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Introduction 
 

1. A financial mechanism of the UN conventions, the Global Environment Facility (GEF) supports 

addressing global environmental concerns related to biodiversity, climate change, international waters, 

land degradation, chemicals, and waste. Since its inception in 1991, the GEF multilateral family of funds 

has provided over USD 25 billion in grants and mobilized USD 138 billion in co-financing for more than 

5,700 projects in 170 countries.1 These grants are implemented through a network of 18 GEF accredited 

agencies. The GEF receives its funds through a four-year replenishment mechanism. 

2. The GEF Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) has a central role in ensuring the independent 

evaluation function within the GEF partnership. The IEO undertakes independent, higher-than-project 

level evaluations on the relevance, performance, results, and sustainability of the interventions financed 

by the GEF. IEO evaluations usually cover portfolios of projects organized by theme, GEF focal area, 

geography, or country category. IEO also evaluates the policies, processes, institutional and operational 

mechanisms related to the functioning of the GEF partnership. 

3. The IEO is currently undertaking the Eighth Comprehensive Evaluation of the GEF (also called 

OPS8) to inform the replenishment process for the GEF-9 period (2026-2030). The Evaluation of GEF 

Food Systems Programs will be included in OPS8 and presented to the GEF Council in June 2025. This 

Approach Paper describes the evaluation rationale, objectives, approach, and questions. It serves as a 

preliminary evaluation framework and will be further developed in a comprehensive design through a 

scoping process at the start of the evaluation data gathering and analysis phase. 

Background 
 

4. Food systems 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, processing, 

 
1 The family of funds includes the GEF Trust Fund, Global Biodiversity Framework Fund (GBFF), Least Developed 
Countries Fund (LDCF), Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF), Nagoya Protocol Implementation Fund (NPIF), 
and Capacity-building Initiative for Transparency Trust Fund (CBIT). 

https://www.thegef.org/what-we-do/topics/global-biodiversity-framework-fund
https://www.thegef.org/what-we-do/topics/least-developed-countries-fund-ldcf
https://www.thegef.org/what-we-do/topics/least-developed-countries-fund-ldcf
https://www.thegef.org/what-we-do/topics/special-climate-change-fund-sccf
https://www.thegef.org/what-we-do/topics/biodiversity/access-and-benefit-sharing
https://www.thegef.org/what-we-do/topics/transparency
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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 

socio-cultural capital held in form of knowledge and skills of diverse players, particularly rural and 

indigenous people -the original custodians of biodiversity which sustains the food systems. 

5. Food systems significantly impact various facets of our world, including global health, food 

security and nutrition, as well as economic and social development, and, importantly, the environment 

we all live in. In fact, food systems are major drivers of global forest and biodiversity loss, land 

degradation, water pollution, and greenhouse gas emissions. As the world’s population nears eight 

billion people and continues to grow, pressure is building on increasing efficiency and sustainability in 

food production, processing, transportation, consumption, and reducing food loss and waste.  

6. Acknowledging the urgency to address this reality, on the second day of the UN climate summit 

(COP 28) held in December 2023 in Dubai, more than 160 countries and territories signed up to the UN 

Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) “Declaration on Sustainable Agriculture, Resilient 

Food Systems and Climate Action”, which highlights the critical link between food systems and climate 

action with a call to “scale regenerative agriculture, transitioning 160 million hectares to regenerative 

agriculture by 2030, accompanied by USD$2.2 billion in future investment, and engaging 3.6 million 

farmers world-wide.” 

7. UNFCCC is not the only international environmental convention that calls for attention on food 

systems. The Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF) of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) plays 

a crucial role in this discussion too. Its Targets 10 and 18 specifically focus on food systems by promoting 

biodiversity-friendly agricultural practices and sustainable financing mechanisms. The UN Convention to 

Combat Desertification (UNCCD) emphasizes Sustainable Land Management (SLM) as an important side 

of the equation, as healthy land is the cornerstone of resilient food production systems. 

8. Food systems have traditionally focused on productivity. The upsurge in the production of 

calorie-rich staples achieved over the last decades successfully averted the widespread hunger and 

famine anticipated across much of the developing world during the 1960s and 1970s. In Asia, a "Green 

Revolution" fundamentally reshaped food systems by introducing high-yielding crop varieties, extensive 

use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides, and enhanced irrigation methods. Agricultural subsidies 

provided farmers with fertilizers and pesticides accompanied by technical support during the Green 

Revolution and brought millions of people out of poverty. Nonetheless, subsidizing intensive use of 

agrochemicals also gave rise to environmental degradation through intensified, linear cultivation 

practices and unaccounted negative externalities that impact the natural capital - land, water, air, 

ecosystem services and biodiversity, sparking continued debates on the need for sustainable agricultural 

practices. In recent literature, there has been a growing recognition of the environmental consequences 

stemming from the perpetuation of conventional agricultural approaches, along with discussions on 

potential pathways for a future that includes a widespread adoption of agroecology and food 

sovereignty principles (Holt-Giménez, Altieri, 2013). 

9. Climate change is adversely affecting food systems. While agriculture is highly vulnerable to 

climate change, it is also a major contributor to the problem. Food systems account for one-third of the 

total global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Crippa, 2021). They also contribute significantly to global 

freshwater withdrawals and involve substantial conversion and degradation processes (FAO & WHO, 

2019). Excessive use of fossil-based chemicals in agriculture is amplifying the impact on biodiversity and 

https://www.cop28.com/en/food-and-agriculture
https://www.cop28.com/en/food-and-agriculture
https://doi.org/10.1080/10440046.2012.716388
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43016-021-00225-9
https://doi.org/10.4060/CA6640EN
https://doi.org/10.4060/CA6640EN
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key ecosystem services like pollination, nitrogen cycling, carbon storage and resistance to drought.2 

Notably, a growing share of GHG emissions occurs off-farm, particularly in pre- and post-production 

stages (Tubiello et al., 2022). 

10. Food systems and climate change also serve as key determinants of health and nutritional 

outcomes. They do so by influencing food availability, affordability, quality, and consumption patterns. 

Climate change is expected to reduce global food availability by 3.2%, fruit and vegetable consumption 

by 4.0%, and red meat consumption by 0.7%, which can lead to an additional 529,000 deaths 

(Springmann et al., 2016). Volatile food prices and low purchasing power limit vulnerable populations 

from accessing adequate food, putting them at risk of undernutrition (Myers et al., 2017). Elevated CO2 

levels influence plant carbon and nitrogen metabolism (Fu et al., 2022) establishing a link between 

climate change and nutrition. Protein and micronutrients of crops are expected to decline, leading to 

148.4 million people at risk of protein deficiency (Medek, Schwartz, & Myers, 2017) and 138 million 

people at risk of zinc deficiency by 2050 (Myers et al., 2015). Increased temperatures will lead to the 

proliferation of pests, pathogens, and toxic substances in food products (e.g., aflatoxins) with an added 

risk of morbidity and mortality (Smith et al., 2017).  

11. Research has been expanding on what a food systems intervention should entail to be 

transformative. A food systems intervention should involve a systems change approach that disrupts 

repeated patterns to lead to different outcomes and outputs (Bina & Chulvilieva, 2024). For such a 

result, the right pattern must be identified with an equally strong intervention. For example, there are 

large power imbalances in the food systems space. An intervention to disrupt this imbalance could focus 

on giving more autonomy to smallholder farmers and utilizing participatory methods in the intervention 

design. Ultimately, facilitating food systems transformation will require approaches that expect and 

allow for changing dynamics (O’Malley & Friling, 2024). 

GEF support to food systems 
 

12. Over the last three replenishment periods, the GEF has advocated in its Programming Directions 

the need for a radical transformation of global food systems, affirming that the achievement of this 

transition will require a holistic, system-wide 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.3 This approach was first tested and then fully introduced through 

a series of dedicated food system programs from GEF-6 onwards. In GEF-6, the GEF started focusing 

specifically on food systems with two programs: the Resilient Food Systems (RFS) and the Good Growth 

Partnership (GGP) Integrated Approach Pilots (IAPs). A separate, yet similar program, the Coastal 

Fisheries Initiative (CFI), was also developed in GEF-6 to improve the management and sustainability of 

artisanal coastal fisheries of global importance in Indonesia, Ecuador and Peru in Latin America, and in 

Cabo Verde, Côte d’Ivoire and Senegal in West Africa.  

13. GEF-6 integrated programming support to food systems increased significantly in GEF-7 with the 

more ambitious and globally focused Food Systems, Land Use and Restoration Impact Program (FOLUR), 

 
2 Zhang, W., Ricketts, T. H., Kremen, C., Carney, K. & Swinton, S. M. Ecosystem services and dis-services to 
agriculture. Ecol. Econ. 64, 253–260 (2007). 
3 The GEF-6 Programming Directions recognize that women are primarily responsible for food consumption choices 
and family health on top of their roles in agriculture. 

https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-14-1795-2022
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0140673615011563?via%3Dihub
https://www.annualreviews.org/docserver/fulltext/publhealth/38/1/annurev-publhealth-031816-044356.pdf?expires=1713366508&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=9A606862D6783153EDF5B6F083C3DBB6
https://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/doi/10.1289/EHP41?url_ver=Z39.88-2003&rfr_id=ori:rid:crossref.org&rfr_dat=cr_pub%20%200pubmed
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2214109X15000935?via%3Dihub
https://www.ajtmh.org/view/journals/tpmd/96/4/article-p770.xml
https://medium.com/@UNDPfacs/rethinking-mle-for-food-systems-transformation-2-4-food-systems-change-acd02d979c47
https://www.undp.org/facs/publications/navigating-complexity-food-systems-clockwork-cloudwork
https://www.resilientfoodsystems.co/
https://www.undp.org/facs/good-growth-partnership#:~:text=Halting%20deforestation%20and%20conversion%20from,national%20and%20developing%20rural%20economies.
https://www.undp.org/facs/good-growth-partnership#:~:text=Halting%20deforestation%20and%20conversion%20from,national%20and%20developing%20rural%20economies.
http://www.fao.org/in-action/coastal-fisheries-initiative/en/
http://www.fao.org/in-action/coastal-fisheries-initiative/en/
https://www.thegef.org/publications/food-systems-land-use-and-restoration-impact-program
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and in GEF-8 with the Food Systems Integrated Program (FSIP), approved by the GEF Council in February 

2024. Through these programs, the GEF has used an integrated approach to tackle the drivers of 

environmental degradation on both agriculture and food systems,4 addressing both production 

landscapes and supply chains. 

14. GEF-6 and GEF-7 programs have several traits in common, including targeted geographies, large 

budgets, and extended coalitions of GEF and non-GEF implementing partners. The RFS, a five-year multi-

agency programmatic approach (2017-2022) financed with USD 106 million in GEF funds, has focused on 

fostering sustainability and resilience for food security in the drylands of sub-Saharan Africa. Led by the 

International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), RFS has tackled major drivers of environmental 

degradation, proposing a holistic approach fostering agricultural productivity in smallholder systems. 

Led by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and with a USD 40 million funding envelope 

over the same period of the RFS, GGP has focused on taking deforestation out of commodity supply 

chains. CFI, a USD 72 million investment led by the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), had the 

objective of delivering environmental, social, and economic benefits to local communities by supporting 

better governance of small-scale coastal fisheries. The program took a holistic approach to governance 

by combining fisheries management and value chain structures and incentives. FOLUR, a USD 340 

million investment, seven-year initiative currently ongoing led by the World Bank, is further broadening 

the GEF’s engagement in global food systems. FOLUR targets major commodities and food crops 

selected for their potential to transform food systems at regional and global scales while securing at the 

same time global environmental benefits related to climate change, biodiversity, and other areas across 

multiple geographies. Seeking to transform food and land use systems, FOLUR consists of a global 

knowledge platform and 27 country projects. Country-level work focuses on accelerating action in 

landscapes and value chains for eight major commodities, including livestock, cocoa, coffee, maize, palm 

oil, rice, soy, and wheat. 

15. Together, GEF-6 and GEF-7 investments in these programs have amounted to more than USD 

525 million in GEF grants and an additional USD 4.5 billion in co-financing from diverse sources. The 

initiatives involve more than 50 countries across Africa, Asia, and Latin America, covering production 

systems and supply chains for major agricultural commodities and global food staples. Beyond this 

programmatic support, the GEF has invested in an additional 21 standalone food systems projects (USD 

120 million), most of which are in GEF-7 and GEF-8 and focus on food security and climate resilient 

livelihoods in SIDS. 

16. The GEF-8 strategy regarding food systems was designed to build on such previous experiences 

through the Food Systems Integrated Program. FSIP represents a response to the GEF Scientific and 

Technical Advisory Panel (STAP) indication of sustainable food systems and resource use (including land, 

 
4 Distinctions and overlaps exist between agriculture and food systems. Agriculture primarily focuses on the 
cultivation of crops and raising animals for food, fiber, and other products. It encompasses activities such as soil 
management, planting, harvesting, and livestock management, aiming to produce raw materials efficiently and 
sustainably. Food Systems encompass the entire range of activities involved in feeding a population, including 
agriculture, but also extending to food processing, distribution, marketing, consumption, and waste management. 
The objectives of food systems are broader, aiming to ensure food security, nutrition, economic viability, and 
environmental sustainability. This involves managing the journey of food from farms to tables, ensuring that food 
is accessible, nutritious, and sustainably produced. 
 

https://www.fao.org/gef/GEF8/FSIP/en
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water, and oceans) as the first of six key areas or entry points for transformation (STAP, 2023). The 

second largest program approved in the GEF’s programming cycle for 2022-2026 (USD 281 million in GEF 

grants and USD 2.2 billion co-financing, involving 32 countries), FSIP aims to advance approaches that 

drive greater sustainability in food production and global demand to reduce agriculture’s environmental 

footprint in terms of greenhouse gas emissions, freshwater use, nutrient pollution, and habitat 

disturbance. 

Available evaluative evidence 
 

17. Since their introduction in GEF-6, GEF integrated programs have been subject to several 

evaluations. These include two IAPs/IPs formative evaluations (GEF IEO, 2017 and 2020); the RFS IAP’s 

Terminal Evaluation (TE); and the GEF Private Sector Engagement Evaluation.5 The 2017 Formative IAP 

Review concluded that IAPs enabled addressing the objectives of multiple conventions while allowing 

participating countries to address national environmental priorities. It also found that a wide variety of 

IAP indicators hindered aggregation of program level results, and that involvement of several agencies 

and institutions in IAPs added to the programs’ organizational complexity. In fact, IAPs suffered from 

insufficient clarity in terms of rules of engagement between agencies, transparency of selection 

processes, and clarity on the role of the GEF Secretariat. The review recommended assessing the value 

addition of the IAPs’ knowledge platforms, and to standardize the indicators and metrics across the IAPs 

to demonstrate the program value addition. 

18. The 2020 Formative Evaluation of the GEF Integrated Approach to Address the Drivers of 

Environmental Degradation confirmed that integrated programming addresses the objectives of 

conventions covering climate change, biodiversity, and land degradation, without hindering countries 

from reporting to those conventions, and largely targeting relevant geographies (Sidman, Carugi, 2023). 

It noted that GEF-7 impact programs are better designed compared to GEF-6 IAPs: they have more 

robust theories of change, systems thinking, and coherence between child projects and parent 

programs. Program- and project-level self-reporting showed IAPs made some progress toward global 

environmental benefits, more so for RFS projects (77 percent) than GGP projects (40 percent) but 

monitoring and reporting on program results remain problematic. The IAP knowledge platforms—a key 

feature of the GEF integrated approach—have suffered from insufficient budget allocations and low 

priority among the child projects that they were meant to benefit. To make the ongoing efforts in 

aggregate program-level reporting effective, the evaluation recommended to the GEF Secretariat to 

clarify program-level reporting requirements for Lead Agencies. It also recommended to demonstrate 

the value addition of a programmatic approach to integration, and to include LDCs and SIDS in future 

programs. At design, coordination projects should be designed before child projects to ensure value 

addition from the start. In implementation, lead Agencies should undertake activities to support 

systems-oriented adaptive management. And in design and implementation, the operational 

responsibilities for working with private sector entities involved in value chains on multinational, 

national, and subnational scales should be clarified among lead Agencies, the GEF Secretariat, and other 

Agencies. 

19. The RFS IAP TE found that the program applied common concepts and theories of change across 

country and hub projects, but also had critical design gaps (including on M&E) that affected coherence 

 
5 At the time of this writing, the RFS IAP TE and the Private Sector Engagement Evaluation are being finalized. 

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2023-07/GEF_A.7_07_STAP_report.pdf
https://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/documents/evaluations/iaps-2017.pdf
https://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/documents/evaluations/environmental-degradation-vol1.pdf
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/13563890231218275
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and ultimately the aggregate performance of the program. It also found that value chain support was 

less prominent in most child projects, but successfully implemented in at least one third of them. In the 

other projects only parts of the chains were covered. More generally, private sector engagement in RFS 

was relatively limited. According to the TE, programmatic value addition originated from the country 

and hub projects’ similar objectives and components, their integrated, multi-scale approach, substantial 

amounts of co-finance, and through extensive interactions across child projects and hub agencies during 

implementation. The program’s knowledge management, learning and capacity building activities across 

child projects and the hub project contributed to value addition. Direct technical support to child 

projects by the hub project technical agencies was limited due to the lack of dedicated funding. Among 

the emerging lessons to note from the evaluation, future initiatives should ensure that program and 

project M&E move beyond simple output results to assess quality and sustainability. 

20. The ongoing GEF IEO’s Private Sector Engagement Evaluation, which will be presented to the 

GEF Council in December this year, is finding that the GGP fell short of engaging the private sector to 

achieve measurable impact towards the overall program objective of ensuring that the private sector 

produces more deforestation-free commodities. The GGP’s engagement with the private sector focused 

on productivity training for farmers, awareness raising for financial institutions, investment in 

companies, and activities to influence demand, but these interventions did not fully consider the 

leverage and strategies that would encourage the private sector to avoid deforestation impact. The 

GGP’s goal of increasing deforestation-free commodities is ambitious, and some aspects could not be 

achieved within the four-year GEF time horizon. GEF Agencies struggled to coordinate between child 

projects as they had different start times and therefore could not easily be sequenced and the metrics 

for each child project did not reference other child projects. Emerging lessons include increasing the 

frequency and intensity of GEF direct engagement with the private sector; maximize private sector 

expertise, financing, and innovation at design; GEF Agencies to develop new competencies and systems; 

and rethink objectives over the four-year time horizons, greater integration and modifying metrics. 

21. A summary of recommendations and emerging lessons from these evaluations follows below. 

Evaluation 

Topic 

2017 IAP 

Formative Review 

2020 IP Formative 

Evaluation 

2024 RFS IAP Terminal 

Evaluation 

2024 Private Sector 

Evaluation (GGP IAP) 

M&E Standardize 

indicators and 

metrics 

Clarify program level 

reporting requirements 

for Lead Agencies  

Move beyond simple 

output results to assess 

quality, sustainability 

Track USD and volumes 

of products influenced 

by private sector actors 

Value addition Assess knowledge 

platforms 

Demonstrate integrated 

program value addition 

  

Targeting  Include LDCs and SIDS in 

future programs 

  

Private sector    Engage directly, 

develop competencies  

Project cycle    Sequence interventions 

over multiple cycles 
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Purpose and objectives 
 

22. The purpose of the GEF Food Systems Programs Evaluation is to inform future GEF programming 

with evaluative evidence on GEF's integrated programs on food systems. 

23. The main evaluation objective is to assess the extent to which GEF integrated programming 

applies a comprehensive system approach to its food systems interventions. The evaluation will consider 

the extent to which GEF food system programs and child projects address the root causes and the 

downstream effects of the environmental, health and nutrition problems originating from the upstream 

decisions and actions taken in targeted food systems, including related key interactions (e.g., global 

markets, politically unstable relationships, public and private actors, sectoral policies’ incoherences, 

among others). 

24. The second objective is to provide independent, field verified evidence on what works and why 

in completed GEF food systems integrated programs. The evaluation will conduct ground truthing of 

GEF-6 programs' results through qualitative methods, complementing available geospatial mapping and 

area-based indicators evidence reported in terminal evaluations, in the 2020 Formative Evaluation, as 

well as other relevant IEO evaluations such as the Drylands SCCE (GEF IEO, 2024), to highlight how these 

integrated programs achieved results. 

25. A third objective is to assess the food systems programs’ value addition versus the resources 

needed to implement them. The evaluation will examine the merits of these programs’ transformation 

potential versus their institutional and operational complexity (in terms of governance, processes, 

oversight, and management). 

Questions 
 

26. Based on the above evaluation purpose and objectives, the Food Systems Evaluation will seek to 

answer the following questions organized by area of enquiry: 

Design 

- To what extent do GEF food systems interventions’ theories of change apply an approach that 

considers the environmental footprint of targeted food systems, and encompasses all the parts 

of the system, from production, storing, processing, transporting, and marketing, to 

consumption, health, and nutrition? 

- How do GEF-8 food systems interventions build on and learn from previous GEF-6 and GEF-7 

interventions? 

- To what extent did the GEF food systems interventions consider gender and inclusion at design? 

Relevance and coherence 

- To what extent have GEF food systems interventions been aligned with countries’ priorities and 

needs in the agriculture, livestock, and fishery sectors? 

- To what extent have GEF food systems interventions interacted with similar government- 

and/or donor-funded activities in participating countries? 

https://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/scce-drylands
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- To what extent are GEF food systems interventions either contributing to or hindering in-

country policy coherence, particularly in the case of agricultural subsidies? 

Performance and results 

- To what extent have GEF-6 food systems interventions been effective in producing targeted 

global environmental and socioeconomic benefits, including those food system-related 

environmental benefits beyond production and food security in the targeted food chains? 

- To what extent have GEF’s food systems interventions considered the role of women in 

determining food consumption behaviors, nutritional contents, and health outcomes? 

- How has the private sector engagement with GEF food systems interventions evolved from GEF-

6 to date, and with what results in relation to Global Environmental Benefit outcomes? 

Value addition 

- Did the GEF food systems programs’ value added, transformational and/or catalytic potential 

outweigh the time and costs needed for their coordination, oversight, M&E, and management, 

and if so, to what extent? 

- What is the additionality of these programs over separately designed project interventions? 

- How have individual child projects benefitted from the broader knowledge exchange? 

Efficiency 

- To what extent are GEF food system program’s processes and governance (selection of 

countries, Agency participation, resourcing, clarity on roles, transparency, etc.) efficient and 

equitable? 

Scope 
 

27. The GEF Food Systems Programs Evaluation will selectively focus on GEF food system related 

programmatic interventions from GEF-6 to date, namely GEF-6 RFS IAP, GGP IAP and CFI; GEF-7 FOLUR; 

and GEF-8 FSIP. Standalone food system projects will be covered for comparative purposes.6 FSIP will be 

covered through a formative approach as it has just been approved, in February 2024. The evaluation 

portfolio is annexed to this approach paper. 

Methods 
 

28. The GEF Food Systems Programs Evaluation will apply a mixed-methods approach, combining 

document reviews, quality at entry reviews, portfolio and timeline analyses, electronic surveys, and 

interviews with key informants, using complementary quantitative and qualitative analytic approaches. 

A detailed evaluation matrix will be prepared as part of the evaluation design. 

29. The evaluation will draw on and systematically triangulate multiple sources of information, 

including available evaluative evidence, IEO validated TE ratings, reviews of project and program 

 
6 Eighteen GEF-7 – GEF-8 standalone food system projects have been identified by searching the keyword “food 
systems” in GEF-6 – GEF-8 project titles, objective and/or components on the GEF Portal. Four more projects 
suggested by the GEF Secretariat bring the standalone cohort to 21 projects (Annex 1). 
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documents (including specific annual reports and additional thematic reports), country and/or site visits, 

and information collected during grey literature research conducted in the early stages of the evaluation 

design to gain state-of-the-art knowledge on food systems. 

30. The evaluation will identify three to four countries to analyze food system projects in greater 

depth. Selected countries and projects will reflect variety in GEF Agency, implementation status, 

intervention focus and activities, as well as presence of both GEF-6 and GEF-7 child projects, with 

possibly any eventual GEF-8 FSIP project concepts already developed and approved. Initial candidate 

countries include Ghana, Nigeria, Liberia, Tanzania, Peru and Indonesia, as all of them have either an RFS 

or GGP IAP, or CFI completed child project and an ongoing FOLUR project. Ghana, Nigeria, Tanzania, 

Peru and Indonesia also participate in GEF-8 FSIP. 

Limitations 
 

31. The main data limitation is the relative immaturity and consequent lack of information on 

outcomes of GEF-7 and GEF-8 interventions due to the fact that projects are still being developed or just 

starting implementation. In terms of individual projects and programs, the evaluation will assess 

completed GEF-6 projects, while many GEF-7 activities will still be under way and GEF-8 activities will be 

mostly at either design stage or at an early stage of implementation. Those projects that are at an early 

design stage or have just started being implemented will mainly be assessed in terms of the quality of 

their design. The evaluation will report on these as well as any other data limitations that may emerge 

during the conduct of the evaluation, the measures taken to address or mitigate them, and ensure that 

the evaluation findings take appropriate account of these. 

Audience and Stakeholder Engagement 
 

32. Regular stakeholder interaction will be sought with the GEF Secretariat, relevant GEF Agencies, 

the Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP), relevant country Operational Focal Points (OFPs) and 

other national stakeholders and key informants during country studies to enhance the evaluation 

process. This will include consultation and outreach while the evaluation is under way, and 

dissemination and outreach once the evaluation is complete. During evaluation preparation, the team 

will solicit feedback and comments from stakeholders to improve the evaluation’s accuracy and 

relevance. An added benefit to engaging stakeholders during the evaluation process is stimulating 

interest in the evaluation results. The principles of transparency and participation will guide this process. 

Such stakeholder interaction will contribute important information and qualitative data to supplement 

quantitative data, interviews, case studies, and other research. 

Process, Deliverables and Dissemination 
 

33. The GEF Food Systems Programs Evaluation is being conducted between January 2024 and June 

2025. An initial work plan is presented below. The work plan will be revised and fine-tuned as part of 

further preparations. The evaluation report will be presented to the GEF Council in June 2025. 
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Year  2024 2025 

Task                                                                 Month  Jan  Feb  Mar  Apr  May  Jun  Jul  Aug  Sep  Oct  Nov  Dec Jan  Feb  Mar  Apr  May  Jun  

Design 

Grey literature review and portfolio data gathering x x x x               

Approach paper shared with GEF stakeholders     x              

Finalization of the evaluation design     x x             

Data gathering and analyses 

Desk reviews and portfolio analyses      x x x x          

Quality at entry analysis        x x          

Country case studies         x x x x       

Triangulation brainstorming and early findings             x      

Gap filling              x x     

Report writing  

Draft report              x x     

Due diligence (gathering feedback and comments)               x x    

Final report                 x x  

Presentation to the GEF Council                  x 

Dissemination and outreach                   x 

 

Resources 
 

34. This evaluation will be conducted by a team led by a Senior Evaluation Officer from the IEO with 

oversight from the Director of the IEO. The team will include one IEO Evaluation Officer for health and 

nutrition related tasks and one IEO research assistant. The evaluation team will be supplemented by one 

externally contracted evaluation analyst to help with desk reviews and portfolio analyses and by 

international and national consultants for field verifications in case study countries, interviews, and 

other evaluation tasks. The evaluation will benefit from these consultants’ skills and expertise in food 

systems as well as their extensive knowledge of context and issues at hand in the case study countries. 

Beyond food systems expertise, the required skills mix includes practical, policy, and/or academic 

expertise in key GEF focal areas of the projects and programs under analysis (land degradation, climate 

change adaptation, biodiversity, among others), agriculture, livestock and fishery expertise, evaluation 

experience and knowledge of external information sources that are relevant to GEF activities in the case 

study countries.  

35. An external reviewer, Dr. Neeraja Havaligi, Inclusive Excellence Fellow at the Environmental 

Sciences Faculty of Oregon State University, has quality assured this approach paper and will quality 

assure the draft and final report.  
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Food Systems standalone projects from GEF-6 to GEF-8
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