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0. Summary 

The Programme 

The Programme “COMESA-EAC-SADC Tripartite Climate Change Programme” was a 
collaborative effort by the three African regional economic communities the Common Market for 
Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA), the East African Community (EAC) and Southern Africa 
Development Cooperation (SADC). The programme was funded by the Norwegian Government, 
the British Government and the European Union.  

The programme’s overall objective was: “Impacts of climate change in the COMESA-SADC-EAC 
region are addressed through successful adaptation and mitigation actions, which also build 
economic and social resilience for present and future generations”.  

The purpose of the programme was: “COMESA-EAC-SADC Member States are enabled to 
increase investments in climate-resilient and carbon-efficient agriculture and its linkages to 
forestry, land use and energy practices by 2016.” 

The End Review 

The review examines the Programme’s progress and its effectiveness, including the extent to 
which it has achieved its purpose and overall objective. It also presents recommendations to 
different stakeholders about future work in relation to the overall objective of the Programme.  

The review has based its assessments of the Programme’s progress on the achievements 
reported in relation to the Programme’s specific objectives (SOs) and its underlying expected 
results and indicators. The review does not assess progress of all seven SOs, but focuses on 
SO1, SO2, SO3, SO4 and SO6. SO7 was discontinued under the Programme, and SO5 was a 
direct “project” between DFID and SADC and was no reported on via the Programme. SO5 and 
SO7 therefore fell outside of the scope of the review and were not assessed. 

Findings 

The table below summarises the score of each SO. The overall score of the Programme is 2,8 
(average of the five SOs) and is a weak “well achieved”.  

Specific Objective Score* 

SO1: To contribute to the adoption of key elements of the African Climate Solution 
and mainstreaming of climate change in national planning. 

 

2,9 

SO2: To support member States to access adaptation funds and other climate 
change financing sources and mechanisms through national investments 
frameworks for climate adaptation in agriculture, forestry and other land uses 

 

2,9 

SO3: To enhance the adoption of climate-smart conservation agriculture in the 
COMESA-EAC-SADC region. 

3,2 

SO4: To strengthen capacity in national research and training institutions and 
implementation of research programmes. 

2,8 

SO6: To apply mitigation solutions in the COMESA-EAC-SADC region with carbon 
trading benefits. 

2,4 

Average score (Well achieved) 2,8 

*Scores: 1 = Not achieved; 2 = Some achieved; 3 = Well achieved; 4 = Very well achieved 

Overall, the Programme contributed to increase focus on, and knowledge about climate change 
and on possible responses to address the problem. The Programme was thus an important 
contribution, alongside other relevant processes and initiatives, to more adaptation and mitigation 
actions being implemented in the region.  

Given a number of challenges, such as a late start up, and delays and cuts in the total funding 
base, the Programme may not have reached its full potential. However, despite challenges, it has 
still delivered a number of outputs and with more time and funding it could have reached further.  
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The findings indicate that there has been some improvement in the member states’ ability to 
increase funding for climate-resilient and carbon-efficient agriculture. However, there is still some 
way to go to build the countries’ capacity to go from plans to bankable programmes. 

Taking into consideration that the Programme started late and was implemented with only 58% of 
the original budget, the Programme did achieve fairly well in relation to its specific objectives. 

Key achievements 

1 Increased awareness and capacity on climate change and CSA/CA, in the region.  

2 The collaboration of RECs and technical partners has been a good model, drawing on the 
strengths of the various partners. 

3 The Programme has contributed to discovering the state of the art of CSA in the region. 
Knowledge has been generated and shared through various channels.  

4 The contributions to the negotiations running up to COP21 and the Paris Agreement on 
climate change seem to have been valuable in terms of getting the African position into the 
agreement.  

5 The coordination among stakeholders engaged in CSA/CA/AFOLOU has been improved at 
national level through the national task forces.  

6 Support to regional coordination, which has achieved good results. “Vision 25x25” is a major 
achievement catalysed by this Programme that will impact African agricultural development 
over the next decade. 

7 Some very good pilot projects have been developed. There have been some spin-offs and 
replication and the pilot projects, which have sparked new adoptions and fresh investments.  

8 Support to the national climate change response strategies and to investment 
frameworks has created the fundaments for scaling up adaptation and mitigation activities. 

Key challenges 

1 There were lack of defined roles and agreement of sharing of funds among the RECs, 
and no independent oversight body that could solve disputes and enforce decisions. This 
created stress and poor relations between the partners instead of fostering collaboration.  

2 The project started late, which damaged the progress of the Programme as less time and 
funding were left to implement it.  

3 The Norwegian funding was cut at the time when the Programme finally got up and running. 
The issues of unpredictable funding and weak communication about what was 
happening was damaging to the collaboration between the RECs as well as between the 
RECs and its partners.  

4 There were insufficient interaction and lesson sharing between the sub-grantees of the 
Programme. This was a lost opportunity for knowledge exchange, consolidation of best 
practices and partnership building among some of the organisations that are in the forefront 
on climate change issues in Africa.  

5 The size and length of some of the interventions have been too small and short. For the 
pilot projects this has been an issue.  

Recommendations to all stakeholders 

Programme coordination 

The idea of a joint programme for COMESA, EAC and SADC was ambitious, but good. It allows 
for a programme with the potential to reach 26 member states and ensures broad regional 
integration, and it is an opportunity to draw on the different strengths the RECs have. With some 
adjustments this set-up could work well. Some recommendations in this regard: 

 Establish a programme steering committee for future collaborative programmes.  
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 Have one programme management unit only in one of the RECs. The other partners may 
have programme focal points in a programme coordination group. 

 Agree on roles and funding before the programme starts.  

 Look into well thought through funding modalities, and make sure the modalities are clear 
and understood by all partners before the programme starts. Link the funding to the planned 
activities.  

 Future interventions should explore opportunities to loose up procurement regulations to 
ensure involvement also of local partners. 

Next steps 

The foundation is laid for increasing CSA activities in the region (information, knowledge, 
awareness, funding strategies), but we are not there yet. More work is needed to follow up the 
work that has been done and implement more action reaching the farmers and communities 
directly. The following are some suggestions for next steps. 

 A continuation of the collaboration between the RECs, as well as bringing in the other 
African RECs and Nepad/CAADP, would be a powerful alliance to influence the AU to 
increase its focus on CSA.  

 Vision 25x25 is an opportunity that should be seized by the RECs, the scientific partners, the 
CSOs and the donors.  

 Targeted training and coaching on resource mobilisation as well as concrete support to 
leverage funding, access climate finance and develop bankable programmes is needed.  

 Future efforts should aim to develop climate smart landscape pilot programmes reaching 
a large number of farmers. 

 More work to facilitate well functioning value chains and private sector involvement is 
needed. There is also a need of financial services that are willing and able to contribute to 
agri-business development.  

 A strong recommendation is to learn from the Programme’s school pilot projects and scale 
them up. More work is also needed to increase awareness of university and college 
management to ensure that CSA and other climate change related responses are included in 
university curricula. More research, knowledge and education are needed. 

 A continuation of knowledge sharing across borders and mainstreaming of CSA into 
national and regional strategies, processes, policies and plans is recommended. 

 Coordination frameworks, such as regional and national CSA/CA task forces, should be 
sustained or strengthened.  

Recommendation to the RECs  

It would be valuable to properly consolidate the learning from this Programme. The RECs are 
therefore encouraged to mobilise the needed capacity and resources to compile all the findings 
and the best practices from the different projects and components of the Programme and to invite 
the sub-grantees for an event to draw lessons, streamline approaches and plan future 
interventions and support.  

Recommendation to the donors 

The recommendation to Norway and other donors is that terminating programmes should be done 
in a proper and smooth way, taking into consideration the various consequences of the cut, with 
clear and immediate communication about the issues and dialogue with the partners. Leaving 
some funding for a phasing out period enable programmes to be finalised in a more productive 
and effective way.  
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1. Methodology and Work Programme 

1.1 Objective of the end review 

The objective of this end review is to examine the COMESA-EAC-SADC Tripartite Climate 
Change Programme’s progress and its effectiveness, including the extent to which it has achieved 
its purpose and overall objective. The review is also tasked to develop recommendations to 
different stakeholders about future work in relation to the overall objective of the Programme. The 
end review was commissioned by the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (by the embassy in 
Lusaka), one of the three donor partners of the Programme. The other donors were the British 
Department for International Development (DFID) and the European Union (EU). 

The review has based its assessments of the Programme’s progress on the achievements 
reported in relation to the Programme’s specific objectives (SOs). The starting point was to assess 
the achievements of the indicators. Based on this the achievements of the expected results were 
assessed and based on this the SOs were assessed. Finally, the achievement of the overall 
objective and purpose was assessed based on the progress under the SOs. 

1.2 Logical framework 

The logical framework includes an overall programme objective and a programme purpose and 
seven SOs, as outlines in Table 1. The SOs are built on 17 expected results and 140+ success 
indicators.  

Table 1. Logical framework 

Overall objective: Impacts of climate change in the COMESA-SADC-EAC region are 
addressed through successful adaptation and mitigation actions, which also build economic 
and social resilience for present and future generations. 

Purpose: COMESA-EAC-SADC Member States are enabled to increase investments in 
climate-resilient and carbon-efficient agriculture and its linkages to forestry, land use and 
energy practices by 2016. 

SO1 To contribute to the adoption of key elements of the African Climate Solution and 
mainstreaming of climate change in national planning 

SO2 To support member States to access adaptation funds and other climate change 
financing sources and mechanisms through national investments frameworks for 
climate adaptation in agriculture, forestry and other land uses 

SO3 To enhance the adoption of climate-smart conservation agriculture in the 
COMESA-EAC-SADC region 

SO4 To strengthen capacity in national research and training institutions and 
implementation of research programmes 

SO5 To implement climate vulnerability assessments and analysis 

SO6 To apply mitigation solutions in the COMESA-EAC-SADC region with carbon 
trading benefits 

SO7 To establish a regional catalytic facility to support investments in national climate-
smart agriculture programmes 

The review focuses on SO1, SO2, SO3, SO4 and SO6. SO7 was discontinued under the 
Programme, and SO5 was a direct “project” between DFID and SADC and was no reported on via 
the Programme. SO5 and SO7 therefore fell outside of the scope of the review and were not 
assessed. 
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Evaluations by the EU and by DFID in 2013 point out that the log frame lacks coherence and 
logic; that indicators are not sufficiently developed but rather add to the level of complexity and 
challenges associated with measuring them. Furthermore, the 7 specific objectives and 17 
expected results make the activities unwieldy, with a focus on activity level. The log frame also 
appears, according to the evaluations, to be an impediment to measuring accurately what the 
Programme has achieved while being long and complex.  

This review agrees to these assessments and found the task of measuring the achievements 
challenging because of the complexity, the large number of indicators, which sometimes were 
overlapping and often not quantifiable, which made it difficult to measure the level of success. 
Lack of baseline- and end-of-programme data was also a challenge.  

A consultant hired by COMESA did a job to improve the indicators in 2015 and some changes 
were made to the log frame to simplify and improve it. However, this review has used the original 
project indicators as a baseline for measuring achievements because the original log frame was 
used for the majority of the programme period and was what the programme implementers strived 
to achieve. 

1.3 Methodology 

The methodology used for the end review was a combination of document review and structured 
conversations with relevant stakeholders of the Programme.  

Document review 
A document review was carried out with the objective to give the review a detailed overview of the 
progress made in the programme period and its effectiveness to comply with the objectives. 
Based on programme documentation, which was verified and clarified by conversations with 
COMESA, the donors and other stakeholders, and assessment was done on the progress and 
effectiveness related to the Programme’s specific objectives, and their underlying expected results 
and indicators. 

The review team received documents from the Norwegian Embassy in Lusaka, COMESA as well 
as various stakeholders. The documents were systematised and filed on a web-based drive that 
was accessible for the members of the review team. The review went through relevant project 
documents, initial reports and progress reports. In addition to documents related to the progress 
of the Programme, some of the produced documents and media products were also reviewed to 
verify that they had been produced and to draw from their content. A full list of the documents 
consulted is found in the Reference list. 

There were several rounds of exchanges between COMESA and the review team to clarify 
uncertainties and identify additional documents needed.  

Interviews 
25 interviews were undertaken either over Skype, via phone, or in person during a visit to Lusaka, 
Nairobi, Jinja and Kampala in the period 21 August to 30 August 2016. A full list of institutions and 
people the review spoke with is listed in Annex 1. The aim was to speak to as many as possible of 
the institutions that had been involved in implementing the Programme as programme partners, 
sub grantees and beneficiaries, as well as to visit a few of the pilot projects implemented by the 
Programme. COMESA was helpful in establishing contact with the various partners of the 
Programme, and to set up the meetings that were held during the mission.  

The review carried out structured conversation with stakeholders, with the aim to verify the 
findings of the document review and fill gaps, and to gather additional information that may 
explain achievements of the project and provide information about the Programmes effectiveness 
that can feed into the recommendations.  

Predefined questions were outlined in a conversation guides targeting different types of 
stakeholders. The questions were developed based on the log frame and aimed to verify the 
results found by the desk review and to dig deeper in terms of the effectiveness of the 
deliverables and what is the right way to continue the work in relation to the overall objective. Few 
of the organisations had an overview of the whole Programme, but had been involved in one or 
more of the SOs. The respondents were therefore asked to respond based on his or her 
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involvement, and to reply “No opinion” if they did not know/had not been involved. Some may still 
have provided scores based on a general impression more than first hand knowledge or 
evidences. Combined, however, the responses provided a picture of how the Programme has 
been perceived and is therefore providing valuable insight to the review. 

The review spoke with 25 partners and beneficiaries of the Programme, including COMESA, 
SADC and EAC, the donors (Norway and UK), sub-grantees, and some of the beneficiaries of the 
programmes, such as representatives of the climate smart agriculture (CSA) national task forces, 
farmers and cooperatives, local governments, extension services, schools, Non-Governmental 
Organisations (NGOs) and farmer organisations.  

Reporting on findings 
The findings are presented in chapter 2 of this report. Each of the SOs is given a rating from 1,0 to 
4,0 according to a rating scale outlined in Box 1.  

Box 1. Rating scale 

1 = Not achieved: The indicator assessed to have achieved 1- 9% of the target. 
2 = Some achieved: The indicator assessed to have achieved 10 - 60 % of the target. 
3 = Well achieved: The indicator assessed to have achieved 61 – 89% of the target. 
4 = Very well achieved = The indicator assessed to have achieved 90 – 100% of the target 

The results are given with one decimal to provide more nuances. The ratings are calculated based 
on two factors: 

1. The achievements of each indicator and expected result of the SO, as set out in the 
programme log frame. Each indicator was rated from 1-4. The average rating of the 
indicators of an expected result gave the rating of the expected result, and ultimately the SO 
was calculated based on average rating of its expected results. The scores emerging from 
the log frame assessment count 75% to the overall score of the SOs. 

2. The findings from the interviews. Each institution interviewed was asked to rate the 
achievement of the SO from 1 to 4 (4 being the most positive). Not all the respondents 
wanted to rate all the SOs so the number of total respondents will vary. The score by the 
partners counted 25% to the overall score of each SO. 

This report presents the aggregated findings and ratings per SO and expected result only. The 
detailed assessment per indicator will be provided upon request. 

The funding allocated originally for each SO will also be presented, as well as how much of the 
allocation was spent (disbursement rate). This gives an indication of the priority that was given to 
the SO in the design phase and in the programme implementation, and if there were 
implementation problems. 

Limitations 
The geographic scope of the Programme was the 26 Member states of COMESA, SADC and 
EAC. The terms of references for the end review allowed the review to visit only three of the 
countries. To broaden the coverage the review spoke with a number of partners in other countries 
over Skype/phone, and reached partners in nine countries. The review did not have the 
opportunity to speak to all the categories of beneficiaries of the Programme, such as policy 
makers.   
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2. Findings 

2.1 About the Programme 

The Royal Norwegian Embassy in Lusaka signed an agreement in December 2011 with the 
Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA) for a five-year programme running 
until end 2016. The total budget was NOK 117 million (approx. USD 14,3 million). COMESA 
subsequently, in July 2012, entered into agreements with two other regional economic 
communities (RECs); the East African Community (EAC) and Southern Africa Development 
Cooperation (SADC) bringing together a programme reaching 26 African countries within the sub-
regions. The Programme, called the “COMESA-EAC-SADC Tripartite Climate Change 
Programme”, was to support member countries of all the three communities. 

COMESA, EAC and SADC are all pillars under the African Economic Community, an organization 
of the African Union working for mutual economic development among the majority 
of African states. COMESA is a free trade area with twenty member states

1
. SADC is a regional 

organisation working for socio-economic cooperation and integration as well as political and 
security cooperation among 15 southern African states

2
. The EAC is an intergovernmental 

organisation working to enhance political, economic and social co-operation among six Partner 
States

3
 in eastern Africa. 

Norway is supporting various initiatives in Africa aiming at strengthening the region’s ability to 
address the challenges of climate change within the region and at the global level, and to 
integrate climate change into the agricultural sector. The Tripartite Programme has been one of 
the building blocks for increased awareness and knowledge about climate change in the region.  

The Programme is one of the first larger programmes supported by Norway where an African 
regional economic organisation like COMESA has been driving the programme management and 
implementation. Prior to this Programme, COMESA had implemented a climate change 
programme that was supported through WWF-US and the Rockefeller foundation and had done 
some work on mainstreaming climate change that was funded by Norway, and had built up some 
internal capacity on the subject of climate change. The other RECs had limited exposure to 
climate change work at that point and as COMESA had some experience and was very much 
engaged in developing the Programme, it was natural to select COMESA as the signatory for the 
project. EU and DFID engaged with co-funding to the Programme as well.  

The Programme was developed with the aim to support the up-take of climate change responses 
in the political development and to consolidate an African position in the international climate 
change negotiations. There was also a wish to make the opportunities of CSA, including 
Conservation Agriculture (CA), more visible and to scale up the work on CA that had taken place 
in Zambia in the past 16 years. Norway therefore saw the value of funding large pilot projects that 
would attract attention to the benefits of CSA. The Conservation Farming Unit (CFU) – an 
independent organization associated with the Zambia National Farmers Union - became 
responsible for the pilot component. Because it was difficult to roll out this in all the member 
states, four countries were selected - Kenya, Uganda, Malawi and Tanzania - as pilot countries 
and the component was removed from the Programme. The Programme established instead 
some smaller pilot projects.  

It was an ambitious programme in terms of content and in terms of coordination, having three 
donors and three RECs to manage the funds and implement. Issues of what procedures to use, 
management and coordination, the distribution of the Programme funding as well as of roles soon 
emerged. EAC and SADC came on board late in the process and there were limited engagement 
from their side in the planning and inception phase. The initial idea was that COMESA would 
coordinate the Programme and take care of the administrative matters. However, EAC and SADC 
had problems using COMESA’s procedures for procurement, financial report and staffing and it 
was decided they could use their own procedures. Project management units (PMUs) where 

                                                        
1
 Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Egypt, Libya, Sudan, Comoros; Madagascar, Mauritius, Seyshelles, Burundi, Kenya, Malawi, 

Rwanda, Uganda, Swaziliand, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Congo (DR) 
2
 Angola, Botswana, Congo (DR), Lesotho, Malawi, Mauritius, Mozambique, Namibia, Seychelles, South Africa, Swaziland, 

Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe 
3
 Burundi, Kenya, Rwanda, South Sudan, Tanzania and Uganda. 
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established in all three organisations, but these were not staffed in EAC and SADC before late 
2014, three years into the project, and delayed the start of the programme.  

There was also confusion because decisions regarding the Programme made by the policy and 
decision making organs in SADC and EAC did not always align with the decision made by 
COMESA. There was no programme steering committee (PSC) in place to address these 
confusions. 

The plan was originally to establish a PSC to oversee the implementation and coordination. This 
was however not established because of difficulties in selecting the committees’ members. It is 
agreed that programme oversight was instead to be provided through each RECs’ management 
and policy organs. It is however difficult to imagine that coordination and joint strategic guidance 
for the overall Programme could be delivered by the management and policy organs without a 
joint platform as a shared basis, and the decision not to have a PSC may have weakened the 
coordination and collaboration between the RECs. It has also limited the opportunity to have one 
joint strategic approach.  

As agreed in the implementation agreements of the RECs, a formula was created for how to share 
the programme funds between the three RECs. The initial disbursement to the RECs was based 
on the formula, however because of the delays of EAC and SADC in putting in place the PMUs 
the two REC’s ended up holding over USD 1.2 million each unutilized for 2 years. As a result of 
this the solution became to use performance based disbursements based on agreed work plan 
and budget and submitted technical and financial reports. 

2.2 Specific objective 1 

SO1: To contribute to the adoption of key elements of the African 
Climate Solution and mainstreaming of climate change in national 
planning. 

Rating: 3,1  

Well achieved 

Funding allocation of total programme inputs: 24% Disbursement rate: 61% 

 

The expected results of this objective are: 

A. Strengthened capacity of the RECs secretariats to address climate change. Indicators of 
success include that the RECs secretariats were up and running and capacitated to 
implement the Programme. 

B. A consolidated and unified African position on climate change. The organisation of multi-
stakeholder meetings, roundtables, policy dialogues, trainings of negotiators and facilitation of 
their attendance at COP21, and engagement of high level spokes persons and media were 
examples of indicators of success. The ultimate indicators of success would be for the African 
position to be endorsed by RECs and AU and reflected in post-2012 global climate change 
agreements. 

C. That climate change is mainstreamed into national development plans. Support to 
National Climate Change Response Strategies (NCCRSs), regional policy dialogues, regional 
conferences and exchange visits to exchange and increase awareness, and the creation of 
databases on institutions engaged in climate change in the region and manufacturers of CSA 
inputs were examples of success indicators. 

Stakeholder’s view on SO1 achievements 
The general view of the stakeholders sharing their opinion on SO1 was positive, with half of the 
respondents saying the specific objective was well achieved. 
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Table 2. Rating of SO1 by stakeholders 

Rating options Responses 

 Percentage Respondents 

1 = Not achieved  0% 0 

2 = Some achieved  14% 2 

3 = Well achieved 50% 7 

4 = Very well achieved  36% 5 

Total 100% 14 

SCORE SO1 (by stakeholders)  3,2 

Achievements of SO1 compared to the log frame 
Measuring the programme achievements against the log-frame the results are also relatively 
positive with an overall score of 3,0. Table 3 presents the rating per expected result, which has 
been evaluated against 31 log-frame indicators.  

The budget allocated for SO1 was USD 9,3 million and constituted 24% of the total programme 
inputs. Only 61% of the budget allocation was spent.  

Table 3. Log-frame results, SO1 

Expected results Sub-rating 

SO1-A. Enhanced human an institutional capacities of the REC Secretariat to 
effectively address the challenges of climate change. 

2,3 

SO1-B. Consolidate and unified African position on climate change. 3,4 

SO1-C. Climate change mainstreamed in national development plans and 
strategies 

3,1 

SCORE SO1 (average of expected results) 2,9 

SO1-A   Strengthened capacity of the RECs secretariats  
The capacity of the RECs secretariats to address climate change seems to have increased thanks 
to the Programme, particularly at COMESA as the programme coordinator. Lessons have been 
learnt on coordination between regional bodies like SADC, EAC and COMESA, and there is a 
better understanding of the challenges of climate change and how to tackle it at various levels. 
The Programme enabled them to engage in implementation of grass-root level activities as well as 
in research and studies on climate change, mitigation and adaptation strategies, which gave 
valuable insight. The knowledge is likely to have enhanced the staff’s ability to bring the issues up 
at the policy and coordination level and is an important contribution to the RECs capacity. 

It took time before all the RECs programmes came into play. COMESA’s PMU was complete by 
2012, but SADC and EAC did not complete recruitment before in end of 2014. This created delays 
in the implementation of the Programme and is assumed to have influenced the progress of the 
Programme negatively. However, all the PMUs were established eventually, with the staff 
composition presented in Table 4. 

Budgets were developed and resources allocated for the three RECs. As presented in Table 5, 
the total programme budget was USD 56,7 million (SO7 not included). USD 38,3 million of this 
was programme funding for SO1-6. Only 58% of the total programme inputs were utilised in the 
end. 
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Table 4. PMU staff composition and gender  

COMESA  

15 staff, 
47% 
women 

A. Climate Change Advisor (M) 

B. Programme Manager (F) 

C. Finance Specialist (M) (left in 
2014 and was never replaced)  

D. Project Coordinator (M) 

E. Grants and Contracts Specialist 
(F) 

F. Gender and Climate Change 
Expert (F) 

G. Monitoring and Evaluation Expert 
(M) 

H. Systems Analyst and Data 
Management Specialist (M) (left 
in 2015, was never replaced) 

I. Communication Specialist (M) 

J. Climate Finance Expert  

K. Project Accountant (F) 

L. Project Accountant (F)  

M. Accounts Assistant (F) 

N. Administrative Assistant (F) (left 
early 2015, was never replaced) 

O. Research Assistant (M) 

   

EAC 

6 staff, 
17% 
women 

A. Project Coordinator (M) 

B. Senior Accountant (M) 

C. CSA Coordinator (M) 

 

D. M&E Specialist (M) 

E. Knowledge Management 
Specialist (F)  

P. Project Assistant (M) 

   

SADC 

7 staff, 
43% 
women 

A. Project Coordinator (M) 

B. Program Officer (M) 

C. Finance Officer (M) 

D. M&E Specialist (M) 

E. Information and Communication 
Officer (F) 

F. Assistant Finance Officer (F) 

G. Administration Assistant (F) 

 

Table 5. Programme budget and disbursement in USD (Source: COMESA) 

Activity 
Total programme 

budget 
Share of total 

programme input 
Expenditures as 

of 31 August 2016 
Disbursement 

rate 

Specific Objective 1  9 331 350  24%  5 687 849  61% 

Specific Objective 2  2 068 400  5%  1 735 037  84% 

Specific Objective 3  7 348 900  19%  6 753 665  92% 

Specific Objective 4  3 491 600  9%  1 384 809  40% 

Specific Objective 5  12 800 000  33%  5 968 577  47% 

Specific Objective 6  3 252 433  8%  655 526  20% 

Total programme 
inputs  38 292 683  100%  22 185 464  58% 

PMU & Overheads  11 126 200  
 

 6 997 671  63% 

COMESA 
Contribution (In kind)  7 232 030  

 
  

 Programme total  56 650 913  

 

 29 183 135  52% 

Specific Objective 7  70 000 000  
 

 257 838  0,4% 

GRAND TOTAL  126 650 913  

 

 29 440 972  23% 

There were a number of issues on the funding. First of all programme activities started late and 
disbursements did not happen according to workplans. Second, there was an issue of distribution. 
Instead of allocating funding to the Programme targets, a distribution formula was used and funds 
were allocated to each of the three RECs and because of lack of capacity the first years the funds 
were not spent and results were not achieved the first years. Although the implementation rate 
was slow in this period, the RECs continued to operate with unrealistic, overambitious annual 
budgets. To complicate the matter, donors were cutting funds at the point when the Programme 
had started to take up speed (around the end of 2014). This had negative implications throughout 
the Programme; activities stopped, were delayed and had to be rationalised, people was 
discontinued, and contracts terminated. Lastly, poor communication between various partners 
(donors-RECs, RECs-RECs) regarding the cutting of funds resulted in lack of predictability as well 
as loss of trust, which was damaging for the Programme and potential future collaboration. The 
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shortage of donor funds may have been under-communicated from the donors’ side simply 
because the donors did not actually believe the Programme would need all the budgeted funds, 
given the low implementation rate so far in the programme.   

Some stakeholders argued that there was too much programme funding allocated for meetings, 
per diem and travels, and too little to those really affected by climate change. These voices 
claimed that the Programme would have had more impact by investing in pilot projects and 
activities that have proved to be effective at the grass-root level. Although this is an important 
point, it is also worth noting that meetings and travels have contributed to the awareness raising, 
partnership building, coordination and climate change negotiation, which have all been important 
achievements of the Programme, and hopefully created a sustainable foundation enabling more 
grass-root interventions in the future.  

A programme launch and a mid-term consultative/strategic planning workshop were organised 
with the aim to align the Programmes of the RECs. Nevertheless, the alignment of the 
programmes and harmonisation of work flows among the RECs was at times challenging. One of 
the issues was that the decisions of the policy organs of each of the RECs regarding the 
Programme were not always aligned. 

A tripartite coordination system was established in the form of the PMUs in each REC. Because 
the recruitment of the PMU’s by the EAC and SADC was completed late, the effectiveness of the 
coordination system is likely to have been weak in the beginning of the programme period.   

The initial plan was to have one common tripartite management system accessible to all the three 
RECs. However, due to restrictions by the individual RECs’ IT procedures, this was not possible. 
Instead each REC developed its own document management system. However, a common group 
mailing system was established and used. No technical or financial reports were shared on the 
website, as planned. 

An on-line reporting system was designed allowing all the implementing partners to share reports 
electronically through a common portal. However, it was not implemented as the team found out 
that using the email system for reporting was cheaper than having an on-line system.  

With regard to coordination and supervision of the work carried out by sub-grantees, baseline 
studies were undertaken and the Programme conducted quarterly support supervision missions 
that included review of technical progress, alignment to the work plan and review of financial 
performance.  

The partners the review spoke to had had COMESA as their interlocutor and could therefore only 
say something about COMESA’s capacity. On the positive side:  

 A number of partners said that COMESA had played a very important role in the Programme 
as a door opener giving access to high level decision makers and establishing high level buy-
in, as well as in coordination and facilitation of partnerships across countries.  

 COMESA was supportive, helped to increase some of the sub grantees’ capacity and added 
value to the activities.  

 COMESA carried out very strict monitoring regime and seems to have been on top of the work 
done by the various grantees. 

 Although at first COMESA had planned to carry out much of the national level work 
themselves, they realised early that national partners were needed and adjusted their 
approach accordingly, which was probably wise. 

Some weaknesses were also pointed out: 

 The agreed funding did not always come when agreed, and was in many cases cut 
substantively. This created lack of predictability and put the sub-grantees in a difficult situation 
towards the stakeholders they worked with. Much of the reason for the disbursement issues 
probably came from the budget cuts by the donors and because the payments to the partners 
where not always well aligned with the funding disbursements from the donors. COMESA did 
not always communicate well on this. 

 Sharing of lessons and knowledge between the sub-grantees and partners was missing from 
the Programme. The initial idea was to have regular meeting with all the sub-grantees but 
because of the strained financial situation the Programme found itself in, this was not 
prioritised. 
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 In some cases COMESA may have been too much involved in the technical part of the work 
where the sub-grantees may have been better placed to carry out the work, and the number 
of follow up missions and monitoring efforts may have been too high compared to the size of 
the projects, and therefore not very efficient. 

SO1-B   A consolidated and unified African position on climate change 

The Programme has supported member States to consolidate and deliver a unified position on 
climate change through the organisation of multi-stakeholder meetings, roundtables, policy 
dialogues, trainings of negotiators and facilitation of their attendance at the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 21st Conference of the Parties in Paris in 
2015 (COP21). It facilitated engagement of high level spokes persons (HRH Prince Seeiso 
Bereng Seeiso of Lesotho, engaged as a High level Champion participating at COP21), 
representatives from civil society organisations (CSOs) who spoke for the African position at 
COP21, and media. The Programme also developed a number of publications, policy briefs, TV 
programmes and video documentaries on the issues of climate change, contributing to the 
awareness of climate change by policy makers as well as society more broadly. All these activities 
are examples of indicators of success presented in the Programme’s log frame.  

An indicator of success was for the African position to be reflected in post-2012 global climate 
change agreements. This has been achieved to a great degree as the Paris Agreement reflects 
many of the African positions. Some stakeholders argued that the African group was the most 
organised negotiator group. One of the interviewed stakeholders said that the Programme “added 
the farmers’ voice to the negotiations at the regional level”.  

The capacity building of negotiators leading up to COP21 may also be used for future negotiation 
process. A study by COMESA in 2015 interviewed negotiators supported by the Programme and 
presents the following direct benefits emerging from the support: 

1. Enabling negotiators from different countries to meet and develop a common position or 
bringing together Member States to arrive at a common position and influence negotiations. 

2. Capacity building and initiating negotiation issues such as agriculture. 

3. Increasing the size of country delegations, which is critical for the increasingly changing 
negotiating environment. 

4. Support to regional (as EAC, COMESA, SADC) and National Climate Change Strategies, 
policies and master plans. 

5. Generation and development of instruments for policy, such as EAC Climate Change Policy. 

6. Support the negotiators to attend UNFCCC meetings and therefore making them more 
conversant with the climate change issues. 

Box 2: The African Climate Solution 

The Secretariats for COMESA, EAC and SADC launched in 2008 a joint initiative to address 
climate change: the African Climate Solution. SO1 aims to “contribute to the adoption of key 
elements of the African Climate Solution…”. The log frame does not mention the African 
Climate Solution again, nevertheless, there are a number of success indicators that may 
have contributed to this objective.  

The African Climate Solution promotes sustainable agriculture and land-use practices, 
biodiversity conservation, maintenance of environmental services, successful adaptation to 
climate change, and improvements in rural livelihoods. In addition, it promotes the delivery 
of cost-effective and verifiable reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, commonly referred 
to as Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU), being agriculture, forestry, and 
land use. The Programme complements the REDD initiative, and advocates for a REDD – 
AFOLU coalition as Africa’s coordinated response to climate mitigation and adaptation 
leading to improved livelihoods of rural communities.  

Although it is difficult to measure to what degree the Solution has been adopted, this review 
finds that the awareness the Programme has created at high- medium and low level, about 
climate change, CSA, CA, sustainable agriculture and land-use practices and to some 
degree AFOLU, has contributed to the adoption of elements of the Solution. According to the 
Programme reports, aspects of the African Climate Solution was incorporated into the post 



End review - The Tripartite COMESA-EAC-SADC Climate Change Programme  

 

Final Report  13 

2012 UNFCCC /COP 21 Paris Agreement. Particularly the incorporation of agriculture was 
important as it offers triple wins for food security, adaptation and mitigation. 

SO1-C   Climate change is mainstreamed into national development plans 
When the stakeholders were asked how well SO1 has been achieved most of them referred to 
how well the Programme has contributed to increased awareness about climate change and 
potential responses to climate challenges through climate change adaption and mitigation efforts. 
According to one of the respondents, “awareness about CSA in the regions came largely from this 
Programme”. When asked what were the 2-3 key achievements of the Programme in total, 
awareness creation was the most frequently mentioned key achievement. 

It was also highlighted that the Programme has been building on the increased awareness and 
have played an important role in mainstreaming the issue of CSA and CA into national 
development plans and investment frameworks such as the National Action Programmes (NAPs), 
the National Agricultural Investment Plans (NAIPs), the Intended Nationally Determined 
Contributions (INDCs), and other development plans. The strengthening of coordination platforms 
on CSA, and bringing various stakeholders together, also seems to have supported integration of 
the agenda at national and regional level. 

The Programme supported eight countries (Kenya, Burundi, DR Congo, Swaziland, Zimbabwe, 
Comoros, Botswana and Sudan) in developing National Climate Change Response Strategies. 
According to the information COMESA has, all the countries are now at a stage where they have 
started implementing some aspects of their strategies. The target was to support 14 countries but 
only eight countries were reached.  

Through SADC, the Programme provided support towards the development of INDCs. In Uganda 
mainstreaming efforts led to the inclusion of CSA in the national agriculture sector strategy 
programme, which means public budget allocations will go to CSA.  

At the African level awareness and mainstreaming efforts have also paid off. With support from 
the Programme ACT organised the first African Congress on CA in Lusaka in 2014. The outcome 
was a Declaration that states that by 2025 there will be 25 mill farmers in Africa practicing CA: 
Vision 25x25. This was picked up by the African Union New Partnership for African Development 
(AU-NEPAD), which has broadened the focus from CA to CSA and have set a goal of 25 million 
farming families practicing CSA by 2025. This Vision 25x25 came out of the African Union 
Leaders “Malabo Declaration” of 2014 that set a path forward for African agricultural development 
over the next decade.  

To increase knowledge and awareness, studies, exchange visits and high-level regional policy 
dialogues, conferences and technical meetings were organised. To strengthen the knowledge 
base on CSA in the region, the African Conservation Tillage Network (ACT), Kenya, a sub grantee 
to the Programme, was commissioned to develop databases and knowledge platforms for the 
Programme. ACT established a gender aggregated database on key institutions involved in 
climate change in the region; the CSA Institution Database. The database is developed and is 
posted at the website of the CA Regional Working Group

4
. ACT also developed “Who is Who in 

CSA in Africa” for the Programme, a database listing CA equipment manufacturers and suppliers
5
. 

Finally, ACT developed the ACCKN (Africa Climate Change Knowledge Network) information 
sharing portal

6
, which is being populated and is being populated with relevant publications, 

articles, etc. 

  

                                                        
4
 http://carwg.act-africa.org/csa-institutions/ 

5
 http://www.act-africa.org/directory.php?com=85 

6
 http://www.act-africa.org/portal/ccam/index.php?com=83 

http://carwg.act-africa.org/csa-institutions/
http://www.act-africa.org/directory.php?com=85
http://www.act-africa.org/portal/ccam/index.php?com=83
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2.3 Specific objective 2 

SO2: To support member States to access adaptation funds and 
other climate change financing sources and mechanisms through 
national investments frameworks for climate adaptation in 
agriculture, forestry and other land uses 

Rating: 2,9  

Well achieved 

Funding allocation of total programme inputs: 5% Disbursement rate: 84% 

 

The expected results of this objective are: 

A. Member states develop comprehensive climate smart agriculture (CSA) investment 
frameworks within national and regional CAADP compacts. Indicators of success 
included CS investment frameworks developed by 2016, five anchor pilot projects 
implemented, increased participation by women farmers in CA, and that countries spend 
more of their own funding on CSA and leverage their own investments to fund AFOLOU. 

B. Member states develop sensitive financing strategies to support implementation of 
conservation agriculture (CA) programmes. Indicators of success include media 
coverage, weather based insurance for farmers, at least one PPP is supported to mobilise 
finance and to increase investments at country level, and one project should be supported 
to leverage funds. Further, the Programme’s aim was to establish domestic financing 
schemes for CA investments in participating member states. 

Stakeholder’s view on SO2 achievements 
The partners were asked to what degree the Programme has supported member States to access 
adaptation funds and other climate change financing sources and mechanisms through national 
investments frameworks for climate adaptation in agriculture, forestry and other land uses. The 
majority of the respondents found that the Programme had contributed well or very well to 
increased financing.  

Table 6. Rating of SO2 by stakeholders 

Rating options Responses 

 Percentage Respondents 

1 = Not achieved  11% 1 

2 = Some achieved  11% 1 

3 = Well achieved 44% 4 

4 = Very well achieved  33% 3 

Total 100% 9 

SCORE SO2 (by stakeholders)  3,0 

Several of those asked noted that the countries are “not yet there” in terms of climate finance 
flowing to adaptation activities. However, investment frameworks have been developed in many of 
the countries, and the increased attention and awareness about climate change is believed to 
contribute to more funding for adaptation measures. Mainstreaming efforts catalysed by the 
Programme were also mentioned as an achievement with regard to increases finance and. Two 
examples of successful mainstreaming efforts in Uganda have led to (i) the inclusion of CSA into 
the country’s agriculture sector strategy programme, and (ii) the National Green Climate fund has 
picked CSA as a focus area, which means funding will be allocated to CSA. 

Achievements of SO2 compared to the log frame 
The average rating for SO2 when comparing results to the log frame is 2,9. Table 7 presents the 
rating per expected result, which has been evaluated against ten log-frame indicators.  

The budget allocated for SO2 was USD 2 million and constituted only 5% of the total programme 
inputs. A fair share of the budget allocation was spent; 84% was disbursed.  
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Table 7. Log-frame results, SO2 

Expected results Sub-rating 

SO2-A. Member states develop comprehensive climate smart agriculture 
(CSA) investment frameworks within national and regional CAADP compacts. 

2,8 

SO2-B. Member states develop sensitive financing strategies to support 
implementation of conservation agriculture (CA) programmes. 

3,0 

SCORE SO2 (average of ERs) 2,9 

SO2-A   Climate smart agriculture investment frameworks developed 
Ten Member States of the target of 14 countries (71% success rate) have been supported by FAO 
and COMESA to design their Climate Smart Agriculture Investment Frameworks. This includes 
Burundi, Seychelles, Rwanda

7
, Madagascar Lesotho, Malawi, Swaziland, Uganda, Zambia and 

Zimbabwe. Climate proofing of agricultural investment plans and trainings in how to carry out 
climate proofing, has also been provided in these countries. 

The intention of the investment frameworks was that they would support countries in mobilising 
more investments in CSA. Targets included that member states apportion part of the CAADP 
(The Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme) target of 10% of national 
budget to Climate Smart Agriculture and that they leverage own investments to fund AFOLU/CSA 
programmes. There is no reporting on Members that have stated that an apportion part of the 
CAADP target of 10% of national budget will go to CSA. There are however some examples of 
countries that have leveraged their own funding to mobilise fresh investments.  

 The Programme has supported the development of a proposal on climate change and natural 
resource management for the Government of Kenya. Subsequently the Government has 
been awarded a Euro10 million grant from IFAD starting in 2015. 

 The Programme, in partnership with FAO assisted Namibia in mobilising Euro10 million from 
the European Union for the project "Strengthening the capacity of farmers to manage 
climate-related risks in Northern Namibia”.  

 In Zambia through FAO, the project facilitated the development of a Project Identification 
Form for a proposal for GEF 6 under the Sustainable Land Management and Sustainable 
Forestry Management programme areas focussing on reducing barriers to adoption of agro-
forestry systems in Zambia’s region III. The grants were approved.  

Although the Programme succeeded in supporting the mobilisation of project funding in some 
countries and by having CSA investment frameworks developed, pilot projects carried out, and in 
creating attention and interest, which is important for mobilising investments, the Programme did 
not reach the stage where major investments were channelled to CSA and AFOLOU. One 
observation is that the Programme may have made the assumption that people can access 
funding if they know where it is, which is in fact not always the case.  

The Programme supported six pilot projects (these are the same as those reported under SO3, 
and is therefore counted twice, a weakness of the log-frame): Lesotho, Madagascar, Seychelles, 
Swaziland, Uganda and Zimbabwe. The target was that five anchor pilot projects would be 
implemented. The Programme therefore performed better than expected on one hand (120% 
success rate). On the other hand one may argue that the rather small pilot projects were not really 
anchor pilot projects with the impact that the Programme designers had hoped for initially. 
However, it is the reviewer’s opinion that the pilot projects have each contributed to the overall 
objective. In some countries, the rather small pilots have in fact created a lot of learning, capacity 
building, new models of organising extension services and increased awareness at grass-root 
level as well as policy level about CSA. Also, there are examples where the pilot projects have 
indeed created spin-offs and new investments in CSA.  

All the pilot projects revealed that female farmers are participating in CSA; 43% to 70% of the 
participants were women. Because women are heavily involved in the farm work and are 
responsible for the family’s food security, women are automatically in the target group and were 

                                                        
7
 Rwanda was collaboratively done with NEPAD. Unlike the other countries, minimal funds were therefore 

spent by the Programme to initialize the screening and scoping process as it would have been duplication of 
resources. 



End review - The Tripartite COMESA-EAC-SADC Climate Change Programme  

 

Final Report  16 

also often very interested in participating. The pilot projects were also designed to require 50% 
participation by women. 

SO2-B   Financing strategies for CA programmes developed 
SO2-A and SO2-B are strongly interlinked and some of the same issues arise. The Programme 
has done well in supporting and sensitizing member states to the possibility of accessing 
adaptation and mitigation funds. Climate change finance workshops were held to build capacity on 
climate finance and available funding streams were presented to Member states during regional 
meetings. The eight countries supported to develop National Climate Change Response 
Strategies (ref. SO1-C) were also supported to develop resource mobilisation strategies, which 
included plans for how to access these funding opportunities. Best practices using incentives and 
marked based mechanisms were identified and show cased, and training on weather-based 
insurance was carried out. Public private partnerships (PPPs) were supported in two countries. In 
Swaziland the Programme supported a PPP smallholder irrigation scheme creating business 
opportunities for farmers. In Uganda the Programme catalysed private sector engagement from 
agro-suppliers and artisans producing the needed inputs and equipment, and promoted farmers 
cooperatives. 

However, the ultimate result in form of substantive funding flows to CSA and CA is missing. The 
Global Climate Change adaptation and Green Funds have not yet been accessed by Member 
States. There is no reporting on farmers that are using weather-based insurance. Although well 
functioning PPPs are set up, are working well for the communities and may have enabled and 
increased adoption of CSA, there is no evidence that these PPPs have created substantial 
investments in CSA/CA. 

The Programme has delivered a number of contributions and some positive examples of resource 
mobilisation have emerged from the Programme but, as said before, we are not yet quite there in 
terms of the bigger investments into CSA and CA. More training on how to access funding, and 
support in carrying out the resource mobilisation process is believed to be useful, as well as 
promoting small-scale investments.  

COMESA reports that virtually every country in Eastern and Southern Africa has government 
budget allocation for CSA/CA thanks to the Programme. This is very positive. It is however 
unlikely that these budget allocations are yet large enough to scale up CSA/CS to nation-wide and 
region-wide programmes. 

2.4 Specific objective 3 

SO3: To enhance the adoption of climate-smart conservation 
agriculture in the COMESA-EAC-SADC region. 

Rating:  2,6 

Well achieved 

Funding allocation of total programme inputs: 19% Disbursement rate: 92% 

 

The expected results of this objective are: 

A. Relevant partner organisations identified and engaged in member states. Indicators of 
success include that partner organisations are engaged, as well as CA investment 
framework validation workshops supported, national CA task forces and regional CA 
working groups are active, CA manuals are developed, regional meetings supported and 
exchange visits carried out. 

B. Supporting ICT infrastructure and services for CA strengthening in the region and in 
member states. Existing and new ICT applications are extended to more CA target groups 
and women’s organisations engaged are indicators of success. 

C. At least 14 minor investment projects on CA are piloted. Success indicators include the 
14 minor investment projects being piloted, 25,000 farmers targeted in 14 countries, 
reduction in burning of crop residue, increased use of mechanised CA, base line studies 
and engagement of country partners in 14 countries, study tours and CA meetings carried 
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out, inclusion of HIV/AIDS prevention and mitigation as well as implementation of 14 CA 
investment frameworks by 2016. 

D. Six CA investment programmes are supported for at least six countries. 
Implementation of in-country CSA/CA investment projects is the indicator of success. 

Stakeholder’s view on SO3 achievements 
The majority of the partners replied positively when asked to what degree the Programme has led 
to enhanced adoption of climate-smart conservation agriculture, as outlined in Table 8. 

Table 8. Rating of SO3 by stakeholders 

Rating options Responses 

 Percentage Respondents 

1 = Not achieved  0% 0 

2 = Some achieved  19% 3 

3 = Well achieved 38% 6 

4 = Very well achieved  44% 7 

Total 100% 16 

SCORE SO3 (by stakeholders)  3,3 

Achievements of SO3 compared to the log frame 
The programme achievements of SO3 have been measured against the 30 indicators and three 
expected results of the log frame. The score for SO3 is estimated to be 3,2 and is presented in 
Table 9.  

The budget allocated for SO3 was 7,3 million and constituted 19% of the total programme inputs. 
The disbursement rate was very good, with 92% of the budget spent.  

Based on the information gained through the interviews and reports, assessments for each of the 
expected results ARE presented below. 

Table 9. Log-frame results, SO3 

Expected results Sub-rating 

SO3-A Relevant partner organisations identified and engaged in member 
states. 

3,6 

SO3-B Supporting ICT infrastructure and services for CA strengthening in the 
region and in member states. 

3,0 

SO3-C At least 14 minor investment projects on CA are piloted. 3,0 

SO3-D Six CA investment programmes are supported for at least six 
countries. 

n.a 

SCORE SO3 (average of ERs) 3,2 

SO3-A   Relevant partner organisations identified and engaged in member states. 

The Programme scored very well on this expected result (3,6). Relevant partner organisations on 
CA/CSA were identified and engaged as planned.  

In-country implementing organisations (sub grantees) with whom the Programme implemented 
the pilot projects, were engaged successfully.  

The Programme set out to strengthen CSA/CA National Task Forces, which are seen as important 
coordination and lesson-sharing organs. 11 Task Forces were supported in Botswana, Ethiopia, 
Kenya, Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi, South Africa, Swaziland, Uganda, Zambia and Zimbabwe. 
Criteria for approval of applications by organisations to join National Task Forces and road maps 
for their activities were developed. The National Task Forces are seen as important for the 
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coordination and monitoring of CSA/CA efforts and activities in the countries. In some countries 
the members of the CSA/CA National Task Forces came together to mainstream CSA into 
national policy processes and organised or facilitated its members to participate in field days. The 
Programme is perceived to have strengthened the Task Forces to various degree. In some 
countries the task forces may have worked well regardless of the Programme while in others the 
Programme really enhanced and enabled the work of the Task Force.  

Technical support were also provided to two CA regional working groups: CARWG (Southern 
Africa) and CAWT (Eastern Africa). These are coordination platforms aiming to ensure effective, 
harmonized and efficient promotion of CSA. The groups worked to reduce duplication among 
stakeholders promoting CSA and ensure that the same messages were reaching the farmers. 
Programme support was also provided to engage with key sub-regional partners on the 
operationalization of the sub-regional CSA Platform. 

In accordance with the target, one regional meeting on CSA were held once a year in the first 4 
years of the implementation (2011 in Zambia, 2012 in Zimbabwe, 2013 in Uganda, and 2014 in 
Zambia). The Programme also facilitated several study tours in the region with farmers and 
government officials to enable exchange of experience and learning. All the CSA pilots had study 
tours and exchange visits. Finally, the Programme supported technically and financially all the ten 
CA investment frameworks validation workshops (ref. SO2-A) by sending experts to attend 
national and regional validation meetings. The target was 14, and the implementation rate was 
71%. 

SO3-B   Supporting ICT infrastructure and services for CA strengthening in the region 
and in member states 

Two projects on ICT applications were piloted. The systems were SMS based platforms, which 
provided information to farmers on market prices, weather information and farming tips. 
ESAANET implemented the pilot in Zambia, and ESAFF in Uganda, with a total of 1200 
smallholder farmers subscribing to the systems. According to ESAANET and ESAFF there was 
great interest from farmers in these information platforms, which helped them plan and carry out 
CSA.  

In Zambia ESAANet plans to roll out the project nationwide in beginning of 2017 with support from 
grants they are currently mobilising, and to other countries (Mozambique, Tanzania, Malawi) in 
next 5 years. ESAANet also consider charging the farmer a small subscription fee to cover the 
operational cost of the system. In Uganda on the other hand, the project ran into issues such as 
expensive registration fees and problems finding a network to use. ESAFF reported they did not 
have the funding to continue the service when the Programme closed and the system in Uganda 
is no longer running.  

Women’s involvement in the projects was a priority. In Uganda about 40% of the farmers trained 
in using the ICT applications were women, and in Zambia women’s focus groups were 
established. Some gender based problems were detected in both projects. The systems requires 
that the farmer has a phone and some places in Uganda for example, this became problematic 
because it was not seen as acceptable that women were the owner of phones. 

Lack of information on for example improved farming practices, market prices and weather 
forecast is a common challenge to be able to operate optimally for many African farmers, 
particularly those living in remote areas. Although there are a number of issues and challenges to 
get SMS based platforms to work, they can add real value if working properly. The experience of 
ESAANet in Zambia seems so far to be positive.  

SO3-C   At least 14 minor investment projects on CA are piloted & SO3-D  Six CA 
investment programmes are supported for at least six countries 

The Programme set out to pilot 14 minor investment projects (SO3-C) and to develop six CA 
investment programmes (SO3-D). Pilot projects in six countries were supported. However, the 
same projects seem to have been reported both under SO3-C and SO3-D (in addition to SO2-1). 
It has not been possible for this review to get a clear response from COMESA about which 
category the pilot projects delivered in the six countries belongs to (SO3-C or SO3-D). To avoid 
double counting, this review will therefore only assess and provide a score for SO3-C, assuming 
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the pilot projects are “minor investment projects” given their relatively small size. As it is not clear 
to what extent any of them qualify as “investment programmes” no rating or assessment will 
therefore be made of SO3-D. 

The projects was carried out in the following countries: 

1 Lesotho: The Programme is supporting the Government of Lesotho through FAO to upscale 
CSA activities combining capacity development, provision of CA equipment for demonstration 
and distribution of quality agricultural inputs for the adoption of CA. 

2 Madagascar: Two pilots were implemented; one through GSDM with the overall objective to 
support up scaling of CSA in Madagascar; the second though NCATF implementation and 
improving demonstration plots in 6 agro ecological areas. 

3 Seychelles: Pilot implemented by Baie Ste Anne Farmers Association (BSAFA) and through 
UNDP with the aim to increase water storage capacity for the Baie Ste Anne Farmers. 
Oversight is provided by UNDP-Seychelles.  

4 Swaziland: A CSA project aimed at negating the effects of climate change on agricultural 
productivity and household food-security resilience at rural Mpatheni, Nhletsheni and 
Nkhungwini is carried out by MoA, which designated NAMBOARD (National Marketing 
Board). Funds were managed by UNDP-Swaziland. 

5 Uganda: Pilots implemented in five districts. A total of 1,250 acres (500 ha) of land was put 
under CSA practices. Ministry of Agriculture Animal Industry and Fisheries (MAIFF) was 
implementing and oversight was provided by UNDP-Uganda. Box 3 outlines more details 
about the pilot project. 

6 Zimbabwe: Foundations for Farming (FfF) has trained 120 school teachers, 50 School 
Heads, 50 Extension Officers and 50 SDC members from all ten provinces of Zimbabwe in 
Conservation Agriculture. 

Pilots were also carried out in Botswana, Namibia and Zambia but due to the funding challenges 
faced by the Programme, the sub agreements with the partners implementing the pilots in those 
three countries were not renewed. 

Box 3. The Uganda pilot project  

The pilot project in Uganda was carried out in five districts and had a number of good results, 
some of them presented in the following: 

 Increased yield. Yields of farmers practising CSA were doubled or tripled (depending on use 
of manure or fertiliser) with very positive impact on food security, household income and well-
being. Less family conflicts and gender-based violence were observed, according to some of 
the local government staff involved in the implementation of the pilot project.  

 Adoption of CSA. Thanks to good yields, more areas were put under CSA. Farmers 
engaged in the project decided to increase their areas under CSA when they saw results from 
the first planting season, and other farmers in the community decided to join the project or 
start up CSA on their own.  

 Community trainers. A system was established where members of the communities were 
selected as community trainers (50% men and 50% women). These got extra training from 
the project staff and some extra inputs and incentives and became resource persons within 
the communities supporting other farmers in adopting the new CSA techniques (e.g. minimum 
tillage, crop rotation, mulching, fertilisers, herbicides, ripping, contour bands). The system is 
now being replicated by the Government because it worked well. 

 Cooperatives of farmers were established and registered with support from the project. 
Benefits the cooperatives were e.g. shared post harvest handling, bulking, better prices when 
selling in larger quanta, establishing of saving and loan schemes and social benefits.  

 CSA at schools. 100 teachers and school inspectors were trained in CSA and 30 schools 
integrated CSA in their school gardens, giving the pupils the opportunity to learn CSA 
techniques and produce inputs for school meals. The project has observed faster adoption of 
CSA practices through training school pupils and establishing demos in schools compared to 
the farmers group approach. The school approach is seen as very successful, and is currently 
being replicated under new programmes and investments. 
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Challenges observed: The start up cost (fertiliser, equipment) is a challenge for farmers to 
change to CSA without any initial project support. The farmers are often risk averse and want to 
be sure CSA works before adopting it. Without demo plots, trainings and support to cover start-
up cost it may be harder to ensure rapid scaling up of CSA.  

2.5 Specific objective 4 

SO4: To strengthen capacity in national research and training 
institutions and implementation of research programmes. 

Rating:  2,8 

Well achieved 

Funding allocation of total programme inputs: 9% Disbursement rate: 40% 

 

The expected results of this objective are: 

A. Two regional CA knowledge centres are established. Indicators of success include that 
regional and national CA technical centres are up and running, strategy for securing funding 
for regional and national CA technical centres, and CA technical centres curricula developed. 

B. International programmes for knowledge transfer on CA. Indicators include that CA 
research centres and support centres are available and universities are teaching CA in all 
participating countries. At least four universities or research centres were to be supported in 
legume seed research and production; at least one regional scientific symposium were to be 
held per year as well as best practices sharing sessions conducted per annum. Finally the 
ACCKN was to be anchored in the Programme website and increase the information sharing. 

C. Competitive research. Indicators of success include that TORs and a call for expression of 
interest were developed, and expression of interest received for competitive research 
programmes. At least 1 gender sensitive scientific research paper on CC was to be 
commissioned and the female researcher participation should increase. There were also 
indicators related to synthesis publication, policy documents, evaluation papers and studies. 
Active sector seed multiplication centres producing outputs for CA were also a target. 

Stakeholder’s view on SO4 achievements 
The majority of the nine partners rating SO4 responded that it had been well achieved as outlined 
in Table 10. 

Table 10. Rating of SO4 by stakeholders 

Rating options Responses 

 Percentage Respondents 

1 = Not achieved  11% 1 

2 = Some achieved  11% 1 

3 = Well achieved 67% 6 

4 = Very well achieved  11% 1 

Total 100% 9 

SCORE SO4 (by stakeholders)  2,8 

Achievements of SO4 compared to the log frame 
The score of SO4 that is based on the log-frame results is estimated to be 2,8. Table 11 presents 
the rating per expected result, which has been evaluated against 23 log-frame indicators.  

The budget allocated for SO4 was USD 3,5 million and constituted 9% of the total programme 
inputs. Only 40% of the budget allocation was spent.  

Table 11. Log-frame results, SO4 

Expected results Sub-rating 
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SO4-A Two regional CA knowledge centres are established.  2,8 

SO4-B International programmes for knowledge transfer on CA. 2,7 

SO4-C Competitive research.  3,0 

SCORE SO4 (average of ERs) 2,8 

SO4-A   Two regional CA knowledge centres are established 

The expected result calls for the establishment of two regional CA knowledge centres. The 
indicators modify this to a target of two regional and national CA technical centres up and running 
(SO4-A.1). In addition, the log frame is asking for one regional and five national technical centres 
to be fully operational in another indicator (SO4-A.3). To confuse the matters further another 
indicator calls for functional and effective regional and national CA technical centres, without 
specifying the number. It was therefore difficult to calculate an accurate rating on this expected 
result. 

The Programme did in fact not establish functional regional and national CSA technical centres as 
per the original expected results. Instead it supported already existing CSA technical centres by 
strengthening their capacity and by developing a resource mobilisation strategy to support the 
Centres in mobilising sustainable funding. This solution was a more effective way of reaching the 
specific objective of ensuring that CA knowledge centres were operational. The centres were:  

 One Regional Conservation Agriculture Technical Center: The African Conservation Tillage 
Network (ACT); and 

 Two National Conservation Agriculture Technical Centers: The Agricultural Research 
Institution (ARI) Uyole, Tanzania backed by Sokoine University of Agriculture; and Gwebi 
Agricultural College in Zimbabwe affiliated to University of Zimbabwe. 

In addition, a selection was made for two CA technical centres; Djibouti Drylands centre of 
excellence (focus on dry lands), and ASARECA in Uganda, which worked with 6 universities 
(focus on wetlands). 

One of the targets was to develop a strategy securing funding for regional and national CA 
technical centres. A resource mobilisation strategy was developed for national CA technical 
centres, but the Programme did not manage to deliver a strategy for regional centres. There is no 
reporting on the success of the resource mobilisation. According to stakeholders interviewed, CSA 
training was provided to the two national technical institutions in Zimbabwe and Tanzania. 
However there is a need to follow up on this training to ensure proper uptake. 

One of the indicators of this expected result was that CA technical centres would have curricula 
developed. The programme did not deliver this, but instead a standardized CSA training manual 
was developed through FANPRAN. COMESA argues that curriculum development was institution-
specific and beyond the scope of the Programme to influence.  

SO4-B   International programmes for knowledge transfer on CA 

The Programme has supported knowledge transfer on CA. Although the Programme has led to 
some achievements there is need for continuing knowledge transfer on CSA/CA to properly 
strengthen capacity in national research and training institutions. 

Eight universities in six of the 14 target countries have been supported on AFOLU related 
research. This include; Makarere University in Uganda, Kenya Forestry Research Institute and 
Kenyatta University in Kenya; Bunda College of Agriculture in Malawi; Lubumbashi University in 
DRC; INERA in Burkina Faso; and Alemaya University of Agriculture and Ethiopian Institute of 
Agriculture Research in Ethiopia.  

To increase knowledge transfer on CA there is a need to integrate CSA and climate change into 
the curricula and more funding is needed for research. A study by ASARECA, supported by 
Egerton University (funded by the Programme) reveals that AFOLOU is not really included in the 
curricula of universities in the region. In all the 26 universities included in the study, there were 
bits and pieces of the AFOLOU content within various university departments, but it was not 
included as one comprehensive concept. ASARECA and its partners introduced AFALOU to 
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professors at various universities with the result that AFOLOU is taken up to some degree in 
some of the universities. The scale is however still very small and there is still much work to do in 
awareness raising of university deans and management. ASARECA will continue spreading 
knowledge about this.  

Scientific symposium and best practices sharing sessions have been organised. The African 
Climate Change Knowledge Network (ACCKN) is established (ref. SO1-C), being populated and 
has around 70 Members. The indicators specify that the ACCKN is to be anchored in the 
Programme website. This is now established under ACT’s website, which is probably a better 
solution since ACT is a regional and well-known centre and this solution is more sustainable. 

SO4-C   Competitive research 

The expected result was that the Programme would generate competitive research. There were a 
number of positive achievements and this expected result was well achieved.  

For example, eight research activities were initiated and completed on agriculture, forestry and 
land uses, four of them through SADC PMU and four through ASARECA/COMESA. The research 
activities involved a number of research institutions.  

Demand driven policy papers and synthesis studies were developed and shared. For example, 
EAFF and SACAU produced two policy papers on the position of farmers in Eastern and Southern 
Africa that were fed into the African position on climate change through the African Group of 
Negotiators, and four papers were developed through ASARECA and shared with 60 experts at a 
CSA conference. Four knowledge synthesis studies on climate resilience practices in the 
COMESA and SADC region were completed, and three socio-economic impact assessments on 
CSA in Malawi, Zambia, Zimbabwe was carried out by FAO. 

On the other side, none of the research activities produced gender sensitive scientific research 
papers on climate change, as was the intention. Private sector seed multiplication centres 
producing inputs for CA were not developed. Only two studies on seed demand were carried out 
in two countries against a target of five countries.  

2.6 Specific objective 6 

SO6: To apply mitigation solutions in the COMESA-EAC-SADC 
region with carbon trading benefits. 

Rating:  2,4 

Some achieved 

Funding allocation of total programme inputs: 8% Disbursement rate: 20% 

 

The expected results of this objective are: 

A. Climate change mitigation technologies and strategies developed and made available 
to member states. Indicators of success include five national mitigation strategies developed, 
training session in technologies, methodologies and processes organised for investors, MRV 
methodologies. 

B. Climate change mitigation solutions piloted, evaluated and the results shared. 
Indicators include bio-carbon and green energy projects piloted in at least five members 
states, at least two forest management and land use mitigation project piloted and inputs for 
the project procured, at least four REDD pilot projects initiated, six NAMAs reviews, document 
national commitments to reduce deforestation/degradation, at least two forestry carbon 
projects implemented, and women organisations engaged. 

C. COMESA-EAC-SADC region benefiting from expanded carbon trading. Success 
indicators include carbon funds established and operational, at least two trainings on carbon 
funding, information on carbon trading disseminated, and a regional carbon readiness 
platform formed. Finally, carbon trades in the region was targeted to increase by 2016. 
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Stakeholder’s view on SO6 achievements 
Only four organisations had enough knowledge of SO6 to be comfortable to rate SO6’s 
achievement. One respondent thought SO6 had not been achieved, two had seen some 
achievement while one respondent thought the SO6 had been well achieved. The average rating 
by stakeholders is 2,0, the lowest score the stakeholders gave to a SO. 

Table 12. Rating of SO6 by stakeholders 

Rating options Responses 

 Percentage Respondents 

1 = Not achieved  25% 1 

2 = Some achieved  50% 2 

3 = Well achieved 25% 1 

4 = Very well achieved  0% 0 

Total 100% 4 

SCORE SO6 (by stakeholders)  2,0 

Achievements of SO6 compared to the log frame 
The Programme achievements of SO6 have been measured against 16 indicators and three 
expected results of the log frame, obtaining a score of 2,5, the lowest score any of the SOs have 
got. Table 13 presents the ratings.  

The budget allocated for SO6 was USD 3,3 million and constituted 8% of the total programme 
inputs. Only 20% of the budget allocation was spent.  

Table 13. Log-frame results, SO6 

Expected results Sub-rating 

SO6-A Climate change mitigation technologies and strategies developed and 
made available to member states.  

4,0 

SO6-B Climate change mitigation solutions piloted, evaluated and the results 
shared. 

2,0 

SO6-C COMESA-EAC-SADC region benefiting from expanded carbon 
trading.  

1,6 

SCORE SO6 (average of ERs) 2,5 

SO6-A   Climate change mitigation technologies and strategies developed and made 
available to member states 

The expected result was that the Programme would facilitate the development of climate change 
mitigation technologies and strategies and made these available to member states. This has been 
achieved in accordance with the indicators for the expected result. 

On the technology side, a regional MRV methodology has been delivered by ICRAF. 
Complementary to this, ASARECA carried out an assessment of gaps on existing MRV 
methodologies.  

Knowledge about climate change mitigation technologies were shared at a training workshop 
organised by ICRAF in 2015. The workshop was on carbon markets and funds, bio-carbon 
projects and standards, and measurement, verification and reporting (MRV) for bio-carbon 
projects in the AFOLU sector. Participants came from six member states (Ethiopia, Madagascar, 
Mozambique, Tanzania, Uganda and Zambia). Although this is a good effort, one workshop is 
unlikely to increase knowledge at a scale that will have impact on how the member states respond 
to mitigation technologies. 
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On the strategy side, climate change mitigation strategies are being finalised (mid-September 
according to COMESA) but it is not clear for how many countries. ASARECA has assessed 
mitigation status in eight countries and the strategies are building on the findings. 

SO6-B   Climate change mitigation solutions piloted, evaluated and the results shared 

Some climate change solution pilots have been started or carried out. For example; 

 The Programme supported a prison biogas project in Rwanda. It could however not use grant 
funds to register it as a CDM project. The Programme target was to pilot and evaluate bio-
carbon and green energy projects piloted in at least 5 member states.  

 One forest management and land use mitigation pilot was initiated by CIFOR in Zambia. 
Trainings and planning has been carried out but no planting has taken place yet. The target 
was two pilot projects on forest management and land use mitigation. 

 684,000 agro forestry trees were procured and planted across pilot projects. 

Contributions at strategy level have also been delivered: 

 ASARECA was engaged to develop 2 REDD strategies. The work is currently being 
undertaken by a consultant and the report will be out mid-September. 

 ASARECA has assessed the NAMAS status in five countries (Uganda, Kenya, Ethiopia, DRC 
and Malawi). The Programme target was to review six NAMAs. The final report is estimated 
to be finalised by September 2016.  

 Nine national action plans were reviewed to verify the inclusion of mitigation and gender 
related activities (in Zambia, Rwanda, Kenya, Mauritius, Madagascar, Suda, Zambia, Malawi 
and Zimbabwe). 

Women have been engaged in the pilots and CIFOR engaged a women and a youth organisation 
in tree planting. 

SO6-C   COMESA-EAC-SADC region benefiting from expanded carbon trading 
This expected result has not been achieved as hoped, and there is no reports indicating that 
carbon trade in the region has expanded. An important reason for the lack of success was 
probably the sharp decline in carbon prices of Certified Emission Reductions (CERs) under the 
Clean Development Mechanism when the prices collapsed to below $1 in late 2012. Without a 
carbon market, the SO becomes hard to reach. In fact, the donors advised against the use of 
more project funds to support this specific expected result given the situation. 

The Programme aimed to establish carbon funds to enable the region to benefit from carbon 
trading. Attempts were made to establish and operationalize such funds and mechanisms, but did 
not succeed. A carbon fund was established in COMESA and EAC developed a concept note and 
ToR for establishing the EAC Carbon Credit Exchange Mechanism, but the mechanism was not 
established. None of them have been operationalized. In addition to very low carbon prices, the 
Programme ran into problems operationalizing as it could not use grant funds to set up for-profit 
ventures. The EAC also experienced shortage of funding to carry the agenda forward. 

The EAC Carbon Credit Exchange and the COMESA Carbon Fund were meant to spearhead 
carbon trading information (such as experiences form local pilots and international carbon trading 
projects) and disseminated this through recognised knowledge networks and publications. 
However, this did not happen as the Carbon Credit Exchange and the Carbon Fund was never 
operationalized. A regional carbon readiness platform was also planned but was never 
established. 

A training of trainers session on carbon funding opportunities was carried out by ICRAF. The 
participants (5 women and 7 men) were from Ethiopia, Madagascar, Mozambique, Tanzania, 
Uganda and Zambia. There has not been any evaluation yet to identify if the participants did any 
training of farmers and other stakeholders in their home countries afterwards.  
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2.7 Overall objective 

The overall objective of the Programme was   

“Impacts of climate change in the COMESA-SADC-EAC region are addressed through successful 
adaptation and mitigation actions, which also build economic and social resilience for present and 
future generations”. 

Within the scope of this review it is not possible to measure the full extent of changes in 
adaptation and mitigation actions in the region that are direct results of the Programme. Other 
regional and national processes have also contributed; for example the integration of climate 
change into CAADP’s plans and investment programmes, the development of INDCs promoted by 
UNFCCC, the UNCCD national action programmes, and the AU Heads of State’s adoption of the 
Malabo Declaration on Accelerated Agricultural Growth And Transformation for Shared Prosperity 
And Improved Livelihoods. It is however noted that the Programme has contributed to the 
implementation of some of these processes (for example the development of investment plans, 
the INDCs) and to the inclusion of CSA in the Malabo Declaration. 

The review is instead building its assessment on the results of the specific objectives and the 
responses from stakeholders having been active in the implementation of the Programme. 

All the SOs of the Programme are meant to support the overall objective. The assessment of the 
specific objectives shows that the Programme has delivered results across all the SOs. However, 
a general understanding is also that the Programme did not reach its full potential. The average of 
the SOs score is 2,8 on a scale from 1 to 4 were 1 is not achieved and 4 is 100% achievement or 
very well achieved. 

When asked if the Programme led to successful climate change adaptation and mitigation action, 
15 (65%) of the 23 Programme partners giving their opinion said yes. Two respondents (9%) said 
no, while 6 respondents (26%) said the Programme had contributed to some successful climate 
change adaptation and mitigation action. 

In order to reach a situation where the impacts of climate change are addressed it is essential that 
there is awareness and focus on the impacts of climate change. The respondents were therefore 
asked if they found that the Programme has led to enhanced focus on the impacts of climate 
change. All the respondents agreed that the Programme had resulted in some more (21%), more 
(43%) or much stronger focus (36%) on climate change, either at regional, national or local level, 
depending on their point of view. 

The climate negotiation leading up to COP21 in Paris in 2015, national and regional 
mainstreaming efforts, as well as CSA project pilots have all contributed to awareness about 
climate change and possible responses (e.g. leading to funding, policies, new technologies and 
research). Mainstreaming efforts have increased the visibility and inclusion of CSA at policy and 
strategy level, and capacity building and development of investment strategies has increased 
knowledge on and opportunities to access financing options. These achievements have all 
contributed to an enabling environment for climate change adaptation and mitigation action. 

A number of actual adaptation action has been implemented through pilot projects. Some of these 
interventions have led to replications and spin-offs giving hope that the Programme has 
contributed to the scaling of CSA and CA adoption and investments in the region.  

The Programme has done better in promoting adaptation action than mitigation action. SO6 on 
climate mitigation and access to carbon markets is the SO with the most disappointing results. 
Although some progress was made, the Programme did not result in substantive increase in the 
application of mitigation solutions with carbon trading benefits in the region. 
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2.8 Purpose  

The purpose of the Programme was  

“COMESA-EAC-SADC member states are enabled to increase investments in climate-resilient 
and carbon-efficient agriculture and its linkages to forestry, land use and energy practices by 
2016”.  

The purpose is strongly linked to SO2, which aims to support member states to access adaptation 
funds and other climate change financing sources and mechanisms, and SO6, which aims to 
access carbon trading benefits.  

SO2 achieved a score of 2,9, and results included Climate Smart Agriculture Investment 
Frameworks developed in ten of the target of 14 countries, the Programme contributed to 
increased oversight of opportunities to access adaptation and mitigation funds as well as 
promoting innovative financing mechanisms such as weather insurance and incentives and 
market based mechanisms. The countries developing National Climate Change Response 
Strategies were supported to develop resource mobilisation strategies. Another positive aspect is 
that there has been quite a few spin-offs of the pilot projects, which has led to more funding for 
activities that worked well, some funds have been accessed (ref. SO2-A), and more funding has 
been allocated through national budgets in some countries (E.g. Uganda and Swaziland). 

However, there seems to still be a gap in member states ability to access climate funding. One 
issue is that although the Programme has increased knowledge about which funding opportunities 
exist, it did not get to the point where stakeholders were taught how to access the funds. Another 
challenge is the countries ability to access carbon funding, which have not been greatly improved 
as far as the review has found. The operationalization of the carbon fund by COMESA and the 
EAC Carbon Credit Exchange Mechanism (ref. SO6.C) would have contributed greatly to the 
purpose, but because of challenges explained under sub-chapter Specific Objective 6, these are 
not up and running.  

The partners interviewed for the review were asked how well they thought the Programme has 
enhanced COMESA-EAC-SADC member states’ ability to increase investments in climate-
resilient and carbon-efficient agriculture. Their responses confirmed that much has been done but 
we are still not seeing the large-scale investments, and that more needs to be done. Of the 11 
respondents, seven (64%) said they had seen some improvement. Two respondents thought the 
Programme had led to strong improvement and one respondent saw very strong improvement. 
One respondent did not think member states’ ability was improved by the Programme at all. 
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3. Conclusion and Recommendations 

Overall, the Programme has succeeded in doing good ground-work to increase focus on climate 
change and on possible adaptation action in the COMESA-EAC-SADC region. There is an 
increased awareness about the problems and about solutions, in terms of CSA options as well as 
mainstreaming tools and funding mechanisms that can be used. Declaration, strategies, plans and 
investment frameworks have been established as a good foundation, which one should now build 
on and transform into tangible action on the ground. 

Taking into consideration that the Programme started late and was implemented with 58% of the 
original budget, the Programme did achieve fairly well in relation to its specific objectives. Table 
14 summarises the score of each SO. The overall score of the Programme is 2,8 (average of the 
five SOs) and is a weak “well achieved”. The Programme had best results for SO3 (adoption of 
CSA/CA), while struggled more with SO4 (research and training) and SO6 (mitigation solutions 
and carbon trading). 

Table 14. Summary of scores for each SO. 

Specific Objective Score* 

SO1: To contribute to the adoption of key elements of the African 
Climate Solution and mainstreaming of climate change in national 
planning. 

 

2,9 

Well 
achieved 

SO2: To support member States to access adaptation funds and 
other climate change financing sources and mechanisms through 
national investments frameworks for climate adaptation in agriculture, 
forestry and other land uses 

 

2,9 

Well 
achieved 

SO3: To enhance the adoption of climate-smart conservation 
agriculture in the COMESA-EAC-SADC region. 

3,2 Well 
achieved 

SO4: To strengthen capacity in national research and training 
institutions and implementation of research programmes. 

2,8 Well 
achieved 

SO6: To apply mitigation solutions in the COMESA-EAC-SADC 
region with carbon trading benefits. 

2,4 Some 
achieved 

Average score  2,8 Well 
achieved 

*1 = Not achieved; 2 = Some achieved; 3 = Well achieved; 4 = Very well achieved  

The following presents some of the key achievements of the Programme, as well as some of the 
challenges the Programme faced. Thereafter a set of recommendations to stakeholders about 
future work in relation to the overall objective of the Programme is being offered. 

3.1 Key achievements 

1 Increased awareness and capacity. The Programme has led to increased awareness and 
capacity on climate change and CSA/CA, in the region. Although there are other programmes 
and initiatives that have also contributed to this (for example CAADP, INCDs, NAPs, the CFU 
pilots – some of which the Programme also contributed to), the Programme seems to have 
made a difference through its activities at national and regional level.  

2 Good collaboration model. The collaboration of RECs and technical partners has been a 
good model. The RECs have helped creating national awareness, ownership and high level 
buy-in and have been a political door opener enabling the technical partners do their work in a 
better way. The RECs are also very valuable partners in terms of working across a number of 
countries in the region, facilitating knowledge exchange, policy and integration. The technical 
partners, who know how to do the research and implement projects on the ground, have 
helped to build the case and increase knowledge about best practice.   

3 Knowledge and information creation and sharing. The Programme has contributed to 
discovering the state of the art of CSA in the region. Knowledge has been generated and 
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shared via various channels. More knowledge and information is now available than before 
and this can be built on. The web platforms providing information about CA equipment 
manufacturers and suppliers, Africa Climate Change Knowledge Network, as well as SMS 
platforms developed to distribute information directly to the farmers, are seen as particularly 
useful. 

4 Climate negotiations. The contributions to the negotiations running up to COP21 and the 
Paris Agreement on climate change seem to have been valuable in terms of getting the 
African position into the agreement. It is difficult to measure the exact impact of this 
Programme alone, but it seems to have played and important part through its work on 
awareness raising, capacity building of negotiators, facilitation of travels to preparatory 
meetings and to COP21, the mobilisation of champions, etc. 

5 Enhanced coordination and partnership. The coordination among stakeholders engaged in 
CSA/CA/AFOLOU has been improved at national level through the national task forces. This 
coordination is essential to ensure exchange of lessons, build joint forces and avoid 
duplications. The Programme’s importance for the national task forces seems to vary from 
country to country.  

6 Vision 25x25. There has also been support to regional coordination, which has achieved 
good results. The first African Congress on CA in 2014 established “Vision 25x25” (by 2025 
there will be 25 mill farmers in Africa practicing CSA) which later was adopted by African head 
of states as part of the African Union Leaders “Malabo Declaration” of 2014. This is a major 
achievement catalysed by this Programme that may potentially impact African agricultural 
development over the next decade. 

7 Good pilot projects. Some good pilot projects have been developed. These are small and 
transaction cost may in some cases have been high compared to the size of the intervention. 
However, there have been spin-offs and replication. In some countries the pilot projects have 
helped increase capacity, interest and awareness about CSA at all levels, which has sparked 
adoptions and investments.  

8 Strategies and investment frameworks. Support to the national climate change response 
strategies and to investment frameworks has created the fundaments for scaling up 
adaptation and mitigation activities. 

3.2 Key challenges 

1 Lack of defined roles and agreement of sharing of funds. There were tensions on the 
sharing of funds and roles between the three RECs, which had not been cleared before the 
Programme started. The planned programme steering committee, which should have 
overseen the implementation and coordination, was not put in place because of problems 
selecting the members of the group. The result was that there was no independent oversight 
body that could solve disputes and enforce decisions. This created stress and poor relations 
between the RECs instead of fostering collaboration.  

2 The project started late. Particularly SADC and EAC came on board late, not having PMUs 
properly in place before late 2014. Only 37% of the Programme budget was spent by 
September 2014, almost three years after the five-years programme started. These delays 
damaged the progress of the Programme as less time and funding were left to implement it.  

3 Issues of distribution of funds. At the time when the Programme finally got up and running 
properly and was ready to get disbursed funds from the donors, there were cuts in the 
Norwegian funding because of parliament decisions, and DFID’s support was frozen for 9 
months. Of the NOK 117 million grant from Norway, only 76,8 million (about USD 12 million 
and 66% of the budget) was disbursed. Projects and activities had started, but did not get the 
funding disbursements agreed upon and were delayed or ended without finalising the 
activities. Both the RECs and the sub-grantees had to terminate contracts with staff and 
partners. The situation created a lot of disappointment at all levels (from farmers to ministers) 
and loss of trust. The issues of unpredictable funding and weak communication about what 
was happening was damaging at all levels.  

4 Silo projects. The Programme did not facilitate sufficient interaction and lesson sharing 
between the sub-grantees of the Programme and the various programme components ended 
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up being developed in “silos”. This was a lost opportunity for knowledge exchange, 
consolidation of best practices and partnership building among some of the organisations that 
are in the forefront on climate change issues in the region. A joint meeting of the sub-grantees 
is planned, and this is positive in terms of lesson sharing for future interventions. 

5 Project size and length of intervention. The size and length of some of the interventions 
have been small and short. For the pilot projects this has been an issue. First of all there must 
have been high transaction costs for the small projects (e.g. USD 100,000-150,000). 
COMESA has strict monitoring systems and did regularly visits and checks, which become 
relatively costly when the Programme is small. Sufficient time to implement the projects and to 
see results is important when you want to convince farmers - very often a risk adverse group - 
to change the way they do farming. Some of the projects did not last more than a year or two. 
The Programme created awareness and engagement, which is very positive, but at the same 
time it created expectations. As one of the partners put it; “The Programme should have had 
two more years to consolidate its work and ensure that CSA is fully integrated into the NAPs 
and INDCs, and to develop bankable plans and programmes. We are not there yet”. 

3.3 Recommendations to all stakeholders 

Programme coordination 

The idea of a joint programme for COMESA, EAC and SADC was ambitious, but good. It allows a 
programme with the potential to reach 26 member states and ensure broad regional integration, 
and it is an opportunity to draw on the different strengths the RECs have. With some adjustments 
this set-up could work well. Some recommendations in this regard: 

 Programme steering committee. Future collaborative programmes should seek to establish 
a programme steering committee. This would ideally involve representatives from member 
states as well as technical experts, programme partners and development partners, although 
this solution may well run into the same complexities that this programme did. Another model 
could be that the steering committee would consist of the CEOs or other representatives of 
the high level management of each of the RECs. This is believed to strengthen the 
coordination and collaboration between the programme partners and it enables the partners 
to have one joint strategic approach, common plans and harmonised workflows. The 
committee should solve potential disagreements, and thereby contribute to a smooth 
collaboration between the RECs. 

 One PMU. Each of the RECs established PMUs. This was not very cost-efficient costly, as 
quite a few functions were duplicated. For future programmes it may be good to look into the 
option of having one PMU in one of the partner organisations, which is responsible for all the 
administrative, financial and reporting responsibilities. The other partners could have 
programme focal points representing their organisation in a programme coordination group. 

 Agree on roles and funding before the programme starts. It is highly recommended to 
decide before the programme starts how the funds will be shared among partners, as well as 
what roles and responsibilities each partner should take.   

 Funding modalities. The funding modalities created for this programme ended up being 
unpredictable and not working optimally. Future programmes should look into stronger 
models, and make sure the modalities are clear and understood by all partners before the 
programme starts. It may be wise to let the funding be linked to the planned activities. The 
partner taking on the task will then manage the funding for that specific activity and report on 
this.  

 Procurement regulations often hinder the programmes to buy services from grass-root 
organisations and business. The result is, for example, that instead of organising a workshop 
for a farmer group in their village and buying lunch and the needed workshop material for the 
participants from local, but often informal vendors, the farmer group has to be transported to 
the nearest town where there are hotels that often offer much more expensive food and 
meeting rooms, but which apply to the procurement standards required by the donors. The 
same problem may occur when grass root organisation, which do not apply to procurement 
standards, are engaged in the projects. Future interventions should explore opportunities to 
loose up the procurement regulations to ensure collaboration also for the local partners. 
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Next steps 

The foundation is laid for increasing CSA activities in the region (information, knowledge, 
awareness, funding strategies), but we are not there yet. More work is needed to follow up the 
work that has been done and implement more action reaching the farmers and communities 
directly. The following are some suggestions for next steps. 

 Regional coordination. The collaboration and coordination of efforts and messages at 
regional level is important. A continuation of the collaboration between the RECs, as well as 
brining in the other African RECs and Nepad/CAADP, would be a powerful alliance to 
influence the AU to increase its focus on CSA. The Paris agreement has been signed by 
most member states, which have agreed to work with key sectors for climate change 
adaptation and mitigation, and this may be a good starting point for regional collaboration. 

 Vision 25x25 is an opportunity that should be seized by the RECs, the scientific partners, the 
CSOs and the donors. The Malabo Declaration is a starting point for African agricultural 
development over the next decade, and the fact that African leaders have set as a goal that 
25 million farmers in Africa will practice CSA by 2025 is an incentive for all stakeholders to 
mobilise resources, capacity and to move ahead. 

 Develop bankable programmes. More work is needed to go from strategies, plans and 
investment frameworks to bankable programmes. To ensure that the strategies and plans are 
actually turned into action and positive change on the ground, it is recommended that 
targeted training and coaching on resource mobilisation as well as concrete support to 
leverage funding, access climate finance and develop bankable programmes, is being 
delivered to relevant stakeholders, such as government, NGOs, scientific organisation and 
the RECs. This would contribute to build institutional capacity and to secure investments in 
adaptation and mitigation action.  

 Support enabling conditions for small-scale investments in CSA/CA. Accessing global 
funding schemes is important to bring in substantive investments. However, the many small-
scale investments are also important. Further exploring incentives and market based 
mechanisms that can enable communities and farmers to invest in CSA/CA, supporting the 
establishment of well functioning value chains, PPPs and cooperatives is worth going forward 
with. 

 Large scale, long-term landscape pilot programmes. To strengthen climate change 
adaptation and reduce emissions we need to create climate smart landscapes combining the 
very definition of CSA: productivity, resilience and reducing emission. This Programme has 
had good results at project level in terms of adaptation action (demonstrating the value of 
CSA), but has not reached regional scale yet. Future efforts should aim to develop climate 
smart landscape pilot programmes reaching a large number of farmers (50-100,000+). This 
will create visibility and really draw attention to the benefits of CSA and be a foundation for 
CSA, adaptation and mitigation to spread. It will also be more cost efficient, as the 
transactions cost per beneficiary gets lower. The time frame for the projects should be 
minimum 4-5 years. Strong sustainability mechanisms should be built into the programmes to 
ensure that the activities do not stop with the project, but rather that the replication and 
scaling up of CSA continues. 

 Building value chains. The Programme aimed to engage the private sector in some of the 
activities and there were some examples where this was done. More work to enable the full 
value chains to function is needed, ensuring a supply of CSA inputs, demand from the 
farmers, and post harvest infrastructure in place (storage, market access). There is also a 
need of financial services that are willing and able to contribute to agri-business 
development. Collaboration with financial development institutions such as Norfund and 
Rabobank should be explored. 

 Education and research. Very good results have emerged from the school projects (e.g. in 
Zimbabwe by FfF and in Uganda). Training teachers and subsequently pupils has been 
successful both in terms of increased food security for the pupils, and in terms of creating 
young champions and knowledge resource persons in the communities. A strong 
recommendation is to learn from these projects and scale them up. More work is also needed 
to increase awareness of university and college management to ensure that CSA and other 
climate change related responses are included in university curricula. More research and 
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knowledge is needed and CSA/climate change education of extension services is 
fundamental. 

 Knowledge sharing and mainstreaming. A continuation of knowledge sharing across 
boarders and mainstreaming of CSA into national and regional strategies, processes, policies 
and plans (including District Development Plans at national level) is recommended, as these 
are the basis for scaling up. 

 Coordination frameworks, such as regional national CSA/CA task forces, should be 
sustained or strengthened.  

3.4 Recommendation to the RECs  

It would be valuable to properly consolidate the learning from this Programme. The RECs are 
therefore encouraged to mobilise the needed capacity and resources to compile all the findings 
and the best practices from the different projects and components of the Programme and to invite 
the sub-grantees for an event to draw lessons and streamline future interventions and support

8
.  

Such meeting would be an opportunity to jointly divide roles and develop a new long-term 
programme, drawing from the recommendation for next steps outlined above (9-10 years with 
clear mile stones, clear long term and intermediary objectives, few indicators and sustainability 
mechanisms built in). The RECs could take on the responsibility to mobilise funding for such 
regional programme. 

3.5 Recommendation to the donors 

Predictable funding is key for a programme to succeed. This Programme suffered from two issues 
in this regard, the Programme started late and were not able to absorb the planned disbursements 
in the first years, and thereafter Norway had to cut the total funding and UK froze its funding for 
nine months. The Norwegian cut in the funding was justifiable; it was a parliament decision to cut 
ODA and the Programme had not been able to absorb the funding allocated to them in the first 
years of the programme.  When funds became scarcer, it was not longer possible in Norwegian 
aid to more or less automatically compensate lower expenditures one year with increased funding 
later.  

However, the cuts in the funds had very negative implications, not only for the Programme and its 
stakeholders, but it also damaged relationships and trust between the RECs, and between the 
sub-grantees and their partners. Norway had already paid nearly NOK 77 million to increase 
adaptation and mitigation action in the region. By cutting the funding abruptly some of these funds 
may have been for nothing.  

The recommendation to Norway and other donors is that terminating programmes should be done 
in a proper and smooth way, taking into consideration the various consequences of the cut, with 
clear and immediate communication about the issues and dialogue with the partners. Leaving 
some funding for a phasing out period enable programmes to be finalised in a more productive 
and effective way.  

  

                                                        
8
 According to COMESA such a meeting is planned to be held September 30

th
 for all the sub grantees, a very 

positive step. 
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ANNEX 1   INTERVIEW LIST 
 
# Organisation, interviewees and 

contact details 
Role Time, 

place 
1 The Norwegian Embassy in 

Zambia (later Malawi) 

 Hans Peter Melby 
(Hans.Peter.Melby@mfa.no) 

Donor to the Programme. Contractor of 
the Programme end review. 

 

15 June  & 
22 August 
Phone/ 
Lusaka 

2 East African Community (EAC), 
Tanzania 

 Mr. Ruta J. Kakoki, EAC 
Secretariat (RKakoki@eachq.org) 

 Mr. Dismass L. Mwikila, Climate 
Change Adaptation Specialist 
(dmwikila@eachq.org) 

Sub-partner. Engaged in programme 
implementation and management. 

EAC engaged in the climate change 
negotiations, in regional awareness 
creation and coordination, developed a 
draft regional CSA Investment 
Framework, organised community 
activities, etc. 

8 August 
Phone 

3 Foundation for Farming (FfF), 
Zimbabwe  

 Mr.Craig Deall, CEO 
(craig@foundationsforfarming.org 

Sub-grantee. FfF is an initiative aimed at 
bringing transformation to individuals, 
communities and nations through faithful 
and productive use of land. 

FfF trained school teachers, School 
Heads, Extension Officers and SDC 
members from all ten provinces of 
Zimbabwe in Conservation Agriculture. 
(SO3)  

9 August 
Skype 

4 United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP), Seychelles  

 Mr. Roland Alcindor, Programme 
Manager 
(roland.alcindor@undp.org) 

Sub-grantee. 

Funding channelled though UNDP for 
the implement of pilot project on 
integrated water resource management 
on the Baie Ste Anne Praslin plateau. 
UNDP had project oversight and 
responsibility for procurements and 
payments. 

11 August 
Skype 

5 Food and Agriculture 
Organisation of the United 
Nations (FAO), South Africa 

 Dr. Lewis Hove, Programme 
Manager (lewis.hove@fao.org) 

Sub-grantee. 

Supported the development of CSA 
investment frameworks and programme 
development (SO2), introduced CSA to 
farmers – from policy to implementation 
at farm level - and made links to 
investment frameworks (SO3). Last 
minute they also engaged in convening 
an annual meeting on CA focusing on 
new research and findings (SO4).  

11 August 
Skype 

6 Southern Africa Development 
Community (SADC) secretariat, 
Botswana 

 Ms. Margaret Nyirenda, Director, 
Food Agriculture and Natural 
Resources (mnyirenda@sadc.int) 

 Mr. Alex M. Banda, Programme 
coordinator (abanda@sadc.in) 

Sub-partner. Engaged in programme 
implementation and management. 

SADC provided for example support 
towards the development of INDCs in 
the SADC region, engaged in the 
climate change negotiations, and 
worked with the government of Lesotho 
to develop its Climate Change Strategy. 

11 August 
Skype 

7 Le Groupement Semis Direct de 
Madagascar (GSDM) 

Sub-grantee. GSDM is a Malagasy law 
association, which groups different 

12 August 

mailto:Hans.Peter.Melby@mfa.no
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 Mr Rakotondramana, Executive 
Director (gsdm.de@moov.mg) 

organizations involved in research, 
training and dissemination of CA. GSDM 
is the focal point of the Task Force on 
Conservation Agriculture 

Implemented pilot projects in two 
regions at Madagascar with the 
objective to support up scaling of CSA in 
Madagascar in order to mitigate climate 
change and to improve food security. 

Skype 

8 Food, Agriculture and Natural 
Resources Policy Analysis 
Network (FANRPAN), South 
Africa 

 Ms. Thembi Ndema, CSA team 
leader (SNdema@fanrpan.org) 

 Mr. Talentus Mthunzi, CSA 
Programme Assistant 
(tmthunzi@fanrpan.org) 

Sub-grantee. FANRPAN is a regional 
multi-stakeholder network. 

It engaged champions for the African 
Position, worked on raising awareness 
among the decision makers, promoted 
policy dialogue to influence sustainable 
domestic financing processes; 
supported agencies promoting weather 
based insurance schemes for 
smallholder farmers; developed 
resource mobilization strategy; and 
supported regional and national climate 
smart agriculture (CSA) technical 
centres. (SO1, SO2, SO4) 

12 August 
Skype 

9 Southern Africa Confederation of 
Agriculture Union (SACAU), 
South Africa  

 Mr. Ishmael Sunga, CEO 
(ishmael.sunga@sacau.org) 

 Mr. Fhumulani Mashau 
(fmashau@sacau.org) 

Sub-grantee. SACAU is a regional 
farmers’ organization that represents the 
interests of farmers in Southern Africa.  

SACAU supported members in climate 
negotiations and advocacy (SO1), and 
supported member organisations in 
Mozambique and Zimbabwe to 
consolidate on-going projects  

15 August 
Phone 

10 The Norwegian Agency for 
Development Cooperation 
(NORAD), Norway 

 Mr. Odd Eirik Arnesen 
(Odd.Eirik.Arnesen@norad.no) 

Donor to the Programme.  

Engaged in the development of the 
Programme. 

16 August 
Oslo 

11 The British Department for 
International Development 
(DFID), Zambia & South Africa 

 Ms. Kelley Toole (k-
toole@dfid.gov.uk) 

 Ms. Wilma Swanepoel (w-
swanepoel@dfid.gov.uk) via 
phone. 

Donor to the Programme. 

 

22 August 
Lusaka 

12 The Common Market for Eastern 
and Southern Africa (COMESA), 
Zambia 

 Mr. Mclay Kanyangarara 
(MKanyangarara@comesa.int),  

 Ms. Edith B. Tibahwa" 
(ETibahwa@comesa.int) 

 Ms. Lynette Musonda 
(LMusonda@comesa.int) 

Contracting party. Overall management 
of the Programme.  

Engaged in and supervised a large 
number of programme activities. 

22 & 25 
August 
Lusaka 

13 World Agroforestry Centre 
(ICRAF), Zambia 

 Mr. Godfrey Kundhlande, 

Sub grantee. ICRAF is and international 
organisation that specializes in the 
sustainable management, protection 

22 August 
Lusaka 
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Agricultural/Natural Resource 
Economist 
(G.Kundhlande@cgiar.org) 

and regulation of tropical rainforest and 
natural reserves. 

Carried out studies and trainings on 
carbon trading. Synthesised information 
for policy makers (SO6). 

14 Golden Valley Agriculture 
Research Trust (GART), Zambia 

 Mr. John M. Chipompwe, 
Executive Director 
(jcmachona@yahoo.com)  

 Mr. Simunji Simunji, Manager 
Research and Development 
(gart@zamnet.zm) 

 Mr. Gilbert Tembo 
(gtembo23@yahoo.com) 

Sub grantee. GART is a public private 
partnership that undertakes research 
and development of CA with focus on 
optimization of conservation farming 
systems  

Undertook research on integrated CSA 
and dissemination to households (SO3). 

23 August 
Lusaka 
 

15 Participatory Ecological Land-
Use Management (PELUM), 
Zambia 

 Mr. Faustin Vuningoma, 
Secretary General 
(vunifaustinI@yahoo.com) 

Sub-grantee. PELUM is a non-
governmental organization that for ten 
years has been working to 
empower small-scale farmers in the 
rural communities in Zambia. 

Supported the implementation of CSA 
pilot projects in Zambia (SO3). 

23 August 
Lusaka 

16 The East and Southern Africa 
Agribusiness Network 
(ESAANet), Zambia 

 Ms. Pamela Mulozi 
(Pamela@esaanet.com) 

Sub-grantee. 

Developed an ICT platform providing 
information to farmers on weather, agro-
dealers and technical farming advises. 
The Platform is planned to be rolled out 
nationwide in Zambia in 2017. (SO3) 

24 August 
Lusaka 

17 Center for International Forestry 
Research (CIFOR), Zambia 

 Dr. Davison Gumbo, Forest and 
Livelihood programme 
(d.gumbo@cgiar.org) 

 

Sub-grantee. CIFOR is a non-profit, 
scientific facility that conducts research 
on the most pressing challenges of 
forest and landscape management 
around the world. 

Building on an on-going forest research 
project and forest action plans, CIFOR 
supported training and planning, and 
engaged women’s group in some 
districts of Zambia (SO6).  

24 August 
Lusaka 

18 The Association for 
Strengthening Agricultural 
Research in Eastern and Central 
Africa (ASARECA), Uganda 

 Mr. Hezron Mogaka, Programme 
Manager 
(hezronmogaka@gmail.com) 

 

Sub-grantee. ASARECA is a sub-
regional organization established in 
1994 and whose membership consists 
of eleven member countries represented 
by their national agricultural research for 
development institutes.  

ASARECA carried out country studies 
on the scope of CSA and on national 
adaptation and mitigation strategies. 
Generate evidence for policymakers and 
negotiators and promoted AFOLOU in 
university curriculum. (SO1, 4, 6)  

24 August 
Lusaka 
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19 Conservation Agriculture 
Association Zambia, & 
Conservation Farming Unit 
(CFU), Zambia 

 Mr. Collins Nkatiki, Executive 
Director (cfu@iconnect.zm) 

 

Chair of the National CA Task Force in 
Zambia.  

CFU is lead implementer of a 
complementary programme to the 
Tripartite Programme, providing 
conservation farming training in Zambia 
and five other countries.  

25 August 
Lusaka 

20 African Conservation Tillage 
Network (ACT), Kenya 

 Mr. Saidi Mkomwa, Executive 
Secretary (saidi.mkomwa@act-
africa.org) 

 Philip Wanjohi, Finance and 
Administration Manager 
(philip.wanjohi@act-africa.org) 

 

ACT facilitates knowledge and 
information sharing and networking 
among stakeholders in Africa on CA 
related matters.  

ACT contributed to the Programme with 
knowledge portals set up and linked to 
CA regional working groups. (SO1); A 
symposium: the first African Congress 
on CA in Lusaka in 2014; Vision 25 by 
25 adopted by head of states (SO4), 
study tour (SO2); and Survey on 
adaptation of CA in the region. Provided 
also support to national CA task forces 
in Malawi and Tanzania.  

26 August 
Nairobi 

21 Egerton University, Kenya 

 Dr Lubanga Makanji, Lecturer 
Department of Natural Resources 
(lmakanji@yahoo.co.uk) 

Hired by ASARECA to undertake a 
study on the uptake of REDD+, 
AFOLOU and CSA in 26 universities 
throughout the region. 

26 August 
Nairobi 

22 Bugiri District, Uganda 
Bugiri District local Government – 
Technical Planning Committee: 

 Wafula George, Principal Human 
resource officer 

 Namukuve Brenda, Senior 
Procurement Officer 

 Dhamuzungu Peter, Senior 
Agricultural Officer 

 Mwesigwa Robert, District Water 
Officer 

 Lwanga Ronald, Ag. District 
Natural Resource Officer 

 Dr. Kirya Stephen, District Health 
Officer 

 Isiiko Paul, District Production 
Officer 

 Masingamo Mohamed, District 
Education Officer 

 Kaberra Julius, Senior 
Commercial Officer 

 Koire Aminah, Acting Senior 
Human Resource Officer 

 Kula Zikulabe Pasco, Chief 
Internal Auditor 

 Moses Nyende, Chief Financial 
Officer  

 Mugabi Nimmy, District CSA 
Coordinator 
 

Farmers 

Implementers at pilot projects in 
Uganda. 

29 August 
Jinja 
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Farmers groups: 

 Bukenga Akanabala Farmers 
group 

 Baligema Kumunwa Commercial 
Farmers Group, Bukazito Vilage 
Nabukalu Sub County Bugiri 
District 

 Nandubu Hamudani, Chairperson  

23 Namutumba District, Uganda 
Extension officers: 

 Kitakule Umaru, Agric Ext. Officer 
Bulange Sub-county 

 Okot Agric, Ext. Officer  
Namutumba Sub-county 

 
Farmers group 

 Nsongwe Akanabala, Multi- 
Purpose Cooperative Society 

 Kayigwa Moses, Chairperson 

 Buwaga Alibawo Produce 
Multipurpose Cooperative Society 

 Balindani Zephania, Chairperson 
 
School adapting CSA 

 Bulange Teffe Primary School, 
Bulange Subcounty Namutumba 
District 

 CSA Teachers -Matyama Vincent 

Implementers at pilot projects in 
Uganda. 

29 August 
Jinja 

24 Ministry of Agriculture Animal 
Industry and Fisheries (MAIFF), 
Uganda 

 Mr. Stephen Muwaya, 
(smuwaya@yahoo.com) 

Sub-grantee.  

Implementation of pilot projects, 
mainstreaming into national policy 
processes, contributed to UNFCCC 
negotiations and join African position.  

29-30 
August 
Jinja and 
Kampala 

25 National CSA task force, Uganda 
National CSA task force, Uganda 

 Mr. Stephen Muwaya, MAIFF and 
chair of task force 
(smuwaya@yahoo.com) 

 Mr. Martin Ameu, FAO 
(Martin.Ameu@fao.org) 

 Mr. Samuel Kabuye, Consultant 
(skkabuyes@gmail.com) 

 Mr. Joshua Aijuka, PELUM 
Uganda 
(joshuaaijuka@pelumuganda.org) 

 Mr. Anthony Kagono, Kyamhogo 
University 
(anthony.kagono@gmail.com) 

 Ms. Adrine Musiime, UFNEA 
(adrine.musiime@arocha.org) 

Beneficiary. 

Coordination and knowledge sharing on 
CSA in Uganda. Development of the 
Uganda CSA programme and support to 
mainstreaming efforts in CSA in 
Uganda. 

29 August 
Kampala 

26 United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP) 

 Mr. Rutaro Gershom (rutaro 
gershom@yahoo.com) 

 Ms. Sarah Mujabi 
(sarah.mujabi@undp.org)  

Funding for pilot projects in Uganda was 
channelled through UNDP which took 
responsibility for procurements and 
payments, quality assurance, reporting 
and monitoring as well as documenting 
lessons, gender and youth inclusion and 

30 August 
Kampala 
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 Ms. Jenesta Atulaire 
(jenesta.atulaire@undp.org) 

 Mr. Elias Tumuhimbise 
(elias.tumuhimbise@undp.org) 

 Ms. Harriet Karusigar 
(harriet.karusigarira@undp.org) 

 Ms. Polly Mugisha 
(polly.mugisha@undp.org) 

 Onesimus Mutiwesi 
(onesimus.muhwesi@undp.org) 

logistical support. 

 

27 Eastern and Southern Africa 
Small Scale Farmer’s Forum 
(ESAFF), Uganda 

 Ms. Nancy M. Walimbwa 
(nmugimba@esaffuganda.org) 

 Ms. Adrine Atwiine 
(esaffuganda.@esaffuganda.org) 

Sub-grantee. ESAFF is a network of 
small holder farmers that advocate for 
policy, practice and attitude change that 
reflects the needs, aspirations, and 
development of small-scale farmers in 
east and southern Africa. 

ESAFF developed a SMS platform to 
disseminate information to farmers, such 
as weather forecasts, market prices, 
post harvest handling. 

30 August 
Kampala 
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