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1 Introduction and Executive summary 

Norad has requested a desk appraisal of the Alliance for Religion and Conservation 

(ARC). The short timeline for this assignment has not allowed for consultations or 

meetings with involved partners, denoting that our methodology relies on an analysis of 

the documentation received from Norad (see Appendix 1 for the a list of received 

documents). The appraisal consists of three components:  

 

 An assessment of ARC itself as a partner organization. 

 An assessment of ARC’s past reporting to the Government of Norway on its 
activities. 

 An assessment of a newly proposed programme, entitled ‘Support for the new 
Alliance of Faithful Food and Farming to scale up faith engagement in climate-
smart agriculture and sustainable land management in Kenya, Tanzania and 
Uganda’ (hereafter AFF-EA). 
 

Firstly, ARC exhibits a number of both strengths and weaknesses as a partner 

organization for Norwegian development cooperation. ARC’s relatively small number of 

staff suggests the possibility of keeping administrative and overhead costs to a 

minimum, and presents opportunities for organizational flexibility and dynamism. 

Moreover, in some cases and contexts, faith-based or faith-oriented organisations such 

as ARC arguably retain the potential to achieve positive environment and development 

outcomes by drawing upon channels of grassroots engagement (ie. ‘faith communities’) 

that have been relatively underexplored to date (see, for example, Clarke 2006, 2007). In 

this sense, ARC’s ambition to serve as an intermediary for communication down to the 

grassroots or community level is relatively novel and interesting from a participatory 

development standpoint. However, we also note that ARC appears to make no attempt to 

demonstrate the ‘added value’ of its engagement with faith communities by drawing on 

evidence, scientific literature, or examples of challenges faced by secular approaches to 

similar issues. This is especially the case in relation to programmes (such as AFF-EA) 

with thematic foci that are simultaneously being implemented by a wide range of non-

faith based organizations in the East African region. In this sense, some elements of the 

organization’s approach stand in rather stark contrast to recent trends towards 

‘evidence-based policy’ or evidence-based programme design in international 

development cooperation (e.g. Picciotto, 2003; Innovations for Poverty Action, 2013).  

Despite the possible advantages of ARC’s approach, we unfortunately find that the 

organization’s past reporting activities to the Government of Norway have been 

somewhat incomplete and/or unsystematic. Reports reviewed by the appraisal team 

have been lacking in relation to budgeting or accounting for received funds in particular, 

and sometimes fall below the standard of professional quality that one would expect 

from a partner organization in the development cooperation sector. Logical frameworks 

have been developed only for some programmes, and in some cases appear to have been 

formulated retrospectively. Moreover, the appraisal team did not receive reports for all 
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relevant financial years, nor for all activities reported, nor for the total value of funds 

dispersed from the Government of Norway. In addition, no programme documents for 

previous ARC initiatives have been supplied. In short, the appraisal team ultimately finds 

ARC’s past reporting activities to be problematic, unsystematic, and sometimes 

inconsistent. 

Finally, we find that ARC’s newly proposed AFF-EA programme in the East African 

region for 2015-2016 requires a major revision or revamp before it can be considered 

for funding. First, and rather strangely, the organization does not appear to have 

formulated a programme document that comprehensively outlines its proposed 

activities (i.e. in accordance with the basic protocol described in MFA (2013) Grant 

Management Manual.  In addition, the appraisal team has not received a logical 

framework specifically tailored to this programme, which – ideally – would 

systematically outline the connections between programme inputs, outcomes, and 

impacts. Consequently, ARC has also not explicitly articulated a theory of change for 

their proposed intervention, and it is thus impossible to fully assess or approve of its 

programme design – whether in principle or otherwise – as they have not explicitly 

specified how the proposed approach will result in desirable outcomes and impacts (see 

Stein and Valters 2012). Finally, ARC does not appear to have made any attempt to 

identify or extract lessons from other climate smart agriculture (CSA) or sustainable 

land management (SLM) initiatives in the region, some of which have recently 

completed or are nearing completion. Given that some of these programmes and 

projects have also received support from the Government of Norway, there is a danger 

that activities will be unnecessarily replicated by ARC’s proposed intervention, 

potentially even within geographically proximate areas. 

 

Based on this appraisal, our primary recommendations are the following: 

1. The Government of Norway should carefully assess whether it should support 
ARC’s programmes in sectors (such as sustainable agriculture) and 
regions/countries (such as East Africa) where a variety of evidence-based or 
science-based organizations have implemented nearly identical programmes, 
given that ARC has made no attempt to demonstrate added value or to explicitly 
articulate a theory of change for their faith-based approach.  

2. ARC should undertake a major revision of its proposed AFF-EA programme. The 
current programme concept note evinces a lack of sufficient planning activities, 
failure to demonstrate programme consistency, failure to adequately consider 
risks and sustainability concerns, and failure to articulate a robust theory of 
change. 

3. ARC should formulate a comprehensive programme document, including an 
elaborated logical framework and theory of change, before any further proposals 
for funding are considered. 

4. The Government of Norway may wish to consider commissioning additional 
reports from ARC concerning the use of previously disbursed funds, as the 
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appraisal team has found past reports to be of insufficient systematicity and 
frequency. 

 

2 Assessment of organizational capacity and past reporting 

The Alliance for Religion and Conservation (ARC) is a secular nongovernmental 

organization whose key objective is to promote conservation and sustainable resource 

management practices via engagement with eleven of the world’s major religions. The 

organization apparently enjoys the support of certain members of the British royal 

family (i.e. HRH Prince Philip), and has attempted to make inroads with other European 

monarchies – including the Norwegian royal family – on this basis. ARC reports that it 

presently collaborates with a number of multilateral, bilateral, and nongovernmental 

organizations and agencies, including the World Bank, UNDP, USAID, WWF 

International, and the Government of Denmark. The organization appears to employ 

only approximately ten staff members at its UK office, however, suggesting that many of 

its activities are in practice delegated to consultants or to local faith-based 

organizations. 

This model of organization exhibits both potential strengths and weakness. On one hand, 

ARC’s relatively small number of staff suggests the possibility of keeping administrative 

and overhead costs to a minimum, and presents opportunities for organizational 

flexibility and dynamism. Conversely, however, the broad thematic scope of ARC’s 

programming – from sustainable agriculture, to conservation, to ‘green’ 

travel/pilgrimage – poses the risk that in-house staff may not retain sufficient technical 

competency in each of these areas. In addition, the resultant need to delegate significant 

aspects of the organization’s programmes to external actors – whether consultants or 

local civil society organizations – raises a number of risks related to exorbitant 

operating costs (inflated by consultancy fees) and corruption/mismanagement 

(depending on the level of screening and monitoring adopted in relation to local partner 

organizations). Also, one could argue that the extent of such delegation implies that ARC 

functions primarily as a ‘middle-man’ or facilitator between donors and local faith-based 

organizations, suggesting the replication of administrative and operating costs at 

various levels.  

Further, regarding the organization’s scope and overall approach, ARC’s ambition to 

serve as an intermediary for communication down to the grassroots or community level 

is relatively novel and interesting from a participatory development standpoint. In some 

cases and contexts, faith-based or faith-oriented organisations such as ARC arguably 

retain the potential to achieve positive environment and development outcomes by 

drawing upon channels of grassroots engagement (ie. ‘faith communities’) that have 

been relatively underexplored to date (see, for example, Clarke 2006, 2007). However, 

we also note that ARC appears to make no attempt to demonstrate the ‘added value’ of 

its engagement with faith communities by drawing on evidence, scientific literature, or 

examples of challenges faced by secular approaches to similar issues. This is especially 
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the case in relation to programmes (such as AFF-EA) with thematic foci that are 

simultaneously being implemented by a wide range of non-faith based organizations in 

the East African region. In this sense, some elements of the organization’s approach 

stand in rather stark contrast to recent trends towards ‘evidence-based policy’ or 

evidence-based programme design in international development cooperation (e.g. 

Picciotto, 2003; Innovations for Poverty Action, 2013). 

In addition, our review of ARC’s past reporting to the Government of Norway raises 

concerns about the organization’s ability to both effectively monitor and report upon the 

implementation of its programmes, and to undertake comprehensive planning/design 

activities. Of course, given the large volume of documents received by the appraisal team 

(see Appendix 1 for a list of these) and short timeframe, it has been difficult to reach a 

conclusive position on ARC’s organizational capacity and reporting practices as per the 

terms of reference for this assignment. Nonetheless, our review of these documents 

suggests that, at least in beginning, ARC exhibited low reporting capacity and 

competence in relation to demands from donor agencies and professional standards in 

the development sector.  

Regarding its planning activities, ARC has repeatedly failed to develop comprehensive 

programme documents, descriptions of programme and project design; management 

structure, motivation, and justification; as well as logframes with goals, objectives, 

outcomes, outputs and inputs, accompanied by budget lines. In other words, the basic 

elements of a standard preparatory phase have repeatedly not been adhered to – as 

outlined, for example, in NORAD’s (2002) Development Cooperation Manual. While this 

manual is of course not intended as a ‘straight jacket’ for dictating the flow of the 

programme cycle (e.g. NORAD 2002: 5), adherence to its basic components will arguably 

enhance both the performance and accountability of implemented programmes, 

regardless of whether funds are disbursed through NORAD or through MFA.  

In addition, ARC may wish to consider reforming its reporting practices in accordance 

with a logframe design, emphasizing performance and results related to disbursements 

received from donor agencies (ie. MFA). This economic reporting should also be closer 

linked to verbal reporting (i.e. textual explanations of programme outcomes and 

impacts.) From the extant reports, it is difficult to see to what extent these programme 

and project activities will be sustainable (economically, financially, technically, 

institutionally, environmentally, socio-culturally) in the longer run and how local 

partners will take over and run activities upon donor withdrawal. Moreover – to date – 

ARC seems to have conducted little or no analysis of the organizational structure, 

competence, or capacity of their local partners and how these issues may impact on 

performance and outcomes. As a result, questions such as the following arise: How cost 

efficient and effective is ARC’s structure and operations compared to other NGOs 

operating in the field? Do ARC’s partner organizations actually deliver results in the 

field? How do local faith groups cooperate with other actors, also across faiths, in the 

field, and with national agricultural extension systems? The current state of ARC’s 

reporting unfortunately leaves these and related questions unanswered. 
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On the positive side, the documentation received by the appraisal team suggests that 

there is clearly an improvement from the first generation of ARC’s reports to the latter 

reports. This suggests that ARC has responded to feedback received from donors and 

amended its reporting practices accordingly. The reports also imply that ARC is a 

dynamic organization, which continuously takes on new and innovative projects and 

activities, responding to changing priorities in the development cooperation sector.  

Given the above-noted inconsistencies, however, a more comprehensive review of ARC’s 

newly proposed programme with an emphasis on organizational competence and 

capacities both at ARC level and down to local faith groups seems warranted if further 

support is to be considered. 

 

3 Assessment of AFF-EA programme relevance 

 

ARC’s focus on sustainable land and resource management clearly lies squarely within 

identified priority areas for Norwegian development cooperation, including those 

outlined in the Norwegian Government’s Action Plan for Environment and Development 

Cooperation (2006) and subsequent Climate, Conflict, and Capital (2008-2009) and Food 

Security in a Climate Perspective (2013-2015) White Papers. This is especially true in 

relation to ARC’s newly proposed climate smart agriculture and sustainable land 

management programme in East Africa (AFF-EA), which intends to foster positive 

outcomes related to both climate adaptation in the agricultural sector. For example, CSA 

and SLM practices are becoming increasingly prominent as a number of bilateral and 

multilateral actors begin to approach initiatives to Reduce Emissions from Deforestation 

and Forest Degradation (REDD+) from a ‘landscape perspective’ (e.g. Scherr et al., 2012; 

Minang et al., 2014). With this, sustainable intensification of agriculture is perceived as 

an important means of reducing pressure on forest resources while simultaneously 

increasing productivity and reducing emissions from agriculture. In this sense, CSA and 

SLM programmes are potentially relevant for Norwegian development cooperation from 

the standpoint of the continued evolution of the Norwegian International Climate and 

Forestry Initiative (NICFI) as well.  

Likewise, agricultural adaptation to climactic and environmental change is also a 

priority area for governments in the Eastern African region, as expressed in policies and 

position papers formulated by various ministries in the proposed host countries of 

Uganda, Kenya, and Tanzania. These include the Government of Tanzania’s (2014) 

recent Agriculture Climate Resilience Plan, 2014-2019, and similar initiatives in Uganda 

(in relation to the National Agricultural Advisory Services (NAADS), see Government of 

Uganda, 2011) and Kenya (under the auspices of the agricultural components of the 

Vision 2030 development plan – see Government of Kenya, 2007, 2012). As expressed in 

these and related documents, governments, development agencies, and private firms 

operating in East Africa remain highly cognizant of the potential of environmental 
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change processes to deleteriously affect both agricultural productivity and food security 

in the region. 

Less clear is whether an explicitly faith-based approach to these issues in fact adds value 

to the pursuit of the aforementioned environmental and agricultural objectives. Further 

still, it is unclear whether support to faith-based organizations as such harmonizes with 

current priorities for East African development cooperation in particular. The 

Government of Kenya, for example, has recently attempted to tighten regulatory 

controls on both Christian and Muslim faith-based organizations, perceiving growing 

problems with corruption and fraud in this sector (e.g. Mbaka 2014). In addition, the 

documentation received from ARC suggests that it has done little or nothing to ascertain 

the formal position of Kenyan, Ugandan, and Tanzanian governments on explicitly faith-

based development assistance in the agricultural or environmental sectors, other than 

providing informal anecdotes from a select few individuals and a workshop event that 

appears to have been organized by ARC itself in association with faith groups. 

Differently put, ARC has provided no indication that it has sought to harmonize its AFF-

EA programme with existing policies and development priorities in the host countries. 

In addition, Kenya, Uganda, and Tanzania are currently marked by a significant degree of 

ethnic and religious tension, and in particular between Christian and Muslim 

communities. In some contexts, adherence to Christianity or Islam is associated with 

particular ethnicities, and this intersection of religious and ethnic tension has proven to 

be especially volatile in the recent past (e.g. Watson, 2010; Chacha, 2011; Lynch, 2011). 

Here, faith-based interventions retain the potential to either ameliorate or exacerbate 

pre-existing tensions, depending on how well a programme tailors its activities to local 

contexts. As we develop in more detail below in subsequent sections, it thus remains 

unclear whether ARC has in fact designed its newly proposed AFF-EAC initiative in such 

a way as to ameliorate such tensions, and whether it has fully considered related socio-

cultural sources of risk in particular.  

 

4  Assessment of the programme design 

First, it must be said that the quality of the underlying analysis and planning activities 

for ARC’s AFF-EA programme is quite weak. The concept note received by the appraisal 

team makes no reference to scientific or policy literature on climate smart agriculture 

(CSA), sustainable land management (SLM), or faith-based development cooperation of 

any kind. There is a relatively large and growing literature on the ostensible efficacy or 

inefficacy of faith-based conservation and development (e.g. Pallas 2005; Clarke 2006, 

2007; Dudley et al. 2010; McDuie-Ra and Rees 2010; Jones and Petersen 2011), but ARC 

has not drawn on any of this to formulate its AFF-EA programme. Unreferenced 

anecdotes and statistics are provided in the concept note’s introduction, but without 

substantiation with relevant literature or evidence, it is difficult or impossible to 

adequately assess the validity of these claims.  
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Additionally, ARC has not provided definitions for the terminology that it employs; for 

example, the terms ‘climate smart agriculture’, ‘sustainable land management’, 

‘conservation agriculture’, and so forth remain undefined in the concept note. Moreover, 

the concept note received provides no evidence that ARC personnel retain an 

understanding of the technical dimensions of these terms, related to the nature of 

specific agricultural land management practices, methods for assessing organic carbon 

cycling, or potential linkages between the adoption of improved agricultural practices 

and agricultural carbon finance schemes (e.g. Atela, 2012). This is perhaps especially 

problematic as ARC identifies one of the key activities of the AFF-EA programme as the 

‘training of trainers’ in the East African region; however, it is unclear whether ARC 

retains the in-house technical competence to effectively undertake such training. No 

evidence of such competence has been provided in relation to the AFF-EA proposal. 

Moreover, no logical framework has been prepared for the proposed AFF-EA 

programme, and it is thus difficult to evaluate the programme’s consistency between 

goals, objectives, inputs, and outputs. By implication, and rather problematically, ARC 

has thus also not explicitly articulated a theory of change for this specific intervention. 

The appraisal team has received a logical framework for ARC’s agricultural activities in 

the African region more broadly, but this has not been tailored to the AFF-EA 

programme, and includes material that is thematically and geographically spurious to 

the proposed programme foci. Even here, however, we note that none of the indicators 

provided for ARC’s pre-existing agricultural and SLM initiatives are related to 

agricultural output or adoption of CSA or SLM practices. Instead, existing indicators 

relate to the number of training sessions held or the number of demonstration sites 

established. This underscores our concerns related to ARC’s technical competence and 

ability to effectively train farmers on CSA and SLM practices, and to evaluate the 

successful adoption of these practices. 

 

Further, ARC has made no attempt to extract lessons or best practices from related 

programmes in the region. This is true both in relation to a previous generation of 

agricultural development and agribusiness schemes in East Africa, as well as in relation 

to more recent experiences with climate-smart agriculture and sustainable land 

management schemes in the region. Without an attempt to extract such lessons, we feel 

that the degree of realism expressed by the concept note is inherently limited, 

especially given long histories of resistance to conservation agriculture and other 

related agricultural reforms since the colonial era in certain areas of East Africa 

(Anderson 2002; Carswell 2006). In other words, farmers in the region sometimes elect 

to not adopt CSA or SLM practices for reasons other than simple irrationality or 

ignorance – rather, certain practices are sometimes instead perceived as variously being 

too labourious, insufficiently profitable, impractical, or undesirable for other reasons. 

Such disincentives to adoption will arguably remain present even when these practices 

are promoted by faith-based organizations; however, since ARC has made no effort to 
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investigate such challenges, it has by implication also not identified any possible 

solutions or ways forward. 

Finally, this failure to extract lessons from related programmes also means that ARC has 

not considered or proposed the use of incentives for adoption increasingly utilized by 

other CSA and SLM projects in the region. For example, the Kenya Agricultural Carbon 

Project managed by the World Bank and SCC-Vi Agroforestry currently offers payments 

to farmers for the reduction of agricultural carbon emissions resulting from the 

adoption of SLM practices (Atela 2012; Tennigkeit et al. 2013). Conversely, however, 

such an approach would involve the application of certification and monitoring practices 

that are most likely outside ARC’s competence area – perhaps another source of 

competitive disadvantage for their AFF-EA proposal. 

  

5 Assessment of institutional aspects 

Due to ARC’s failure to provide a comprehensive programme document, we have not 

been able to assess ARC’s local partners apart from the superficial description of their 

involvement in the AFF-EA concept note. In other words, the various faith organisations 

at national and local levels that ARC partners with, are only to a limited extent “heard or 

seen” in the received documents. Moreover, this is equally true of both the AFF-EA 

concept note and the organization’s past reporting to the Government of Norway. As 

such, the appraisal team is left with the perception of an organization that is 

thematically dynamic, but somewhat inconsistent in relation to its monitoring and 

accounting practices. 

Moreover, in relation to the AFF-EA programme concept note, ARC touches on virtually 

none of the institutional priority areas that Wambugu et al. (2014) recommend for 

designing CSA or SLM programmes in the East African context. Specifically, the 

aforementioned authors recommend that programme designs attend to the following 

institutional dimensions: participatory and collaborative processes, secure tenure, 

equitable benefit-sharing mechanisms, gender, strategic investment targeting, carefully 

formulated monitoring and impact evaluation, and programme tailoring to meet local 

adaptation and mitigation needs (Wambugu et al., 2014: 260-262). Because the AFF-EA 

concept note is so superficial, we are told little or nothing about the participation of 

beneficiaries in programme design (if any), tenure arrangements and security in the 

identified target areas, provisions for ensuring that programme benefits are equitably 

shared, and so forth. Moreover, given that ARC has not provided CSA or SLM-related 

indicators, we also receive no indication of how programme impacts and outcomes at 

the community level will be evaluated. Finally, echoing our concerns in previous 

sections, there is also no indication that ARC has sought to tailor its approach to 

adaptation and mitigation needs in specific social, economic, or ecological contexts, 

which vary quite dramatically in the East African region – from Kenya’s Arid and Semi-

Arid Lands (ASALs), to the Eastern Arc mountains of Tanzania, to the densely forested 
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highlands and mountain ranges of western Uganda. Not least, varying agro-ecological 

conditions across and between such regions will potentially require the refinement or 

further specification of relevant CSA and SLM practices, as different techniques may be 

more or less relevant in different contexts. From the provided material, we see no 

evidence that ARC has considered such issues.  

In addition, it must be said that no organisation – even a faith-based organisation – is 

fully immune to corruption. Yet, ARC outlines no measures to secure against corruption, 

be it within its own organization or at national or local levels. No risk assessment of local 

partners in East Africa has been provided, despite the widespread prevalence of corrupt 

activity in both the faith-based and secular portions of the nongovernmental sector. Of 

course, to reiterate, this is exacerbated by ARC’s failure to provide an elaborated 

programme document and logframe with an accompanying discussion of risks for its 

AFF-EA programme.  

 

6  Assessment of sustainability  

In economic and financial terms, ARC appears to assume that the livelihood and 

environmental benefits of CSA and SLM approaches will be so self-evident to 

participating farmers that they will simply continue to utilize these following the AFF-EA 

programme’s conclusion. Such an insinuation reproduces the same flawed logic common 

to failed conservation agriculture (CA) interventions in East Africa since the late colonial 

period (Anderson, 2002; Carswell, 2006). As mentioned above, East African farmers 

have, in a variety of historical and geographical contexts, refused to adopt conservation 

agriculture practices for reasons other than mere irrationality or ignorance. Depending 

on the particular social and ecological milieu in question, farmers may perceive CA-

related practices as too laborious, impractical, or as being ill-suited for their specific 

agro-ecological conditions. In addition, farmers pursuing certain types of market-

oriented cash crop production may perceive CA techniques as lowering their overall 

profitability or production capacity, resulting in non-adoption. There will also be 

differential adoption between different groups of farmers by varying access to land, 

labour and capital, by gender, by type of production and types of local knowledge, 

ethnicity etc. Without an attempt to tailor the content of contemporary CSA and SLM 

programmes to harmonize with these local nuances, adoption may either be refused 

outright, or discontinued soon after the withdrawal of donor/NGO support or other 

incentives. To address such issues, other CSA and SLM programmes in East Africa – such 

as the Kenya Agricultural Carbon Project – have offered payments for the reduction in 

agricultural emissions that accompanies the adoption of these practices (Atela 2012; 

Wambugu et al., 2014). Given that such payments are intended to continue as long as the 

same agricultural practices remain adopted, such transfers potentially enhance the 

project’s sustainability and implications for poverty reduction. Yet, ARC has apparently 
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not sought to extract lessons from such initiatives for the sustainability of its own 

programmes. 

 The proposed AFF-EA programme also potentially faces additional challenges related to 

socio-cultural aspects of sustainability. First, we note that ARC has rightfully included a 

gender focus into its concept note, observing that the involvement of women in 

particular is crucial for enhancing the adoption of proposed agricultural practices. This 

is suitable and arguably necessary for the sustainability of a CSA or SLM programme in 

this region. However, the concept note received unfortunately does not address socio-

cultural risks posed by ARC’s engagement with certain ‘faith communities’ in specific 

local contexts. For example, many communities in East Africa are admittedly perhaps 

characterized by a clear religious majority – usually either Christianity or Islam, 

depending on the area in question. Yet many communities throughout East Africa are far 

from homogenous in terms of their religious composition, potentially including minority 

groups of Hindus, Sikhs, animist/indigenous religious traditions, and certain minority 

sects of Christianity or Islam.  

In this sense, channelling assistance or training through specific faith groups presents a 

number of challenges whether such assistance is offered on an ecumenical (i.e. freely 

available) basis or not. On one hand, assistance may in practice be provided only to one 

religious segment of a given community while others are marginalized. Alternatively, 

individuals may be reluctant or unwilling to receive such assistance via a faith 

community other than their own, and may self-exclude as a result. These and similar 

outcomes pose significant challenges related to both the equity of ARC’s programme 

design, and to its sustainability, as alienated or otherwise disenchanted segments of 

certain communities may (perhaps justifiably) challenge the legitimacy of the 

programme and its chosen mode of targeting beneficiaries. In other words, while a mode 

of operation that works through faith communities arguably retains the potential to 

enhance adoption and effectiveness, it also raises a number of risks or challenges related 

to socio-cultural sustainability, equity, and human rights, given that certain segments of 

a community may be excluded – even if inadvertently so – on the basis of their religious 

affiliation. 

Further, ARC’s claims to have identified the ‘proper’ way of practicing agriculture in both 

Christianity and Islam may actually precipitate conflicts with various religious 

authorities, who may or may not share such views. To take but one example, ARC’s 

Farming God’s Way (FGW) manual does not recommend ploughing of the soil. Of course, 

we do not feel competent to interrogate the theological foundation of FGW in detail; 

however, from a general perspective, we cannot see that there is in fact any grounding in 

the Bible for the prohibition of ploughing. For instance, we can here refer to Exodus 

34:21, which reads: "You shall work six days, but on the seventh day you shall rest; even 

during plowing time and harvest you shall rest.” Moreover, a simple internet search 

identifies 23 verses dealing with ploughing in the Bible (http://bible.knowing-

jesus.com/topics/Ploughing). In other words, religious authorities may in fact dispute 

http://bible.knowing-jesus.com/topics/Ploughing
http://bible.knowing-jesus.com/topics/Ploughing
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ARC’s ‘theological’ grounding for their agricultural programming if it is in their interest 

to do so, leading to perhaps unnecessary and avoidable forms of conflict or tension. 

  In relation to the interrelated environmental and technical aspects of the 

programme, we find that here, also, the AFF-EA programme exhibits both strengths and 

potential risks. For example, it appears that the approach outlined in ARC’s Farming 

God’s Way (FGW) and Islamic Farming Toolkit manuals adhere relatively well to many of 

the key tenets of conservation agriculture (CA).  

For example, key agronomic practices in FGW are the preparation of planting basins and 

the application of ‘God’s blanket’, which is a form of surface mulch. Specifically, the 

Trainer’s Reference Guide to FGW provides a set of recommendations for good 

agronomic practices. This includes the recommendation of appropriate planting times, 

weeding times, planting maize on a 60 *75 cm distance, the application of surface mulch, 

the efficient use of water, manure application at 3-5 t/ha, composite mineral fertilizer at 

256 kg/ha, compost making, establishment of contours, crop rotations, green manuring 

and use of planting basins for small scale farmers and ripping for large scale farmers.  

Most agronomists will agree with these general recommendations; indeed, these 

recommendations are generally close to the conservation agriculture guidelines 

provided by FAO. The planting basins recommended by FGW are 15 cm length, 15 width 

and 10 cm depth if farmyard manure or compost is to be mixed into the basins. Smaller 

basins are recommended if only mineral fertilizer is to be mixed into the planting basin. 

The size of these basins are smaller than the size of the basins recommended by 

Conservation Farming Union in Zambia which recommends basins 30 cm long, 15 cm 

width and 15 cm deep. However, the recommendation by FGW may be more practical 

because there will be less work to establishing these basins. There has been wide-scale 

testing of basins both in Zimbabwe and Zambia. In general the basins have been found to 

increase yield because of the water harvesting effect and more accurate placement of 

fertilizer. However, farmers in Zambia have only to a limited degree adopted the 

planting basins and farmers typically use a small portion of the land for basins while the 

rest remains under traditional ploughing. The major bottleneck with regard to adoption 

of the basin system is the high labour demand with regard to the establishment of the 

basins. The labour requirement of the basins are close that of a general hoe tillage. 

However, results from Malawi also show that it is possible to avoid any tillage. A method 

that been found to work well in Malawi is the opening of planting hole with a planting 

stick, fertilizer application and mulching. Such a system has much lower labour 

requirements than the basin system recommended by FGW.  

Many of the benefits of CA are related to the application of mulch (‘God’s blanket’ in FGW 

terminology). These benefits include increased infiltration of water, feeding soil life, 

increased water holding capacity of soil, weed control and reduced soil surface 

temperatures. However, the application of mulch is probably the most difficult 

component of CA to apply. The reason is that it is difficult to retain the mulch throughout 
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the season due to the free grazing systems that prevail in most African countries. In 

Malawi, it has been relatively easy to practice mulching because of lower livestock 

populations in the country. Specific measures like stall feeding of animals, production of 

fodder and improved grazing management must therefore be put in place to ensure the 

protection of the mulch, which again stresses an already stretched labour force/demand. 

FGW does not give any consideration to this key aspect of CA. It is therefore important to 

integrate livestock management in FGW and any other projects related to CA. 

In addition, weed problems may increase as a result of less ploughing. However, 

research has shown that if sufficient quantities of mulch are produced, it is possible that 

this will have a weed controlling effect. Mulching rates above 5 t/ha have been found to 

be as efficient as ploughing with regard to controlling weeds. However, such rates of 

mulch production may be difficult to achieve without the sufficient application of 

organic and mineral fertilizer. Herbicides may be useful if weeds are not possible to 

control with manual labour.  

The fertilizer recommendations in FGW for both organic and for mineral fertilizer are 

rather high considering the resources most farmers in Kenya, Uganda, and Tanzania 

have at their disposal. Application rates of 3-5 tons of manure per hectare will be quite 

difficult to achieve for most farmers because of unavailability of manure. It will only be 

the richer farmers with cattle that can follow this recommendation. Specifically, the 

recommendation with regard to use of mineral fertilizer is also rather high. Research 

has shown that that rates as low as 0.5 g pocket of DAP/NPK can provide a substantial 

increase in yields of maize, sorghum and pearl millet. Such rates are more likely to be 

within the reach of most farmers in these countries.  

FGW also provides agronomic guidelines for other crops in addition to maize. However, 

it appears that these guidelines must be treated with caution, given that local conditions 

must always be taken into consideration when recommendations are developed. For 

example FGW recommends that sorghum should be sown on a 75* 10 cm spacing which 

is likely to be too dense under agro-ecological conditions where there is a recurring 

possibility of drought. This is one example of a situation in which FGW may actually 

propose recommendations that can catalyse more harm than good if adopted in 

inappropriate contexts. 

We also miss in FGW how seeds should be treated and how more trees can be integrated 

in the farming systems. Seed priming is for example a very low cost method for 

increasing yields under marginal conditions. Tree planting or natural regeneration of 

trees also requires a community approach in most cases in order to succeed, but FGW 

does not propose guidelines for such activities.  

The Islamic Farming Toolkit (ITK) is very similar to FGW, with the exception that IFT 

does not recommend the use of mineral fertilizer. From a cautious perspective, the 

consequence of this recommendation can easily be that Muslim farmers are deprived of 

a production factor that is proven to be crucial in agricultural development in most 
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countries in the tropics.  The recommendation against using mineral fertilizer is also 

somewhat paradoxical or contradictory given that many Islamic-majority countries like 

Saudi Arabia, Iran, Iraq, Qatar, Egypt, Jordan, Libya, Tunisia and Morocco have invested 

in the development of mineral fertilizer industries and factories. Again, this is an area 

where ARC’s recommendations concerning the ‘proper’ manner in which certain faith 

communities should pursue agricultural production may in fact catalyse more conflicts 

and negative consequences than positive outcomes for communities and livelihoods. 

Finally, it appears that FGW is to be introduced through faith organizations like churches 

and mosques. One weak point in the AFF-EA concept note is that ARC does not articulate 

how FGW/IFT will be coordinated with other projects related to CA, CSA, or SLM. 

Moreover, ARC does not specify how its activities will harmonize or synergize (or not) 

with national agricultural extension systems and advisory services. Accordingly, we 

examine the possible implications of these issues in more detail in the following section.    

 

7         Assessment of Donor Coordination and Synergies 

Notably, the documentation received by the appraisal team makes no mention of related 

initiatives in the EAC. Consequently, ARC has not sufficiently addressed risks related to 

the unnecessary replication of nearly identical programming in the region, nor identified 

opportunities for synergizing with these initiatives. No attempt has been made to extract 

lessons or best practices from related programmes, some of which are either now 

completed or nearing completion. This is problematic, in particular, as some of these 

initiatives have apparently also received support from the Government of Norway. 

Relevant examples include the following: 

 

1. In Kenya:  
i) World Bank, ‘Kenya Agricultural Carbon Project’ (2010-2017, with Vi-
Agroforestry),  
ii) World Bank, ‘Kenya Agricultural Productivity and Sustainable Land 
Management Project’ (2010-2015, with Ministry of Agriculture),  
iii) UNDP, ‘Sustainable Land Management: Agro-Pastoral Kenya’ (2011-2015, 
with Ministry of Agriculture). 
iv) GiZ, ‘Food Security through Improved Agricultural Productivity in Western 
Kenya’ (2013-2016, with Ministry of Agriculture) 

2. In Tanzania:  
i) ActionAid, ‘Climate Change, Agriculture, and Poverty Alleviation Initiative’ 
(2012-2014) 
ii) World Bank, ‘Tanzania Agricultural Sector Development Project’ (2006-
2015, with Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security). 

3. In Uganda:  
i) UNDP, ‘Enhancing Adaptation to Climate Smart Agriculture Practices in the 
Farming Systems of Uganda’ (with Ministry of Agriculture, 2014-2015),  
ii) UK Department for International Development, ‘Transforming the 
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Economy through Climate Smart Agribusiness’ (2014-2022),  
iii) UNDP, ‘Enabling environment for sustainable land management to 
overcome land degradation’ (with local district governments, 2010-2013),  
iv) National Agricultural Advisory Services (NAADS) (under Ministry of 
Agriculture, 2001-present). 

4. Multiple country initiatives: 
i) Global Environment Facility, ‘Transboundary Agro-Ecosystem Management 
Project for the Kagera River Basin’ (with FAO, 2009-2014, EAC-wide) 
ii) FAO, ‘Mitigation of Climate Change in Agriculture Programme’ (2010-
Present, Kenya and Tanzania) 
iii) NORAD, ‘Strengthening the capacity of farmer organizations in climate 
smart agriculture approaches’ (2013-2014, with Eastern African Farmers 
Federation, DRC, Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda) 

 

The above is an inexhaustive list of climate smart agriculture and sustainable land 

management programmes currently underway or recently completed in the EAC. Given 

the importance and urgency of adapting East African food systems to climate change, it 

is reasonable to assume that additional programmes are also being prepared or 

appraised for implementation within the next few years. Yet ARC has expressed no 

awareness of these initiatives, nor of the Government of Norway’s support for related 

programmes, and thus risks replicating efforts of these organizations, potentially even 

within the same geographical area(s). Further, ARC’s assertion that faith-based 

approaches to sustainable agriculture are somehow more effective than other 

approaches would – from our perspective – need to be substantiated with data or 

references to problems with other initiatives in order to be accepted; however, ARC 

provides no such data or examples, and it is therefore impossible to assess their claims 

of enhanced or otherwise improved efficacy. It must be said that ARC’s assertion of 

‘added value’ thus rests on assumption and speculation rather than on evidence.  

 

8 Conclusions and recommendations 
 

This desk study report is a response to NORAD’s request for the following: 
 

 An assessment of ARC itself as a partner organization. 

 An assessment of ARC’s past reporting to the Government of Norway on its 
activities. 

 An assessment of a newly proposed programme, entitled ‘Support for the new 
Alliance of Faithful Food and Farming to scale up faith engagement in climate-
smart agriculture and sustainable land management in Kenya, Tanzania and 
Uganda’ (hereafter AFF-EA). 

 
In responding to this request, the appraisal team has been constrained by a relatively 
short timeframe, which precluded interviews and other stakeholders in these initiatives, 
as well as the relatively large volume of documents received from NORAD. 
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Nonetheless, our review of this documentation raises a number of concerns about ARC’s 
capacity as a partner organization, its past reporting practices, and its newly proposed 
AFF-EA programme. These concerns are interrelated, given that there appear to be 
feedbacks or connections between ARC’s organizational model, its capacity and/or 
competence to report upon its activities, and its latest programme concept note. 
 
First, ARC’s ‘lean’ form of organization, involving only approximately ten staff members 
at its UK office, at first seems refreshing from the perspective of fixed administration and 
overhead costs. However, the converse dimension of this denotes that, in practice, 
significant elements of ARC’s activities will likely be outsourced to external consultants 
and local partner organizations. The necessity of such externalization appears to arise, 
alternatively, either from a sheer lack of capacity (due to a shortage of staff or funding of 
staff) or to a lack of technical competence in certain thematic areas – be it conservation 
agriculture, natural resource management, or other foci.  
 
Second, a critical observer might argue that the inconsistencies and lack of 
comprehensiveness in ARC’s past reporting practices emerge from an attempt to 
downplay the organization’s reliance on external capacity and competence, as well as 
the inefficiencies that this engenders. This is most obvious, for example, in ARC’s 
selection of indicators for their agriculture-related programmes in Eastern Africa, which 
curiously skew in favour of ‘awareness raising’, capacity building, and assessments of 
participation rather toward those that might indicate actual improvements in 
stakeholder livelihoods. Formulating indicators more directly related to agricultural 
output or adoption might be simultaneously outside ARC’s competence area (in terms of 
its ability to evaluate programme success in relation to such indicators), as well as its 
control more broadly, given that many of these activities will in fact be implemented by 
local partner organizations. 
 
Third, ARC’s new proposal for the AFF-EA suffers from issues related both to the above 
observations and other concerns that emerge from them. In the first instance, these 
problems arise from ARC’s failure to provide a comprehensive programme document 
and logframe in accordance with the basic protocol suggested by NORAD’s Development 
Cooperation Manual. This inherently limits the consistency and realism of the 
programme proposal, as all dimensions of the programme design have consequently not 
been systematically thought through, and also exacerbates risks related to programme 
sustainability that might have otherwise been mitigated by a robust programme design.  
 
Based on this appraisal, we make the following recommendations. For the Government 
of Norway: 
 

1. It may be pertinent to weigh the costs and benefits of ARC’s organizational model, 
which perhaps lacks in-house capacity and technical competence on many of its 
selected thematic foci. The lack of such in-house competence may result in a poor 
cost-to-impact ratio, as a result of expenses related to external consultant’s fees 
and the replication of administrative/overhead costs at both ARC and local 
NGO/civil society levels. 
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2. Depending on MFA/NORAD’s views on the severity of the inconsistencies in 
ARC’s past reporting and planning activities, one may wish to commission 
additional reports and/or audits of ARC’s past use of Norwegian funds.  

3. MFA/NORAD may wish to suggest that further reports both clarify the use of 
funds previously received from the Government of Norway (either by ARC itself 
or by local partner organizations via onward disbursements), as well as present a 
money-for-value assessment. 

4. The Government of Norway should carefully assess whether it should support 
ARC’s programmes in sectors (such as sustainable agriculture) and regions (such 
as East Africa) where a variety of evidence-based or science-based organizations 
have implemented thematically related programmes, given that ARC has made no 
attempt to demonstrate added value or to explicitly articulate a theory of change 
for their faith-based approach.  

 
 
For the Alliance for Religion and Conservation (ARC): 
 

1. In the first instance, ARC should follow the basic protocol outlined in NORAD’s 
Development Cooperation Manual in all future attempts to secure funding from 
the Government of Norway. Of course, the elements of this protocol are not 
intended to constrain the scope of proposed programmes, but rather to enhance 
the consistency, efficacy, and accountability of proposed initiatives. Our appraisal 
suggests that ARC could benefit significantly from adhering to such a protocol. 

2. ARC should undertake a major revision of its proposed AFF-EA programme. The 
current programme concept note evinces a lack of sufficient planning activities, 
failure to demonstrate programme consistency, failure to adequately consider 
risks and sustainability concerns, and failure to articulate a robust theory of 
change. 

3. ARC should formulate a comprehensive programme document for the AFF-EA 
programme, including an elaborated logical framework and theory of change, 
before any further proposals for funding are considered. 
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Green Pilgrimage Network. 2014 Leaflet 2014 

Green Pilgrimage Network. A concept Note and Plan for Action August 2014 

Green Pilgrimage Network. 2014 Budget note 18.6.2014  

ARC 2014 Logic framework (LFA) for Africa Faith based civil society. October 2014 

ARC 2014 Proposal to Norad for March 2015-March 2017 plus budget. November 2014. 

ARC 2014 Awareness raising Programme. LFA 2014 

ARC 2014 LFA updated for Green Pilgrimage Network October 2014 

MFA 2010 Decision making document (BD) Faith commitments to protect the living 

planet 2.3.2010 

MFA 2011 Decision making document (BD) continued support to Faith commitments to 

protect the living planet 18.2.2011 

ARC 2006 Faith commitments to a living planet: Development proposal and project 

information10.1.2006 

ARC 2010 Six months report to Norway Government MoFA 25.8 2010 

ARC 2010 ARC workplan and budget report to MFA 25.8.2010 

ARC 2011 ARC workplan and budget report to MFA MoFA Jan. 2011 

ARC 2011 ARC report to MFA Norway December 2011 

ARC 2013 ARC report to MFA Norway January 2013  

ARC 2014 ARC report to MFA Norway 2013-2014 March 2014 

ARC 2014 Revised financial report to MFA Norway 2013-2014 . November 2014 

ARC 2012 Proposal MFA2013-2014 Faith based civil society programmes for a living 

planet 14.10.2012 

ARC 2013 MFA2013-2014 Faith based civil society programmes for a living planet: 

Budget breakdown 21.1.2013 

ARC 2010 Grant Application to MFA 2010-2011. Grant Apllication form. March 2010 

ARC 2010 Grant Application to MFA 2010-2011. Budget year 1.  

ARC 2011 Revised proposed budget year 2. .  

ARC 2012 Funding Proposal to MFA. Agriculture, food security and adaptation in faith 

communities in Tanzania, Ethiopia and Uganda. 2013-2015. March 2012. 
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MFA 2013  Grant Management Manual. Management of Grants by the Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs and Norad. E-905 E Merkur-Trykk AS 05/2013  
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APPENDIX 2 – NOTES ON ARC BUDGETING AND REPORTING 

1. Introduction 

MFA allocated a grant of NOK 31.5 million to ARC in the period 2010-2014. The 

appraisal team has been asked to assess the reporting of the expenditures and reported 

outcomes of these funds. 

The Government of Norway’s engagement with ARC dates back to a 2004 meeting with 

African religious leaders, followed by the Oslo 2006 meeting where the issue of faith-

based environmental conservation was raised. As an outcome of these and similar 

deliberations, the “Faith commitments for a living planet 2010-2014” programme was 

launched by ARC in cooperation with nine major religious organizations.  

We find no coherent single project document with justifications, theory of change, 

sustainability assessments, logframes, etc., for this programme. There are no systematic 

nor detailed budgets or accounts, and little firm reporting on activities,outputs, and 

outcomes, especially in the initial phases of the projects. There are no presented annual 

mandates for dialogue nor minutes from annual meetings. 

We use NORAD’s development cooperation manual as a template for evaluating ARC’s 

reporting practices. The intention behind this project review is partly to assess what has 

been done, how it reflects the capacity and competence of ARC, and point towards a 

possible future support for a new ARC application. 

 

2. Project allocation history 

A large-scale global programme, “Faith commitments to protect the living environment” 

implemented between 2010 and 2014. MFA has dispersed support of 31.5 million NOK 

in the same period.  

2010 -- BD document 2.3.2010: allocated NOK 4 million: Environmental Refugees, 

Green Pilgrimage cities, Faith in water food and farming” for 2010. 

2011 -- BD document 18.2 2011: Allocated 5 million 2011, 4.56 mill NOK for 2012 to 

continue support plus a component on gender.  

2013-2014 -- No BDs are provided, but according to Project report 2013-2014, NOK 9 

million was allocated in 2013, and the same for 2015.   

In total, NOK 31.56 mill dispersed from MFA to ARC.  

 

3. Organisational structure and management 

ARC is a non-governmental organization, registered with the Charity Commission in in 

England. New directors are appointed by present serving directors.  

The principal objective of the charity is to promote for the public benefit the 
protection and preservation of the natural environment  throughout the world in 
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accordance with the religious teachings and beliefs which encourage respect for 
nature of the Bahai faith, Buddhism, Christianity, Hinduism, Islam, Jainism, 
Judaism, Shintoism, Sikhism, Taoism, Zoroastrianism and similar teachings and 
beliefs of other world religions. This is done by: 

 

-Assisting and encouraging the evolution of practical, educational projects 
which further the involvement of religions in caring for the natural environment. 

 

-Assisting and encouraging the development of religious and ethical programmes 
within conservation bodies. 

 

-Assisting and encouraging events which bring together religion and 

conservation groups to further ties and develop practical conservation projects. 

 

-Raising and granting funds for the above activities. 

 

-Publishing and promoting materials which explore the links between  religions 
and conservation and further the aims of ARC.  

ARC funding consist of funds received from the Government of Norway, WWF-
UK, MOA, Allerd Stikker/ Valley Foundation, USAID, British Council and World Bank. 
(ARC 2013) 

 

4. Brief activity description 

Three components are reported. 

1) Faith based civil society programmes on climate smart agriculture, 

food security and Adaptation Initiatives in Sub-Sahara Africa 

- Women-led tree nurseries with training in nursery-bed operation and 

agroforestry for improved livelihoods and food security. 

- Climate-smart sustainable agriculture, energy conservation and water 

harvesting through faith institutions such as mosques and monasteries. 

- Education in faith-based schools on care of the environment from a 

cultural, theological and practical perspective. 

- Community engagement, leadership development and capacity building 

on environmental engagement and action 

 

2)  Green Pilgrimage Network 

- International  Consultative  Meetings. 
- Inclusion of Bethlehem and Jerusalem into the GPN. 



Dept. of International Environment and Development Studies, Noragric 

23 
 

- Strategic development and dissemination of the Green Guide to the Hajj. 
- Formal launch of Islam and Water manual in Bangladesh, subject to local 

conditions. 
- Development of the Indian Green Pilgrimage Network. 
- Himalayan Buddhist Sacred Sites and GPN. 
- Development of water and education dimension to GPN. 
- China Green Pilgrimage Programme 

 

3) Faith based civil society programme for a living planet- awareness 

raising 

The only document to assess these  activities are from ARC itself, and basically 

they report that activities are on track; some may have been delayed due to 

unforeseen activities, to delayed allocation of funds, but in general a picture is 

given of that activities are going well and according to plans.  Many of the  

awareness raising activities seem to be a bit early to assess. 

 

5. Reflections from the reporting  

As there are few well defined project activities, output and outcomes, reporting for the 

purpose of “performance based payment” seems out of the question. However, Below we 

give some ), impressions of report details of each supported project. 

Brief points to each report 

1) Six months report to Norway Government MoFA 25.8 2010 (18 p.) 

Extremely superficial report where little is done to present nor to document what is 

actually done and on what the Norwegian funds have been spent andto what extent the 

expenditures are reasonable. Comparing to MFAs statement in its BD of giving priority 

to environmental refugees, green pilgrimage cities and Faith in water food and farming, 

little is actually documented through the reporting. 

On the positive side, many new and innovative ideas are suggested; such as the Green 

Pilgrim network, Faith in Food, religious forestry sites.  

2) ARC workplan and budget report to MFA 25.8.2010 (12 p.) 

Very little of the reported activities are MFA allocation relevant. There are several 

requests for funding from MFA inside this document which is supposed to be about 

workplans and budget reports. This report is thus more on budget requests ( some £ 

450 000). This may have been agreed upon, but is a bit out of the blue, given the title 

or ambition of the document. 

The scale of the cost items are not documented at all and makes it difficult to adher 

to.  

3) ARC workplan and budget report to MFA MoFA Jan. 2011 (24 p.) 

 Again, there is no reporting relative to MFA allocations. No 

budget/accounting reports. 



Dept. of International Environment and Development Studies, Noragric 

24 
 

 

4) ARC report to MFA Norway December 2011 (84 p.) 

It may seen as if reporting has been taken more serious as we now get a report of 

84 pages. Unfortunately much of the same principles have been applied as in the 

previous reporting, leading to a report that cannot be use for gauging results 

against payments or assessing if funds spent are efficiently used to reach 

specified outputs and outcomes.  

On the positive side, the reporting is clearly more transparent and informative.  

As an example; it emerges that for 2011 around 40% goes to climate and 

agriculture including gender, whereas more funds goes to more general support 

to national and local religious groups.   

 

5) ARC report to MFA Norway January 2013 Faith and the Environment 

programme 

 

The new programme (title?) ”Faith and the Environment, is much of the same 

programme as previous versions. The reporting is further improved from 

previous years; more  informative and useful from a donor management 

perspective. And one can fi. see that around 50% of the budget is in agriculture 

and food, while remaining  funds are spread over a vast number of activities. 

However, looking closer at economic  costs of different activities and also 

analysing the priorities reflected in projects should be included in reporting. 

There is little about organisational and management challenges, financial 

problems and failures of programme components and activities, and what one 

can learn from this. There is also little mention of goals, outcomes, outputs and 

inputs nor referring to any logframe planning activities. 

A set of new activities are flagged, including activities in China and India, and also 

the Green Pilgrimage programme is flagged as  successful programme 

achievements. The Farming God’s way and the green guide for Haji under GPN is 

also launched as successes. Generally there is little detailed documentation , 

though,  of these successes. 

 

6) ARC progress report to MFA Norway 2013-2014 

The format of the reporting is improving and there is now a two page summary 

and a more comprehensive progress report appendix. They overall report on 

increasing results, more support from other donor (MOA, Japan, Valley 

foundation, UNICEF, USAID and WWF.). The reporting is now also more focussed 

on the three key areas of what MFA has flagged support to and much more seems 

to be focused on agriculture;  

 -the faith based climate smart agriculture component,with a toolkit for 

agriculture and a new programme on “Islamic farming” 

 - the Green Pilgrimage Network;   

 - the Awareness Raising Component; teaching agriculture in faith based 

schools 
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There is an attached report on an impressive number of activities with a statement of 

some outputs for the different programme components and extremely brief statements 

of possible risks in these. (“project on track”,or “project delayed”) 

There is however, again very little deeper reflections around core issues on programme 

planning and management, and little mention of goals, outcomes, outputs and inputs nor 

referring to any logframe type planning activities. 

One brief reflection is made up front in  the Executive Summary; “The faiths also have a 

moral force that is unique and often tends to be more trusted than governments or 

even intergovernmental bodies. For example, the strength that lies behind the 

conservation agriculture projects, namely Farming God’s Way and the recently 

developed Islamic Farming programme, is that farmers will trust a faith-‐based 

approach to climate-‐smart, sustainable agriculture literally blessed by their faith 

more than they will some edict from a government in which they may not have the 

greatest of confidence.” (p2). 

This may be a major thinking in an implicit Theory of Change for the programme? One 
may discuss this in more detail; if farmers really will trust or can afford to trust faith 
to science or to experience based practical knowledge? We cannot know how 
competent faith organizations are in the field  with farmers and to what extent they 
link up to existing agricultural development  organizations or extension services from 
this reporting, but one would definitely have liked more documentation for assertions 
of this kind. Does one involve local people, competent and experienced farmers, how 
does one  scientifically and practically work with adoption and extension service 
systems etc.? 
 
One the positive side; one may see these interventions and possibilities as a way to 
get environments within religious (new) organizations into development assistance 
related to food and environment (the charity work of churches versus salvation and 
more direct, traditional, missionary work).  

 Along the same line, however, looking for reported activities where local level 
organizations   from different faith groups go together does not reveal much? 
 

7) Revised financial report to MFA Norway 2013-2014  

The little economic reporting that has been  is very detached from the operational 

activities. The main issue is related to the problem of currency (£ versus NOK) in the 

budget versus the real allocation. But if we look at the budget for 2013-2014, it reflects:  

- Total MFA supported resource use within project; 9.5 million NOK 

-Support funding around 5.4 mill NOK (substantial donors for sustainable agriculture 
are  WB, USAID, UNICEF, for Pilgrimage Trondheim and Jerusalem Municipalities) 

-Allocated 48% to Sub-Sahara Africa, 45% to the Green Pilgrimage, 7% to Awareness 
raising.  
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- Around 50% (only) goes to direct funding of field activities the way we interpret 
this budget. Substantial funds for administration, consultants, international travels 
and meetings. But this is very difficult to ascertain the way it is reported. 

-For the three components Norway is supporting, 1/3 seems to be financed by other 
sources. 

 

 


