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SUMMARY TC "SUMMARY" \f C \l "1" 

The document consists of three major sections, which follow a brief introduction. The first seeks to present the rationale for the Extension of Phase I of the SPFS and to discuss the major challenges to be faced. These challenges are expected to arise from socio-economic, institutional and policy constraints that will emerge as the SPFS incorporates new sites, farmers, technologies and products. In particular, increased production can lead to lower farm-gate prices and give rise to marketing problems associated with transport, agro-processing, storage etc. Widespread application of new technologies can also lead to financing and input supply problems. Other major challenges are related to building sufficient capacity within support services and the farming community itself, to guarantee an effective application of the bottom-up, participatory processes that underpin the SPFS approach.


The second section focuses on the process for the formulation of a Project Document for the Extension of Phase I. The process includes development of best-practice modules and also highlights the need for a strategic vision based on the achievements and challenges arising from Phase I.


On the basis of the lessons of experience and the vision developed following the process outlined in the second section, the third section provides broad guidelines for the preparation of  the project document. While the broad guidelines follow the format for Trust Fund projects, they could be modified in line with specific bilateral and/or multilateral donors’ guidelines and requirements.
I.
 INTRODUCTION TC "I. INTRODUCTION" \f C \l "1" 

The main objective of the Special Programme for Food Security (SPFS) is to help Low-Income Food-Deficit Countries (LIFDCs) to improve national and household food security on an economically and environmentally sustainable basis while pursuing the goal of social equity – with a special regard for the livelihoods of women and poor rural households. It aims to achieve this mainly by promoting rapid increases in productivity by small farmers, by reducing year-to-year variations in output and by improving overall access to food. 


Formulated and implemented under national leadership, the Special Programme is intended to be an integral component of the national food security strategy adopted by many countries after the World Food Summit. While some activities are purely technical, others address such issues as group formation, marketing and agricultural support services – including savings and credit and the training of farmers and extension workers. The Programme is envisaged as progressing through two major phases (Phases I and II) and is conceived as a continuing learning process that evolves and is adjusted in response to experience acquired in the field. 


Phase I of the SPFS provides an opportunity for rural communities to demonstrate, refine and adapt promising technologies and approaches to increasing agricultural production, enhancing food security and raising incomes. A distinguishing feature of the approach is the emphasis on participatory constraints analysis and problem resolution. Initial planning is based on participative diagnostic studies which ensure that interventions are adapted and respond to local conditions, and that they address opportunities and problems identified by the main stakeholders – particularly those given priority by participating farmers, including women. 


This initial phase acknowledges the complexity of the constraints faced at farm and community level. Rather than simply demonstrating and testing technologies to increase yields, farmers are encouraged to examine their livelihood system as a whole in order to identify, adapt and demonstrate solutions to upstream (e.g. input supply) and downstream (e.g. storage, marketing, processing) constraints to food security. The Programme also supports the emergence of more robust production systems by encouraging participants to develop a broad menu of possible new approaches to improving farm output, income stability and system sustainability.


In order to ensure the necessary concentration of development resources and to demonstrate immediate successes, Phase I actions are  initially restricted to a limited number of farm households in locations that are considered to have a good potential for improvement. To increase the impact of the overall programme, however, and to provide a robust basis on which to define nation-wide strategies for improving food security, this initial pilot approach can be progressively extended to a much wider area. This scaling up is referred to as the Extension of Phase I. Most of the countries that have already introduced SPFS are currently extending, or considering extending, their Phase I activities by adding new sites and new components. Because it widens the range of experience related to constraints and opportunities, this intermediate stage in the evolution of the Programme is considered crucial for the successful introduction of what is termed Phase II of the Programme. It is important, therefore, to analyse this stage carefully and to provide guidance to participating countries in order to ensure its success. 


While Phase I focuses on food security and livelihood issues at the household and community level, demonstrating that it is feasible to bring about significant improvements under a range of agro-ecological conditions, Phase II is intended to tackle these issues at the national level. Its objective is to ensure the development of a macroeconomic, institutional and policy framework which is: (i) favourable to agricultural production, processing, marketing and access to food; (ii) supportive of increased private and public investments in agricultural activities and services; and (iii) conducive to increasing rural incomes. 


Phase II has three main components: 

· An agricultural sector policy reform element dealing with macro-level economic and institutional constraints;

· An investment programme for addressing physical and infrastructure constraints; and

· The preparation of bankable projects to expand projects initiated in Phase I.


, This paper presents the rationale for the extension of Phase I and discusses the new challenges that are expected to arise during its implementation. It also summarises the formulation process and provides a broad outline for the preparation of  the project document for the Extension of Phase I. 

II. EXTENSION OF PHASE I: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK TC "II - EXTENSION OF PHASE I: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK" \f C \l "1"  
2.1
The Rationale for Phase I Extension TC "2.1
The Rationale for  Phase I Extension" \f C \l "2" 

The Programme can usefully be extended to gain experience of  a wider range of agro-ecological and socio-economic conditions and thereby generate the evidence on which to base the design of the national level Phase II Programme. Such a progressive extension of the Phase I Programme facilitates the exploration of possible improvements to rural livelihood systems in areas with lower agricultural potential and less favourable market conditions - areas where crop intensification using purchased inputs may not be profitable. The Extension of Phase I also provides an opportunity to test the adequacy of support services on a broader scale and to take steps to increases institutional capacity to engage in a holistic, participatory approach to rural livelihood improvement. In addition, the  policy constraints experienced when scaling up - especially in the areas of marketing and rural finance - can begin to be addressed. The extension stage, therefore, generates the breadth of experience required as a foundation for the design of a nation-wide programme for improved food security and contributes to building an institutional capacity for its successful implementation.


The Extension of Phase I thus provides farmers in a wider range of administrative zones with an opportunity to test, refine and adapt promising techniques and approaches in the main interrelated and complementary components identified as SPFS entry points, i.e. water control, crop intensification, and diversification of rural livelihood systems. During the extension, the range of improvements supported may be broadened to respond to farmers' demands and suggestions arising from the process of participatory constraints analysis and planning initiated in the newly selected areas and continuing in the original ones. 


The Programme may be extended in two dimensions: 

· By extending the range of activities at the same location to include more components, where the programme started with partial implementation; and

· By increasing the number of sites, to gradually cover all the different agro-ecological and administrative zones of the country – including urban and peri-urban sites.

2.2
Major Challenges of Phase I Extension TC "2.2
Major Challenges of Phase I Extension" \f C \l "2" 
 
Extending the SPFS into different agro-ecological zones will usually involve major challenges. A majority of successful innovations that work well on a small-scale, encounter a progressively broadening range of socio-economic, institutional and policy constraints when they are scaled up. In particular, substantial increases in the production of strategic, staple agricultural products - following a successful implementation of appropriate technologies during the Extension of Phase I - could give rise to problems related to such issues as transport, agro-processing, storage and other aspects of marketing. Similarly, the widespread application of new technologies can lead to credit and input supply problems.


In addition, extending the programme to new areas will involve the challenge of developing improved farming systems in agro-ecological zones where conditions may be less favourable – whether in terms of physical potential, financial profitability or environmental sustainability. Phase I site selection criteria usually include: i) good potential for crop yield increases, ii) accessible markets for input supply and disposal of produce, iii) readily available support services, and iv) presence of ongoing agricultural development programmes in the area. These preconditions will be progressively more difficult to meet as more areas are included in the SPFS programme within a given country.


In the light of these challenges, it is evident that the success of the Extension to Phase I requires action – both in new project areas and existing ones – to evolve new technologies, farming systems and rural livelihoods. It also demands solution that address constraints related inter alia to:

· Agricultural marketing;

· Rural finance and credit;

· Support services skills; and

· Capacity building amongst farmers.


These actions – which will require strong government commitment at all levels - will continue to adhere to the underlying concepts of SPFS. These are consonant with the basic principles of the Sustainable Livelihoods Approach (people-centred, gender sensitive, holistic, dynamic, building on strengths, recognising the importance of macro-micro links and the need for sustainable approaches). As such, actions will aim to improve national and household food security on an economically and environmentally sustainable basis, through participatory means – particularly with regard to farmers and with due recognition to the role and importance of women in farming. They will also promote decentralised development, as well as supporting the evolution of the private sector and the key complementary functions of the public sector. The overall process will incorporate an essential element of participatory diagnosis, assessment of options and testing of solutions by following the "learning by doing" principles.

2.3
Agricultural Marketing TC "2.3
Agricultural Marketing" \f C \l "2" 

All decisions and transactions from the farm until the final sale to consumers can be considered part of a marketing system. The success of a Phase I Extension will depend upon effective local interventions at any stage of the marketing process where constraints are identified. The existence of a flexible funding mechanism (see 2.5.2) could do much to support these interventions. In this way, SPFS should serve as a laboratory for demonstrating ways to remove marketing constraints. The components of a marketing system usually include:

2.3.1
 Input supply TC "2.3.1
 Input supply" \f C \l "3" 

 Local-level actions concerning improved availability of inputs required by farmers will involve the evolution of effective modalities – ideally based in the private sector or through cooperative action amongst farmers – to access quality seed of suitable varieties, fertilisers and crop chemicals, animal feed and pharmaceuticals.

2.3.2
Output marketing TC "2.3.2
Output marketing" \f C \l "3"  


The marketability of incremental output will depend upon the suitability of marketing channels and the existence of infrastructure to handle the produce. In some cases, increased levels of output will lead to lower prices being received by farmers and this may require adjustments to husbandry norms and to the farming system. Other possible strategies include scheduling production to avoid gluts, storage of produce to await better seasonal prices, improved roads and rail facilities to reduce marketing costs, and the continued use of market information.

2.3.3
Post-harvest handling, transport, storage  and agro- processing TC "2.3.3
Post-harvest handling, transport, storage  and agro- processing" \f C \l "3" 

Improvements in handling and processing revolve around the sufficiency and appropriateness of post-harvest equipment (e.g. threshers, de-huskers/milling machines, packaging materials) to handle existing or new crops efficiently, as well as farmers’ access to appropriate storage, transport and agro-processing facilities.

2.3.4
Marketing support initiatives TC "2.3.4
Marketing support initiatives" \f C \l "3" 

Marketing support concerns the organisation of informal groups to facilitate input ordering and supply, crop scheduling and group marketing. Marketing extension advice is required for production scheduling, provision of market information and post-harvest handling practices.

2.4
The Evolving Role of Public and Private Sectors TC "2.4
The Evolving Role of Public and Private Sectors" \f C \l "2"  


Most governments have now recognised the importance of liberalising agricultural markets and are promoting market-oriented economic activities carried out by the private sector. The process is far from complete, yet the success of SPFS depends upon rapid transformation of the overall market structures. Governments' key role in the process is to be an informed partner in constructive dialogue with the private sector. In promoting private-sector marketing systems, governments initially need to examine existing policies, rules and regulations with a view to support and encourage successful private-sector operations. Existing laws are in need of alignment with market economy concepts in many countries. Legislation should provide for the removal of unnecessary controls, facilitate contracts, permit trade associations and protect market participants against unfair competition, collusion, discrimination and harassment, as well as corrupt officialdom. 


Once actions have been initiated to address these issues, attention should be turned to specific government actions to facilitate private-sector marketing. It is important that SPFS should begin to facilitate these reforms at the earliest possible stage of programme development. Such actions can include: 

· Identification of constraints to promote marketing sector development and the formulation of policies, strategies and programmes to alleviate or resolve these;

· Support to the development of marketing infrastructure (wholesale and retail markets, storage);

· Support to the private sector in facilitating access to finance for marketing (inputs and crops); 

· The development of an appropriate legal environment, including the setting of standards,conducive to private-sector marketing;

· Ensuring that private-sector marketing is not disrupted by, e.g., the injudicious use of food aid or untimely release of food security reserves;

· The provision of support services such as market information and marketing extension; and 

· Recognition and promotion of trade associations and development of dialogue with such associations.


Governments will have to continue to provide much of the infrastructure required for efficient marketing. Rarely, for example, will private provision of roads be possible. In some other areas, however, liberalisation of marketing can logically be accompanied by liberalisation of infrastructure provision. An obvious area is storage, where governments should consider selling off or leasing redundant state-agency warehouses. Active participation by the private sector in planning, financing and managing infrastructure should be encouraged. Infrastructure relevant to the marketing system includes, inter alia, the following: 

· Transport facilities (roads, railways, ports); 

· Communication facilities (mail, phone, fax, telex); 

· Public utility supply (water, electricity);

· Fiscal and trade administration (customs, market authorities, licensing departments, etc.); 

· Information and extension services; and

· Public storage, market and abattoir facilities.

2.5
Rural Finance and Credit TC "2.5
Rural Finance and Credit" \f C \l "2" 
2.5.1
Production credit TC "2.5.1
Production credit" \f C \l "3" 

 Although incremental inputs related to improvements in the farming system are not provided free of charge by SPFS, farmers may be assisted to obtain required inputs for demonstrations in the initial stages of Phase I. It is expected, however, that any subsidies will be rapidly phased-out. This poses the question of how participating farmers can continue to obtain inputs in a timely fashion and how they can finance their purchases.


A recent FAO study found that, in most of Africa's crop-exporting countries, the abolition of the state-administered input supply system – combined with significantly higher prices due to currency devaluation and the elimination of input subsidies – has led to a reduction in input use. Even where participating farmers are convinced of the productivity and profitability of a particular technology, a majority do not have sufficient resources to fund the necessary inputs. Although some private companies have tried supplying inputs on credit, this system carries a particular risk. While state monopolies were reasonably sure of buying farmers' crops, private traders have no such guarantee. As a result many traders are reluctant to provide farmers with production inputs.


It is, therefore,  imperative that SPFS assists participating farmers in countries where the private sector is reluctant to enter the input supply business, by developing productive, reciprocal arrangements between traders and farmers. Reciprocal arrangements would take the form of "interlocking transactions", in which seasonal inputs are provided on credit using the borrower's expected harvest as a substitute for collateral to guarantee loan repayment. Promising results have already been achieved with some outgrower schemes. In these cases, those supplying inputs and mechanisation services to farmers usually operate central processing facilities such as cotton gins or horticultural export industries. 

Group action allied to formal relationships with input suppliers can help to ensure the supply of inputs and in obtaining them on more favourable terms. However, savings and credit facilities may also need to be organised at the village level in order to enable farmers to finance the purchase of inputs and other priority expenditures.

2.5.2
Create a funding mechanism TC "2.5.2
Create a funding mechanism" \f C \l "3"  


Programme replicability could be improved by the creation of a flexible funding mechanism (Food Security Fund), with appropriate cost-recovery mechanisms. The fund would provide resources for such activities as: 

· Site-specific investments, especially on-farm investments related to testing of innovations, identified through participatory planning and dialogue between stakeholders (farmers, local and national institutions, donors); 

· Interventions to address constraints, especially of an infrastructure and institutional nature, mainly at district and regional levels; and

· Ensuring political commitment from government and stakeholders at national and local levels to create the conditions for large-scale replication of development approaches that have proved successful, in particular to trigger institutional and policy changes that address constraints to the wider replication of successful innovations.

2.6
Institutional Capacity Building TC "2.6
Institutional Capacity Building" \f C \l "2" 

Within a range of support services (research, extension, marketing and credit) there is a need to strengthen and decentralise institutional capacity to respond to people’s needs and to assist in planning and operating an extended programme in a way which secures farmers' participation, facilitates their acquisition of relevant knowledge and skills, and encourages creativity. While capacity creation commences in Phase I, the SPFS should further develop training and advisory resources to undertake a successful extension phase.


To this end, institutions providing support services will be strengthened – particularly through staff training – to raise their capacity to: 

· Empower communities to explore practical approaches for improving their livelihood;

· Jointly formulate small-scale projects;

· Carry-out performance monitoring, evaluation and reporting; and 

· Provide technical assistance during implementation. 


Training in participatory constraint analysis and planning, the techniques of farm management economics, the acquisition of commercial skills, and expertise in group formation and support, is particularly important in this respect. 

2.7
Capacity Building at Community Level
 TC "2.7
Capacity Building at Community Level" \f C \l "2" 

One of the distinguishing features of the SPFS is that it aims to link practical field-testing and demonstration work with changes in the institutional and policy environment needed to address constraints experienced at the local level. For this reason, institutional arrangements need to be made at the local level to ensure a high degree of farmer participation. However, this may not be enough to maintain initial levels of enthusiasm as the social stimulus of the new intervention wears off and the high concentration of support – material and advisory – mobilised to launch the SPFS is reduced to sustainable levels. This challenge can only be counteracted if:

· Farmers perceive that their ideas and opinions are being clearly heard and adequately responded to by programme support staff;

· Net family incomes and household food security continue to improve as a result of the application of new ideas and technology; and

· Farmers acquire the capacity to organise themselves and become more self-reliant in terms of technology development, improvement of farming systems and commercial aspects of farming (e.g. input supply, marketing and processing).


The most effective means of sustaining active community co-operation and support is to ensure continuous participation in needs assessment and priority setting, in the testing of practical solutions and in the planning of follow-up actions. In Phase I, initial planning based on participatory diagnostic studies helps to guarantee that interventions respond to rural people’s needs – in particular to the needs of women who play a dominant role in food production and in the management of household food security. Initial participation can be sustained by ongoing monitoring, evaluation and re-planning procedures that are repeated at regular intervals. This will also increase the probability that net family incomes and household food security continue to improve. 


Participatory activities need to be supported by suitable training activities. Commercial and managerial skills merit a high priority in order that farmers, and groups of farmers, can improve their ability to mobilise local resources (e.g. savings groups), gain better access to credit and engage more effectively in input supply and other marketing activities. Suitable training and improved levels of literacy can lead to greater self-reliance and to farming communities capable of negotiating more effectively with private sector traders and service providers. 

III.
THE PROCESS TC "III.
THE PROCESS" \f C \l "1" 

The following are the main steps suggested for the formulation of the project document for the Extension of Phase I.

3.1
Review of Phase I: Achievements and Challenges TC "3.1
Review of Phase I: Achievements and Challenges" \f C \l "2" 
· Take stock of the achievements of Phase I to identify successful innovations in terms of: increase in yields and productivity; increase in adoption rates of improved technologies; increase in incomes; and improvement in livelihoods – in particular enhanced and more inclusive access to adequate food; 

· Examine the results of other programmes with similar goals and explore how this experience can be built upon in defining the scope of Phase I Extension;

· Review the constraints and challenges which need to be addressed for the successful extension of the Programme (e.g. credit, marketing, local infrastructure); and 

· Assess institutional capacities to respond to farmers’ needs on a larger scale and to plan and operate the extended Programme. 

3.2
Develop a Strategic Vision for the Extension of Phase I TC "3.2
Develop a Strategic Vision for the Extension of Phase I" \f C \l "2" 
· Define food security priorities for each agro-ecological zone, in line with the National Programme Document; 

· Assess the scope for replicability of successful innovations in each agro-ecological zone in terms of the likely profitability of new production techniques and the likelihood of favourable input supply and marketing conditions (output marketing, post-harvest handling, storage and agro-processing, and marketing support initiatives);  

· Define priority criteria for the extension of SPFS activities to progressively cover most rural and peri-urban zones as resources are made available. Examples of such criteria include existence of well-organised and strongly motivated farmers' groups, low levels of food security and profitable opportunities for improving production and livelihoods; and

· Setting targets for the extension of the Programme, in terms of the number of farmers and communities expected to participate during each year covered by the plan 

3.3
Prepare Best-Practice Reference Modules
 TC "3.3
Prepare Best-Practice Reference Modules" \f C \l "2"  

· Prepare an initial set of ‘best practice’ modules based on innovations – either proven under field conditions in Phase I or successfully applied under similar conditions elsewhere; and

· Prepare best-practice modules to address perceived higher level constraints to food security (e.g. credit, storage and marketing, infrastructure, agro-processing). 

3.4
Strengthen Institutional Capacity TC "3.4
Strengthen Institutional Capacity" \f C \l "2" 
· Review institutional arrangements at national level for the extension of the Programme, based on Phase I arrangements described in the National Programme Document; 

· Identify the most appropriate decentralised partner institutions to assess and respond to rural people’s needs, plan and operate the Programme, i.e.: 

· provide support to communities to identify opportunities, needs and constraints; 

· assist communities in formulating small-scale projects with reference, to the extent that these are appropriate, to best- practice modules (see section 3.3); 

· approve release of funds on the basis of pre-defined criteria and procedures; and 

· provide technical assistance during implementation. 

· Assess support needed by communities to fully participate in diagnosis and testing of practical solutions: possible tools/approaches for site-specific participatory opportunities and problems diagnosis, planning and implementation include Farmers' Field Schools (FFS), the techniques associated with the Farming Systems Approach to Development (FSD) and the Sustainable Livelihoods Approach (SLA)
; 

· Assess operational capacity of decentralised partner institution(s) regarding adoption of participatory approach, project formulation, technical skills, financial management; and 

· Define training needs of decentralised partner institution(s) and prepare a Training of Trainers programme. 

3.5
Establish Criteria and Procedures for the Use of a Food Security Fund TC "3.5
Establish Criteria and Procedures for the Use of a Food Security Fund" \f C \l "2" 
· Identify criteria for the use of a Food Security Fund from which community level projects would be locally formulated and financed e.g. requested financial or in-kind contribution from beneficiaries, sustainability, focus on women's groups, respect of development priorities in each agro-ecological zone; and 

· Propose procedures to release funds (who, how, when, where).
 

3.6
Develop a Medium-Term Financial Plan TC "3.6
Develop a Medium-Term Financial Plan" \f C \l "2" 
· Define Medium-Term Plan based on assessment of demand and institutional capacity; 

· Define expected contributions from Government, beneficiaries (including in-kind contributions), bilateral and multilateral donors, financial institutions, etc.; and 

· Propose timing for implementation. 

3.7
Formulate the Project Document TC "3.7
Formulate the Project Document" \f C \l "2"  

· Integrating the analyses suggested in this section and utilizing the broad guidelines presented in the section to follow, formulate a project document for the Extension of Phase I.
  IV.    BROAD GUIDELINES FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE PROJECT DOCUMENT TC "IV.    BROAD GUIDELINES FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE PROJECT DOCUMENT" \f C \l "1" 

The following discussion provides broad guidelines for the formulation of the project document for the Extension of Phase I. These guidelines are based upon the format for Project Formulation for Trust Fund Projects, and draw upon the experience of Senegal and other pioneering countries currently launching SPFS/Phase I Extension
. The SPFS objectives, strategy, priorities, institutional setting and main activities, for each of the four components initially identified as entry points are provided in various guidelines for Phase I. These should be also referred to when formulating a project document for Phase I Extension.

4.1
General Background TC "4.1
General Background" \f C \l "2" 

This section provides a general background and would include, inter alia, the following elements (with reference to the National Programme Document):

· Food security situation in the country and (past and projected) trends in terms of: food production, productivity and trade; stability of food supply; and access to food at national and household/individual levels (including nutritional indicators); specific reference should be made to highly food insecure areas (e.g. poverty-stricken areas, drought-prone areas, areas where refugees are concentrated, etc.); 

· Development constraints and opportunities (including technical, policy, socio-economic and environmental aspects) for improving food security, referring in particular to the rural sector; 

· National plans and strategies which are relevant for improving people’s livelihoods, in particular their food security, with reference to safety nets and other measures aimed at reducing food insecurity; 

· Overview of community, governmental and non-governmental institutions involved in rural development; 

· Recently completed and on-going programmes/projects which are directly relevant to SPFS development objective; and

· A brief description of SPFS Phase I activities to date in the country including the following elements: 

· Implementation period(s); 

· Location of activities in the country; 

· Beneficiaries and how they have benefited to date;

· Institutional arrangements for SPFS operation, including programmes/projects with which SPFS is collaborating and developing synergies. 

4.2
Rationale and Design Considerations TC "4.2
Rationale and Design Considerations" \f C \l "2" 

This section focuses on the analysis of the specific problems to be addressed by the project for the Extension of Phase I. The following elements are likely to be common but will need to be tailored to the particular situation of the country:

· Significance of the SPFS development objective (i.e. improving food security on an economically and environmentally sustainable basis) for Government (with reference to priorities indicated in national plans and strategies); 

· Review of Phase I achievements in identifying and demonstrating cost-effective, profitable and replicable innovations in terms of: increased yields and productivity; adoption rates of improved technologies; increases in incomes; and improvement in livelihoods – in particular in terms of access to food; 

· Food security priorities for major agro-ecological areas based on opportunities for agricultural growth and priorities for rural development (in line with the National Programme Document); 

· Constraints and challenges which need to be addressed for the successful Extension of Phase I activities (e.g. marketing and storage, access to inputs, infrastructure, rural finance, land tenure and the knowledge and skills of support services); 

· Strengths and weaknesses of the institutions involved in SPFS operation; and 

· Potential for extending the programme both in terms of thematic breadth and geographical coverage: the scale and phasing of the Extension will be determined mainly by: 

· Phase I achievements in identifying successful innovations which can be replicated, taking into account specific constraints and food security priorities in each major agro-ecological area; 

· Government commitment to SPFS;

· Communities' interest in participating in SPFS; and

· Rate at which institutional capacities for programme implementation can be improved. 

4.3
Development Objective TC "4.3
Development Objective" \f C \l "2" 

This section should concisely explain how the Extension of Phase I is expected to contribute to the realisation of improved food security goals. The development objective of the Extension of Phase I should be adapted to country circumstances. It will usually involve improving national and household/individual food security (with possible reference to poverty alleviation and sustainable livelihood) on an economically and environmentally sustainable basis. This objective will be achieved by rapidly increasing productivity in food production and other rural activities, reducing year-to-year variability and ensuring access to food for everybody.

4.4
Immediate Objectives, Outputs and Activities TC "4.4
Immediate Objectives, Outputs and Activities" \f C \l "2" 

This section should define clearly what specific aims the project should have achieved by its terminal date as a direct consequence of the production of outputs and their use by the beneficiaries. Project outputs and activities should be presented under each immediate objective. The statement of outputs should permit the identification and verification of their realisation in terms of quantity, quality, time and place
.


Objectives, outputs and activities will vary from country to country and special care should be taken to ensure that they respond to specific requirements. Immediate objectives are likely to focus on:

· Developing communities' self-reliance for improving their food security; 

· Strengthening institutional capacity at all levels (community, local and national levels) to respond to communities' needs, plan and operate Extension of Phase I; and 

· Implementing small-scale food security projects at community level. 

4.5
Inputs TC "4.5
Inputs" \f C \l "2" 

This section covers the essential inputs to be provided by Government, donor(s) and communities for the implementation of the Extension of Phase I. It should specify the profile of staff and consultants (specialisation and duration), equipment (specification and quantities), etc. National and local units will usually be headed by a co-ordinator and supported by technical and administrative staff. External support can be provided through international experts (FAO staff, including Associate Professional Officers (APOs)), for backstopping, international consultants, TCDC/TCCT experts, South-South Co-operative programme) or national consultants. The most appropriate type of expertise should be identified. It will depend on specific requirements (specialisation, duration) and the expertise available locally.


Investment and operational costs will vary from country to country. They will typically include the following items:

· Investment costs: Civil works, office equipment, vehicles, surveys and studies, Food Security Fund and technical assistance (including South-South Cooperation); and

· Recurrent costs: Personnel, office expenses, O&M for vehicles and training. 


The Food Security Fund will provide resources as grants, as described below.

4.6
Description of the Participatory Approach TC "4.6
Description of the Participatory Approach" \f C \l "2"  


As emphasised above, the SPFS’s approach adopted is based on participatory diagnosis, planning and implementation of small-scale interventions at community level. To this end, three core elements in the project document for the Extension of Phase I are proposed as follows:

· An institutional capacity to engage with rural communities in participatory diagnosis, project planning and implementation; 

· A monitoring and evaluation system a) at community level (participatory monitoring and evaluation), b) at the level of the decentralised planning and implementing institution(s) (management information system) and c) at national level for Government, donors and FAO; and

· A locally-managed fund to finance small-scale projects proposed by communities to remove infrastructure and institutional bottlenecks (with rules, criteria and procedures in line with Government and SPFS objectives). 

Each of these three elements is discussed in more detail below (see also Section 2.2):

4.6.1
Institutional  capacity building TC "4.6.1
Institutional capacity building" \f C \l "3"  


 The Extension of Phase I to a large number of sites requires the creation or reinforcement of an institutional mechanism for the participatory identification and planning of site-specific interventions to become an intrinsic part of the programme activities. The extent to which institutional capacity already exists for working in a participative manner with farming communities, whether within the public sector or civil society, has a major bearing on possible programme scope and scale. In many cases, the programme will have to provide for reinforcement of institutional capacities, especially through on-the-job training of facilitators
. 


The effectiveness of institutions engaged in providing planning and implementation assistance will be enhanced by developing and providing access to best-practice reference modules. These document successful innovations and approaches for each of the initial four entry points and new ones identified in response to needs (e.g. urban and peri-urban agriculture) and address institutional and infrastructure constraints. These modules will facilitate planning for the replication of on-farm innovations on new sites (only requiring some adaptations to local circumstances) and the removal of constraints. The modules will be prepared and updated on a continuing basis, with the range of innovations covered expanding as SPFS experience grows within the country: they may be supplemented through sharing of experience between countries.

4.6.2
Monitoring and evaluation TC "4.6.2
Monitoring and evaluation" \f C \l "3"  


 In general, monitoring will focus on the achievements of the immediate objectives related to: development of communities' self-reliance, institutional capacity building, and implementation of small scale projects at community level. At the community level, participatory monitoring will include quantitative (e.g. increase in productivity, net family income, percentage of farmers who have adopted identified innovations, etc.) as well as qualitative indicators (e.g. motivation, increased skills). At the local level, monitoring and evaluation will focus on indicators reflecting management achievements in relation to workplans. At central level, FAO will report on the extension of the programme to the donor(s) and Government following agreed formats and regular reporting periods.

4.6.3
Locally managed fund TC "4.6.3
Locally managed fund" \f C \l "3"  


 A Food Security Fund will provide finance for implementing jointly planned activities including:

· Grants for participating communities to enable them to identify and undertake demonstration activities: this could include funding to enable them to retain the services of facilitators and specialised trainers, to visit other sites with relevant experience and to acquire teaching and demonstration materials; 

· Non-recoverable funds for removing infrastructure and institutional constraints identified through constraints analysis and resolution; wherever possible, disbursements would be in the form of matching grants, related to labour and materials contributions by the communities. 

4.7
Risks TC "4.7
Risks" \f C \l "2" 

This section provides an assessment of risks that may arise and affect implementation.

Risks will vary from country to country. Examples of risks, which may cause delay in implementation or failure, are:

· Lack of Government commitment to the approach followed; 

· Weak decentralised institutions unable to develop a effective bottom-up, participatory approaches; 

· Untimely delivery of inputs; 

· Unfavourable market conditions for sale of produce; and 

· Adverse climatic conditions or pest attacks. 

4.8
Benefits TC "4.8
Benefits" \f C \l "2" 

This section will provide all elements to assess the impact of the Extension of Phase I on the direct and target beneficiaries from a social, economic, environmental and food security perspectives.


Benefits will be analysed:

· at the community level: assessment of improvements in rural livelihoods and food security from all perspectives, including assessment of benefits from technical innovations, (qualitative) improvements in organisation, motivation and self-reliance, job creation, specific benefits for most vulnerable people including landless, food insecure rural households, women, etc.; and 

· for government and non-government institutions: development of effective technical and other skills to respond to farmers' needs and replicate the successful innovations on a large scale. 

4.9
Medium-term Financial Plan TC "4.9
Medium-term Financial Plan" \f C \l "2" 

The financial plan should provide all the elements on:

· The scale, phasing and costs of the Extension; and 

· Expected contributions from Government, beneficiaries, bilateral and multilateral donors and financial institutions.

4.10
Organisation and Management TC "4.10
Organisation and Management" \f C \l "2" 

This section should provide all elements for a thorough understanding of the organisation and management of Extension of Phase I. The Extension of Phase I will be executed by the Government with technical support from FAO and implemented by decentralised institutions, including farmers’organizations and NGOs. The institutional arrangements will vary to a large extent from country to country, although there will probably be similarities with the following institutional framework, in line with SPFS recommended institutional arrangements for SPFS implementation (under National Programme Document).


At national level, the Extension of Phase I is usually managed by a National Co-ordinating Unit (NCU) often located in the Ministry of Agriculture and headed by a National Programme Co-ordinator (NPC). Its role is to facilitate the implementation of the programme, co-ordinating the delivery of external inputs and technical assistance, consolidating plans received from local units and meeting monitoring and reporting obligations to the Government, donor(s) and FAO. The NPC receives policy and technical guidance from a National Steering Committee (NSC) and a National Technical Committee (NTC).


At decentralised level, the Extension of Phase I is usually managed by Local Co-ordinating Units (LCUs), ideally set up by a farmers' organisation or an NGO, but more often run by local government institutions (Ministry of Agriculture) due to the lack of sufficiently strong and organised farmers' organisation or NGO. LCUs are headed by Local Programme Co-ordinators (LPCs) who report to the NPC and receive technical guidance from Local Technical Committees (LTCs) which could be responsible for: approving the projects presented by the communities and disbursements from the Food Security Fund; and approving requests from communities for sub-contracting NGOs, private companies, extension services, etc. to provide training and technical support services. Technical assistance to NCUs and LCUs may be provided by international and national technical assistance, as needed.


At community level, small-scale projects would usually be prepared by farmers' groups, possibly operating as Farmers' Field Schools, with support from sub-contracted government, private and/or non-governmental organisations. Community Project Committees may be established for screening projects and reflecting community priorities before seeking approval from LTCs.


The Extension of Phase I can benefit from the technical assistance of qualified experts and technicians through the South-South Co-operative Programme. They will usually provide direct support to LCUs and communities, bringing in practical new approaches to addressing problems faced by rural people.

V.
SOME CONCLUDING REMARKS TC "V.
SOME CONCLUDING REMARKS" \f C \l "1" 

The formulation process and the broad guidelines for the preparation for the project document for the Phase I Extension presented in the paper, are meant to be indicative and not a blueprint. Detailed site specific planning runs the danger of restricting rather than stimulating innovation. The balance that has been sought is between adequate guidance leading to standardised formats while still allowing those preparing the project document to reflect the ideas and priorities of the stakeholders involved. The progression from Phase I to Extension of Phase I and ultimately Phase II is, indeed, a process not a series of events. Farmers’ ownership and active participation in this process cannot be overemphasised.



VI.
ANNEXES TO THE PROJECT DOCUMENT TC "VI.
ANNEXES TO THE PROJECT DOCUMENT" \f C \l "1" 



The following Annexes would be prepared by the project formulator, and included in the project document:

Annex I:
Workplan

Annex II:
Training Programme

Annex III:
Equipment and Supplies

Annex IV:
Terms of Reference and Job Descriptions

Annex V:
Logical Framework Matrix

Annex VI:
Best Practice Modules

Annex VII:
Medium-Term Financial Plan 
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� This would be a continuing exercise that would be enriched through the practical experience gained by the SPFS national and international staff during its implementation.


� For more details see the paper entitled “Participatory and Sustainable Livelihoods Approaches in Support of the SPFS: Concept Note” also presented at the 5th Meeting of the SPFS Oversight Panel, September 2000, FAO, Rome.


� See “SPFS Guidelines for Community Funds and Investment in Food Production”, DOC-27.1.


� The format to be followed in presenting proposals for Phse I extension will have to be selected on a case-by-case basis to respond to the needs of the potential financing agencies.


�For more details, see FAO Field Programme Circular No. 6/90 “Guidelines for Project Formulation for Trust Fund Projects”.


� Considerable experience has been acquired by FAO, governments and NGOs, both within and outside the SPFS, in  working with farmers’ groups through Farmers’ Field Schools (FFS), in which farmers  jointly diagnose problems, arrive at possible solutions and commit themselves to take action, with extension staff playing the role of facilitator. The FFS approach, which encourages creativity, experimentation and self-reliance, fits well with SPFS concepts. There is an increasing body of training materials now available which can be drawn on in designing curricula for training-of-trainers.  


� See National Programme Document for details on the mandate of these committees, their recommended composition and the terms of reference of NCU and LCUs.
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