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Executive summary

Introduction

ES1	 This report is a mid-term evaluation (MTE) of the Forest and Farm Facility (FFF), one of the �rst 
�umbrella programmes� within the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 
(FAO).  In support of the programme vision, �Smallholders, communities and indigenous 
peoples� organizations have improved their livelihoods and decision-making over forest 
and farm landscapes�, FFF activities were organized under three working areas or pillars: i) 
Strengthen smallholder, women, community and indigenous peoples� producer organizations 
for business/livelihoods and policy engagement; ii) Catalyze multi-sectoral stakeholder policy 
platforms with governments at local and country levels; iii) Link local voices and learning to 
global processes through communication and information dissemination. 

ES2	 The FFF receives funding through a multi-donor trust fund, including Sweden, Finland, the 
United States, AgriCord (through its Farmers Fighting Poverty Programme) and Germany 
(under the Carlowitz project). Though the programme was established with a target budget 
of USD 50 million for �ve years, only USD 12.5 million dollars was secured by FAO as of June 
2016. The project has a Monitoring and Learning (M&L) system to monitor progress on a range 
of indicators under each of the outputs described in the programme theory of change. FFF 
activities are currently underway across 10 countries in Latin America, Africa and Asia, albeit 
at di�erent stages of intervention. This includes work by Apex level producer organizations 
supported through partnership agreements, small grants to producer organizations to support 
enterprises and other organizational needs, multi-sectoral platforms led by government actors 
at national and sub-national levels, exchange visits and capacity building.

ES3	 The MTE is programmed in the FFF Project Document and Financing Agreements. The purpose 
of the MTE is to inform the Project Steering Committee (PSC), Programme Management Team, 
Donor Support Group and other stakeholders about the project�s progress and performance 
toward attaining the expected outputs and outcomes. The intention is therefore to evaluate 
the programme for planning purposes as well as to inform the multi-donor fund of progress 
to date. The MTE is expected to bring valuable external re�ections to help strengthen the 
programme, and to validate and complement the M&L system of the project. The MTE draws 
speci�c conclusions and formulates recommendations for necessary action by the Steering 
Committee, Project Management Team and other international and in-country FFF parties. It 
also identi�es speci�c good practices and lessons learned for the formulation and execution of 
other similar projects that address forestry governance and/or utilizing a small grant scheme. 
With 1.5 years left in the current project, this evaluation provides an opportunity to improve 
implementation and to envisage its future after December 2017.

ES4	 The mid-term evaluation was conducted from January to June 2016. The evaluation team 
was composed of an evaluation manager from FAO�s O�ce of Evaluation (OED) who oversaw 
the management of the evaluation; an expert international evaluation consultant who was 
responsible for drafting the main �ndings, conclusions and recommendations; and regional 
and national consultants who participated in the country visits. To assess the contribution of 
the project toward its stated outcomes and expected impact, �ve participating countries were 
visited. In each country, national and sub-national stakeholders were interviewed and �eld visits 
were carried out to meet directly with FFF-targeted forest and farmer producer organizations 
(FFPOs). The �ve visited countries were Gambia, Kenya, Guatemala, Myanmar and Vietnam.

ES5	 The MTE adopted a consultative and transparent approach with FFF internal and external 
stakeholders throughout the evaluation process. The triangulation of evidence and 
information gathered underpins its validation and analysis, and supports the conclusions and 
recommendations. Several methods and tools for data collection were used to answer the 
evaluation questions, including a review of existing documentation on FFF; analysis of FFF 
self-reported information, in particular the 2014 and 2015 annual reports; semi-structured 
interviews with key informants, stakeholders and participants; targeted FFPOs discussion and 
direct observation during �eld visits; and validation of MTE mission observations through 
debrie�ng discussions with key stakeholders at country and FAO headquarters level. In addition, 
meetings were held with the FFF management team, partners and steering committee. 
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1.	 Introduction

1	 The Forest and Farm Facility (FFF) was one of the �rst �umbrella programmes� within the 
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO). The FFF receives funding 
through a multi-donor trust fund, from donors including Sweden, Finland, United States, 
AgriCord (through its Farmers Fighting Poverty Programme) and Germany (under the 
Carlowitz project). The World Banks� Program on Forests (PROFOR) also provided startup 
funds through two of the main partners: the International Institute for Environment and 
Development (IIED) and the International Union for Conservation (IUCN). Though the 
Programme was established with a target budget of USD 50 million for �ve years, only USD 
12.5 million dollars were secured by FAO as of June 2016.  

2	 The FFF was designed under a partnership co-managed by IIED, IUCN and AgriCord, 
with inputs from major alliances of forest and farm producer organizations including 
representatives from the International Family Forest Alliance, the Global Alliance for 
Community Forestry and the International Alliance of Indigenous and Tribal Peoples of 
the Tropical Forests. The FFF was implemented through a participatory multi-stakeholder 
process and informed by scoping studies, resulting in a multi-year work plan that is country 
and context speci�c, and designed to improve the Country Programming Framework and 
to catalyze and leverage existing initiatives. The FFF was set up for a duration of �ve years, 
running from December 2012 to December 2017. However, the �rst signi�cant funding was 
only received in August 2013, and a decision was made to launch in-country activities in six 
paired pilot countries during 2013: Guatemala and Nicaragua (Latin America), The Gambia 
and Liberia (Africa), and Nepal and Myanmar (Asia). 

3	 Beginning in November 2013, four more countries were selected (Bolivia, Kenya, Zambia and 
Vietnam) through a comprehensive selection process; work began in the second half of 2014 
and the beginning of 2015. Expressions of interest were received in various forms from over 
44 countries and 70 forest and farm producer organizations, indicating unmet demand. 

4	 The project has a monitoring and learning system (M&LS) to monitor progress on a range of 
indicators under each of the outputs described in the programme theory of change (ToC). 
An annual aggregated report on the FFF�s M&LS is presented to the Steering Committee 
each February, summarizing country level achievements and lessons learned. 

5	 FFF activities are currently underway across the 10 countries, albeit at di�erent stages of 
intervention. This includes work by apex level producer organizations supported through 
partnership agreements, small grants to producer organizations to support enterprise and 
other organizational needs, multi-sectoral platforms led by government actors at national 
and sub-national levels, exchange visits and capacity building.

6	 This MTE was conducted in accordance with the agreements signed with donors. With 
1.5 years left in the current project, this evaluation provides an opportunity to improve 
implementation and to envisage its future after December 2017.

1.1	 Purpose of the evaluation

7	 As mentioned above, the mid-term evaluation is programmed in the FFF project 
document and �nancing agreements. The purpose of the MTE is to inform the Project 
Steering Committee, the Programme Management Team, the Donor Support Group and 
other stakeholders about the project�s progress and performance toward attaining the 
expected outputs and outcomes. The intention is therefore to evaluate the programme for 
planning purposes as well as to inform the multi donor fund of progress to date. The mid-
term evaluation is expected to bring valuable external re�ections to help strengthen the 
programme, and to validate and complement the M&L system of the project.

8	 The MTE draws speci�c conclusions and formulates recommendations for necessary further 
action by the Steering Committee, the Project Management Team and other international 
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and in-country FFF stakeholders. It also identi�es good practices and lessons learned for 
the formulation and execution of other similar projects that address forestry governance 
and/or utilizing a small grant scheme.

1.2	 Intended users

9	 The intended users of the results of this MTE include the FFF Steering Committee, the Donor 
Support Group, the Project Management Team the FFF national facilitators, implementing 
partners, FAO country o�ce sta�, government stakeholders, and other international and 
in-country FFF parties.
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2.	 Scope and objective of the evaluation

10	 Scope: This MTE evaluates the results achieved from the inception of FFF in December 2012 
until December 2015, bearing in mind that activities did not start until mid- to late-2013. The 
evaluation assesses all key elements of the programme across its interventions as outlined in 
the ToC, with a representative set of forest and farmer producer organizations (FFPOs) and 
government partners in the selected �ve countries, and at the regional and global levels. 
Additionally, the management and governance structure of the project were assessed as well 
as the linkages between the project and other in-country and global initiatives in the context 
of FAO�s Strategic Objectives (in this case SO3 Output 1.1 and SO2 Output 2.2).

Objectives and evaluation questions 

11	 The FFF mid-term evaluation had the following objectives: 

a.	 Assess progress made toward achieving project results; and
b.	 Identify design and implementation issues that should be addressed in order to achieve 

the project�s intended results.

12	 In order to achieve these objectives, the evaluation sought to deliver �ndings under the 
criteria of relevance, e�ectiveness, e�ciency, impact, partnerships and coordination, 
normative values, sustainability, and coherence and synergies. In this regard, the evaluation 
was guided by the below preliminary evaluation questions respective to the criteria of 
relevance, e�ectiveness, e�ciency, partnership and coordination, sustainability, and FAO�s 
normative values. In the course of the work, the MTE added a question on the �Likelihood 
of Impact of the Project� to capture the project�s crucial early e�ects which were not 
recorded by its M&LS.1  

Relevance

13	 Evaluation question 1: How relevant is the FFF�s primary focus and logic in terms of its stated 
mission, in relation to the target countries� contexts, broader sustainable development 
initiatives, and smallholder farmers� needs?

14	 Evaluation question 2: How and to what extent does the project contribute to the broader 
strategic FAO objectives? Sub-questions: (2.1) How coherent is FFF in terms of how it �ts 
in with the policies, programmes and projects undertaken by the governments, FAO and 
other development partners? (2.2) To what extent has the FFF integrated its programme 
with other technical teams within the Forestry Department; with FAO�s internal priorities, 
building on Country Programming Frameworks and regional initiatives; and especially by 
linking with the Strategic Objectives (in this case SO3 Output 1.1 and SO2 Output 2.2)? (2.3) 
Is FFF coherent with other forestry initiatives operating within the target countries?

15	 Evaluation question 3: Was the project design appropriate for achieving the mission, 
vision and outcomes?

E�ectiveness

16	 Evaluation question 4: To what extent is the FFF on track to achieving outcomes across 
the three pillars, and what changes are attributable to the FFF�s interventions which are 
directly linked to the FFF�s main objectives? Sub-questions: (4.1) To what extent were 
producer organizations strengthened for business development and engagement in policy 
dialogue? (4.2) Did FFF Catalyze multi-sectoral policy platforms? (4.3) Did FFF link local 
voices to global processes? 

1	 In order to avoid repetition in the presentation of the �ndings, some questions from the Evaluation Terms of 
Reference have been reclassi�ed as sub-questions here in the �nal evaluation report where it was appropriate.
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3.	 Methodology

22	 The MTE adopted a consultative and transparent approach with FFF internal and external 
stakeholders throughout the evaluation process. The triangulation of evidence and 
information gathered underpins its validation and analysis, and supports the conclusions 
and recommendations.

23	 To assess the contribution of the project toward its stated outcomes and expected impact, 
�ve participating countries were visited. In each country, national and sub-national 
stakeholders were interviewed and �eld visits were carried out to meet directly with FFF-
targeted FFPOs. A sixth mission was planned for Nicaragua, but this was cancelled due 
to timing and logistical constraints. The �ve visited countries were The Gambia, Kenya, 
Guatemala, Myanmar and Vietnam. While these �ve countries were the primary focus 
countries for the evaluation, the MTE team also conducted desk reviews of the FFF activities 
carried out in the other �ve countries in order to corroborate the �ndings from the primary 
evaluation missions. 

24	 Desk reviews and consultative interviews with the FFF team at FAO headquarters constitute 
an important aspect of the evaluation approach, primarily in relation to questions of 
programme management, coherence and synergies. Interviews were also conducted with 
sta� of IUCN and IIED, the two main FFF partners.

25	 To answer the above evaluation questions, the MTE�s approach is based on mixed methods 
and triangulation of information. This approach was selected to ensure that the evaluation 
�ndings fully respond to the purpose of the evaluation. The methods used included the 
following: 

�	 Review of existing documentation on FFF;
�	 Analysis of FFF self-reported information, in particular the 2014 and 2015 annual reports;
�	 Semi-structured interviews with key informants, stakeholders and participants, 

supported by the questions listed in the evaluation matrix; 
�	 Targeted FFPOs discussion and direct observation during �eld visits in the focus countries;
�	 Validation of MTE mission observations through debrie�ng discussions with key 

stakeholders at country and FAO headquarters level. 

26	 In order to answer evaluation questions 1 and 3 on relevance, country visits and key 
informant interviews were conducted with in-country stakeholders and bene�ciaries. To 
answer question 2 on the coherence and consistency of FFF with FAO�s strategic objectives 
and other FAO initiatives, the evaluation team conducted interviews with key informants 
at FAO headquarters and country level, as well as a desk review. For questions 4 and 9, 
the MTE used di�erent analytical approaches for assessing progress and impact under 
each FFF pillar. In assessing progress towards Outcome 1, Pillar 1, the analysis was based on 
four levels for in�uencing forest and farm related policies (adapted from Keck and Sikkink, 
19982), as follows:

�	 Getting issues on the political agenda;
�	 Encouraging discursive commitment from government;
�	 Securing procedural change at national level;
�	 In�uencing behavioral change in key actors.

27	 In assessing the e�ectiveness of activities under Outcome 2, the MTE analyzed progress 
made by FFF in supporting interventions aimed at improving forest and farm based value 

2	 Margaret E. Keck and Kathryn Sikkink (1998). Activists beyond borders: Advocacy Networks in International 
Politics. Cornell University Press.
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4.	 Background and context of the project

4.1	 Context of the project 

30	 FFF is a multi-donor project hosted by FAO. It is overseen by a Steering Committee and 
has a management team that includes sta� from FAO, the International Union for 
the Conservation of Nature (IUCN), the International Institute for Environment and 
Development (IIED), and AgriCord. Its vision is �Smallholders, communities and indigenous 
peoples� organizations have improved their livelihoods and decision-making over forest 
and farm landscapes�. 

31	 The project was formulated in a context where natural resources face global challenges 
including population growth and inequitable and unsustainable consumption patterns, 
which degrade ecosystems and threaten the resource base of rural communities, including 
access to land, food, fuel, construction materials and livelihoods. While smallholder farmers 
and communities who live close to forests understand the multiple bene�ts of forests and 
trees, their contributions are often marginalized by their distance from decision-making 
centers, markets and investment programmes, as well as their lack of organized representation 
in such groups. FFF was developed to address this contradiction. The idea evolved as a new 
phase of the National Forest Programme (NFP) facility5 to address the challenges that it 
did not meet. FFF builds on the experience gained not only from NFP but also from other 
programmes undertaken in collaboration with IIED and IUCN, including the World Bank-
funded Growing Forest Partnerships (GFP)6 and the Forest Connect programme.7 

32	 The NFP Facility and the GFP each made signi�cant contributions to increase stakeholder 
participation. Three key learnings from the NFP Facility were: i) the lack of direct 
representation and direct support to indigenous people, smallholders and community 
forestry groups; ii)  the need to recognize the productive function of FFPOs not only in 
terms of the economy but also from an ecological, social, and rights perspective; iii) the 
need to transition to a landscape approach that integrates the productive sectors with 
livelihoods (i.e. move away from supporting multi-stakeholder forums within sectors, and 
toward establishing cross-sectoral multi-stakeholder groups). 

33	 The FFF aims to go a step further by improving the representation of local people in policy 
formation and focusing support on strengthening their capacity to network and organize. 
At the same time, tackling global challenges requires integrated programmes that span 
local, national and international levels and re�ect the multiple functions and bene�ts of 
forests and farms. In most countries, the forest sector remains isolated and is not involved 
in national policy dialogues on poverty reduction, food security or climate change. In 
this regard, the FFF also seeks to mobilize the international community to support the 
organization of local people, and to foster better multi-sectoral policy platforms.

34	 The FFF design is based on the principle that strengthening FFPOs is essential for ensuring 
the inclusive and sustainable management of productive landscapes; providing practical 
alternatives to economic migration; adapting and mitigating the e�ects of climate change; 
building wealth; and reducing rural poverty. This has become the core of the FFF�s work 
and constitutes its Pillar I. Given the complexity that landscape scale solutions demand and 
the multiple challenges that FFPOs face, FFF�s second major focus of work (Pillar II) focuses 
on facilitating and supporting multi-sectoral, multi stakeholder platforms that help develop 
coordination across ministries and departments � leading to greater coherence and more 

5	 The NFP Facility was created in 2002 as a response to intergovernmental dialogue, which recognized the essential 
role of national forest programmes in addressing forest sector issues. Its main objective was to assist countries 
in developing and implementing NFPs that e�ectively address local needs and national priorities and re�ect 
internationally agreed principles (country leadership, participation and integration of cross-sectoral issues).  The 
NFP Facility followed the same management structure as the FFF, in that it was hosted by FAO and governed by 
a Donor Support Group and a Steering Committee, which included representatives of bene�ciary countries, the 
World Bank, FAO, funding partners, research institutions, NGOs, foundations and the private sector. http://www.
fao.org/forestry/nfp-facility/en/ 

6	 Growing Forest partnerships (GFP): http://www.growingforestpartnerships.org/ 

7	 Forest Connect: http://www.iied.org/forest-connect 
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integrated policies. Lastly, FFF prioritizes the direct sharing of knowledge and learning through 
exchange visits and communications activities that help link FFPOs, government o�cials 
and other stakeholders through genuine participatory processes within countries, between 
countries at a regional level, and at the global level decision-making processes (Pillar III).

35	 The project is a unique partnership between FAO, IIED, IUCN and AgriCord. FAO hosts 
the core team and provides administrative support, technical knowledge and country 
contacts, linking to and supporting the policy making of partner country governments. 
IIED is active in the analytical work, especially through the FFF�s monitoring and learning 
system and the formulation of lessons learned. With its large global network and presence 
in FFF partner countries, IUCN supports regional and global activities. Also very important 
is the partnership with AgriCord which, in addition to being a donor, is a farm-based 
agri-agency umbrella organization. AgriCord has a long history of supporting producer 
organizations in agriculture that expressed interest in FFF, and has linked FFF with many 
farmers� organizations to provide special funds for small grants. 

36	 FFF is guided by a Steering Committee which has a balance of female and male members 
a�liated with forest producers; community forest and indigenous peoples� organizations; 
the international research community; international advocacy and policy non-governmental 
organizations (NGOs); business development service provider organizations; the private 
�nance sector; government; and international development agencies.

37	 At country level, the FFF adopts an internally driven approach of encouraging FFPOs to 
identify the priority entry points by which reforms in the governance of the forest and farm 
sector can be achieved. The thinking behind this is that the stronger and more united the 
local voices, the more likely they are to achieve positive change. This approach is considered 
as an essential complement to other approaches such as those associated with climate 
change and REDD+, Forest Law Enforcement Governance and Trade (FLEGT) initiatives, 
and the implementation of the international arrangement on forests and the Sustainable 
Development Goals. 

38	 Country level FFF activities are coordinated by a national FFF facilitator in each country, 
who receives guidance and coaching from the FFF management team. In some countries 
the national facilitator is an FAO country o�ce sta� member, whereas in other countries 
the facilitators are based in FFPOs or civil society organizations. 

4.2	 The theory of change

39	 FFF developed a generic ToC that links development results at FFPOs level (organizational 
capacity, access to technologies and access to markets) with voice and participation in 
policy processes at national and global levels, in order to achieve the intended impact. The 
strategies to achieve impact are arranged under three Pillars, four outcomes and seven 
outputs, as presented in Figure 1. 

40	 The FFF has sought to represent the dynamic linkages between each pillar through a generic 
theory of change, presented in Figure 2. The MTE found that on this basis the internal logic 
of the project is largely sound between the outputs and outcomes level. However, a close 
analysis shows that it does not express the conditions required to translate development 
results into impact. The ToC lacks important building blocks in terms of assumptions and 
impact drivers between the outcomes and impact level.8 

41	 Between the levels of outcomes and impacts, the project design should express the main 
changes expected to take place as �intermediate states (IS)�, as the stepping-stones to 
impacts in the respective pathways. It is therefore important to indicate explicitly in the 
ToC the assumptions required to transform outcomes into intermediate results, and from 
there to planned impacts. The MTE reconstructed the ToC based on the original in order 
to include the missing building blocks (Assumptions and Impact Drivers); this provides 
a framework that more clearly articulates the conditions that are required to reach the 

8	 Distinct from assumptions, impact drivers are factors that project/programme management can in�uence to a 
certain extent.
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expected impact. The reconstructed ToC does not modify the outputs, outcomes, impact 
and vision. Rather it places them together with Intermediate Results (the current Pillars), 
Assumptions and Impact Drivers into a graphic representation of the FFF.

42	 The FFF ToC building blocks are illustrated in Figure 3. The original ToC blocks are illustrated 
in green with connecting blue arrows, and are unchanged. Dashed arrows were added to 
show the connectedness based on the project implementation experience to date. Other 
colors indicate the blocks that are missing in the original ToC: blue for the Assumptions, 
and red for Impact Drivers.

43	 During the country visits, the MTE team discussed with National Facilitators and their key 
partners the conditions necessary to achieve impact. The information obtained was used 
to identify factors and conditions that in�uence (or may in�uence) progress to impact. 
The reconstructed ToC shows that to achieve FFF impact, the following three Intermediary 
States (IS) that correspond to the three Pillars must be achieved:

i)	 IS-1: FFPOs� capacity for doing business is enhanced and they engage in policy decisions;
ii)	 IS-2: Multi-sectoral stakeholders� policy platforms are catalyzed;
iii)	IS-3: Local voices are linked to global processes.

Figure 1: FFF results framework
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Figure 2: Original FFF Theory of Change 

44	 To achieve IS1, FFF enhances the FFPOs� capacity for doing business and engaging in 
policy decision processes. The MTE found that despite the considerable progress made in 
implementing related outputs at the FFPO level (as demonstrated later in this report), the 
real changes for sustainable results can take place if two important Assumptions are met:

i)	 Governments put in place conditions enabling FFPOs to engage in business and policy 
formation; 

ii)	 Partnerships with Financial Institutions (FIs) and Micro-Financial Institutions (MFIs) can 
be mobilized to address FFPOs� �nance issues. 

45	 To achieve IS-2, FFF intends to catalyze multi-sectoral policy platforms. However, this highly 
political objective can be reached only if, as above, the Assumption that �Governments 
put in place conditions enabling FFPOs to engage in business and policy formation� is met.

46	  To achieve IS-3, FFF intends to link local voices to global processes. This can be achieved 
if the Assumption that �avenues for exchange at regional and global levels are o�ered� is 
met. 

47	 The vision is stated as �Smallholders, communities and indigenous peoples� organizations 
have improved their livelihoods and decision-making over forest and farm landscapes�. 
This relates to 10 participating countries, which is an understatement because Pillar 3 of 
the project arguably leads to important regional and global impacts. FFF should integrate 
these impacts into the formulation of the vision. The MTE therefore added a plain blue 
arrow linking the Intermediary State �Local voices are linked to global processes� to the 
vision, while the arrow link to impact is dashed. 

48	 The impact is stated as �Smallholders, communities and indigenous peoples� groups have 
improved income and food security from sustainable forest and farm management�. 
This is also an understatement of the impact. Considering the importance that the vision 
attaches to livelihood improvement, the FFF should articulate the impact accordingly in 
order to cover the potential livelihood-related impacts and not a subset of those impacts 
(e.g. income and food security). Given the wide regional and country scope of project 
implementation, the livelihood-related impacts should be de�ned in terms of improved 
human, social, political, natural and physical capitals.
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5.	 Evaluation questions: Key �ndings

50	 This section presents the evaluation team�s �ndings which were based on a desk review 
of FFF documents, interviews with the FFF team, a country visit, interviews with target 
FFPOs at grassroots level, and key programme stakeholders in Gambia, Guatemala, Kenya, 
Myanmar and Vietnam.

5.1	 Evaluation question 1: How relevant is FFF�s primary focus and logic in 
terms of its stated mission, in relation to the target countries� contexts, to 
broader sustainable development initiatives, and to smallholder farmers� 
needs?

The FFF approach is highly aligned with the national policies of participating countries. Its model 
of directly supporting FFPO proposals �nancially and technically is highly relevant to the needs and 
priorities of target forest and farm smallholders, who view it as �lling the gaps in rural development 
cooperation that other actors do not usually address.

51	 The FFF approach is highly relevant to the national policies of participating countries, and 
it supports producer organizations for business and policy engagement to improve their 
livelihoods and decision-making over forest and farm landscapes, which is relevant to the 
national policies of all participating countries. In Guatemala for example, the Government 
welcomed FFF support for coordinating multi-stakeholder and cross-sector dialogue on 
forests-related agendas, and in the agendas of related sectors such as agriculture, economy, 
energy, food security, biodiversity and water.

52	 In Kenya, the MTE found the FFF relevant to Kenya�s Agricultural Sector Development Strategy 
2010-2020 (ASDS), which is aimed at reducing rural poverty through commercialization of 
the agricultural sector, and to the new constitution 2010 and vision 2030 which target the 
recovery of 10 percent of forest cover. In the context of changes in the governance and 
administrative structure brought about by Kenya�s new constitution, FFF contributes to 
the consolidation of agricultural and forestry services governance to the governments of 
Nakuru and Laikipia Counties. 

53	 In Gambia, FFF is in line with the Agricultural and Natural Resources Policy 2009-2015 (ANR), 
which was launched in 2012 and supports an integrated approach in managing landscape 
resources. FFF was well received, most notably for strengthening the experience gained 
through the NFP facility and in further supporting community forests.

54	 In Viet Nam, FFF is well aligned with government policies, strategies and legal frameworks 
regarding rural social and economic development. Of particular importance was the Prime 
Minister�s decision No 67-QD/TTg of 2012, enabling VNFU to implement directly and to 
collaborate with ministries to implement programmes and projects developing the rural 
economy, culture and society during the period 2011-2020.

55	 In Myanmar, FFF activities are aligned with the government�s Forestry Master Plan 
(2001) which has a target of transferring 2.27 million hectares to community ownership 
(community forestry) by 2030. Meanwhile, the revised community forestry instructions 
(CFI) explicitly encourage a market-led approach to community forestry, in line with FFF�s 
approach. 

56	 FFF is highly relevant to smallholders� development needs and �lls gaps that other 
development actors do not usually address. According to the FFPOs� representatives 
interviewed by the MTE team, by providing funding directly to FFPOs to support their 
projects, FFF �lls a gap in both donor assistance and government assistance. FFF narrows 
this gap by recognizing that FFPOs can elaborate and implement proposals based on the 
priorities of their members, and be the drivers of change for their own development if they 
receive the necessary support. 
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57	 Every FFPO representatives met by the MTE team agreed that FFF�s outcomes and impacts 
addressed their problems and needs. In Kenya for example, the FFF programme was 
structured around the needs of smallholder farmers to receive income from the country�s 
tree planting program. In Kenya and Gambia, many FFPO representatives told the MTE 
team that for the �rst time a development actor directly funded their projects agreed 
that trees should be considered as crops.

58	 In Viet Nam, FFF is very relevant to the needs of most smallholder upland and forest 
farmers, whose livelihoods depend on small farms in forest and farm landscapes. Their 
production in farming and forest plantations contributes signi�cantly to forestry sector 
growth and local and national economies. However, many farmer households in upland 
and mountain areas barely cover their food needs and su�er from poverty during 
unfavorable seasons. On the other hand, many smallholders can produce some forest 
and non-timber forest products (NTFPs), but they usually sell their products individually 
to middlemen and traders at unfavorable prices.

5.2	 Evaluation question 2: Consistency with FAO�s strategic objectives: 
How and to what extent does the project contribute to the broader FAO 
strategic objectives?

FFF is integrated with FAO�s Forestry Department and contributes signi�cantly to the Organization�s 
Strategic Objectives SO2 and SO3. FFF supported the poverty reduction objective by targeting poor 
smallholder farmers as well as: (i) implementing the integrated development approach aimed at 
managing sustainable forest and farm landscapes; (ii) empowering smallholders through training 
to engage in business, and to participate in policy formation processes and forest and farm-based 
value chains; (iii) streamlining gender equity into the Theory of Change (ToC).

59	 FFF is relevant to the needs de�ned by the Collaborative Partnership on Forests (CPF) and 
the Committee on Forestry (COFO) to strengthen national forest resource management 
in developing countries. FFF is consistent with the global goals of the CPF, for which 
FAO is the Chair. The FFF is integrated within the Forestry Department, which provides 
signi�cant in-kind support, and it collaborated with the Social Forestry Team, particularly 
with regard to World Forestry Congress. It has ties to the FLEGT and UNREDD programmes, 
the Forest Landscape Restoration Mechanism, the GEF, the Great Green Wall Initiative 
and the Voluntary Guidelines on the Governance of Tenure. The Inter-departmental 
committee on Indigenous Peoples, the Knowledge Platform on Family Farming and the 
Communications for Development team provide resources, expertise and coordination 
to FFF�s country programmes.

60	 The project is aligned to FAO�s Strategic Objective 2 (SO2), �Increase and improve the 
provision of goods and services from agriculture, forestry and �sheries in a sustainable 
manner�. FFF has played an important role in the evolution of a community of practice 
group within FAO on cross-sectoral policy processes, and its publications on this issue 
stimulated considerable internal interest. 

61	 FFF is particularly well aligned with FAO�s Strategic Objective 3 (SO3), �Reduce rural 
poverty�, to which it contributes signi�cantly. Under SO3, FAO recognizes that rural 
poverty is mostly concentrated among households of small-scale subsistence producers 
and family farmers. It further recognizes that women are often amongst the most 
marginalized, and therefore need to strengthen their right to the natural resources 
on which they depend. Though FFF started its activities slightly before FAO�s current 
strategic objectives were adopted, its design was based on the same analysis of the 
factors of rural poverty. Its focus target groups are also poor smallholder farmers whose 
livelihoods are tied to small forests and farm assets. FFF design also took into account the 
marginalization of women in smallholder communities, and the streamlining of gender 
equity into its ToC.

62	 Under SO3, FAO�s focus is on a holistic approach to rural development and poverty 
reduction. Likewise, FFF emphasizes integrated approaches in which forests and other 
farm components are considered functionally interdependent components of the 
same rural landscapes, which must be sustainably managed and used to improve the 
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livelihoods of their users. FFF also focuses on opportunities that strengthen linkages 
between forests, crops and animal production to improve sustainability. In this regard, 
members of FFF who supported FFPOs in Kenya told the MTE team that they consider 
trees on their farms as crops.

63	 More speci�cally, the FFF is aligned to FAO�s corporate Outcome 3.1: The rural poor 
have enhanced and equitable access to productive resources, services, organizations 
and markets, and can manage their resources more sustainably. The output under 
this outcome to which FFF is contributing most is Output 3.1.1: Support to strengthen 
rural organizations and institutions and facilitate empowerment of the rural poor. The 
FFF objectives under pillars 1 and 2 are closely in line with those of SO3. As such, FFF 
activities support the indicator for Output 3.1.1: Number of countries in which support 
was provided to create an enabling environment for rural organizations and institutions 
as well as the empowerment of the rural poor.

64	 Regarding the support to national and local stakeholders, SO3 advocates providing 
policy tools to identify the critical conditioning factors that would enable sustainable 
rural development and poverty reduction. FFF contributes to this strategy because in its 
country level implementation it utilizes approaches and tools that enable sustainable 
rural development. Examples include the trainings given to smallholder farmers on 
MA&D, and being empowered to engage in business and to participate in the policy 
formation process, as well as in forest and farm-based value chains.

65	 At the heart of FFF consistency with FAO�s SO3 are FFF�s Outcomes 1 and 2. Outcome 1 is 
instrumental in enabling poor rural smallholder farmers to engage in policy dialogue on 
forest and farm resource management and use-related issues. Outcome 2 is instrumental 
in enhancing the capacity of the same target groups to invest in forest and farm 
management to participate in value chains and integrate into the markets.

5.3	 Evaluation question 3: Was the project design appropriate for 
achieving the outcomes and the vision?

FFF design is appropriate for achieving its outcomes and vision. It addresses challenges faced by 
forest and farm smallholders, such as limited access to markets and participation in policy formation 
processes. The design adapts solutions for addressing these challenges, including training 
smallholders organized in FFPOs to link to markets and to participate in policy formation processes.

66	 The project�s design for achieving its outcomes and vision is appropriate. Forest and farm 
smallholders of developing countries face challenges that include limited organizational 
skills, as well as limited access to markets and market information, �nancial capital, 
smallholder-appropriate technologies, and participation in policy formation processes 
relating to forest and farm landscape management and use. Addressing these challenges 
is pertinent to FFF�s vision and outcomes. All key informants interviewed by the MTE team 
said that the FFF model is a practical and e�ective methodology for delivering support 
to FFPOs, as compared with traditional development projects. FFF facilitates access to 
smallholders through these organizations, including training and other services, enabling 
them to do business and link to markets, and to participate in policy formation processes. 

67	 With respect to the appropriateness of FFF�s design for achieving the vision and expected 
outcomes, the main strength of the model include a wide scope for addressing smallholder 
farmers� challenges, being demand-driven, and supporting with direct grants the 
proposals submitted by FFPOs for funding. While the ultimate goal is ensuring sustainable 
management and use of forest and farm landscapes, FFF�s niche is in strengthening 
FFPOs directly, complementing other approaches focusing on rights, legality, payments 
for environmental services including REDD+, and technical capacity for sustainable forest 
management.  It supports a range of advocacy and policy activities of FFPOs, including 
Indigenous peoples. Thus, FFF is relevant to the policies and strategies of participating 
countries, which in many cases support multi-stakeholder and multi-sectoral dialogue 
on forest-related agendas, FFPOs strengthening, sustainable management of forest and 
farm landscapes, and empowerment of FFPOs. 
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5.4	 Evaluation question 4: To what extent is the FFF on track to achieving 
outcomes across the three pillars, and what changes can be observed that 
are attributable to the FFF�s interventions and are directly linked to the FFF�s 
main objectives?

Through its training activities, FFF is helping FFPOs to engage in business, link to markets and 
participate in value chains. The MTE found that in most participating countries FFF was e�ective 
in supporting FFPOs� participation in policy dialogue with governments, and in supporting 
participating countries to include their issues in the political agenda. This resulted in strengthening 
the ownership of the FFF model at grassroots level.

71	 This section presents the MTE �ndings with respect to overall achievements per outcome 
for each pillar. Overall, the FFF management made a commendable e�ort to keep 
implementation on track. The MTE found substantive evidence that FFF is on track for 
most outcomes, particularly those of Pillar 1. Based on interviews with key informants and 
direct �eld observations regarding progress toward achieving the project Intermediary 
States, the MTE �ndings indicate that FFF has made the most progress in relation to the 
IS-1, �FFPOs capacity for doing business is enhanced and they engage in policy decision 
processes�. With regard to IS-2, �Multi-sectoral stakeholder policy platforms are catalyzed�, 
important achievements have been made in Gambia, Guatemala, Myanmar and Liberia, 
where governments have established cross-sectoral coordination mechanisms for policy 
formation. With regard to IS-3, �Local voices are linked to global processes�, there are 
important achievements in relation to processes at global level, such as participation 
of FFPOs delegations in XIV World Forestry Congress and UNFCCC COP21. At regional 
level, there is good progress in Asia and Mesoamerica, where FFF supported the Asian 
Farmers� Association for Sustainable Rural Development (AFA) and the Mesoamerican 
Alliance of People and Forests (AMPB) to FFPOs members at local level, to access relevant 
information about issues and challenges faced and possible solutions and actions to sub-
regional and regional levels.

72	 There are variations in performance between countries which are mainly due to the 
fact that, as mentioned earlier, respective programmes did not all start in the same 
year. Secondly, external events a�ected implementation in three of the ten countries. 
In Nepal, the April and May 2015 earthquakes which dramatically a�ected the country 
also a�ected FFF work. In Liberia, the Ebola crisis which a�ected the country in 2014-
2015 caused a long suspension of FFF activities. In Nicaragua the government issued new 
regulations requiring all external funding to go directly through government agencies 
and not to FFPOs. This resulted in a slowdown and complete redesign in the programme. 

73	 FFF�s three pillars and their respective outcomes are shown in Figure 1. The project has 
also formulated a diagrammatic theory of change illustrating the relationship between 
each of its three pillars (See Figure 2.)To assess the extent to which FFF is on track in 
achieving the planned outcomes and observable changes, the MTE analyzed how the 
project is performing to date in relation to the four outcomes.

5.4.1	 Pillar 1: �Strengthen smallholder, women, community and indigenous peoples� 
producer organizations for business/livelihoods and policy engagement� 

74	 Regarding Outcome 1, �Strengthened producer organizations engage in policy dialogue�, 
FFF is on track in supporting grassroots FFPOs and their apex structures to organize for 
policy dialogue and engagement. FFF is e�ective in supporting FFPOs to engage in policy 
dialogue. Table 2 summarizes progress made by FFF in the participating countries in 
in�uencing forest and farm-related policies. As described in the methodology section, 
the MTE distinguished four levels for assessing policy in�uence (adapted from Keck and 
Sikkink, 1998), as follows:10

10	 Margaret E. Keck and Kathryn Sikkink (1998). Activists beyond borders: Advocacy Networks in International 
Politics. Cornell University Press.
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123	 Five main factors have contributed to the e�ectiveness of FFF results. The MTE team found 
that the crucial factors in�uencing FFF e�ectiveness include: (i) the notable FAO, IUCN and 
IIED partnership; (ii) the exceptional dedication of the FFF team; (iii) the skills, dedication 
and experience of National Facilitators; (iv) the mobilizing and motivating implementation 
model; and (v) the enthusiastic FFPO response and full backing of counterparts in the 
countries� administrations. 

5.5	 Evaluation question 5: To what extent is the current operational 
modality contributing to the e�cient achievement of the program 
outcomes?

FFF�s operational modality is highly e�cient in terms of inputs relative to results, considering the 
relatively limited �nancial resources invested, duration of implementation to date, and the number 
of countries participating. There is good coordination among FAO, IIED and IUCN, and the M&L 
system has supported learning by providing information to the communication e�orts of the three 
partners.

124	 The MTE found that the FFF�s Steering Committee (PSC) has been very e�ective in 
providing guidance and advice to the FFF Team with regard to e�ective and e�cient 
oversight of the operations of the project at all levels of implementation. There is mutual 
esteem between the PSC and the FFF team. 

125	 The MTE also found that FFF�s project management structure is appropriate. The functions 
within FFF�s team provide the necessary expertise required to keep the project on track 
regarding the planned outputs and outcomes are concerned. Through interviews with 
partners and FFF team members, the MTE found them fully committed and enthusiastic; 
they value partnerships, and are convinced that FFF can make a change, and they are 
open to challenges. Their work is well appreciated by all the partners interviewed at 
FAO headquarters and at country level. Despite the challenging workload, the team has 
performed very well. However, the team�s e�ectiveness in implementing the specialized 
development approaches required by Outcome 2, such as value chain development, 
inclusive business models and rural �nance, can further be enhanced by widening 
FAO in-house collaboration with other services, such as the Agricultural Development 
Economics Division (ESA). Similarly, where capacity and expertise are available, the FFF 
could draw on the support of FAO country o�ces, particularly in countries where the FFF 
facilitator is not an FAO sta� member. 

126	 In many participating countries and their diverse governance contexts, FFF provides 
support to the action of FFPOs and their apex for voice and engagement in policy 
processes. The facilitators� dedication has made possible the impressive progress made 
to date. Many of them are real agents of change, who operate skillfully as interlocutors 
between state actors and the FFPOs. In Gambia for example, FFF facilitation provided the 
needed political leverage for FFPOs to obtain from the government a quicker devolution 
of forest resources to communities.16 In Viet Nam, the facilitation sought state support 
to FFPOs through mechanisms including Round Table and Focus Group discussions and 
annual multi-stakeholders meetings at provincial and district levels.

127	 The operational FFF modality is one of the factors contributing to its e�ciency. FFF can 
be regarded as � and commended for � being highly e�cient in terms of inputs relative 
to results, considering the relatively limited �nancial resources invested, duration of 
implementation so far, and the number of countries participating. However, in some 
instances FAO�s disbursements have been made with considerable delays, which may 
have an e�ect on activities carried out in particular seasons. In several cases, such delays 
have forced FFPOs to rush into the implementation of their activities with the risk that 
the correct timing for planting tree seedlings, for example, may have been missed (e.g. 
in Kenya). The rush is aggravated by the short duration of FFPOs� LoAs of only six months. 
Another consequence of the delay in the disbursements is that trainings are also shortened 
or rushed, leaving little time for coaching visits.

16	 Political leverage refers to the advantage an actor has over others, which enables him/her to achieve his/her objectives, 
among other actors who are politically pursuing their objectives at the same interface. See: Tembo, F. (2003) Participation, 
Negotiation and Poverty: Encountering the Power of Images. Aldershot and Burlington, VT: Ashgate Publishers.
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128	 In Myanmar, a delay between two implementing phases of the FFF meant that some 
community forest groups� activities were stalled for several months and even up to one 
year. For one group in particular, this resulted in a loss of tenure over land that had been 
targeted for community forestry development. 

129	 Despite these instances, the MTE team�s assessment is that the FFF operational modality is 
contributing to achieving its outcomes. The FFF governance structure and implementation 
procedures have aided in the achievement of outcomes to date. Its main delivery 
mechanisms � which include support missions, partnership agreements (through LoAs), 
small grants to FFPOs, exchange visits, communications and training �  are appreciated by 
partners at di�erent levels and target groups. 

130	 The FAO/IIED/IUCN partnership and AgriCord network are powerful factors of FFF 
e�ectiveness and e�ciency. The partnership is formalized by contractual arrangements 
that specify the activities and responsibilities of each institution. Coordination with IIED and 
IUCN is strong, especially at global and regional levels. Even at country level, coordination 
with IUCN is strong in some countries. For example, IUCN houses the National Facilitation in 
Nepal, and contributes to FFF�s activities of training and monitoring in Viet Nam.

131	 The M&L system has supported learning by providing information to the communication 
e�orts of the three partners. However, there is scope to improve feedback to stakeholders 
and the general public at country level and their subnational levels.

132	 The MTE noted that the M&LS corrected some of the design gaps in the log frame and ToC, 
and was e�ective in informing the FFF team and the Project Steering Committee regarding 
management decisions. In its design, it introduced an interesting item of �re�ective 
questions�, which helps to streamline learning. However, re�ective questions have been 
assigned only to process (i.e. output level), and not to outcome level, at which they would 
have an even stronger impact on development learning is concerned. Also regarding the 
M&L system, the indicators at outcome level are largely process indicators and not outcome 
indicators. Both aspects need to be addressed in the future in order to further enhance 
project e�ectiveness and e�ciency.

5.6	 Evaluation question 6: What is the likelihood that FFF will contribute to 
the expected impact?

Overall, there is a strong likelihood of achieving the impact of the project and contributing to its 
vision. Signi�cant progress has already been made across the main livelihood �building blocks�, 
including human capital, social capital, political capital, natural assets, physical assets and �nancial 
assets.

133	 There is a signi�cant likelihood of reaching the impact of the project and contributing to its 
vision. Full project impact is normally reached some time or many years after completion of 
its activities. At this stage, the MTE can only assess the likelihood for reaching that impact 
and for contributing to the vision, which is �Smallholders, communities and indigenous 
peoples organizations have improved their livelihoods and decision-making over forest 
and farm landscapes�.

134	 The likelihood of FFF�s rural poverty impact can be assessed by considering the extent 
to which FFF small grants, trainings, and other interventions are likely to contribute to 
improved livelihoods of target groups from forest and farm management. To this end, the 
main livelihood �building blocks� that are analyzed for likelihood of impact relate to human, 
social, and political capital, and to natural, �nancial and physical assets. By improving these 
building blocks, the FFF improves the long-term resilience of target smallholder farmers 
and communities. Field level observations by the MTE team revealed impressive progress 
made in these domains. 

135	 Human capital. The strongest FFF results related to human capital development, in which 
the skills of FFPOs members (organizational, managerial, technological, MA&D) were 
enhanced. The smallholders that the MTE team met in the visited countries were unanimous 
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5.7	 Evaluation question 7: Has FFF been successful in engaging other 
partners in FFF-supported processes?

Partnerships have featured prominently in FFF interventions at all levels of its interventions, and 
contributing signi�cantly to the operations at country and global levels.

142	 Partnerships have featured prominently in FFF interventions at all levels of its interventions. 
They are contributing strongly to the operations at country and global levels. Arguably the 
main strength of FFF is the strong tripartite partnership of FAO-IIED-IUCN. This partnership 
has enabled synergies of the three at international, regional and country levels, as well 
as avoided the duplication of e�ort. It has signi�cantly contributed to the e�cient use of 
resources in attaining results that could have otherwise cost several times more under 
more traditional project formulae.

143	 The FAO-IIED-IUCN collaboration and partnership with AgriCord have been instrumental 
in leveraging resources for FFF, for example through the linkages to regional activities of the 
Forest Connect programme and the locally controlled forestry work that IIED conducted 
in a number of countries. IUCN country o�ces are directly involved in implementation 
assistance in Nepal and Vietnam and have been very supportive in other countries. IIED 
developed the M&L system and is involved in overseeing its implementation, as well as 
the application of information learned through its use. It has played a key role in the 
communication activities and the synthesis of information. 

144	 At the country level, FFF has developed strong partnerships for implementation of certain 
interventions in Kenya and Viet Nam. In Kenya, FFF is working in partnership with KFS, 
FF-SPAK, and We E�ect to strengthen the capacity and organization of forest and farm 
producer organizations. In 2015, FFF collaborated with We E�ect for stakeholder capacity-
building assessment. In addition, We E�ect collaborates in administering small grant 
proposals together with FF-SPAK, KFS and county governments, and in strengthening the 
internal capacities of FFPOs. It should also be underlined that the partnership between FFF 
and We E�ect o�ers an opportunity for resource mobilization for funding similar programs 
in the country. In Kenya, this has led to the possibility of scaling up FFF activities to an 
additional ten counties with German funding, with about USD 12 million.

145	 In Myanmar, FFF is working with RECOFTC and the Social Forestry Team to engage the 
country�s government in developing and �nancing a comprehensive programme on 
community-based forestry.

146	 In Viet Nam, FFF collaborates with RECOFTC, which provides trainers and materials for 
MA&D training. It collaborates with UN-REDD in understanding UN-REDD�s activities and 
how to link them with the activities of FFPOs. The FFF has also partnered with We E�ect 
and the World Agroforestry Centre for learning from them about their experiences in 
developing entrepreneurial skills of producer organizations.

147	 In Myanmar, partnerships with local NGO networks are crucial to the implementation 
and success of FFF activities. The Myanmar FFF facilitator is the CEO of the Myanmar 
Environment Rehabilitation-Conservation Network (MERN) and many of the member 
NGOs of this network are implementing partners for FFF activities. 

148	 At regional and global levels, FFF has also started collaborating with the Mesoamerican 
Alliance of People and Forests (AMPB), the Asian Farmers� Association for Sustainable Rural 
Development (AFA) the International Family Forestry Alliance (IFFA), the International 
Alliance of Indigenous and Tribal Peoples of the Tropical Forest (IAITPTF), the Global 
Alliance of Community Forestry (GACF) for regional and international events, including the 
pre-congress of the World Forestry Congress (WFC).
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5.8	 Evaluation question 8: How sustainable is the FFF concept of investing 
in the organizational capacity of forest farm producer organizations � and 
how might this be enhanced?

The main factors of sustainability of the FFF concept include the high political and social ownership 
of the FFF model, and the social and economic incentives it o�ers to target FFPOs. Sustainability may 
be enhanced if target FFPOs contribute counterpart funding to the budget of their projects.

149	 Sustainability is de�ned as the likelihood of programme bene�ts being delivered for an 
extended period after its completion. The MTE found that the high political and social 
ownership of the FFF model is a powerful factor of sustainability. In many FFF countries, 
government agencies have integrated the FFF model in rural development discourse, 
particularly at sub-national levels, and are doing their best to ensure its success. The MTE 
also found that target FFPOs have been the main advocates of the model, and the steadily 
increasing social and economic bene�ts of their members contribute to the likelihood of 
sustainability of the FFF concept. 

150	 Another equally important factor is the success of the training activities targeting 
smallholders through their FFPOs. These activities are transforming farms into businesses 
and motivating them to move further in commercialization activities. 

151	 However, the MTE found that the provision of grants without a de�ned counterpart 
FFPO contribution may in certain situations generate an unintended dependency, albeit 
temporary. This may be the case in certain contexts for public procurement driven business 
model, if political economy factors change. Although small grant agreements and the larger 
LoAs have sections on cash or in-kind contributions by the service providers, sustainability 
may be enhanced if FFPOs in receipt of FFF grants contribute matching funds to their 
project budgets, either from their own resources, other partners, or from bank loans.

152	 The level of ownership at the country level varies from country to country. In Kenya, 
sustainability seems most likely, given that after one year of implementation there is already 
commitment by the government and other donors to scale up the FFF model. In Myanmar, 
however, where FFF activities commenced earlier, ownership of the FFF lies primarily with 
the implementing civil society organizations and a clear handover strategy is not yet in place 
(whereby the government would eventually take the lead in scaling up the FFF model). 
Such varying levels of ownership of the model across countries (and therefore the unequal 
likelihood of sustainability) call for di�erent timeframes for FFF activities in each country. 
This should be considered if a second phase of the FFF is to be enacted � particularly, when 
deciding on whether to continue FFF activities in existing focus countries.   
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6.	 Crosscutting issues

6.1	 Evaluation question 9: To what extent have gender and human 
rights been taken into account in the design of the FFF and during the 
implementation?

FFF�s design adequately streamlined gender equality and the rights of indigenous groups. Its 
implementation addresses gender equality and empowerment in FFPOs� governance and activities. 
In most countries, women are well represented in the membership and governance structures of 
targeted FFPOs. There is also an e�ort to mainstream gender issues in the design of proposals 
submitted by those organizations to FFF for funding.

153	 The main cross-cutting issues with respect to the analysis of the FFF design are Gender and 
the rights of indigenous people. The design mainstreamed gender and indigenous people 
in the expected impact, Pillar 1, and Outcome 4, but at its more strategic levels, gender 
focus is stronger at outputs level than at outcomes level. At outputs level gender is featured 
in Outputs 1.1, 1.2, 2.2, 2.3 and 4.1. There is no speci�c women�s empowerment relating 
outcome or output. 

154	 With regard to Indigenous groups, FFF supports the International Alliance of Indigenous 
and Tribal People of the Tropical Forest and the Mesoamerican Alliance of People and 
Forests. The Project also has an excellent collaboration with FAO�s Indigenous Peoples� 
Team. In particular, this collaboration has materialized on FFF�s interventions for the 
Mayangna community in Nicaragua. The MTE also noted that there are many contexts at 
grassroots level in which FFF�s interventions have addressed their needs. In Nicaragua for 
example, the Project provides support to 13 groups (9 Mayangna, 4 Mestiza). In Vietnam 
all the target FFPOs in Bac Kan Province belong to Indigenous groups. In Myanmar, FFF 
provides support to a Chin community group in Rakhine state.

155	 With regard to gender, FFF has supported e�orts in most countries to address gender 
equality and empowerment in FFPOs� governance and activities. In most countries 
visited by the MTE Team, gender equality awareness among women and men in target 
organizations has improved, and trainings supported by FFF have enhanced the capacity 
of female members of the FFPOs governance committees, and technology skills of female 
members of those organizations. Women are well represented in the membership and 
governance structures of targeted FFPOs, with some exceptions (e.g. Myanmar). There is 
also an e�ort to mainstream gender issues in the design of proposals submitted by those 
organizations to FFF for funding.

156	 The MTE noted FFF�s e�ort in supporting the development of women�s leadership skills. In 
countries visited, it is particularly noteworthy that female members of FFPOs governance 
committees mentioned the positive e�ects of the training they received in organizational 
and management aspects. A woman who is accountant of an FFPO in Bak Kan Province, 
Viet Nam told the MTE Mission that her increased knowledge from training in leadership 
organized by FFF has empowered her to more openly discuss in the Committee and make 
joint decisions with men. Such change in empowering women for leadership is arguably 
one of the most important contributions from FFF model. In most FFPOs visited in Gambia, 
the MTE mission found women are more enthusiastic in their organizations� activities 
than are men. In many countries visited, they are considered as more e�ective in treasury 
positions in the FFPOs governance Committees.

157	 With regard to support to development of leadership skills, it is worth noting that at a 
multi-country sub-regional level (Africa), FFF has signed an LoA with the African Women�s 
Network for Community Management of Forests (REFACOF) to implement the project 
�Promotion of women�s leadership and advocacy for the inclusion of gender and women�s 
interests in sustainable management policies and mechanisms of forests and farms in 
Cameroon, The Gambia, and Liberia�. The objective is to contribute to the promotion and 
better integration of the interests and needs of women in political and decision-making 
bodies related to the management of forests, farms and other activities.
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7.	 Conclusions and recommendations

7.1	 Conclusions

160	 Based on the �ndings of this MTE and on the main evaluation questions, the following key 
conclusions can be drawn. 

7.1.1	 Conclusion 1 (EQ1/2/3)

161	 FFF�s focus and logic are well aligned with participating countries� policy frameworks, 
and there is a high level of ownership of FFF�s model at all levels of government in each 
country. This model of providing direct support to FFPOs� proposals is highly relevant to 
the targeted forest and farm smallholders. The focus and logic are also in line with FAO�s 
strategic objectives SO2 and SO3. The project design is appropriate for achieving the FFF�s 
outcomes and vision; it addresses the challenges faced by forest and farm smallholders (e.g. 
limited access to markets and participation in policy formation processes) and addresses 
these challenges by training FFPO smallholders to i) link with markets, and ii) to participate 
in policy formation processes.

162	 The MTE found that FFF�s focus and logic are relevant to improving the livelihoods of 
smallholder farmers and their decision-making over forest and farm landscapes. The focus 
is highly relevant to the national development frameworks of participating countries, 
which promote agriculture sector development, as well as their natural resources policies. 
The project is highly relevant to smallholders� development needs and �lls gaps that 
other development actors usually do not address by providing funding directly to FFPOs 
to support their projects. In the FAO context and considering the needs de�ned by CPF 
and COFO, the activities aimed at strengthening national forest resource management in 
developing countries were found to be relevant. FFF is consistent with the global goals of 
the CPF, for which FAO is the chair. FFF is also well aligned with FAO�s Strategic Objective 3 
(SO3), �Reduce rural poverty�, to which it contributes signi�cantly.

7.1.2	 Conclusion 2 (EQ4)

163	 The project is on track to achieving the expected outcomes of Pillar 1. FFPOs in each country 
are making progress in including their issues on political agendas, and in promoting 
inclusive business models, participation in value chains and linkage to markets. Regarding 
Pillar 2, implementation progress varied among the countries due to the fact that Outcome 
3, being of a political nature, is not under FFF control. For Pillar 3, the project is on track at 
regional and global levels to link farmers� voices to global processes.

164	 The MTE found that the FFF implementation is on track in achieving its outcomes. The 
supported FFPOs are engaging through their apex organizations, and are able to include 
their issues on political agendas. FFPOs also made notable progress in strengthening their 
capacity to engage in business and to participate in forest and farm based value chains 
through inclusive business models. Although there were encouraging results in enhancing 
cross-sectoral cooperation, some countries have made more progress than others in 
establishing multi-sectoral and multi-stakeholder policy platforms. While FFF has made 
impressive achievements in a relatively short period, there is variance across countries. This 
is due largely to the di�erent starting dates as well as certain country-speci�c challenges. 
With regard to linking smallholders� voices to global processes, progress was made at 
regional and global levels; however the results were mixed at national level in relation to 
informing national policy agendas.

7.1.3	 Conclusion 3 (EQ4)

165	 FFF�s training activities aimed at improving target groups� basic business skills are helping 
to improve their participation in value chains and their linkage to markets. While those 
trainings are essential, they are not su�cient to develop value chains, which requires 
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174	 Gender and the rights of indigenous people are streamlined into the FFF design. At 
country level, FFF implementation addresses gender equality and empowerment in FFPOs� 
governance and activities. Trainings help to enhance the capacity of female members 
of FFPO governance committees, and the technology skills of female members of those 
organizations. Women are well represented in the membership and governance structures 
of targeted FFPOs. There is also an e�ort to mainstream gender issues in the design of 
proposals submitted by those organizations to FFF for funding. In many countries, 
empowering women for leadership is one of the most important contributions of the 
FFF model. However, the MTE found that there is scope for the FFF to aim speci�cally at 
developing women�s entrepreneurship in the on- and o�-farm forest and farm based value 
chains. Meanwhile, the FFF organizational modality and management structure is unique 
and innovative in that it directly involves representatives from indigenous communities on 
the project steering committee. As a result, the oversight and guidance of the steering 
committee has strengthened the relevance of FFF activities at country level. 

7.2	 Recommendations

175	 Based on the evidence and its analysis, the MTE makes the following recommendations:

Recommendation 1: To FAO and FFF donors on consolidating the results achieved during the 
remaining 1.5 years of the project

The results achieved during the remaining 1.5 years of the FFF should be consolidated in 
order to maintain and build upon the programme�s achievements, further improve progress 
and impact, and continue the political momentum achieved in participating countries to 
support the development priorities of forest and farm smallholders.

176	 The FFF model has proven its appropriateness and the project approach of providing direct 
support to FFPOs has produced excellent results. The implementation partnership of FAO, 
IIED and IUCN and the collaboration with AgriCord have supported the project�s successful 
implementation. During the remaining period of the project�s planned duration, the 
results achieved to date should be consolidated and e�orts should be to maintain FFPO�s 
engagement in business and policy processes; to support the continued generation and 
dissemination of knowledge; and to ensure the follow-up and implementation of the 
recommendations below.

Recommendation 2: To FAO and FFF donors on envisaging a second phase

A second phase of FFF should be considered in order to consolidate and expand its 
achievements, strengthen the capacity of participating countries to scale up results, and 
develop appropriate exit strategies.

177	 FAO, donors and FFF management should consider extending the activities into a second 
phase for the following �ve reasons: 

i)	 First, the target smallholder farmers have discovered their potential to be the agents 
of their own development. The progress they have made in such a short time is 
unprecedented in their contexts, and has greatly enhanced their ambition to engage in 
business and policy processes; in this regard their expectations from FFF are very high. 

ii)	 Second, there is a high level of ownership of the FFF model and its results in the 
participating countries. 

iii)	Third, while FFF progress is largely on track in most of the six pilot countries, the other 
four countries will have implemented their activities for only two or three years and 
would need more time to catch up. 

iv)	Fourth, the FFF team has increased its capacity and experience to manage the innovations 
implied in the FFF model. The team is well positioned within FAO and has worked with 
competence and dedication. These strengths are an important asset for increasing and 
scaling up the results in the target countries and in others which may wish to qualify and 
participate. 
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8.	 Lessons learned

182	 The MTE draws the following lessons learned from the �ndings and conclusions: 

183	 Lesson 1: FFPOs have the potential to become important business organizations and 
to in�uence rural development policy agendas. To do so, they require capacity building 
support in order to reach a minimum level of organizational and business skills, as well as 
political and rights awareness.

184	 Lesson 2: The ToC must adequately consider the key assumptions of an initiative�s 
implementation; otherwise those assumptions are likely to become risks. 

185	 Lesson 3: With regard to FFPO�s participation in value chains and linking to markets, peer 
to peer learning may o�er shortcuts for the transfer of technologies, improving progress 
toward downstream nodes of value chains, and enhancing performance and impact.
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