrated

Engaging with a

wider set of global
stakeholders (e.g.,
other development
and technical partners,
networks of civil
society and private
sector organizations)
results in a greater
impact beyond the
immediate scope of the
program by spreading
best practices and
innovations and
inspiring replication

program extends within and beyond the
program actors themselves

A broader set of global stakeholders
participate in global programming
activities and are exposed to program-
generated knowledge, which is
convincing enough to motivate them

to act

Participating global stakeholders apply
something they have learned to their
own practices/policies

Partners and stakeholders work
together to develop or consolidate
approaches or methods

What to look for
Implementation document review:
e Fvidence in hub projects of influencing the practices or
policies of global stakeholders

e Evidence of finance mabilized for food systems investment
through program implementation

Interviews/survey:

e Examples of program partners and global stakeholders using
knowledge gained through participation in program activities

e Additionality of the GEF in linking up with existing Agency-led
platforms and efforts

e (ther examples of inspiring replication of best practices or
innovation

e Enhanced or intensified collaboration within or beyond the
integrated program
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Annex E

Program framework
document analysis

heatmap

Table E.1 presents a heatmap summarizing the pro-
gram framework document analysis conducted for
this evaluation to determine whether the GEF takes a
comprehensive systems approach in its food systems
interventions, as setoutin figure 3.3. It presents ratings
for each GEF food systems program—the Coastal Fish-
eries Initiative (CFl); the Food Systems, Land Use, and
Restoration Impact Program (FOLUR); the Food Systems
Integrated Program (FSIP); the Good Growth Partner-
ship Integrated Approach Pilot (GGP); and the Resilient
Food Systems Integrated Approach Pilot (RFS)—on key
system elements as described below and captured in
the table.

¢ Food system elements. Food system elements fall into
three major categories: natural (climate; water;
seed, soil, and land; minerals; and ecosystems and
genetics), core system (access to natural resources,
labor, inputs, knowledge, finance, and policy), and
value chain (production, postproduction/storage,
processing, aggregation, distribution, and consump-
tion). Across the programs, there is a strong and
consistent focus on transforming food systems by
engaging comprehensively with these three sets of
elements. FSIP emerges as the most comprehensive,
addressing all six natural elements and fully cover-
ing both core and value chain elements. RFS, FOLUR,
and CF1 closely follow, each tackling five of the six
natural elements (excluding minerals) and achieving
fullengagement across the other dimensions. GGP,
although slightly less comprehensive in its natural
elements coverage (four of six), still provides a robust

framework by fully addressing all core system and
value chain elements.

Global environmental benefits. All programs contrib-
ute significantly to global environmental benefits,
though their emphasis varies. RFS, FOLUR, FSIP, and
GGP each address biodiversity conservation, land
restoration, greenhouse gas emissions reduction,
and beneficiaries, demonstrating a comprehensive
approach to environmental and social sustainability.
FSIP stands out by additionally targeting chemicals
and waste reduction; while CFlis unique inits strong
contribution to transboundary water management
and marine biodiversity even though it does not
directly address land, greenhouse gas emissions, or
chemical waste. Overall, FSIP emerges as the most
holistic in global environmental benefit coverage (five
of six); followed closely by RFS, FOLUR, and GGP (four
of six); with CFI focusing more narrowly on biodiver-
sity, water, and livelihoods (three of six).

Drivers. All programs address the six systemic drivers
of food system challenges—environmental, political,
economic, sociocultural, individual, and science and
technology. FSIP and FOLUR take particularly inte-
grative approaches across terrestrial landscapes,
while CFl adapts these drivers effectively within
coastal and marine contexts. GGP and RFS stand
out for aligning political and market mechanisms
with inclusive, science-based action.

Root causes. Across the five programs, FSIP, FOLUR,
and CFl address the broadest range of root causes,
each targeting seven out of nine identified issues,
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including climate change, poverty and inequality,
unsustainable agricultural practices, governance
gaps, and misaligned incentives. RFS closely fol-
lows by tackling six out of nine, with a strong focus
on climate adaptation, sustainable livelihoods, and
inclusive governance, although it engages less with
consumption trends or fragility. GGP addresses five
out of nine, effectively targeting production-driven
degradation, incentive structures, and governance;
it does not directly engage with sociocultural norms,
population dynamics, or conflict.

Actors targeted and levels of intervention. Across the
programs, FSIP and GGP stand out for engaging all
10 key actor groups and operating across every level
of intervention, from individuals and households
to global platforms. FOLUR demonstrates strong
inclusiveness with 8 out of 10 actors targeted and
multiscalar engagement. RFS focuses primarily on
production-level and institutional actors (7 of 10),
with limited direct involvement of consumers and
waste managers; it operates across community
to national levels. CFl targets 6 of 10 actors, mainly
within fisheries-related production and gover-
nance, and works across individual to global levels.
Overall, FSIP and GGP exhibit the most integrated
systems-level engagement, while CFl and RFS are
more sector-focused in actor targeting.

e Key outcomes. Four programs explicitly target all four
key outcomes: environmental sustainability, climate
change adaptation and mitigation, food security
and nutrition, and resilient livelihoods with equita-
ble socioeconomic benefits. GGP delivers strongly
on environmental, climate, and socioeconomic out-
comes but does not directly address food security or
nutrition, making it the only program with three out
of four outcomes. Overall, FSIP and FOLUR offer the
most comprehensive integration of outcomes within
broader systems transformation efforts.

Qverall, all programs engage comprehensively with nat-
ural, core, and value chain elements, with FSIP standing
out as the most holistic. Each contributes significantly
to global environmental benefits, though with varying
emphasis; FSIP leads in breadth, while CFl focuses on
marine systems. All five address the six systemic driv-
ers of transformation and multiple root causes, with
FSIP, FOLUR, and CFl covering the broadest range. FSIP
and GGP demonstrate the most inclusive engagement
across key actor groups and intervention levels. Four
of the five programs explicitly integrate environmen-
tal, climate, nutrition, and socioeconomic outcomes,
reflecting a maturing, multidimensional approach to
food systems change.

82



Annex E. Program framework document analysis heatmap

Table E.1 Heatmap of program framework document analysis for food systems programs

Analytical item FOLUR GGP

Food system elements

Medium

Global environmental benefits

Drivers

Root causes

Medium

Actors targeted and levels of intervention

Key outcomes

Overall rating Medium Medium

Note: RFS = Resilient Food Systems Integrated Approach Pilot; FOLUR = Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration Impact Program; FSIP = Food Systems
Integrated Program; CFI = Coastal Fisheries Initiative; GGP = Good Growth Partnership Integrated Approach Pilot.

1 High. Program demonstrates holistic and integrated approach to food systems transformation, indicates an understanding of the multiple forces
shaping food systems, and ensures a systemic approach (3 food system elements; 5-6 global environmental benefits; 6 drivers; < 7-8 root causes;
9-10 actors across all relevant levels; 4 key outcomes).

Medium. Program takes a salid but not exhaustive approach to addressing systemic challenges and many—but not all—of the underlying issues
that disrupt food system sustainability and equity. Has good but not full engagement with all stakehalders across the system and effective impact,
but leaves some areas partially unaddressed (3 food system elements: 4 global environmental benefits; 5 drivers; 6 root causes; > 7-8 actors: 3 key
outcomes).

1 Low. Program may be well-intentioned and locally effective, but limited systemic change, and lacks the complexity and reach required for
meaningful transformation at scale. It addresses food systems elements with limited scope and integration; leaves important system dynamics
untouched; and is missing critical factors that perpetuate vulnerability, inequality, or environmental degradation. Actor engagement is insufficient at
uneven or inappropriate levels (3 food system elements; 3 global environmental benefits; 4 drivers; 5 root causes; < 6 actors; 2 key outcomes).
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Annex F

Quality-at-entry analysis

Table F.1 provides the universe of quality-at-entry
analysis.

Table F.1 Universe of quality-at-entry analysis

Total project count 69
Number of child projects 52
Coastal Fisheries Initiative 5
Good Growth Partnership 5
Resilient Food Systems 13
Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration 28
Food Systems Integrated Program 1
Number of stand-alone projects 17

Design: systems thinking
Outcomes addressed in project design

Food systems projects identified a wide range of out-
comes, with the greatest focus on land degradation,
deforestation, and biodiversity conservation. Commu-
nity resilience, decreased use of fossil energy resources,
food safety and quality, and food waste management
were rarely addressed.

Child projects usually included related activities and
indicators in the results framework to address the con-
cerns identified in the project document (table F.2).
The exceptions to this trend are poverty reduction
(35 percent of projects identified as a concern, 13 per-
cent included a specific indicator) and food security

(42 percent of projects identified as a concern, 25 per-
centincluded a specific indicator).

Food system elements addressed in child project
design

Child projects focus heavily on production, followed by
processing and distribution (table F.3). They address
core food system elements through project activities
more often than they are explicitly acknowledged in the
project document or results framework. Knowledge and
finance are the main core system entry points. Child
projects consistently address all natural system ele-
ments except for minerals.

Other elements of systems thinking

Child and stand-alone project activities alike targeted
several levels, with a greater share of child proj-
ects targeting individuals and households (table F.4).
Environmental and economic impact drivers of food
systems change were most discussed in child project
and stand-alone project documents. Few child proj-
ects addressed individual or science and technology
impact drivers.

Economic and political country-specific root causes
of food systems challenges are discussed by the
greatest share of projects. Misaligned incentives are
discussed much more frequently by child projects than
by stand-alone projects.
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Table F.2 Outcomes addressed in project design (% of total project count)

Outcome

Identified as

concern in project
document

At least 1indicator
specified in results
framework

Addressed in proj-
ect components/
activities

Conservation and enhanced carbon stocks in agriculture 21 23 21
Maintaining capacity of natural systems ta sequester carbon 35 21 21
Decreased use of fossil energy resources 2 12 6
Climate adaptation 33 31 19
Land degradation 85 81 71
Deforestation 75 69 62
Water use 46 37 35
Pollution, siltation, and eutrophication 21 12 8
Biodiversity conservation 69 7 56
Food security 42 29 25
Nutrition 21 12 8
Health (human or environmental) 12 6 6
Food waste management 2 2 0
Food safety and quality 4 2 2
Poverty reduction 35 17 13
Community resilience 4 4 2
Enhanced sustainable livelihoods for local communities and 37 50 48
forest-dependent people

Fair and equitable benefits sharing 21 27 21

Source: Project documents (n = 69).

While 90 percent of child projects discuss envi-
ronmental impact drivers, a much smaller share of
projects (31 percent) identify climate change as a
country-specific root cause of food system challenges
(figures F.1and F.2). Sixty percent of child projects sup-
portintegration in terms of policy and science linkages.
Ninety-four percent of child project documents dis-
cuss interventions to create synergies between global
environmental benefits and social and economic
co-benefits, while 100 percent of stand-alone project
documents discuss such synergies.

Design: gender and social inclusion
Planning

Many projects did not include a gender expert on the
team in the design stage, and only 10 percent consid-
ered the unintended consequences of changing gender
dynamics through project activities (table F.5).

Yet nearly all projects included gender-responsive
measures, and most developed an action plan (65 per-
cent)and/or included a gender mainstreaming strategy
(77 percent).
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Table F.3 Food system elements addressed in child project design (% of total project count)

Identified as concern in

project document

At least 1indicator speci-
fied in results framework

Addressed in project
components/activities

Production 94 92 90
Postproduction/storage 10 17 10
Pracessing 31 31 21
Aggregation 10 12 4
Distribution 23 31 21
Consumption 19 10 10
Access to natural resources 33 25 19
Labor 10 8 10
Inputs 25 31 13
Knowledge 13 92 88
Finance 58 62 52
Other services 2 2 2
Climate 56 62 52
Water 40 31 33
Seed, soil, and land T 7 75
Minerals 4 4 2
Ecosystems and genetics 65 62 62

Source: Project documents (n = 69).

Table F.4 Impact drivers of food systems change
addressed at project design (% of total project

count)
Level ‘ Child ‘ Stand-alone
Individual/household 81 65
Farm/producer organization 48 59
Community 50 7
Landscape 83 47
Value chain/supply chain 63 65
Regional 42 12
National 60 82
Supranational/transboundary 13 18

Source: Project documents (n = 69).

Figure F.1 Distribution of project documents that
discuss impact drivers of food systems change for
child versus stand-alone projects

Environmental

Political

Economic

Sociocultural

Individual
= Child
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Source: Project documents (n = 69).
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Figure F.2 Distribution of project documents that
discuss country-specific root causes of food
systems challenges for child versus stand-alone
projects
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Source: Project documents (n = 69).

Table F.5 Planning for gender inclusion (%)

Element ‘ %
Developed gender action plan 65
Included gender mainstreaming strategy across all 71

project activities/components

Included gender-responsive measures/project 96
components to address the gender gap in agriculture
and/or promote gender equality and women’s
empowerment as key food systems actors

Considered the unintended consequences of changing | 10
gender dynamics through project activities

Gender expert on team in the design stage 23

Gender expert on project implementation team 58

Source: Project documents (n = 69).

Implementation

Food systems projects most often included activities
targeting specific beneficiaries based on proximity to
key biodiversity areas, protected areas, and conser-
vation areas, climate vulnerability/risk metrics, food
security, and poverty (figure F.3).

Figure F.3 Distribution of project documents
that describe targeting of activities for specific
beneficiaries for child versus stand-alone projects

1= Child

Food security = Stand-alone

Nutrition

Poverty

Climate vulnerability/
risk metrics

Proximity to key biodiversity
areas/protected areas/
conservation areas

Source: Project documents (n = 69).

All country child projects and stand-alone projects
include gender-responsive measures/project compo-
nents to address the gender gap in agriculture and/or
promote gender equality and women's empowerment
as key food systems actors. The Coastal Fisheries Initia-
tive (CF1) and Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration
(FOLUR) global platform child project documents do not
identify such measures.

Results

Child projects frequently aim to strengthen women'’s
capacities and skills, both on the farm and in agrifood
business, and to improve women's employment oppor-
tunities in the agrifood sector. There is also a notable
focus on closing the gender gap in access to agricul-
tural finance.
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Few projects focused on improving women's
decision-making related to food consumption behaviors
(8 percent) or on increasing their decision-making in
the household/farm (21 percent) (table F.6). Over a third

Table F.6 Expected gender-related results in
project design (% of total project count)

At least 1
indicator spec-

Expected | ified in results

Result result framework

Improving women's decision- 8 4
making related to food
consumption behaviors

Improving women's participa- 19 13
tion in producer organizations

Strengthening women's 63 48
capacities and skills as farmers

Increasing women’s 25 15
agricultural productivity

Increasing women's decision- 21 15
making in the household/farm

Improving women's 40 31
employment opportunities in
the agrifood sector

Strengthening women'’s b4 42
business capacities and skills
in the agrifood sector

Closing the gender gap in 10 6
land ownership

Closing the gender gap in 2 2
livestock ownership

Closing the gender gap in 23 19
access to agricultural inputs
and equipment

Closing the gender gap in 6 2
access to water and irrigation

Closing the gender gap 23 21
in access to agricultural

markets

Closing the gender gap in 38 27

access to agricultural finance
and other services

Reducing gender-based 4 4
violence

Source: Project documents (n = 69).

of projects (n = 29) sought additional gender-related
results not captured in the quality-at-entry tool, includ-
ing related to enhancing women's positions in their
communities, promoting labor-saving technologies to
ease unpaid workloads, and improving understanding
of gender-related concepts among public and private
sector partners.

Fifty-four percent of Resilient Food Systems (RFS)
country child projects sought to increase women's
participation and decision-making in natural resource
management, primarily through ensuring their inclusion
in landscape and regional governance mechanisms.

Relevance

Child projects and stand-alone projects discuss align-
ment with country policies, programs, priorities, and
needs across topics of interest to a similar degree,
with a slightly higher share among child projects for
most topics related to natural resource management
and socioeconomic development (figure F.4). Outliers
include land use and/or forest management, biodi-
versity conservation, agriculture, and water resource
management.

Innovation

Digital platforms are the innovative approach or tech-
nology used most often by food systems projects
(44 percent of child projects, 71 percent of stand-alone
projects), followed by geographic information sys-
tems (GIS) (23 percent of child projects, 24 percent of
stand-alone projects) (figure F.5).

Traditional knowledge

Forty-three percent of food systems projects (40 per-
cent of child projects, 53 percent of stand-alone
projects) incorporated traditional knowledge/tradi-
tional ecological knowledge/Indigenous knowledge
systems into the design of project components and
activities.
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Figure F.4 Alignment with country priorities (% of

total project count)

4%
6%

Energy

Land use and/or
forest management

Water resource
management

Biodiversity conservation

Climate change

Economic development
and/or trade

Health and/or nutrition

Food security

Social protection and/or
poverty alleviation

Rural development

Fisheries

Agriculture

Livestock

Source: Project documents (n = 69).

1 Child
[ Stand-alone

Private sector engagement

Private sector engagement was varied across the
portfolio, with the greatest share of both child and
stand-alone projects using sustainable supply chain
initiatives (table F.7). Only 4 percent of child projects
explicitly used corporate social responsibility to engage
private firms. The most used method for private sector
engagement varied by program (figure F.6):

e CFI: 80 percent of projects used public-private
partnerships

e RFS: 46 percent of projects used capacity building

e Good Growth Partnership (GGP): 100 percent of proj-
ects used sustainable supply chain initiatives

e FOLUR: 64 percent of projects used incentives for
sustainable practices.

Stakeholder engagement

Eighty-three percent of child projects showed evidence
of stakeholder mapping/analysis of the country's food
system. Child projects planned to engage a broader
range of stakeholders during implementation than those
who were consulted during project design. The group
of stakeholders involved in decision-making during
implementation was much less diverse (table F.8).

Table F.7 Private sector engagement strategy
identified in project design (% of total project
count)

Stand-
Method Child | alone
Public-private partnerships 46 53
Incentives for sustainable practices 50 47
Sustainable supply chain initiatives b4 7
Market-based solutions 31 47
Corporate social responsibility 4 0
Capacity building 46 n
Knowledge sharing 29 4

Source: Project documents (n = 69).

89




Evaluation of GEF Food Systems Programs

Figure F.5 Innovation types identified at project design, by program (% of total project count)

Digital platform

Sustainable certification

Traceability system

Geographic information system

Green finance (green bonds, green loans)

Payment for ecosystem services

I Good Growth Partnership

[ Resilient Food Systems

[ Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration
[ Coastal Fisheries Initiative

I All child prajects

Irrigation technologies

Improved seed varieties

Source: Project documents (n = 69).
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Figure F.6 Strategies noted in project plans to engage private sector, by program (% of total project count)

Knowledge sharing

Capacity building

[ Good Growth Partnership

I Resilient Food Systems

I Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration
[ Coastal Fisheries Initiative

I Total child projects

Corporate social responsibility

Market-based solutions

Sustainable supply chain initiatives

Incentives for sustainable practices

Public-private partnerships

Source: Project documents (n = 69).
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Table F.8 Number of stakeholders engaged in child projects

Stakeholder

Consulted

during proj-

Planned to be
engaged during

Planned to be engaged in
project decision-making

ect design

implementation during implementation

Women and girls 60 83 12
Indigenous Peoples 42 46 4
Local communities 60 79 4
Youth 21 35 0
Persons with disabilities 8 6 0
Producer organizations 40 65 8
Input and output traders 12 15 2
Processors 8 17 2
Distributors/retailers 6 13 0
Waste managers 0 0 0
Civil society organizations/community-based organizations 62 83 15
International nongovernmental organizations 35 b4 8
Agricultural/food small and medium enterprises 21 38 0
Financial institutions 15 3 2
Agribusiness (national and international) 27 33 4
Subnational government agencies (e.g., provincial, municipal) 4k 62 21
Local government agencies (e.g., district, community) 37 60 12
Regional bodies 17 21 8
International development organizations 52 69 29
Research and development institutions including universities 60 69 15

Source: Project documents.

The ministries of agriculture/animal/fisheries and
environment/natural resources, respectively, were
most commonly the executing agency (37 percent and
33 percent).

Other ministries/departments/agencies were some-
times involved in specific project activities (forest:
38 percent; water: 27 percent; planning: 27 percent;
economy/finance/trade: 29 percent), and less fre-
quently involved in the project steering committee. One
hundred percent of child projects included activities

aimed at facilitating multistakeholder engagement,
compared to 88 percent of stand-alone projects.

Most projects (68 percent) included at least one indi-
cator related to improving implementation through
multistakeholder engagement mechanisms (table F.9).
Seventy-seven percent of child projects included
knowledge sharing or joint activities with other donor
funded projects in country, compared to 94 percent of
stand-alone projects. Four percent of child projects
(n=2)identified conflicts or duplication with initiatives
supported by other donors in the country.
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Table F.9 Uses of child project multistakeholder
engagement mechanisms (% of total project count)

At least one
indicator is
specified

Expected
results

Mechanisms

Improve coherent decision- 50 bk
making on laws, policies,
strategies and regulations

Increase buy-in and support 31 21
Improve resource utilization 8 6
Reduce risks and conflicts 17 12
Improve implementation 83 69
Promote sustainability of 12 8

other project results

Source: Project documents (n = 69).

Policy coherence

Seventy-one percent of child projects discuss policy
misalignment in project documents, compared to
88 percent of stand-alone projects. Sixty-five percent
of these child projects discuss trade-offs or misalign-
ment between agricultural production policies and
environmental and climate goals. Thirty percent dis-
cuss short-term gains versus long-term sustainability
in the agriculture sector. Few projects discuss policy
misalignment for livestock or fisheries. Ninety-five per-
cent of child projects designed interventions to address
the identified policy misalignment (table F.10).

Nearly all child projects that sought policy coherence
outcomes pursued horizontal (51 percent) or vertical
(19 percent) policy coherence, or both (22 percent).

Programmatic value addition

Child project design incorporated guidance or knowl-
edge from the global program most often related to
monitoring and evaluation (63 percent), project com-
ponents (50 percent), and knowledge management
(50 percent) (table F.11). Twenty-nine percent of child

Table F.10 Child project policy coherence
activities(% of total project count)

At least

one indi-

Expected | catoris

Intervention results | specified
Policy review 30 21
Improve legal, regulatory framework 21 24
Establish multisectoral coordination 73 68

mechanism (e.g., across environment,
agriculture, health and nutrition)

Institutional capacity building 49 43

M&E systems for policy 14 14
implementation

Champions for policy coherence 0 0

Source: Project documents (n = 69).

Table F.11 Knowledge from global program
incorporated into child project design (% of total
project count)

Item | %
Monitoring and evaluation (e.g., indicators) 63
Theories of change 40
Project components 50
Gender and social inclusion 8
Multistakeholder country engagement/platforms 8
Knowledge management 50
None 29
Other 4

Source: Project documents (n = 69).

projects did notinclude any information from the global
program in their design; this was driven primarily by
RFS (85 percent) and GGP (100 percent).

Eighty-five percent of child projects include link-
ages with other child projects in the same integrated/
impact program. All CFl and GGP projects identified
such linkages, while 86 percent of FOLUR projects and
69 percent of RFS projects identified them.
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Child project activities frequently included engagement
with the global hub project, but this engagement was
less frequently incorporated into the budget or results
framework (table F.12). Eighty-five percent of child proj-
ects described how the project-level results framework
aligns with the global program parent/hub project.
None of the GGP projects included such a description.

Seventy-nine percent of child project results frame-
work measured at higher scales, including the sector
and value chain levels, compared to 88 percent of
stand-alone projects.

Sixty-five percent of child projects included activities
designed to work at transboundary (e.qg., regional or
global) scales, driven by the large share (36 percent) of
FOLUR projects with such activities.

Seventy percent of FOLUR projects working at trans-
boundary scales planned to work with sector-based
platforms/roundtables/coalitions, followed by 30 per-
cent working with market-based trade initiatives and
19 percent working with agribusinesses involved in
purchasing, trading, transporting, processing, and/or
adding value.

Table F.12 Activities, budget, and indicators for child project engagement with global hub project (% of total

project count)
At least 1 indi-
Inclusion Activities Budget cator specified
Knowledge management activities that contribute to the global program 69 40 31
(e.g., case studies, success stories, learning, expertise)
Participation in global hub project activities (e.g., annual meeting, regional 79 63 52
or commodity related events, communities of practice, South-South
learning, etc)
Technical assistance from the global hub project 3 8 2
Linkages with other child projects under the program (e.g., South-South 13 33 23

exchanges or project visits)

Source: Project documents (n = 69).
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Online survey results

The online survey was sent to 709 stakeholders over the period from February 6 to March 31, 2025. The survey had
136 completed responses, for a response rate of 19 percent.

The majority of the respondents are government stakeholders (69 percent, 94), serving as convention focal points
(40 percent), project contact points (34 percent), or GEF operational/political focal points (26 percent).

01: Which type of organization do you belong to? 02: As a government actor, which of the following describe
your function?

Government
GEF focal point

GEF Agency
Convention focal paint

Other
n=136. Project contact point

Other

03: Which specific programs have you been involved in?

Coastal Fisheries Initiative

Foods Systems Integrated Program

Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration Impact Program

Good Growth Partnership
Resilient Food Systems Integrated Approach Pilot

None of the above

n="136.
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04: To what extent do GEF integrated programs apply a food system approach?

The agreement level is well above 70 percent for all statements under Q4. “Enable food system stakeholders to work
together” has the highest level of agreement (99 percent); “support food systems across national boundaries” has
the lowest level of agreement (72 percent).

Integrated programs adequately...

Address multiple parts of the value chain
Engage multiple food system stakeholders

Enable food system stakeholders to work together
Enhance cross-sectoral coordination among relevant
government institutional actors 1

Consider how an activity in one part of the food system will
impact another part of the food system 1

Engage actors on the demand side of the food system
Address root causes of environmental, social, economic, &
palitical challenges in food system in integrated way

Work at multiple levels, such as individual, farm,
community, landscape, and national levels

Support food systems across national boundaries
Address multiple global environmental benefits in an 1
integrated way

Manage trade-offs among different food system interests
and outcames

1 Strongly disagree = Disagree [ Agree = Strongly agree = Unable to assess
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05: To what extent do country child projects align with national priorities and other initiatives?

The agreement level varies for the statements under 05. Country child projects align with “national environmental
priorities and needs” has the highest level of agreement (32 percent), while alignment with “national priorities and
needs in the fisheries sector” and with “national priorities and needs in the livestock sector” was at 47 percent and
67 percent, respectively.

Country child projects are well aligned with...

National environmental priorities and needs

National priorities and needs in the agricultural sector
National priorities and needs in the livestock sector
National priorities and needs in the fisheries sector
The main foad system challenges in the country
Other relevant government programs and initiatives

Other donor-funded initiatives

1 Strongly disagree 1 Disagree M Agree [ Strongly agree = Unable to assess M Not applicable for child project
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06: What has been the added value of using an integrated program approach, compared to a stand-alone project approach?

Eighty percent of respondents perceived the added value of using an integrated program approach as “the coordina-
tion project has used effective strategies to generate, capture, and/or share knowledge with country child projects”
(81 percent) And “The coordination project has provided access to relevant resources and/or tools to meet country
needs’ (80 percent). The agreement level was low for the statement related to “a critical mass of child projects has
created a leverage effect for global buyers and producers, influencing them to adopt more sustainable practices”
(53 percent), and “the coordination project has enabled child projects to link with value chain actors for globally
traded products’ (56 percent).

Guidance and knowledge from the coordination project have

improved the design of country child project(s) b

Coord. project has used effective strategies to generate,

capture, and/or share knowledge with country child projects b

The coordination project has provided access to relevant

14%
resources and/or tools to meet country needs

The coordination project has provided effective technical

support directly to child projects b

Country child projects have learned from each other's W%
experiences, facilitated by the coordination project

Country child projects have adjusted impl. approach based

on learning from coard. project/other country child projects L

Coardination project has enabled child projects to link with

regional and/or global platforms and coalitions e

Coardination project has enabled child projects to link with
value chain actors for globally traded products
A critical mass of child projects has created a leverage effect for

global buyers and producers, influencing them to adopt more 34%
sustainable practices

29%

Learning from the coordination project has made it back to o
country policy makers or senior decision-makers

Learning from coord. project/other country child projects -
has influenced design of other gov't/donor-funded initiatives

Relevant solutions or tools have emerged through program o
collaboration that were not originally planned

Engaging with a wide set of partners has enabled integrated

programs to generate benefits beyond program boundaries o

[ Strongly disagree 1 Disagree M Agree [ Strongly agree = Unable to assess
n=80.
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07: Have the integrated programs’ management systems been transparent, effective, and efficient?

Eighty-three percent of respondents agree that “roles and responsibilities are clear between the coordination proj-
ect and country child project(s).” which is the highest agreement level among all statements, followed by “the value
addition of using an integrated program approach is greater than the cost of the coordination project’ (78 percent).
“The coordination project has struck the right balance between coordinating across child projects and engaging
externally with other initiatives and partners” has the lowest level of agreement at 64 percent.

The lead Agency has performed well in coordinating the

. 15%
integrated program

The GEF Agencies and other external agencies have

A h A ) 15%
performed well in implementing the coordination project

Roles and responsibilities are clear between coordination

8 ; ! 10%
project and country child project(s)

A dedicated focal point has been identified in the child -
project(s) to engage with the coordination project
Responsibility for covering costs of participation in coord. project

S ! ) ; 9%
activities is clear betw. coord. project and country child projects

Resp. for covering costs of receiving tech assistance from coord. o
praject is clear betw. coord. project and country child projects
Assistance from the coordination project has been available

18%.
when the child project(s) needed it

Coord. project has struck right balance betw. coordinating across

child projects & engaging externally with other initiatives/partners 2

The value addition of using an integrated program approach

is greater than the cost of the coordination project 16%

[ Stronalv disaaree = Disaaree [ Aaree =1 Stronalv aaree Unable to assess
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Food Systems Integrated Program-only questions

08: To what extent does the GEF-8 Food Systems Integrated Program (FSIP) apply a food system approach?

All19 respondents agree that FSIP adequately plans to “engage multiple food system stakeholders” and “enable food
system stakeholders to work together.” The agreement level was low at 63 percent for the statement that FSIP plans
to “support food systems across national boundaries.”

The Food Systems Integrated Program adequately plans to...
Address multiple parts of the value chain
Engage multiple food system stakeholders

Enable food system stakeholders to work together
Enhance cross-sectoral coordination among relevant
government institutional actors

Consider how an activity in one part of the food system
will impact another part of the food system

Engage actors on the demand side of the food system

Address root causes of environmental, social, economic, &
political challenges in food system in an integrated manner

Work at multiple levels, such as individual, farm,
community, landscape, and national levels

Support food systems across national boundaries
Address multiple global environmental benefits in an
integrated way

Manage trade-offs among different food system interests
and outcomes

1 Strongly disagree 1 Disagree M Agree [ Strongly agree = Unable to assess
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09: To what extent do FSIP country child projects align with national priorities and other initiatives?

Ninety-five percent of respondents agree that the country child project under FSIP is well aligned with “national
environmental priorities and needs” and “the main food system challenges in the country.” Alignment with “national
priorities and needs in the fisheries sector” and “national priorities and needs in the livestock sector” has the lowest
levels of agreement, at 53 percent and 68 percent, respectively.

The country child project is well aligned with...

National environmental priorities and needs

National priorities and needs in the agricultural sector
National priorities and needs in the livestock sector
National priorities and needs in the fisheries sector
The main food system challenges in the country
Other relevant government programs and initiatives

Other donor-funded initiatives

1 Strongly disagree 1 Disagree m Agree [ Strongly agree = Unable to assess M Not applicable for child project
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010: What do you expect to be the added value of using an integrated program approach in FSIP, compared to a stand-alone proj-
ect approach?

All 19 respondents agree that the added value of using an integrated program approach in FSIP are the following:
“the coordination project will use effective strategies to generate, capture, and/or share knowledge with coun-
try child projects”; “the coordination project will provide access to relevant resources and/or tools to meet country
needs’; and “the coordination project will provide effective technical support directly to child projects.” “Country
child projects will learn from each other’s experiences, facilitated by the coordination project’ has the lowest level

of agreement at 79 percent.

"o

Guidance and knowledge from the coordination project have
improved the design of country child project(s)

Coord. project will use effective strategies to generate,
capture, and/or share knowledge with country child projects

The coordination project will provide access to relevant
resources and/or tools to meet country needs

The coordination project will provide effective technical
support directly to child projects

Country child projects will learn from each other’s
experiences, facilitated by the coordination project

Country child projects will adjust impl. approach based
on learning from coord. project/other country child prajects

Coardination project will enable child projects to link with
regional and/or global platforms and coalitions

Coardination project will enable child projects to link with
value chain actors for globally traded products
A critical mass of child projects will create a leverage effect for

global buyers and praducers, influencing them to adopt mare
sustainable practices

Learning from the coordination project will make it back to
country policy makers or senior decision-makers

Learning from coord. project/other country child projects
will influence design of other gov't/donor-funded initiatives

Relevant solutions or tools will emerge through program
collaboration that were not originally planned

Engaging with a wide set of partners will enable the FSIP
to generate benefits beyond program boundaries
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011: Have FSIP decision-making processes been transparent, efficient, and equitable?

“The FSIP lead Agency provided good coordination and technical support during design of the country child projects”
has the highest level of agreement at 89 percent, while “the Secretariat directly engaged in dialogues with country
decision-makers to help select GEF Agencies for the child projects’ has the lowest level of agreement at 47 percent.
Sixty-eight percent of respondents agree that “the process for selecting FSIP countries and child projects was trans-
parent,”and 79 percent agree that “the FSIP program set-up process was reasonably efficient.”

The FSIP program set-up process was reasonably efficient 1%

The GEF Secretariat provided good coordination and 25
technical support during design of the country child projects
The FSIP lead Agency provided good coordination and

technical support during design of the country child projects o

Sufficient budget has been set aside in country child projects to

ensure coordination with/technical support from the global project 5%

Roles and responsibilities between the

global project and country child projects are clear "

Country stakeholders provided input on the design of the

FSIP global coordination child project %

The FSIP lead Agency directly engaged in dialogues with country

decision-makers to help select GEF Agencies for the child projects o

The Secretariat directly engaged in dialogues with country

decision-makers to help select GEF Agencies for the child projects %

The process for selecting FSIP countries and child projects

2%
was transparent

1 Strongly disagree 1 Disagree M Agree [ Strongly agree = Unable to assess
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Country case study
selection criteria

The GEF IEO selected six initial candidate countries
(Ghana, Indonesia, Liberia, Nigeria, Peru, and Tanza-
nia) with multiple food systems child projects to ensure
that case studies could capture evidence of how GEF-8
interventions have built on GEF-6 and GEF-7 learning.
The evaluation team further purposively selected four
countries for case study: Ghana, Indonesia, Peru, and
Tanzania. All four countries have food systems child proj-
ects for GEF-6, GEF-7, and GEF-8, with variation across

the GEF-6 programs. The GEF food systems portfolio
includes four countries (Brazil, Ghana, Kenya, and Sene-
gal) with a financially closed child project and one country
(Indonesia) with a stand-alone project and multiple pro-
gram child projects. These factors were considered in the
country case study selection, as were variation across
regions, GEF Agencies, and sectors targeted through the
Food Systems Integrated Program. These selected case
study countries are shown in table H.1.

Table H.1 Case study country attributes

Criterion Ghana Indonesia Peru Tanzania
Region West Africa | Asia & Pacific | Latin America | East Africa
Number of food systems projects 3 4P 3 3
Resilient Food Systems
GEF-6 .
Good Growth Partnership
program
Coastal Fisheries Initiative
Food crops
GEF-8 Livestock
target .
sector | Commodities
Aguaculture
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
International Fund for Agricultural Development
GEF United Nations Development Programme
Agency
World Bank
World Wildlife Fund-US

Source: GEF Portal; project documents.

Note: Counts include country-specific program child projects and stand-alone projects, but do not include regional or global hub projects. The
exception is for Peru, where CFl was implemented in Peru and Ecuador through one regional project.

a. Includes one financially closed food systems child project.
b. Includes one active stand-alone project on food systems.
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Interviewees

Andrew Hume, GEF Secretariat
Astrid Hillers, GEF Secretariat
Mohamed Bakarr, GEF Secretariat
Matthew Ready, GEF Secretariat
Cyril Blet, GEF Secretariat

Peter Umunay, GEF Secretariat
Teayeon Kim, GEF Secretariat

Mark Stafford Smith, GEF Scientific and Technical Advisory
Panel (STAP)

Guadalupe Duron, STAP

Lorenzo Paolo Galbiati, Food and Agriculture Organization
of the United Nations (FAQ)

Fatou Sock, FAO

Hernan Gonzalez, FAO

Patrick Kalas, FAO

Adrian Barrance, FAO

Carley Willis, Global Landscapes Forum (GLF)
Ludwig Liagre, GLF

John Colmey, GLF

Rodrigo Ciannella, International Centre for Research in
Agroforestry (ICRAF)

Paola Palestini, International Fund for Agricultural Develop-
ment (IFAD)

Michael Von During, IFAD
Dieter Fischer, International Finance Corporation (IFC)
Josefina Maiztegui, IFC

Pascale Bonzom, International Union for Conservation of
Nature

Saswati Bora, The Nature Conservancy

Andrea Bina, United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP)

James Leslie, UNDP
Pascal Fabie, UNDP
Robert Erath, United Nations Environment Programme

Lara Yacob, United Nations Environment Programme-
Finance Initiative

Aline Mosnier, United Nations Sustainable Development
Solutions Network (UNSDSN)

Clara Douzal, UNSDSN

Rachel Collie, UNSDSN

Mimako Kobayashi, World Bank
Gayatri Kanungo, World Bank
Christopher Brett, World Bank

Dinara Akhmetova, World Bank

Ishita Kaushik, World Bank

Patti Kristjanson, World Bank

Claire Murphy McGreevey, World Bank

Deviah Aiama, World Business Council for Sustainable
Development (WBCSD)

Stefania Avanzini, WBCSD
Jared Messinger, World Resources Institute (WRI)
Farid Hakemi, WRI

Genna Tesdall, Young Professionals for Agricultural
Development
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