























poor and improves tenure conditions. Land ownership and tenure policies must
promote efficient markets by facilitating transactions (e.g. selling, renting, mortgaging
and leasing land) and by establishing mechanisms for resolving land disputes.

Addressing lack of access to inputs

Small-scale farmers often lack access to production inputs such as appropriate
fertilizers, seeds, water, machinery, land and credit. The following actions may address
these problems:

* Increase the use of fertilizers: In many areas of sub-Saharan Africa, relatively quick
increases in agricultural production can be achieved by increasing the use of fertilizer,
especially if fertilizer is used with high-yield varieties of seed and water. The
challenge is to deliver fertilizers at prices that make it worthwhile for the farmers to
use them and in a timely manner that is in step with the cycle of maize production,
since maize is the principal crop for which fertilizer is used. This is a complex task,
requiring efficient synchronization of imports, storage, in-land transportation and
final retail-level delivery to farmers. Greater impact can be assured if fertilizer
distribution is complemented by agricultural extension services that educate farmers
on the best ways to combine inputs and financial services that allow cash-strapped
farmers to purchase the inputs.

* Distribute high-value seeds: Appropriate seeds could be developed to improve small
scale farmers' productivity in marginal and low-potential areas. These would primarily
be seeds of widely-grown basic grain and tuber crops that have been developed for
their resistance to pests, disease and drought. For drought-prone areas, seeds for
short duration crops, such as sorghum, maize and cowpeas, would also be of great
value. Where well-adapted germplasm exists, better systems are needed to produce
and distribute high-quality seeds to large numbers of poor farmers at low cost.
Strategies include community nurseries and networks of on-farm seed producers,
including commercial enterprises developed by local farmers.

* Introduce irrigation systems: Small-scale irrigation and water management systems
are among the most important technological improvements to introduce. While this
requires large investments initially, the returns on such investments can be exceedingly
high. Providing irrigation is particularly important because it can reduce the risks
associated with adopting new agricultural technology and relax the constraints of
land by increasing cropping intensity. Once farmers have access to irrigation, they are
more likely to adopt other agricultural technologies (such as fertilizers and improved
seeds) that will raise production.

HGSF programmes can identify and join efforts with initiatives to increase farmers’
access to inputs. Examples of such initiatives are the AGRA initiative and programmes
that have been developed in Kenya, Malawi and Uganda with the support of the
Rockefeller Foundation. Also, the flourishing activity of micro-credit is providing
remarkable results.
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Case study 9: Supporting supply of agricultural inputs in Kenya,
Malawi and Uganda

The Rockefeller Foundation is supporting projects to develop agricultural input
supply pipelines in rural Kenya, Malawi and Uganda. The projects are being
conducted by the Citizens Network for Foreign Affairs (CNFA)/Agricultural Market
Development Trust (AGMARK) in Kenya, AT-Uganda in Uganda and CNFA/Rural
Market Development Trust (RUMARK) in Malawi.

In Malawi where the CNFA/RUMARK project started in 2001, 322 agro dealers
have been trained and certified across the country. A recent survey of rural
markets showed that the majority of farmers now buy their inputs from agro-
dealers, instead of buying directly from the government owned Agricultural
Development and Marketing Agency (ADMARK) or the commercial companies. As
a result, the distances that the poor must travel for inputs have been significantly
reduced in many districts; in Kenya, for example, average distances to the nearest
dealer declined from 8 to 4 km between 1997 and 2004.

There has also been improvement in the selection, volume, quality and prices of
agricultural inputs available in rural areas. Within two seasons, agro-dealers
moved seeds and fertilizers worth close to US$900,000 into rural areas,
facilitated by credit guarantees. In addition, larger volumes of seeds, fertilizers
and agrochemicals were supplied to rural areas by agricultural input supply
companies, without the need for credit guarantees. The sale of fertilizers by
certified rural stockists rose from US$125,000 at the end of April 2003 to
USS$676,000 at the end of April 2004 - an increase of 441 percent. The default
rate on credit guarantees over the past three years has been less than 1 percent.
This is associated with the quality of technical and business management training
the agro-dealers receive and their use of collective action to ensure repayment.

The expansion of the agro-dealers has also led to an increase in rural employment
because they employ casual labourers to assist in loading and off-loading inputs,
while also employing permanent sales staff for their operations.

The agro-dealers have also become the most important extension centres for the
rural poor. Several local and multi-national seed, fertilizer and agro-chemical
companies now conduct demonstrations of new technologies with the agro-
dealers in rural areas. In western Kenya, GIS-based “rural input access maps” have
been developed, which make it possible to determine the distances farmers in
various locations have to travel to purchase inputs. These maps will be of great
value to the government and donors in their attempts to better target fertilizer
subsidy programmes. They will also assist the private sector in determining where
they should focus their attention to reach under-served markets.

Source: World Bank (2006) Africa Fertilizer Policy Toolkit.




Addressing lack of production and management skills

Marginalized farmers may suffer from poor farming management skills, have scarce
knowledge of advanced production techniques or lack the necessary coping mechanisms
to use their resources in more productive ways. In such circumstances, HGSF may adopt a
development approach that focuses on linking with farming extension and product
diversification programmes. An example of this is the Eastern Diaconia Services project in
Zambia. Strategies to manage price and production risk are also highly beneficial; the Malawi
NASFAM-World Bank drought insurance project is a good example of this kind of initiative.

Case study10: Improving soil fertility in Zambia

In the Chipungo village of Zambia, land degradation is a major challenge; the soil
will simply not produce enough food to meet needs. Farmers can harvest about
120-150 kg of corn per acre from their fields in May, which is their primary food
for the entire year, but by mid-summer the harvest may be finished and people
depend on finding unskilled and low paying jobs to support themselves.

Working with Eastern Diaconia Services in partnership with Christian Reformed
World Relief Committee, farmers learned to use agro-forestry techniques like
‘improved fallowing'. This farming technique uses tree species planted on fallow
land to improve soil fertility. During land preparation, from September to
November, the trees are cut and laid in the planting furrows to allow the leaves to
fall into the trenches. Later, the stems are collected and used for firewood, while
the leaves are buried as organic matter and a source of nitrogen in the planting
ridges.

After using these techniques for several years, the farmers were able to harvest up
to 2,000 kg per acre. They now have 12 months of food from their own fields and
are able to sell some of their surplus in the local market to meet other family
expenses. This experience is being taught by the farmers to other farmers in field
schools in the region. One hundred farm families now use this technique to heal
the soil sufficiently to meet the needs for a whole family.

Source: Adapted from Lobe, 2007




7. FOCUS AREA 3: INSTITUTIONAL AND POLICY
DEVELOPMENT

7.1  OVERVIEW

HGSF initiatives are institutional innovations that require adequate policies, rules,
regulations, skills and capacities. HGSF's third focus area comprises the organizational,
human and material resources at the institutional level that are needed to design,
implement, monitor and evaluate HGSF programmes.

HGSF programmes depend on efficiently integrating and coordinating services in school feeding,
strategic procurement and agricultural development. They have governance structures and
processes to guide the delivery of these services which focus on the roles of public, private and
civil society organizations in areas such as funding, administration, M&E and procurement. Good
coordination among the various institutional and non-institutional stakeholders is important to:

* ensure smooth planning, allocation of resources and legislative and policy support
for the interventions;

* combine human and financial resources from different departments to support the
integrated approach of HGSF ;effectively mobilize resources from various sectors for
implementation.

The overall objective of the institutional and policy development focus area is to develop
an institutional framework for HGSF. This objective can be achieved by:
e positioning the programme within sectoral mandates;

¢ identifying an institutional home for the programme to be accountable for programme
design and implementation;

* strengthening institutional coordination mechanisms to coordinate the actions of
different stakeholders, particularly agriculture and education;

* developing a national strategy for HGSF to mainstream the HGSF approach, facilitate
broad participation and ensure sustainability;

» obtaining legislative support for HGSF to establish its legitimacy, define the beneficiaries
and allocate funds;

* developing a national awareness campaign to ensure broad understanding of the
programme and support for continued funding.

The first three of these activities are described in detail in Chapter 4, as they are most
appropriately conducted at the outset. The last three will be discussed in this chapter,
as they are more appropriately carried out once the HGSF programme is operating.

7.2  WHERE TO BEGIN

At this point, the HGSF programme will have ideally developed sufficient capacity to be
able to rely on the self-initiated responses of small-scale farmers and without sacrificing the



quality, quantity and timeliness of food being delivered to the schools. Support to small-
scale farmers should be effective enough to enable them to easily access the school feeding
market and provide the appropriate quantities and quality of food. Their position in the
market should be stronger due to increased information, training, extension services, storage
and marketing, and technological improvements.

The success of the programme so far may have encouraged further institutionalization through
legislation to enhance the programme’s sustainability. It is important at this stage to gather
information about the results of the programme with respect to the other two focus areas and
toimprove current practices, increase political commitment and possibly secure more funding.

Important Actions

* Develop a legal and institutional framework.
* Regularly monitor the market to ensure that purchases do not exceed surplus capacity.

* Provide support to smallholder cooperatives or informal groups to become legal
entities, which would enable them to compete in other food markets.

e Promote support to small-scale farmers with low yields (net buyers).

* Evaluate the HGSF programme to identify needs for further resource allocation and
lessons learned that may be used in other countries.

Costs

Costs at this stage will probably be less than in the other stages due to the presence of:
economies of scale in transportation, storage and support for agricultural production, greater
institutional capacity and knowledge and fewer set up costs. Funds will be needed for:

* evaluation and dissemination of information from the previous two stages;

» further support to small-scale farmers in terms of technology, storage capacity,
irrigation systems, and the like;

* building institutional capacity (e.g. staff training, enhanced reporting systems and
enhanced control systems such as audit and financial management);

* creating the national awareness campaign.

* institutional capacity development activities including training and information
management systems.

Risks

Potential risks include:

e monitoring and quality control of the programme might be difficult if the proper
institutional mechanisms are not in place, given the programme’s size and multiple
objectives;

* lack of coordinated functions and responsibilities could jeopardize the efficiency and
quality of the programme;

* benefits might concentrate on the “better off” small-scale farmers, not reaching the
poorest or the net buyers;



* incentives offered by the school feeding programme may lead small-scale farmers to
grow different crops to meet the school feeding demand or sell a larger share of their
products, increasing their households’ food insecurity;

* the prices of staple commodities may increase due to low supply. This can hamper
school feeding and may further impoverish small-scale farmers who are net buyers;

* relying fully on products from small-scale farmers may increase the school feeding
programme’s vulnerability to food supply interruptions due to sudden shocks, such
as drought, floods, or cyclones.

7.3 DEVELOPING A NATIONAL STRATEGY FOR HGSF

Developing a national HGSF strategy is particularly important to mainstream the HGSF
approach, develop a cross-sectoral view of the key development issues and priorities and
allocate the financial and human resources required to continue implementation. The
strategy should facilitate participation by policymakers, national and international
stakeholders and communities to create their sense of ownership in the programme. It also
forms the basis for promoting partnerships among private, public and civil groups to ensure
programme sustainability. The strategy should aim to:

o foster institutional cooperation at the national, district and municipal levels by
defining clear functions and responsibilities, identifying the appropriate staff in
charge and allocating budgets at all levels;

* strengthen the network of local private and public partners and NGOs working in
HGSF-related fields by developing a strategy for coordination and partnership with
clear rules for implementation, roles, management and financial responsibilities;

» design policies and regulations, or consolidate existing policies and regulations, to
support school feeding programmes and agricultural development programmes that
increase small-scale farmers’ market access and alleviate poverty;

 establish a coordination process among the different sector ministries and task forces
to provide guidance on the main direction of the programme.

On a practical level, the national strategy also must define how to fund the financial
requirements and recurrent costs of managing the HGSF programme and related activities,
and identify major partners and fundraising policies.

7.4  OBTAINING LEGISLATIVE SUPPORT FOR THE PROGRAMME

HGSF should have clear political and legal foundations that establish the legitimacy of the
programme and define its purpose within the policies of the social sector, which includes
education, health, nutrition and social protection. The legislative and policy support for the
programme is also important to enhance the sustainability of the programme since it
protects its implementation over time. How HGSF is legally and politically set up depends
on each country, but having a legal framework means that:

* the political will exists to make HGSF an enduring reality;
* the decision to implement HGSF has been made at the highest levels of government;
* there is support for the programme in the form of specific legislation or policy.



Legislation not only establishes the programme, but also defines the beneficiaries and
allocates funds for the programme. It also can establish what institutional set-up will be created
to implement it and the minimum standards for the composition of the food basket. The
Thailand school feeding programme, for example, is based on an act that was passed in 1992
securing central government funding for the programme. According to the act, the annual
budgetary allocation for the programme is determined on the basis of the number of children
who are malnourished, which in turn is determined by a national growth monitoring system.

Case study 11: School feeding programmes created by law

Brazil

In Brazil, the school feeding programme is universal by law, part of the country’s
system of values and perceived as a national priority. It is mentioned in the
National Constitution of 1998, which states that all school-age children in the
country are entitled to receive one meal at school. The school feeding programme
is part of Fome Zero (Zero Hunger), ** one of the social programmes to increase
children'’s access to food, education and nutrition. The school feeding programme
is also institutionalized by two laws of the Ministry of Education and one national
resolution. These laws also created the institution in charge of implementing the
programme in 2001, the National Fund for Educational Development (FNDE), and
established the allocation of resources for FNDE and the main operational details
of the programme. Brazil is enacting a law to establish that at least 30 percent of
the food used by the school feeding programme should be procured locally.

India

Another universal school feeding programme institutionalized by law is the India
National Midday Meal Programme. This programme is an example of national
legislation that was passed as a result of direct involvement of civil society. In 2001,
following a severe food crisis in the country, the People's Union for Civil Liberties
submitted a petition to the Supreme Court demanding that the country's massive
food stocks be used without delay to protect people from hunger and starvation.
The political pressure to support the petition led to the creation of a large coalition
of organizations and individuals called The Right to Food Campaign. The campaign
initiated a wide range of activities such as public hearings, rallies, conventions,
action-oriented research, media advocacy and lobbying of Members of Parliament.

As a result of these actions, on 28 November 2001 the Supreme Court directed state
governments to introduce cooked midday meals in all government and government-
assisted primary schools within six months. This landmark order was one of the first
concrete achievements of The Right to Food Campaign. The order was followed by
organized public pressure to introduce cooked midday meals in primary schools, in
the form of a “national day of action on midday meals” in April 2002. In response
to this pressure, and to the court orders, many state governments have initiated
midday meal programmes. A few state governments have yet to comply, but there
are good prospects of achieving universal coverage relatively soon.

http://www.righttofoodindia.org/mdm/mdm_intro.html

19 http://www.fomezero.gov.br



7.5  DESIGNING AND IMPLEMENTING A NATIONAL PUBLIC AWARENESS
CAMPAIGN

It is crucial to increase awareness about poverty and hunger to gain national and
international political support for HGSF programmes and to encourage local governments
and institutions to work on related programmatic matters. A national public awareness and
outreach campaign informs the public about the utility of HGSF programmes, their
implementation activities and the kinds of existing programmes with which HGSF links at
the national and local levels.

An information and education campaign also sheds light on the more general HGSF
objectives to alleviate hunger and poverty and contributes to raising awareness and concern
about vulnerable populations (e.g. children at risk of not enrolling in schools or dropping
out of school, and small-scale farmers, especially women, who are unable to access markets
and thus produce solely for their own subsistence). In addition, HGSF should engage in
regular communication, outreach and awareness activities to develop models of public and
private partnership and enhance local governments’ participation with communities, NGOs
and CBOs in managing HGSF and ensuring its sustainability.



8. DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS

8.1 COSTS

There is a knowledge gap about the overall costs of HGSF programmes. Costs are related to
the specific country and context, and HGSF experiences are still very limited. Nevertheless,
certain cost categories are known or can be estimated, such as the costs of school feeding.
The costs, in general terms, for institutional development consist of training, staff and needed
equipment. Procurement practices, while varying by country and programme, are more
standardized, with relatively few activities for each procurement strategy. An exercise on
identifying the cost categories for different procurement approaches in sub-Saharan Africa
was conducted for this conceptual framework and yielded some general, yet useful, results
(see Table 4). Agricultural development initiatives, however, consist of numerous activities
and are not easy to categorize or define as a pattern of activities and practices.

Given these reservations about needing to place costs within specific contexts, the following
cost categories should be considered when planning an HGSF programme.

The following table analyzes the factors that may increase or decrease costs at the different
phases of implementation.

TABLE 4:  FACTORS THAT DRIVE COSTS

Stagel Stage2 Stage3

Factors that
increase costs

* Higher procurement
costs (higher transaction
costs as lot sizes decline)

* Assessments and
market analysis

* Information
dissemination
packages

* Institutional
strengthening

* Initial support for
smaltholder
productivity

* Higher procurement
costs (higher transaction
costs as lot sizes decline)

+ Training (e.g. of
cooperatives)

* Set-up costs for
cooperatives

* Set-up costs for )
procurement mechanisms

* Support for smallholder
productivity

* Monitoring and evaluation

* Monitoring and
evaluation

* Support for
smallholder
productivity

Factors that
decrease costs

* No set-up costs

* Economies of scale
(in support for
smallholder
productivity, transport
and storage)

* Developed capacity
and benefiting from
experience




Over time, the HGSF cost curve follows an inverted U-shape pattern (see graph on page
27). HGSF's total costs are likely to increase steeply in the first two stages of the programme
and then decrease after time. Table 4 shows the factors that drive costs in each stage. Costs
included in this analysis are food costs, programme and administrative costs at the school
and national levels, procurement costs, distribution and storage costs; costs for agricultural
development activities are not included.

For planning purposes, it is also useful to know the different cost categories for HGSF. While
the school feeding categories are well known to programme designers, there is a particular
need to consider costs in the areas of procurement and support to agricultural development.
The following table provides a checklist.

TABLE5: COST CATEGORIES

[
Component Categories Items

School feeding | Food costs The cost of purchasing the food plus the
distribution, transport and handling of
the food until it's delivered to the
school

School-related infrastructure | Kitchens or cooking facilities (if food is
and materials to be cooked on-site)

Pots, pans and firewood (if food is to be
cooked on-site)

Eating areas

Bowls and utensils
Clean water supplies
Cleaning supplies

School health and nutrition | Deworming tablets

activities (Essential Package) e

Information and dissemination materials

Administrative Dedicated staff for school feeding at
school and local government levels

Dedicated staff at national government
Other equipment

Capacity building Staff training

Community sensitization and
organization activities

Communication materials and
guidelines




TABLE5: COST CATEGORIES

Component Categories

Items

Monitoring and
evaluation

Baseline survey
Mid-term evaluation
Final evaluation

Adaptation of current MIS system to include
school feeding information, such as food
distribution

Progress reports

Support for agricultural| Communication

development activities

Market information
Awareness campaigns
Site visits

Development activities | Agricultural

development

Adaptation, tailoring and modification of current
activities. This may include

-Inputs

-Fertilizers

-Extension services

-Technological packages

Research and Development

Pilots and field trials

Establishing
cooperatives

Training (e.g. in management, accounting)
Fixed costs, administrative staff
Organizing markets and collecting points

Procurement Food treatment

Quality and quantity inspections
Bag and bagging
Marking

Transport

Loading and off-loading
Transport to traders
Transport to schools or other distribution points

Storage

Storage insurance
Storage losses

Procurement labour

Staff

Others

Office rent

Administrative costs related to procurement
Market dues and taxes

Tips and incentives®

Retailers and brokers

20 No inference is made about a procurement agency tipping or giving incentives under the table; however there may be supply chains

in which tips and incentives are indeed given




TABLE5: COST CATEGORIES

Component Categories Items
Institutional Design of a national | National, regional and municipal workshops
development strategy Multi-stakeholder/donor meetings and workshops

Training on how to design strategy and sectoral
plans, allocate budget, identify staff capacity

gaps, etc.
Institutional Staff costs:
coordination - Project Implementation Unit with at
mechanisms least a project manager, procurement
set-up officer, accountant and M&E expert;

- International technical advisers
Training and workshop costs
Office space/vehicle/office material

National public Consultants
awareness campaign | National, regional and municipal workshops
Outreach and communication activities

M&E Design and supervision of baseline, mid-termand
final evaluation surveys and assessments
Training for institutional staff on M&GE
Workshops to discuss results of M&E

8.2 FUNDING

Overview

HGSF programmes are expensive social programmes that are likely to demand significant
resources over an extended period of time. If regular school feeding programmes already
require significant resources, HGSF, with its added dimension of agricultural productivity
and support for small-scale farmers to access markets, can be expected to cost even more.
Therefore, funding for HGSF is a very concrete challenge for many developing countries. In
fact, one of the main challenges and constraints identified by participating countries in the
NEPAD High Level Regional Consultative Meeting on HGSF was the limited amount of
resources available for these programmes.

HGSF, with its emphasis on the main focus areas and programmatic components (school
feeding, procurement, agricultural development and institutional development) should
ideally be funded through multiple sources, not only through the education sector. As HGSF
has a wider set of stakeholders than school feeding programmes, it should also have a
wider set of contributors. Furthermore, the added benefits of HGSF are likely to attract
greater donor attention or attract donors that are normally not likely to fund school feeding
programmes. Since HGSF programmes are likely to be long-term, having stable funding
sources is critical to sustain the programme and implement its different stages. Although



funding HGSF will undoubtedly continue to be one of the greatest challenges, the integrated
nature of HGSF means that funding opportunities might be greater.

HGSF is not intended to be a programme fully designed from scratch, but rather one that
can optimize existing resources in the education and agriculture sectors. Therefore, funding
HGSF focuses mainly on covering the incremental costs of certain aspects of the
programme: the cost of making the correct linkages between existing programmes and the
cost of tailoring these programmes to the specific needs of HGSF.

Experiences of school feeding programmes

Many of the funding issues and solutions that emerge in HGSF programmes are similar to
those of school feeding programmes. Experiences from the latter may prove to be useful
in the context of HGSF.

School feeding programmes are funded in a variety of ways. Brazil, Chile, India, Nigeria and
South Africa implement self-funded school feeding programmes. In other countries,
financing packages for school feeding programmes combine international and national
funding, where the donor-funded element may be in the form of cash or in-kind donations.

External funding comes from multilateral donors. Traditional implementing partners include
WFP and UNICEF, which provide complementary inputs of sanitation and health services to
existing food aid projects. Among the key international NGOs participating in school feeding
programmes are Catholic Relief Services (CRS), World Vision International, Mercy Corps
International, CARE and Save the Children. The largest bilateral donor is the United States,
which in 2004 funded 57 percent of global food aid deliveries (Murphy S., 2005). Other
bilateral donors for school feeding programmes include France, Germany, Italy and
Switzerland.

Commitment of the national government, especially in the form of budgetary contributions
and involvement in implementation, is crucial in any successful school feeding programme
and especially in self-funded ones. For instance, Brazil's Zero Hunger Project, the
centrepiece of the Worker's Party government, has provided crucial political and financial
support for the restructuring and sustenance of the nation’s long-running school feeding
programme. Similarly, South Africa’s National School Nutrition Programme has enjoyed the
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prominent status of being one of Mandela’s "Presidential Lead Projects.”

National government commitment is equally important in externally supported school
feeding programmes. In WFP programmes, the host government leads the process while
WEFP provides support in areas where the government has weak capacity, such as in logistics,
procurement or targeting. Government involvement is vital, of course, in instances where
WEFP, or any other partner, is phasing out of, or handing over, operations in the country. This
has been demonstrated in cases like Botswana, Brazil, El Salvador, Jamaica and Namibia,
where strong government commitment has been the decisive factor in whether the
programmes continue after WFP has phased out of the country. Some cases show that, even
faced with a serious lack of resources, strong government commitment may enable creative
solutions. This was the case in El Salvador, where political support and collaboration from
senior staff led to using non-traditional funds to continue the programme after WFP's exit.



Case study 12: Funding Ghana'’s HGSF programme

Ghana's HGSF programme is an example of one that utilizes several funding sources:
m WFP provides planning and implementation support.

m The Dutch government has committed to finance about half the local food costs
until 2011 (on the condition that 80 percent of the food is procured locally).

= SNV (Dutch Development Co-operation) assists in implementation.

m The Government of Ghana finances the rest of the programme with Heavily
Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC) funds.

In Ghana, there is an innovative multi-stakeholder platform, the “"School Feeding
Initiative Ghana-Netherlands” (SIGN), which unites support for the school feeding
programme from the government, the private sector and academia in the
Netherlands. SIGN's aim is to “accelerate economic development in hunger hot
spots in Ghana through increasing agricultural productivity and providing locally-
grown, nutritionally-balanced school meals.".

(SIGN 2008)

8.3  DESIGN CHECKLIST

HGSF is a multi-level and integrated programme that requires effort and investment at
several levels. To ensure quality implementation and sustainability of these efforts, a
number of conditions should be given special attention. The following checklist suggests
key areas to be considered before embarking on the design of an HGSF programme.

Design checklist

Policy environment

* Is there a national, multi-sectoral poverty reduction strategy linking agriculture
development for smallholders to school feeding? Does it integrate key ministries?

* |Is this strategy supported by key stakeholders in the country?

* Does the country have an educational sector policy? Is school feeding
mentioned in that policy? Does it link school procurement to small-scale
farmers’ production?

* Does the country have an explicit school feeding programme?

* Is the country part of a supra-national collaboration network seeking to promote
public and private partnership in education and/or agriculture development?

Institutional arrangements

* Does the country have a national, multi-sectoral body mandated to coordinate and
manage the implementation of the home-grown school feeding policy and strategy?

* Does this body promote horizontal coordination between the Ministry of
Finance, Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry of Education?

* Does this body promote interaction between the different stakeholders?




* Does this body support coordination and management among the central,
regional and local levels? How?

* |s there a national M&E unit collecting relevant data on agriculture and
education?

* Does this M&E unit have a mechanism to ensure that all major interested parties
submit their reports to the unit?

* |s there a public extension service?
e |s there a local-level school feeding committee charged with procuring food
locally and producing a yearly financial statement?

Local conditions

e What number of feeding days is covered by the government, by the community
and by other contributions?

* |s water available for cooking and sanitation?

* Are there latrines?

* Do schools have storage facilities?

* |s the food cooked at school? Are there an adequate number of trained cooks?

e |Is there a trained focal point at school to coordinate school feeding
activities and to procure food? Is there a tendering process for food
procurement?

* Are there school records on food stocks, receipt, losses and utilization?

* Are the parent-teacher association and the head teachers trained in school
feeding management and recordkeeping? Do they submit regular reports to
local and district authorities? Are these reports used to adjust the school
feeding programme at the district, regional and national levels?

* Do local farmers produce a marketable surplus? If so, what is the total value?

* Do farmers use modern inputs, technologies and fertilizers?

e What is farmers’ average distance from the market?

e What is farmers’ literacy level?

* Do farmers have access to credit?

* What level of marketing and transportation expenses do farmers face?

e Are farmers organized in cooperatives or associations? If so, how are they
structured and what are the dimensions? Do they have increased income?

e How can farmers get information about market prices and school
requirements?

Funding

* What are the main national sources of funding for school feeding and
smallholder agricultural development programmes or initiatives?

* Are there external sources of funding for these types of programmes?

e |s there a clear budget breakdown between government and donor funds?

* What is the government'’s annual allocation for school feeding?

e What is the government’s cost per student per year for a school meal (for
everything from procurement to meal preparation)?

o@



* What is the government's annual allocation for smallholder agriculture
development?

* Is there internal and external predictability of available funds for expenditure on
those programmes and initiatives?

* Are there deviations between actual budget support and forecasts of donor
agencies?

* |s the government’s annual budget documentation comprehensive? Does it

include estimates on budgetary implications for school feeding and smallholder
agriculture  development policy, programmes and initiatives?

* Are there specific budget lines for these programmes and initiatives?

* |Is there transparent allocation of resources, including conditional and
unconditional transfers, to school feeding initiatives from central government
to sub-national and local governments?

* Can sub-national and local governments provide fiscal reports on these
initiatives? Is this information consolidated with central government fiscal
reports?

* |s this fiscal information accessible by the public?

* Does the government have a multi-year perspective in fiscal planning and
functional allocation of resources?

* |s there a control system in budget execution? Is this control timely, regular and
qualitative?

B
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