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1. Introduction 

This country case study report is part of the Evaluation of international climate finance by 
the Belgian federal government. This independent evaluation has two main objectives: 

• Provide an independent assessment of the international climate finance by the 
Federal government’s development cooperation policy. 

• Provide specific actionable policy and operational recommendations for the various 
Belgian actors and policy makers involved in defining and implementing Belgium's 
commitment to international climate finance. Such recommendations will concern 
strategy, institutional framework, regulatory framework, instruments and 
channels. 

Following general documentary review, a set of interviews with Belgian climate actors, and 
preliminary portfolio analysis, on which basis an Interim report has been produced and 
accepted, the evaluation team has launched a case study phase. 

The objective of the case study phase is to obtain a more detailed and concrete view of 
how climate action is identified, formulated, implemented and monitored at project and 
country level and better understand the climate logic within the various types of 
interventions as well as characterise the exact nature of their climate effects. 

In order to do this and obtain a systemic view of how climate change may be tackled at a 
country level, two countries have been selected as case studies: Senegal, in West Africa, 
and Tanzania, in the Great Lakes region. These geographical areas were considered 
representative of the two main areas of Belgian development cooperation focus. For each 
country, 5 projects were selected for more detailed analysis (i.e. 10 in total). Additionally, 
to better cover the diversity of Belgian climate action and interventions, both at a 
thematical and an institutional level, the two main criteria for project selection, 4 other 
interventions have been selected as well: National Determined Contributions (NDC) 
support by the Federal Public Service (FPS) environment in Burkina Faso and Niger, 
University cooperation in Vietnam and a methane gas capture project in Rwanda. 

1.1. Case study evaluation approach 

This country case study evaluation on Tanzania was conducted remotely between March 
and mid-April 2021. Tanzania was chosen as a showcase of Belgian development 
cooperation in the Great Lake region, and selected for offering a sufficient variety of 
projects, carried out by the Belgian actors Enabel, BIO and the NGA & IA’s, which, along 
with the FPS Environment, are the actors being examined in detail in this evaluation.  

Five projects were selected among this varied set, covering humanitarian action, 
agriculture, energy, and forestry. BIO’s indirect investment in the Kikagati powerplant 
aside1, they represent 22% of the total budget allocated to international climate finance 
within Belgian-Tanzanian cooperation during 2013-2019. The selection includes projects 
without a primary focus on climate change, allowing the assessment of the level of climate 
mainstreaming into development projects. In Tanzania, the case study analysis covered 
the 5 following interventions: 

 
1  This project was financed through BIO’s investment into the AREF (Africa Renewable Energy Fund). BIO’s 

participation in the Kikagati project is therefore indirect, and not registered as a project developed by BIO 
in Tanzania. 
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1. Enabel: Natural Resources Management for Local Economic Development, 
Kigoma region (NRM4LED) 

2. Enabel: Sustainable Agriculture Kigoma Regional Project (SAKiRP) 
3. BIO: Kikagati hydropower facility through an investment in the AREF  
4. Oxfam Solidarité: Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) in Tanzania 
5. Bos+: Environmental management of strategic forest areas in a sustainable, 

inclusive and participatory way (EMSFA) 

Further data on key evaluation points is available in Annex A, including a short narrative 
describing each project. 

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the evaluation team could not implement the evaluation 
study in the field, and hence the majority of interviews were conducted online. This remote 
data collection was complemented with field visits and interviews by a national consultant, 
Kennedy Oulu, Director at In-Depth Consulting Tanzania, a Tanzania-based consultancy. 

For each project, interviews were organised in two steps. Exploratory interviews were first 
held by the evaluation team with Belgian representatives to obtain general information, 
documentation (final evaluation reports, budgets, mid-term reviews), and additional local 
contacts. A second wave of interviews was then launched by the national expert and the 
evaluation team with these additional local contacts for additional evidence-finding. 

1.2. Triangulation of results 

Triangulation relied on the diversity of data types (internal documentation, evaluations, 
interviews, field visits) and of interviewees. Interviews were conducted with a variety of 
stakeholders (Belgian and Tanzanian; 9 with Belgian key actors, 3 with local project 
developers and 5 beneficiaries’ representatives). Table 1 depicts this repartition. For 
a detailed overview of the interviews,  please see Annex C. 
 

Project NRM4LED SAKiRP 
Kikagati 
hydropower 
facility 

DRR in 
Tanzania EMSFA Other 

Belgian 
stakeholders 1  1  1 3 1 

2  
(Belgian Embassy in 
Dar es Salaam 
Embassy) 

Local 
stakeholders 

None. The 
project 
phased 
out. 

None. The 
access to 
local 
authorities 
could not be 
accessed. 

2 4 2 

1 (Representative 
Ministry of Blue 
Economy and 
Fisheries (former 
UNFCCC focal point) 

Table 1 - Type of actors interviewed 

Four factors complicated the conduction of interviews: the passing of the Tanzanian 
President and ensuing national funeral, the rain season which complicated the access to 
remote areas, COVID-19 which restricted in-country travelling of the local consultant and 
difficulties to access local authorities. 

In the case of the SAKiRP and NRM4LED, triangulation was not considered jeopardised by 
the impossibility to reach local authorities, as the local authorities were only lightly 
involved in the projects and possess a limited awareness of climate action (confirmed 
during interviews with representatives of the SAKiRP and NRM4LED projects, as well with 
the Belgian  

Embassy). Interviewees suggested that the input of local and regional governments would 
not be additional to existing documentation and conducted interviews. At the national 
level, the position of Tanzanian authorities was analyzed based on documentation provided 
by the Principal Secretary of the Ministry of Blue Economy and Fisheries, Zanzibar. This 
analysis confirmed the strong centralisation of climate action, and the relevance of our 
findings in absence of local interviews. 
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Moreover, for the DRR in Tanzania, interviews with beneficiaries’ representatives 
conducted by the national consultant working in Tanzania happened through 
teleconferencing (i.e. Zoom facility). This option was preferred, due to COVID-19 related 
travel restrictions and to the rain season which complicated the access to remote areas. 
This is not believed to affect the robustness of the evaluation findings, as the beneficiaries 
were able to share additional project evidence, consisting of recent high-resolution photos 
and documentaries. For the Kikagati hydropower facility, it was not possible to speak to 
local beneficiaries, as the project is still under development and the main beneficiaries 
consist of people living in remote areas who should eventually benefit from the energy 
access in the region. To gain a better understanding of the on the ground perspective, the 
local project developers were interviewed.  

1.3. Reading guide 

This evaluation report contains the following chapters: 

• Chapter 2 explores the country context, the Belgian interventions and climate 
finance landscape of Tanzania; 

• Chapter 3 includes the key findings following the evaluation questions (EQ’s); 

• Annex A contains a summary of the assessment at project level; 

• Annex B synthesizes the characteristics of each project; 

• Annex C contains a list of interviewees; 

• Annex D provides a list of bibliographical references. 
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2. Context 

2.1. General context Analysis 

2.1.1. Country context 

Tanzania is a lower middle-income country since 2020. Economic development is driven 
by increased government spending, communications and construction, although 
agriculture remains the backbone of the Tanzanian economy. Despite its steady economic 
growth before the COVID-19 crisis, poverty and undernourishment remain key challenges. 
Among others, this situation can be linked to the neighbouring humanitarian crises and to 
the fact that economic growth does not cover the agricultural sector, which remains of a 
subsistence nature. Similarly, critical infrastructure is under development, notably in 
transport and energy, where natural gas and renewables deployment has been hampered 
by weak distribution systems. 

Tanzania Development Vision2 aims at shifting the country to a stable semi-industrialized 
economy by 2025. Technological progress, infrastructure development and productivity 
enhancement are expected to support the improvement of development indicators 
(notably food security and accessibility to health). The Five-Year Development Plan3 
(2016) further indicates that efforts towards strengthened technology, infrastructure and 
productivity are oriented towards global markets. Typically, the agricultural sector should 
be supported further than food security goals, for nurturing agro-processing industries 
that yield added-value on global markets. Similarly, the improved access to financial 
services is primarily aimed at attracting international investors, whereas locals are 
encouraged to develop ‘a culture of saving’ (Development Vision).  

To this end, public sector authorities expect to improve accountability and efficiency of 
administrative systems, while resorting to subsidiarity. This latter method builds on a 
national culture of involving stakeholders for policy development and implementation that 
champions workshops, consultations, and consensus-building. Local governments and 
NGOs are historically involved in these processes, and recent strategies suggest to further 
include private actors and educational institutions. 

In this context, environmental protection is perceived as a cross-cutting method for 
implementing the Vision. Environmental rehabilitation and water conservation are means 
to ensure that growth is sustained during the coming years, notably in agroforestry and 
fish industries, where climatic conditions have been jeopardizing economic development. 
In other words, environmental protection must be understood as a tool to reach the 8% 
economic growth target by 2025 and to sustain its results. 

2.1.2. Main country climate challenges 

Tanzania combines a multiplicity of natural ecosystems, including Zanzibar and inland 
Tanzanian shorelines, the Kilimanjaro and arid land. The country thus faces numerous 
climate-driven challenges. Cumulatively, the effects of flashfloods, droughts, irregular 

 
2  Tanzania Development Vision 2025, http://www.mof.go.tz/mofdocs/overarch/vision2025.htm  
3  Second Five Year Development Plan, 2016, http://extwprlegs1.fao.org/docs/pdf/tan166449.pdf  

http://www.mof.go.tz/mofdocs/overarch/vision2025.htm
http://extwprlegs1.fao.org/docs/pdf/tan166449.pdf
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seasonal variations, salt-water intrusion and diseases amount to 1-2% GDP per year4. 
Tanzanian level of readiness to climate change is ranked 150th globally5. 

2.2. Belgian cooperation and climate finance in Tanzania 

2.2.1. Belgian development action 

A bilateral development partnership was initiated between Belgium and Tanzania in 1982. 
While other development partners of Tanzania tended to phase out cooperation from 2010 
and returned for humanitarian purposes in 2017 (Burundi crisis), Belgium maintained 
middle-term cooperation contracts. However, the Belgian Development Cooperation 
Programme did not formulate any new interventions after 20186. 

Overall, Belgium provided € 9.2 million of international climate finance to Tanzania 
partners in 2013-2019. Additionally, the Kikagati hydropower project amounted to € 1.7 
million. Although registered as a Ugandan project for its cross-border location, it required 
the cooperation of Tanzania and provides it with tangible benefits. 

Over the study period, Belgium-Tanzania cooperation represents a total of 29 projects 
predominantly oriented towards adaptation, with € 3.2 million flowing to adaptation 
projects and € 5.9 million towards cross-cutting activities. A majority of projects (17 
projects representing € 5.7 million) relate to environment, forestry and agriculture. The 
two multisectoral projects (Water management in Lower Moshi and Simanjiro and Maisha 
Bora) stand out as substantial interventions, amounting to € 1.7 million. However, no new 
projects have been developed since 2018 due to concerns on the Tanzanian political 
climate in light of Belgian values, e.g., regarding human rights and gender (interview, a 
Belgian official in Dar es Salaam). Belgian-Tanzanian cooperation, including climate-
related development action, thus amounts to projects initiated prior to 2018 and 
extensions of these projects.  

The Development Cooperation Programme 2014-2015 between Belgium and Tanzania7 
prioritises the sectors ‘basic infrastructure in water & sanitation’ and ‘sustainable 
agriculture and food security’. Transversal themes in these sectors consist of 
‘gender/women empowerment’ and ‘protection of the environment’.  

2.2.2. Main actors   

The main actors still active in Tanzania are Enabel and the NGOs (i.e., Oxfam 
Solidarité and Bos+). This remains consistent with trends observed in the past years. 
Between 2013-2019, civil society actors conducted 18 projects and Enabel 9, for 
respectively € 5 million and € 4.2 million. 

Enabel has been mainly operating in the Kigoma region. This action builds on two pillars, 
poverty reduction and consolidation of democracy8. In practice, this reveals in projects 
supporting sustainable resources management through local empowerment9, and it 
further deploys in two sectors -water, sanitation and sustainable agriculture- and is 
underpinned by a gender-sensitive approach. 

 
4  Tanzania Intended Nationally Determined Contributions 
5  Climate Watch, https://www.climatewatchdata.org/countries/TZA?calculation=PER_CAPITA#climate-

vulnerability  
6  Communication with Belgian Embassy in Dar Es Salaam (April 2021). 
7  Development Cooperation Programme (2014-2015) Between the Government of Tanzania and the Kingdom 

of Belgium. Retrieved from: 
https://tanzania.diplomatie.belgium.be/sites/default/files/content/140311_signed_idcp_2014-2015.pdf  

8  Tanzania-Belgium Partnership, BTC, 2015, 
https://www.enabel.be/sites/default/files/broch_tanzania_dec_ed_3_web_latest_version.pdf  

9  The Environment & Development, BTC, 2015, 
https://www.enabel.be/sites/default/files/the_environment_and_development_-
_a_view_of_30_development_projects_0.pdf  

https://www.climatewatchdata.org/countries/TZA?calculation=PER_CAPITA#climate-vulnerability
https://www.climatewatchdata.org/countries/TZA?calculation=PER_CAPITA#climate-vulnerability
https://tanzania.diplomatie.belgium.be/sites/default/files/content/140311_signed_idcp_2014-2015.pdf
https://www.enabel.be/sites/default/files/broch_tanzania_dec_ed_3_web_latest_version.pdf
https://www.enabel.be/sites/default/files/the_environment_and_development_-_a_view_of_30_development_projects_0.pdf
https://www.enabel.be/sites/default/files/the_environment_and_development_-_a_view_of_30_development_projects_0.pdf
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NGA’s action is led by a Joint Strategic Framework approved in 201510 and updated in 
201711. The Framework gathers 8 organisations and revolves around five strategic goals, 
namely agriculture, entrepreneurship, education, health, environment (which includes a 
climate mainstreaming approach) 12. 

BIO is not directly active in Tanzania for climate action. The institution is involved in 
Tanzanian or East African projects through investments (equity and debt) in commercial 
banks (€ 26 million in 2018) and other financial institutions (€ 93 million in 201813). 

Key international climate funds for the multilateral Belgian finance complement the 
interventions of Belgian actors. The Green Climate Fund (GCF), Adaptation Fund (AF) and 
Least-Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) are all present in Tanzania, although the GCF is 
involved mainly through multi-country interventions, while the AF develops Tanzanian-
specific projects with an intensified presence in 2020 (3 additional approved projects)14. 
Overall, these funds predominantly develop climate adaptation actions15.  

2.3. National climate action and climate related policies 

2.3.1. Climate action in Tanzania 

Tanzanian climate action is guided by their INDC (which became Tanzania’s First NDC in 
2018) and revolves around four key policy documents: a National Climate Change Strategy 
(2012), a National Framework for Climate Services (2018-2025), a Health National 
Adaptation Plan to Climate Change (2018-2023), and a National Climate Smart Agriculture 
Programme (2015-2025). Combined, they reflect the need for effective adaptation 
measures and a strong linkage between climate policies and development strategies. The 
flagship measures of the NDC include a 10-20% reduction in GHG emissions by 2030, and 
a series of adaptation targets, notably the reduction of climate related disasters by 50-
70% and 75% coverage with reliable water systems.  

These national frameworks however lack implementation, due to low levels of capacity, 
prioritisation and coordination between administrations16,17. In this regard, the National 
Framework for Climate Services is a first step to address these issues. By providing 
sectoral and regional climate change data to stakeholders, decision-making is expected to 
be rationalized and localized18. In line with these challenges, Tanzanian authorities lack 
the capacity to develop vulnerability assessments, and to further mainstream them into 
policies and plans19. 

2.3.2. Actors, tools and ICF channels at partner country level 

Actors and institutions 

The Vice President’s Office is the central coordinating actor for climate-related policies and 
climate finance support. Its Division of Environment acts as the National Climate Change 
Focal Point. It is supported by Sector Environmental Sections nested in each Ministry, 

 
10  Joint Strategic Framework Tanzania, 2015 
11  Joint Strategic Framework Tanzania, updated version 27/10/2017 
12  Ibid  
13  Landenfiche Belgische Ontwikkelingssamenwerking Tanzania, 2019 (Shared by DGD) 
14  Adaptation Fund projects database, https://www.adaptation-fund.org/projects-programmes/  
15  UNFCCC Climate Finance database, https://unfccc.int/climatefinance?home  
16  Stocktaking Report for the Review of the National Climate Change Strategy (2012-2018), Vice President’s 

Office, 2020 (Shared by the Ministry of Blue Economy and Fisheries, Zanzibar) 
17  State of the Environment Third Report, Tanzania Vice President’s Office, 2019 (Shared by the Ministry of 

Blue Economy and Fisheries, Zanzibar) 
18  Capacity Building Knowledge to Action Day, Republic of Tanzania, 2019, 

https://unfccc.int/documents/204656  
19  East African NBF inception workshop, Republic of Tanzania, 2020, https://unfccc.int/documents/210142 

https://www.adaptation-fund.org/projects-programmes/
https://unfccc.int/climatefinance?home
https://unfccc.int/documents/204656
https://unfccc.int/documents/210142
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which act as focal points and brokers between Ministries20. Despite its limited budget, it is 
in charge of the development of all climate-change related guidelines, including the 
National Adaptation Plan (NAP)21. As a result, the Division must rely on external support 
to conduct projects. For instance, Tanzania officially relies on NGOs for formulating 
applications to multilateral funds22. Faced with this dependence on NGOs and UN agencies 
to mediate access to funding, Tanzania aims at developing a cost-effective and systematic 
framework for all climate finance streams. The National Climate Change Finance 
Mechanism, housed by the Department of Environment, is central to this strategy23. 
Currently under discussion, the Mechanism is expected to be in charge of building capacity, 
standardizing monitoring of projects, and centralizing national, multilateral, bilateral and 
private climate finance sources24. An equivalent mechanism is under development on 
Zanzibar. In both cases, up-front financial and time investments, along with the need for 
stronger buy-in from development partners, have hindered the set-up of the 
mechanisms25. 

At a national scale, climate finance frameworks also benefit from international readiness 
support (e.g. GIZ, Overseas Development Institute), with the Centre for Climate Change 
Studies of the University of Dar es Salaam acting as a platform for exchange on climate 
finance readiness. 

Climate action and access to finance has also been hindered by the ad-hoc character of 
monitoring mechanisms26. The effects of climate finance projects are not clearly evaluated, 
notably at the regional and local levels, thus limiting their impact and scale-up potential. 
The centralized approach of the Tanzanian government to climate-relevant investments, 
along with an unclear regulatory framework, have further been identified as important 
barriers by interviewees operating in the field (interviews with representatives of Enabel 
and Berkeley Energy). These shortcomings were described during the interviews as 
particularly problematic for energy and infrastructure investments and may thus be 
directly linked to the limited potential for mitigation activities in Tanzania.  

Climate finance channels 

Main multilateral sources of finance are channelled through the GEF and LDCF27. 
Involvement of the GCF in Tanzania remains limited due to administrative burdensome 
procedures28. A portion of multilateral support to adaptation is channelled to sub-national 
governments through a district-level (devolved) climate finance mechanism, a pilot funded 
by the IIED and the UN Capital Development Fund (UNCDF). Indeed, similar to Kenya, 
Mali and Senegal, Tanzania entrusted pilot district governments to channel climate finance. 
Pilot communities identify relevant projects, which are then presented by locally appointed 
individuals to district governments29. If projects are accepted, they directly obtain funds 
from a national Climate Adaptation Fund, itself funded by multilateral international climate 

 
20  State of the Environment Third Report, Tanzania Vice President’s Office, 2019 (Shared by the Ministry of 

Blue Economy and Fisheries, Zanzibar) 
21  Understanding Climate Finance Readiness Needs In Tanzania, GIZ, 2013, 

http://africanclimatefinancehub.net/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/giz2013-0657en-climate-finance-
tanzania.pdf 

22  East African NBF inception workshop, Republic of Tanzania, 2020, https://unfccc.int/documents/210142 
23  Draft Final Report: Options for a Climate Finance Mechanism/Climate Fund in Tanzania, Evidence on 

Demand, 2013 (Shared by the Ministry of Blue Economy and Fisheries, Zanzibar) 
24  Framework for a National Climate Change Financing Mechanism for Tanzania, NCFM Technical Team, 2014  
25  Zanzibar Climate Change Financing Mechanism and Resource Mobilisation Plan Final Report, 2016, 

https://info.undp.org/docs/pdc/Documents/TZA/ZCCFM_%20FINAL%20REPORT%20-20160511.pdf  
26  Understanding Climate Finance Readiness Needs In Tanzania, GIZ, 2013, 

http://africanclimatefinancehub.net/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/giz2013-0657en-climate-finance-
tanzania.pdf 

27  Climate Finance Experience SADC NBF workshop, Republic of Tanzania, 2019, 
https://unfccc.int/documents/209322  

28  East African NBF inception workshop, Republic of Tanzania, 2020, https://unfccc.int/documents/210142 
29  https://www.iied.org/local-climate-finance-mechanism-helping-fund-community-prioritised-adaptation see 

also 
https://www.greenfinanceplatform.org/sites/default/files/downloads/resource/Devolved%20Climate%20FIn
ance.pdf  

https://unfccc.int/documents/210142
https://info.undp.org/docs/pdc/Documents/TZA/ZCCFM_%20FINAL%20REPORT%20-20160511.pdf
https://unfccc.int/documents/209322
https://unfccc.int/documents/210142
https://www.iied.org/local-climate-finance-mechanism-helping-fund-community-prioritised-adaptation
https://www.greenfinanceplatform.org/sites/default/files/downloads/resource/Devolved%20Climate%20FInance.pdf
https://www.greenfinanceplatform.org/sites/default/files/downloads/resource/Devolved%20Climate%20FInance.pdf
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finance (ICF). This mechanism has the advantage to reduce transaction costs when 
identifying adaption priorities, and to fulfil the multilateral funds’ appraisal criteria on local 
participation and involvement of women. However, despite social benefits and strong 
returns on investment, national budgets remain quite rigid to avoid mismanagement and 
maladaptation, hampering the development of projects30. 

Key bilateral partners include Japan, Germany, Norway, the United States and the United 
Kingdom. These partners all established bilateral programs or funds for Tanzanian climate 
action31, including programs for research development32. Similar to bilateral fast-start 
finance, most bilateral support covers mitigation activities and capacity building33. 

Dedicated funds complete these channels with a focus on resources management, such as 
through the Tanzania Forest Fund (2010), the Rural Energy Fund (2005) and the Eastern 
Arc Mountains Conservation Endowment Fund (2001). 

Private sector engagement 

Private sector engagement remains limited in climate finance and is not systematically 
tracked34. A first reason is the structural division between public policies and private 
actors: the absence of private parties in policy development derives in a lack of 
communication between public and private spheres at the planning and project 
development phases35. Furthermore, it can be suggested that the private sector 
participation could be sought more actively if projects were to develop in strategic sectors 
(valorization of waste to energy, alternative charcoal, hydropower)36, building on the 
existing experience in PPPs37.  

 
30  Resilience Building in Tanzania: Learning From Experiences of Institutional Strengthening, IIED, 2015, 

https://pubs.iied.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/migrate/10129IIED.pdf  
31  Framework for a National Climate Change Financing Mechanism for Tanzania, NCFM Technical Team, 2014 
32  Stocktaking Report for the Review of the National Climate Change Strategy (2012-2018), Vice President’s 

Office, 2020 (Shared by the Ministry of Blue Economy and Fisheries, Zanzibar) 
33  Fast-start Finance, UNFCCC, https://unfccc.int/climatefinance/fsf/recipients  
34  Framework for a National Climate Change Financing Mechanism for Tanzania, NCFM Technical Team, 2014 
35  Stocktaking Report for the Review of the National Climate Change Strategy (2012-2018), Vice President’s 

Office, 2020 (Shared by the Ministry of Blue Economy and Fisheries, Zanzibar) 
36  East African NBF inception workshop, Republic of Tanzania, 2020, https://unfccc.int/documents/210142 
37  Understanding Climate Finance Readiness Needs In Tanzania, GIZ, 2013, 

http://africanclimatefinancehub.net/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/giz2013-0657en-climate-finance-
tanzania.pdf 

https://pubs.iied.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/migrate/10129IIED.pdf
https://unfccc.int/climatefinance/fsf/recipients
https://unfccc.int/documents/210142
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3. Main Findings 

This Chapter presents the main findings of the evaluation in the form of answers against the 
evaluation questions. It is structured around the six evaluation questions (EQs) which provided 
the general analytical framework for this evaluation. 

3.1. Relevance - Alignment with global and national 
climate challenges - EQ1 and EQ2  

3.1.1. EQ1: Belgian contribution to climate change adaptation and 
mitigation 

Summary of findings: 

• The focus on climate adaptation in Tanzania is in line with global priorities to 
increase adaptation finance for LDCs38 (in Tanzania, there are no bilateral energy-
related interventions by Belgium except for the indirect investment of BIO in AREF 
which takes place at the Tanzanian-Ugandan border).39  

• There is evidence of alignment of the interventions with Belgium’s focus on 
strengthened capacity in LDCs (strong capacity building component at the local 
level), SDG-13 (adaptation and mainstreaming with focus on agricultural resilience, 
food security, natural resources management) and to a lesser extent mitigation 
(renewables and carbon capture in forest). Moreover, synergies between climate 
action and humanitarian aid exist. 

• Four out of the five selected Belgian interventions have a Rio Marker 1 (the BIO 
project has a Rio Marker 2), which means they have climate action as a sub-
objective, but to what extent the interventions have been adapted over time to 
prioritise action on climate finance varies strongly per project.  

• To date, there is no evidence of private sector co-financing for Belgian climate 
action in Tanzania. 

For the Enabel-led projects in Kigoma (NRM4LED and SAKiRP), no specific 
climate focus existed at the project identification stage. This can be explained by 
the fact that the priorities of the Belgian Development Cooperation at the start of these 
projects were, amongst others, environmental resource management and local economic 
development.40,41  The final evaluation of the NRM4LED project concludes that the project 
was highly relevant for these Belgian priorities, as it contributed to environmental 
protection with a bottom-up approach to provide local communities with ownership over 
the management of forests, lakes and ecosystem practices (e.g., bee keeping).42 For the 
NRM4LED project, however, an increased climate focus has not been developed over the 
years.  

 
38  Green Climate Fund (2020). GCF in brief: Adaptation Planning. Retrieved from: 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-brief-adaptation-planning  
39  MMR Database (2013-2019). 
40  FPS Foreign Affairs (2017). Strategy note ‘Agriculture and food security’. Retrieved from: 

https://diplomatie.belgium.be/sites/default/files/downloads/strategic_policy_note_agriculture_and_food_se
curity_2017.pdf  

41  FPS Foreign Affairs (2014). Strategy note ‘Environment in the Belgian Development Cooperation’. Retrieved 
from: https://diplomatie.belgium.be/sites/default/files/downloads/Strategy_note_Environment.pdf  

42  End-Term Review NRM-LED (Shared by Enabel).   

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-brief-adaptation-planning
https://diplomatie.belgium.be/sites/default/files/downloads/strategic_policy_note_agriculture_and_food_security_2017.pdf
https://diplomatie.belgium.be/sites/default/files/downloads/strategic_policy_note_agriculture_and_food_security_2017.pdf
https://diplomatie.belgium.be/sites/default/files/downloads/Strategy_note_Environment.pdf
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In the SAKiRP project, the need for climate action has adjusted the project’s 
strategic orientation since 2017 from a climate resilience point of view. 
Considering the vulnerability of beans production to climate variability, sunflower was 
adopted as a third value chain to increase farmers’ chances of getting a successful crop 
during the second and short farming season.43 Moreover, Climate Smart Agriculture (CSA) 
practices have been introduced in all three value chains through capacity building 
trainings. Finally, the annual results report (2020) points out to a mitigation-measure of 
promoting stone arch bridges as a low carbon alternative to conventional reinforced 
concrete bridges. Although the main objective of developing the stone arch bridges came 
from a need to open up certain production areas on a cost-effective way, the carbon 
footprint of stone arch bridges is 80% less than conventional reinforced concrete bridges.44  

 

 

Photo 1 - SAKiRP, stone arch bridge 

As mentioned in an interview with a representative of Enabel, a stronger climate focus has 
been developed over the last 1.5 years within Enabel’s interventions, which is partly due 
to the accreditation of Enabel to the Green Climate Fund (GCF). Tanzania is, however, not 
included in the GCF-Enabel work programme (“entity work programme”). This is because 
selection and prioritisation were needed. Enabel did not consider Tanzania as a country 
holding most potential for climate action, notably because the government has not set a 
strong direction for climate and partners’ action during the past years, and as a 
consequence of the Belgian decision to put a hold on any new development cooperation 
activities in Tanzania.  

The Bos+ project has a similar focus to the NRM4LED project in the sense that it 
focuses on community-led environmental protection but has a clearer focus on 
climate adaptation (combatting forest degradation and deforestation) and to some extent 
mitigation through carbon capture of trees in tree planting programmes. The project 
reflects the environmental-related objective of the Geographical Joint Strategic Framework 
of Belgian Development Cooperation of Tanzania, which focuses on, amongst others, 
participatory approaches to mainstream climate change, the sustainable use of natural 
resources and protection of ecosystems into capacity building-activities.45 

BIO’s indirect investment in the Kikagati Hydropower project through the African 
Renewable Energy Fund (AREF) also matches the Belgian priorities of local 
economic development. Compared to the other selected interventions, the climate 
relevance is high as the fight against climate change and preservation of natural 
resources is one of the four development impacts of the project. As explained in an 

 
43  SAKiRP Annual Results report 2020 (Shared by Enabel). 
44  Ibid 
45  Joint Strategic Framework of Belgian NGA’s active Tanzania (n.d.). Retrieved from: 

https://cdn.vliruos.be/vliruos/3656f9624be718020e542fb284e20f55.pdf  

Source: ADE 

https://cdn.vliruos.be/vliruos/3656f9624be718020e542fb284e20f55.pdf
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interview with a representative of BIO, a balanced amount of BIO’s equity portfolio is spent 
on renewable energy next to other strategic priorities of financial inclusion, agriculture 
value chains, health and education). The rationale for the investment in the AREF is based 
on this strategic priority. Moreover, it matches the strategic priority expressed in the policy 
note of the current Minister of Development Cooperation, in which, in addition to the 
priority of adaptation finance in LDCs, the role of the private sector for investments in 
access to clean energy is emphasised. Overall, Tanzania benefits from two multilateral 
energy projects (the AREF and the Beyond The Grid Solar Fund) though no Belgian bilateral 
energy-related investments have taken place in Tanzania in the period 2013-2019. 

The Oxfam Solidarité DRR programme matches the strategic priority of Belgian 
Development Cooperation to focus on synergies between climate action and 
humanitarian aid.46 The programme was due to end in November 2017. The request for 
a no-cost extension until May 2020 was granted by DGD47, and remains relevant for the 
priorities of the cabinet of the current Minister of Development Cooperation.48  

Based on the analysed projects, private sector investments in climate action 
remains a strategic gap for the Federal Belgian government. Although several 
projects focus on the local private sector as beneficiary, such as SAKiRP and the BIO 
investment in the hydropower plant on the Tanzanian-Ugandan border, there has been 
no/low evidence of private sector co-financing in climate action.  

3.1.2. EQ2: Alignment with national and local objectives (local 
context, expected impact, etc.) 

Summary of findings: 

• Belgian interventions in Tanzania are aligned with the climate mitigation and 
climate adaptation objectives as identified in Tanzania’s First NDC, with a larger 
focus on adaptation compared to mitigation.  

• Belgian interventions in the context of DRR are particularly relevant for national 
and local climate risks and consequences of refugee influx. 

• The agricultural focus of Belgian interventions matches the national policies, 
although agricultural objectives are not necessarily aligned with climate objectives.  

• Generally, high evidence exists of bottom-up community-based and participatory 
approaches of Belgian interventions for the selected projects, which add to the 
alignment with local objectives.  

• The added value of Belgian interventions for climate action is strongly visible in the 
agricultural sector and is characterised by the strong presence of Enabel and NGOs 
in the field. This is the case for the adaptation projects rather than for mitigation 
projects. 

BIO’s indirect investment in the hydropower plant on the Tanzanian-Ugandan 
border matches the climate mitigation objectives of Tanzania as expressed in its 
First NDC for the Energy sector: (1) Exploring and investing in the energy 
diversification system to ensure overall energy security for economic development 
through enhanced availability, affordability and reliability while contributing towards 
energy emissions intensity reduction over time; and (2) Promotion of clean 
technologies for power generation; and diverse renewable sources such as geothermal, 
wind, solar and renewable biomass. 

 
46  FPS Foreign Affairs (2018). Climate Vision.  
47  Oxfam Solidarité (2020). Final narrative report DRR in the Great Lakes Region: towards a leading role of 

local actors. Shared by Oxfam Solidarité.  
48  Minister for Development Cooperation Kitir (5 November 2020). Beleidsverklaring. 

Ontwikkelingssamenwerking en Grote Steden. Retrieved from: 
https://www.dekamer.be/FLWB/PDF/55/1610/55K1610018.pdf  

https://www.dekamer.be/FLWB/PDF/55/1610/55K1610018.pdf
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The focus of Belgian interventions on climate adaptation compared to climate 
mitigation aligns with Tanzania’s NDC. Overall, Tanzania’s First NDC has a large focus 
on adaptation compared to mitigation, with adaptation covering 37 actions in 9 sectors 
(agriculture, livestock, forestry, energy, coastal/marine/environment & fisheries, water 
resources, human settlements, health, tourism), and mitigation covering 14 actions in 4 
sectors (energy, transport, forestry and waste).49 

Particularly for Disaster Risk Reduction, the Oxfam Solidarité DRR programme in 
Tanzania shows great alignment with the national DRR priorities, as it took the 
Tanzania Disaster Management Act (2015) as a baseline.50 As explained in interviews with 
the programme managers at Oxfam Solidarité, the national DRR strategy was “dormant” 
at the time of project identification. Oxfam Solidarité initiated, together with local NGO’s 
REDESO and CABUIPA, a range of local vulnerability assessments to identify the local 
climate risks in Tanzania and in the other countries of the programme (Burundi and DRC). 
Project activities were determined based on these assessments. The outcome for Tanzania 
was that the Kishapu and Kahama districts in Shinyanga region were targeted, because 
they are prone to drought and floods. Kibondo was also targeted, because of refugees’ 
influx and associated environmental destruction of forests of farmlands caused by the 
clearance of these areas to get firewood and other resources. 

The large agricultural focus of Belgian interventions matches the national 
policies, although agricultural objectives are not always aligned with climate 
objectives. SAKiRP supports the Agricultural Sector Development Strategy and 
Programme51, to the extent that it feeds in efforts for heightened productivity, profitability, 
diversification, and empowerment of local communities. Moreover, a National Climate 
Smart Agriculture Programme (2015-2025) is present in Tanzania and CSA is also 
prioritised in its NDC, which mentions the agricultural sector as the backbone of the 
Tanzanian economy and most vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. Although the 
focus of Belgian interventions in the agricultural sector are relevant, it was mentioned in 
an interview with a representative of Enabel as well as with the Embassy that climate 
change is not seen as a primary topic by the national government of Tanzania. They 
confirmed that conventional agriculture is still the most supported form of production in 
Tanzania. 

Generally, the Belgian interventions show evidence of bottom-up community-
based and participatory approaches, which lead to alignment with local 
objectives. For the Bos+ and Oxfam Solidarité projects, the alignment with local 
objectives benefits climate action. For the Oxfam Solidarité DRR project, locally led 
vulnerability assessments took place to identify climate risks. The project of Bos+ EMSFA 
has community-based forest management and sustainable and climate-smart land use 
practices at the core of its scope. For the Enabel-led projects, the alignment with local 
objectives is not necessarily linked to climate action. The NRM4LED project was based on 
the national strategy for decentralised NRM. Moreover, the SAKiRP project enhances 
alignment with local objectives through the focus on local alignment with market dynamics 
and focus on local economic contributions.  
  

 
49  Tanzania Intended Nationally Determined Contributions 
50  Disaster Management Act, Government of Tanzania, 2015. Retrieved from: 

https://www.preventionweb.net/english/policies/v.php?id=48822&cid=184  
51  Agricultural Sector Development Strategy and Programme, Tanzanian Ministry of Agriculture, 2006 

https://www.preventionweb.net/english/policies/v.php?id=48822&cid=184


  

14 

3.2. Coherence of Belgian climate action - EQ3  

Summary of findings: 

• NGAs show efforts of coordinated action for environmental and climate objectives 
as specified in their Joint Strategic Framework (JSF). 

• Besides the NGAs’ JSF, there is no evidence of synergies between federal climate 
finance operations and Belgian development activities in Tanzania. 

• The case studies show no evidence for synergies between interventions of BIO and 
Enabel. This is partly due to the fact that BIO has no direct operations in Tanzania.   

• Belgian actors have created strong partnerships with local implementing 
organisations and local authorities, as well as with international organisations, but 
not specifically for climate action in Tanzania. 

• Up till this date, there are no NDC Partnership (NDCP) supported interventions of 
Belgium in Tanzania. Generally, NDCP interventions are believed to enhance 
synergies and complementarities between different donor interventions in one 
country.  

3.2.1. Synergies 

For NGOs, the Joint Strategic Framework (JSF) for development cooperation in 
Tanzania has an explicit focus on the synergies on environmental- and climate 
action. Bos+, together with other Belgian NGOs Iles de Paix , Rikolto and Trias, reported 
on several activities that were aimed at enhancing synergies between the interventions of 
different NGOs, such as exchange visits, intelligence sharing on the topics of land use 
planning, soil- and water management and irrigation, and the organisation and the 
organisation of pilots by the universities aimed at practices to improve climate smart 
agriculture.52 Parallel to this, the NGOs have the “right of initiative”53, which limits the role 
of the DGD in steering on the content of the JSF, the coordination between the NGOs and 
their actions.  

Besides the NGOs’ JSF, there is no evidence of synergies between federal climate 
finance operations and Belgian development activities in Tanzania. One 
explanation for this is that the Belgian development cooperation has been focused on 
Natural Resource Management since the Indicative Cooperation Programme of 2010-2013 
rather than on climate finance objectives. The NRM4LED project illustrates that very few 
Belgian NGOs were active in the Kigoma Region, and none of them in natural resource 
management. According to the final evaluation report, it would have been interesting to 
find synergies with the Jane Goodall Institute, an institute focused on protection and 
conservation, which was complementary to the work of Enabel.54 

3.2.2. Partnerships  

Belgian actors have created strong partnerships with local implementing 
organisations and local authorities, as well as with international organisations, 
but not specifically for climate action in Tanzania. In the Oxfam Solidarité DRR 
Tanzania Project as well as in the Bos+ EMSFA project, Belgian NGAs collaborate with 
established local NGOs in the regions that have strong links with local authorities (see 3.5. 
Sustainability). Moreover, Oxfam Solidarité collaborated with the UNHCR and International 
Red Cross (IRC) for intelligence sharing. SAKiRP collaborated with the World Food 
Programme, which purchased the production of SAKiRP’s beneficiaries for a nearby refugee 
camps.   

 
52  Trias (November 2020). Summary of strategic goals and synergies from the strategic dialogue Tanzania. 

Shared by BOS+. 
53  Law on Belgian International Cooperation (18 March 2013).Chapter 6 Art. 26 “Non-Governmental 

Cooperation”. Retrieved from: https://www.ejustice.just.fgov.be/mopdf/2013/04/12_1.pdf#Page7  
54  End-Term Review NRM4LED (Shared by Enabel).   

https://www.ejustice.just.fgov.be/mopdf/2013/04/12_1.pdf#Page7


Annex 7  

Evaluation of the international climate finance by the Belgian federal government 15 

BIO’s investments through the AREF ensures coordination with climate action of other 
DFI’s. Moreover, as two representatives of BIO explained in the interviews, coordination 
and intelligence sharing between BIO and other DFI’s happens through EDFI: a platform 
consisting of European DFIs, of which BIO’s CEO is a Board member. No concrete examples 
have been found for Tanzania. 

Up till date there are no NDCP-supported interventions of Belgium in Tanzania. 
Generally, NDCP interventions are believed to enhance synergies and 
complementarities between different donor interventions in one country. Belgium 
plays an active role in the NDC Partnership (NDCP), and the programmatic approach of 
the NDCP is promising for synergies between Belgian actors and donor countries’ 
contributions. In an interview with NDCP representatives it was explained that 
development actors have a project-based approach, which, in some cases, lacks synergies 
and complementarities with other climate interventions in the country. The NDCP is 
seeking synergies and complementarities through a programmatic approach. In an 
interview the representatives they gave the fictive example that Belgium will provide 
technical assistance to developing a transport policy in a certain country, and Germany 
will provide support to building the finance strategy corresponding to it. 

3.2.3. Coordination of Belgian climate action 

Ensured by the Cooperation department of the Embassy, coordination efforts scarcely 
address climate activities, notably due to a limited capacity and lower prioritisation of 
climate change within the FPS Foreign Affairs compared to other themes, such as women 
empowerment & gender (interview, representative of the Embassy). The organisation of 
events gathering Belgian actors (e.g. yearly Strategic Dialogue with the members of the 
JSF) and the diplomatic advice to the DGD (e.g. on climate-related calls for proposals, 
such as for the agroecology projects developed by We Hub It55) constitute the two main 
dimensions of the Embassy’s steering role. The Embassy’s coordination role does not apply 
equally to all Belgian actors. Typically, as the implementing institution for governmental 
cooperation, Enabel is organically close to the Belgian Embassy, resulting in regular 
contacts between the two organisations (interview, representative of the Embassy). By 
contrast, the NGOs’ right of initiative and the distance with BIO’s Nairobi offices constrain 
the steering and coordination potential of the Embassy. 

3.3. Efficiency of Belgian climate action -EQ4  

Summary of findings: 

• None of the Belgian actors declared possessing in-house experts on climate change. 

• Identification of climate change related risks was conducted in partnership with 
local NGOs, governments and communities. 

• Despite difficulties in measurements, evidence suggests that Belgian climate action 
is cost-effective, notably due to a strong flexibility, efficient partnerships and the 
use of market-based approaches.  

• Difficulties with local public actors, broad regions for interventions and COVID-19 
measures are the main sources of delays during implementation. 

  

 
55  We Hub It is a platform launched by Enabel to support digital technologies-based projects in partner 

countries. In Tanzania, two climate-related projects were supported by We Hub It, the Afriscout 
(https://www.wehubit.be/en/node/44) and IMAP4CSA (https://www.wehubit.be/en/node/46).  

https://www.wehubit.be/en/node/44
https://www.wehubit.be/en/node/46
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3.3.1. Capacity to address climate change issues 

None of the Belgian actors declared possessing in-house experts on climate 
change. Belgian actors are prone to enshrine climate change into resilience and 
development projects, rather than to develop specific climate measures. Typically, climate 
change would be addressed as a hindering factor to development and to economic 
independence of locals (SAKiRP, DRR Tanzania, EMSFA). In this context, the needs for 
climate change expertise mainly amounted to knowledge of climate-resilient crops 
(SAKiRP, DRR Tanzania), to local-level adaptation measures to natural disasters (DRR 
Tanzania), and to nature-based solutions to mitigate droughts’ or floods’ effects (e.g. trees 
planting for EMSFA). However, as flagged by the representative of Bos+, climate action is 
most efficient when it is generally mainstreamed into projects; for this reason, expertise 
is more impactful when it is held by the project staff, rather than by devoted climate 
experts at the organization-level.  

At the project development phase, identification of climate change related risks was 
also conducted in partnership with local NGOs, governments and communities. 
This local knowledge, along with existing plans which identify key climate change related 
risks, complemented inhouse Belgian expertise. More specifically, they actualise the 
experience of Belgian development experts, who derive experience on climate change risks 
from completed projects in equivalent contexts or from platforms for experience-sharing56. 
This is particularly true of NGOs, which develop programs and project approaches in 
several countries. Projects are then amended and applied in Tanzania, based on risk 
assessments designed by locals (DRR Tanzania) or on the expertise of local organisations 
(EMSFA). This type of external expertise does not point to a lack of inhouse capacity, but 
rather appears as a means to actualize and tailor locally existing Belgian expertise, and to 
frame climate change as a relevant topic for locals rather than as a donor’s concern. For 
instance, Bos+ complemented its global experience on forestry with the local expertise of 
the Mpingo Conservation and Development Initiative, a forestry-focused NGO based in 
Tanzania and Mozambique. Similarly, BIO selects fund managers that have prior on-hand 
experience with renewable energy projects and in similar projects: in this regard, the 
regional climatic expertise of the institution appears to be sufficient for assessing 
applications. 

Mainstreaming of climate change activities further depends on the structuring and 
prioritisation of Belgian actions. For instance, BIO’s investment strategy builds on four 
strategic priorities, and each investment must pertain to one of these four categories. Only 
‘Energy with a focus on renewable energy and energy efficiency’ clearly provides room for 
BIO’s climate mitigative action. In this context, it is difficult to assess whether the lack of 
climate mainstreaming in all activities is a consequence of a lack of internal climate-related 
expertise or the strategic direction of BIO. 

Interviewees representing Oxfam Solidarité and Enabel highlight that expertise is under 
constant development and has consistently expanded during the period under 
study. For instance, Enabel’s growing climate change expertise benefitted from the 
institution’s application to the GCF to become an accredited entity. The growing 
prominence of climate change in NGOs’ networks also guided Oxfam Solidarité to develop 
general expertise to abide by certifications schemes and humanitarian principles. In this 
regard, the improved capacity of Belgian actors to address climate change issues is not 
only due to strengthened expertise, but also to a broader awareness related to climatic 
matters. For instance, although NRM4LED had a direct link to climate change mitigation, 
the project was developed through a resource management perspective, consistently with 
the Indicative Development Cooperation Programme for 2010-201357. By contrast, the 
SAKiRP was initiated in late 2015, and mainstreamed climate concerns, despite its 
agricultural focus.  

 
56  For instance, the representative of Bos+ mentions the Draw Down initiative, which repertories concrete 

solutions for climate measures in a number of sectors, and accessible on 
https://drawdown.org/solutions/table-of-solutions  

57  Indicative Development Cooperation Programme 2010-2013 Between the Government Tanzania and the 
Kingdom of Belgium, 2009 (Shared by Enabel) 

https://drawdown.org/solutions/table-of-solutions
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Although no specific expertise gaps were identified, all Belgian actors 
interviewed acknowledged that an experience-sharing system or climate change 
related capacity building would be valuable. In line with this, the representative of 
the Belgian Embassy indicates that stronger prioritisation of climate change in the 
Embassy’s diplomatic activities would require specific skilling related to climate diplomacy. 
The representative highlighted that tools providing climate-related content already exist 
(e.g. the EU Toolbox for Addressing Climate-Fragility58), but that their practical use 
requires training on high-level diplomacy and values advancement.  

3.3.2. Cost effectiveness of climate change effects 

Cost effectiveness of Belgian action remains difficult to establish. Although all 
projects under review appear to have yielded climatic benefits, whether through avoided 
emissions or strengthened resilience, they were sub-objectives to the main results of the 
projects. For this reason, they were not directly measured. Precise assessments of climate 
change related results are also hindered by the recency of the projects59. Typically, 
impacts of interventions related to forest restoration (NRM4LED, EMSF) reveal several 
years after the end of the projects. 

However, evaluations and interviews with Enabel, Bos+ and Oxfam Solidarité 
suggest that the five Belgian interventions were cost-effective. Three main 
explanatory factors were found consistently across the projects: 

1. SAKiRP, NRM4LED, DRR Tanzania and EMSF used partnerships as a means to 
develop synergies, which indirectly reduced costs. The use of existing institutional 
and social structures (e.g. lead farmers, farmers organisations, local radios, etc) 
avoided duplications and additional investments. For instance, SAKiRP resorted to 
local lead farmers to spread awareness and skills among the most marginalized. 
Partnerships with parallel projects also allowed the maximization of available 
resources. For example, Bos+ partnered with the Mpingo Conservation and 
Development Initiative to decrease mortality rates of planted trees. 

2. Flexibility was also identified as a strength to ensure cost-effectiveness. When 
faced with issues, Belgian actors have the possibility to amend projects at a large 
scale to reach initial objectives. For instance, Bos+ withdrew from a village that did 
not take-up the project’s measures to shift towards another community, and Enabel 
enlarged its support to the sunflower value chain. Initial results from interviews at 
the NDC Partnership level also suggest that flexibility is identified as an asset of 
Belgium in international climate finance, with funds following the needs identified 
by beneficiary countries. 

3. In the case of projects conducted by BIO and Enabel, market-based approaches 
(investment and co-guarantee fund mechanism) further enhance cost-efficiency, 
by ensuring that financial resources yield additional climate-related benefits. 
Indeed, they mainstream and quantify environmental and climate matters in 
projects, both for the mitigation of adverse impacts and the delivery of GHG 
emissions avoidance. 

On the other side, the breadth of regions supported and the delays in partnerships 
with public institutions were pinpointed as recurrent limits to cost-effectiveness. 
In the case of NRM4LED, villages supported by the project were not adjacent, leading to 
thinly spread resources to a large region, and local conflicts limited the impact of Enabel’s 
action60. 

 
58  The toolbox provides content for strengthening resilience and inclusive governance specifically in contexts 

where climate change effects threaten stability and peace-building. The toolbox may be retrieved from: 
https://climate-diplomacy.org/sites/default/files/2020-10/Toolkit_Addressing%20climate-
fragility%20risks_Toolbox%20%283%20of%203%29.pdf  

59  Report of the End-term Review, NRM-LED, 2020 (Shared by Enabel) 
60  Report of the End-term Review, NRM-LED, 2020 (Shared by Enabel) 

https://climate-diplomacy.org/sites/default/files/2020-10/Toolkit_Addressing%20climate-fragility%20risks_Toolbox%20%283%20of%203%29.pdf
https://climate-diplomacy.org/sites/default/files/2020-10/Toolkit_Addressing%20climate-fragility%20risks_Toolbox%20%283%20of%203%29.pdf
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Another limit to cost-effectiveness was the lack of a clear mandate for Enabel to 
provide micro finance to enhance local private sector development. For SAKiRP, 
Micro-finance was identified as a relevant final instrument to enhance private sector 
development, but DGD considered micro-finance not to be part of Enabel’s modalities and 
considered a risk of overlap with BIO’s mandate. DGD vetoed the Vision Fund grant 
mechanism to increase farmers’ credit access, as Vision Fund was already supported by 
BIO’s loan in Southern America, thus removing the possibility to support Vision Fund with 
a grant. Although an alternative financial mechanism was found in 2019 by introducing an 
in-kind revolving loan mechanism to provide farmers with access to credits, the turn down 
of the micro finance instrument caused severe delay in the project.61 A concrete solution 
for the limits of Enabel’s mandate to support the private sector was the co-guarantee fund 
(see box 1). Although it currently holds no explicit link to climate action, it could potentially 
be used to prioritise funding for CSA practices.  

 

Box 1: The co-guarantee fund, a potential tool for supporting private finance for CSA 
practices 

The co-guarantee fund was established under the SAKiRP project to enhance financing 
of private investment into smallholders. Although it has no direct link to CSA practices 
up till date, it holds potential to efficiently finance CSA-related investments. 

The fund is an answer to the limits of Enabel’s mandate to support the private sector. 
Acknowledging the need to reduce risks for private investment into smallholders, and 
the specificity of Enabel’s mandate (Enabel cannot provide microfinance and grants to 
one beneficiary62), a 300.000€ fund was established in 2020. 

• Functioning. Enabel attributed a grant to Trust PASS, a private agricultural 
support trust. A grant agreement clarified the criteria for the attribution of co-
guarantees to smallholders, such that Trust PASS supports smallholders access 
to financial services, while focusing on Enabel’s supported value chains (cassava, 
sunflower, bean) and priorities (e.g. environmental concerns). 

• Assets. This system combines the developmental added-value of Enabel’s action 
with the benefits of tools for private sector development. Additionally, the 
strengthening of agricultural investment may hold potential for climate action. 
Indeed, initial experience in agriculture suggests that the co-guarantee fund is 
efficient at prioritising locals’ needs. This prioritisation is likely to verify for 
adaptation measures, and could provide an efficient manner to identify and 
finance climate actions. Further experimentation and research efforts should 
focus on testing this hypothesis. 

Cost-effectiveness and overall efficiency of projects have also been affected by 
the COVID-19 crisis. Interviews with representatives of Bos+ and Enabel reveal that the 
limited opportunities to gather communities, especially when those are particularly 
threatened by the virus, and the delays incurred by sanitary measures in the construction 
sector (interview, representative of BIO) cause delays in Belgian action. In the case of 
DRR Tanzania, activities were partly reoriented towards medical action and support to 
sanitary resilience63, illustrating the flexibility of Belgian action. More generally, projects 
integrated in broad networks, such as the SAKiRP that links up with foreign agricultural 
markets, are hindered by a weakened economic outlook64.   

 
61  SAKiRP Annual Results report 2019 (Shared by Enabel). 
62  Interview, representative of Enabel. See also SAKiRP Annual Results report 2019 (Shared by Enabel). 
63  Final Narrative Report DRR Tanzania, 2020 (Shared by Oxfam Solidarité). 
64  SAKIRP Annual Results Report, 2020 (Shared by Enabel). 
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3.4. Effectiveness and Impact of Belgian climate action - 
EQ5  

Summary of findings: 

• Belgian climate action mainly addresses climate adaptation needs, except for BIO’s 
investment through the AREF. Climate mitigation results are therefore mainly co-
benefits of climate adaptation-focused projects.  

• The diversity of instruments used by Belgian actors enables them to tackle diverse 
climate-related risks and to broadly mainstream climate change, even if results are 
not flagged as climate relevant. 

• Monitoring systems are project-specific, and it depends per project whether 
monitoring systems target climate-related results. Moreover, a general monitoring 
and evaluation framework is not shared among or within institutions. 

3.4.1. Climate adaptation and climate mitigation results (obtained 
through Belgian climate finance) 

Among the five projects reviewed, evaluation documents show that Belgian actors 
mainly delivered climate adaptation results. Actions conducted by Oxfam Solidarité, 
Bos+ and Enabel (SAKiRP) primarily strengthened the resilience of communities. 
Resilience was enhanced broadly: communities were equipped to diversify their 
sources of revenues despite changing climatic conditions (notably with climate-resilient 
crops), and systems were developed to manage climate-related disasters. Oxfam 
Solidarité built on existing Tanzanian preparedness programs to ensure proper 
implementation through early warning systems and emergency infrastructure (data 
centres, food shelters)65. Similar to Bos+, Oxfam Solidarité also developed natural buffers 
to mitigate the impacts of droughts and floods. In EMSFA and DRR Tanzania, following 
trees planting efforts, positive impacts were observed by the local NGOs representatives 
interviewed, including the increase of available water volumes (evolution depicted on 
Photo 2) and the renewed practicability of streets during the wet season. 

Adaptation results were also indirectly reached through the positive effects of capacity building 
and training programmes on resources protection. Evaluation reports for the NRM4LED, EMSFA 
and DRR Tanzania show that the projects infused sustainable management practices in local 
communities (including through the creation of environmental management groups and 
education in schools) and local authorities. Reduced logging was observed in the three projects, 
but progress is hindered by economic needs (especially following the COVID-19 crisis) and by 
encroachment. Similar to SAKiRP, the impacts of new cooking methods and improved agricultural 
productivity are also likely to have deterred logging, yet are difficult to confirm. 

 
65  Mid-term Review DRR Tanzania, 2019 (Shared by Oxfam Solidarité). 

Photos 2, 3 and 4 - EMSFA, springs rejuvenation 
Source: MVIWATA Arusha & MCDI  
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Although BIO’s financed project was the only one with an initial rationale on 
avoided CO2 emissions, EMSF, DRR Tanzania, NRM4LED and SAKiRP all yielded 
climate mitigation co-benefits. The use of saving cooking stoves (DRR Tanzania), the 
building of stone arch bridges (SAKiRP), the protection of forests (NRM4LED), the 
replacement of firewood by biogas and the planting of 50.000 trees per year (EMSFA) 
suggest that all Belgian interventions studied participated to Tanzanian mitigation efforts. 
 
Co-benefits associated with Belgian development cooperation priorities, such as 
gender equality (Box 2) and private sector development, were identified. Both 
directly relate to the objectives of SAKiRP and the Kikagati hydropower facility, whereas 
DRR Tanzania, EMSF and NRM4LED rather focused on gender equality. BIO’s investment 
targets the socio-economic impact of additional energy capacity that benefits the 
local population (though the indicator ‘equivalent of people provided with energy’). Since 
the project will only be completed in 2021, it is too early to assess this achievement.  
 

Box 2: Co benefits of climate action for women and vulnerable groups66 

The evaluation finds several examples of mainstreaming of gender equality issues in 
climate relevant projects.  
 

Mainstreaming was observed in the documentation of all interventions at the levels of 
project design (e.g. number of jobs created for women in the Kikagati project, 65% 
target of women beneficiaries in the SAKiRP) and during implementation, with actions 
directly targeting women (e.g. entrepreneurial skilling in the DRR Tanzania, support to 
value chains involving women and accommodating timeslots of activities in the SAKiRP).  
 

Although positive and differentiated impacts for women were observed across projects, 
their exclusion from decision-making processes remained difficult to tackle. Tangible 
benefits encompassed the access to financial services and increased revenues (DRR 
Tanzania, SAKiRP67), an improved knowledge of resources management (NRM4LED68, 
EMSFA69), and higher security (DRR Tanzania70). However, women’s position in 
economic71 and community networks remained negatively affected by deeper cultural 
trends72. Typically, the NRM4LED proved that a strong involvement of women in 
projects’ activities does not systematically translate into a stronger involvement in 
decision-making processes73. 
 

Apart from the EMSFA, which explicitly targeted the youth as a key beneficiary 
population (e.g. specific indicators for youth entrepreneurship, awareness-raising in 
schools)74, interventions did not target other specific vulnerable groups than women 
aside of the main beneficiaries (e.g., smallholder farmers in the SAKiRP, people without 
access to affordable and reliable energy in the Kikagati, villagers surrounded by 
degraded land in the EMSFA and NRM4LED, and communities affected by natural and 
human-led catastrophes). 

 

All examined projects support economic activity (see 4.5.). Nonetheless, the 
engagement of the Tanzanian private sector requires active efforts of networking, 
feasibilities studies, added-value creation and financial services mainstreaming, such that 
only the SAKiRP fully delivered private sector co-benefits. However, from a 
development perspective, other projects participated to build an enabling environment for 
further private sector growth. BIO’s indirect investment supports Tanzanian goals for 

 
66  As defined Revised Evaluation Criteria Definitions and Principles for Use, OECD-DAC, 2019, Retrieved from 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf  
67  SAKiRP Annual Results report 2019 (Shared by Enabel). 
68  Report of the End-term Review, NRM-LED, 2020 (Shared by Enabel). 
69  Tanzania Programme, 2018 (Shared by Bos+). 
70  Disaster Risk Reduction Phase I Project (DRR-1) in the Lake Region Final Evaluation, 2020 (Shared by 

Oxfam Solidarité). 
71  SAKIRP Annual Results Report, 2020 (Shared by Enabel). 
72  SAKiRP Annual Results report 2019 (Shared by Enabel). 
73  Report of the End-term Review, NRM-LED, 2020 (Shared by Enabel). 
74  Tanzania Programme, 2018 (Shared by Bos+), Mid-term evaluation Tanzania Programme, 2019 (Shared by 

Bos+). 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf
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electrification, which were clearly identified as a means to support businesses (Five-Year 
Development Plan75). DRR Tanzania equipped women with business skills, resulting in 
tangible improvements in loans accessibility. 

More broadly, the effectiveness of private sector building must be understood in the 
context of the deteriorated Tanzanian business environment, which hinders the investment 
climate (interviews, representatives of Berkeley Energy, of Enabel, and of the Embassy). 

Climate action was progressively mainstreamed throughout the studied period, 
although not flagged as such. Projects developed after 2017 mainstreamed climate 
concerns from the development phase (DRR Tanzania, EMSFA, Kikagati) or after 
amendments (SAKiRP, with the inclusion of the sunflower value chain in 201976). 
Interviewees all showed a strong awareness of climate-related risks and mitigation needs. 
In practice, only the Kikagati hydropower facility and the EMSFA directly targeted climate-
related results, whereas climate matters were tackled as contextual factors in DRR 
Tanzania and SAKiRP. Furthermore, mainstreaming efforts appear sufficiently 
supported by the variety and flexibility of financial resources offered by Belgian 
actors. The five projects under review present a series of instruments -technical 
assistance, capacity building, loans, guarantees, grants- which, combined, cover all the 
types of needs identified in evaluations and interviews. In this regard, the extension of 
Enabel’s mandate through the establishment of the co-guarantee fund mechanism is a 
critical evolution. Although it does not directly address climate matters, it opens room for 
a strengthened adaptation impact. This evolution answers directly to development and 
climate-related needs for investment in the private sector. The variety of tools and 
instruments has proven necessary to deliver the diverse adaptation results identified in 
this section. and must therefore be deemed as an asset for Belgian cooperation. Despite 
this combination, institutions do not appear to actively develop a portfolio 
approach. For instance, Enabel and BIO experts acknowledge the complementarity of the 
two institutions, with the former creating enabling environments which are in principle 
conducive for the latter’s investments, but no interviewee pinpoints clear areas or sectors 
for collaboration. On the NGO side, Bos+ and Oxfam Solidarité develop projects at a sub-
national scale and based on local needs, hindering the construction of a high-level portfolio 
approach. 

In terms of implementation, clear targets and local sourcing appear as the most effective 
instruments to deliver tangible adaptation and mitigation results. All projects score well or 
reasonably well on their core objectives, with high levels of expected sustainability. Setting 
clear goals or climate related key objectives from the inception phase of projects may thus 
be considered as the most effective manner to obtain results. Local sourcing was also 
pinpointed by CRR Tanzania, EMSFA and SAKiRP developers as an efficient method to 
mitigate emissions, although no measure of additional mitigation benefits was conducted. 

3.4.2. Monitoring and evaluation of climate action 

Tools for monitoring revolve around theories of change (ToC), quantitative and 
qualitative targets, and associated indicators, which differ per project. 

Unless projects directly aim at mitigating climate change (Kikagati facility, EMSFA), 
monitoring systems do not include specific indicators to measure the impact of 
climate action. Where projects supported by BIO and Bos+ entail indicators for stored 
and avoided CO2 emissions, other projects include indicators to measure increased 
resilience, which may be used indirectly to evaluate climate action. They cover governance 
and sustainable practices (NRM4LED, EMSFA), sustainable agricultural practices (SAKiRP), 
environmental impacts of locals’ investments (co-guarantee fund under the SAKiRP), 
disaster preparedness (DRR Tanzania). The DRR provides an example of best-practice in 
the determination of quantitative targets for adaptation (e.g. ‘9 participative mitigation 
plans are established taking into account differences in vulnerability’, ‘at least 3 local Early 
Warning Systems are (re)activated and a protocol is agreed between the stakeholders’77). 

 
75  Second Five-Year Development Plan, 2016, http://extwprlegs1.fao.org/docs/pdf/tan166449.pdf  
76  SAKIRP Annual Results Report, 2020 (Shared by Enabel). 
77  Disaster Risk Reduction Phase I Project (DRR-1) in the Lake Region Final Evaluation, 2020 (Shared by 

Oxfam Solidarité). 

http://extwprlegs1.fao.org/docs/pdf/tan166449.pdf
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Projects developed within programmes, or parallel to similar undertakings (Kikagati 
facility, DRR Tanzania, EMSFA, SAKiRP), are partly monitored with generic indicators (e.g. 
avoided CO2 emissions, number of recipients, number of local plans drafted, agricultural 
yields). However, each project is followed-up with a unique set of indicators, reflecting 
both its contextual specificities and the absence of unified monitoring systems among -
and within- Belgian institutions. Only Bos+ declared being interested and developing such 
an internal system. 

3.5. Sustainability of Belgian climate action - EQ6  

Summary of findings: 

• Generally, the examined projects are likely to deliver sustainable institutional, 
economic and climate results. 

• The strong links between projects and local needs, revealing in tight partnerships 
with local organisations, practical co-benefits and economic development, are key 
sources of sustainability. By contrast, the Tanzanian political context is the major 
limitation to the sustainability of Belgian interventions.  

Climate change was not the primary reason to undertake the examined projects except 
for the BIO project. In these cases, sustainability of climate actions was therefore not 
assessed per se, although climate-related results were observed. For instance, the DRR 
Tanzania project is likely to have had a sustainable impact on local resilience: take-up of 
measures was high, institutional structures were built for preparedness, saving cooking 
stoves were set and agricultural revenues increased78. Adaptation benefits are thus 
likely to be sustainable, although flagged as social resilience results. 

Overall, Belgian actions appear sustainable, for climate change matters and 
beyond, in line with the ‘leave no-one behind’ principle79. More specifically, three 
key drivers of sustainability can be identified in the interviews and project documentation:   

Local partnerships are a first key explanatory factor. The engagement of Tanzanian 
authorities (national, regional and district governments) and inclusion of national plans 
(Preparedness national plans for DRR Tanzania, national energy production goals for 
SAKiRP and the AREF, forestry policies for NRM4LED) strengthened the take-up of Belgian 
actions and ensured the enforcement of projects’ measures (interviews, representatives 
of Oxfam Solidarité, Bos+ and Enabel). In addition, DRR Tanzania, SAKiRP and EMSFA 
actively provided business- and climate-related skills to local governments and NGOs, 
contributing to enhance their adaptability to new contexts, and indirectly to the 
sustainability of the projects. This local ownership approach was clearly identified as a 
source of institutional, social and political sustainability in reports and interviews related 
to NRM4LED, DRR Tanzania and SAKiRP. Evaluation reports and respondents in the 
interviews underlined that these results required active human resources management. 
Based on the set of studied projects, it may also be concluded that Belgian actors have 
progressed during the implementation phase in their ability to make a full use of local 
authorities to sustain their impacts. Indeed, the main factors hindering sustainability 
identified in NRM4LED were not mentioned in projects that took place in later years. Issues 
of translation from English to Swahili or of important costs associated with the enforcement 
of resources protection appear to have been considered in later projects. 

Secondly, more specifically to climate change impacts, the existence of co-
benefits is another major source of sustainability. In the DRR Tanzania project, the 
set-up of efficient cooking stoves benefited the security of women and girls, who can avoid 
multiple walks to fetch firewood80. Similarly, interviews with EMSFA local representatives 

 
78  Interviews, representatives of Oxfam Solidarité. See also Disaster Risk Reduction Phase I Project (DRR-1) 

in the Lake Region Final Evaluation, 2020 (Shared by Oxfam Solidarité) 
79  Revised Evaluation Criteria Definitions and Principles for Use, OECD-DAC, 2019, Retrieved from 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf  
80  Disaster Risk Reduction Phase I Project (DRR-1) in the Lake Region Final Evaluation, 2020 (Shared by 

Oxfam Solidarité) 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/revised-evaluation-criteria-dec-2019.pdf
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revealed that the trees planting yielded practical co-benefits of soil stabilisation. As a 
consequence, markets places and major streets became accessible during raining seasons. 
This immediate and tangible benefits are likely to sustain changes in communities. By 
contrast, practical issues related to land encroachment (vested interests, conflicts, limited 
linkages between the project and national policies) limited the NRM4LED impact and 
overall sustainability. 

Thirdly, the diversification of revenues supported economic sustainability in 
NRM4LED, EMSFA, SAKiRP, and DRR Tanzania. In four cases, diversification occurred 
through new primary products drawn from beekeeping, agriculture (cassava, sunflower), 
and sylviculture. Evaluation reports specify that the sustainability of these additional 
revenues still depends on future climate change impacts, foreign prices, and the legal 
status of smallholders, whose ability to contract loans is limited in the informal sector81. 

The sustainability of BIO’s indirect investment in the Kikagati hydropower facility follows 
different patterns. There, mid-term sustainability does not rely on complex socio-
institutional factors found in SAKiRP, NRM4LED and DRR Tanzania. Once the Kigagati 
project is completed and commercial operations have started, the plant will sell the 
electricity to the national utilities of Uganda and Tanzania for further distribution to end 
clients. Based on the expected electricity generation and sales, and utility on time 
payments, the sustainability of the project is evidenced. However, after 20 years of 
commissioning, the plant will be owned by the Ugandan government (interview, 
representative of Berkeley energy). The agreement of a 50/50 share of the energy 
produced by the plant between Tanzania and Uganda will then go beyond Berkeley 
Energy’s mandate. In this regard, it is difficult to assess the longer-term sustainability of 
the project for Tanzania specifically.  

Except for NRM4LED, all projects addressed sustainability from the design phase. The 
chosen sustainability proxies for measurement covered employment (BIO), local 
empowerment (SAKiRP), and trees species (EMSFA). Sustainability appears to be of 
growing interest for Belgian actors, with SAKiRP and DRR Tanzania developing second 
phases specifically for enhancing the sustainability of the first phases’ impacts (interviews, 
representatives of Oxfam Solidarité and Enabel). 

Nonetheless, the regulatory and political Tanzanian context were identified as a major 
barrier to the sustainability of cooperation action (interviews, representatives of Berkley 
Energy, Enabel and of the Belgian Embassy). The declining business environment and the 
non-prioritisation of climate change were flagged by interviewees as direct threats to 
environmental protection and development support to climate and development 
interventions. The recent example of the construction of a hydropower plant in the Selous 
Game reserve, a world heritage site82, suggests that the Tanzanian national policies hinder 
the sustainability of donor interventions. Enabel provided support for environmental 
management in the same area83, of which the sustainability is now not ensured.  
  

 
81  SAKiRP Annual Results Report, 2019 (Shared by Enabel) 
82  The true cost of power, the facts and risks of building Stiegler’s Gorge Hydropower Dam in Selous Game 

Reserve, Tanzania, 2017, Retrieved from https://www.wwf.de/fileadmin/fm-wwf/Publikationen-PDF/WWF-
Report-Selous-True-Cost-Of-Power.pdf  

83  Kilombero and Lower Rufiji Wetlands Ecosystem Management Project, KILORWEMP, Retrieved from 
https://openaid.be/en/project/xm-dac-2-10-3011296  

https://www.wwf.de/fileadmin/fm-wwf/Publikationen-PDF/WWF-Report-Selous-True-Cost-Of-Power.pdf
https://www.wwf.de/fileadmin/fm-wwf/Publikationen-PDF/WWF-Report-Selous-True-Cost-Of-Power.pdf
https://openaid.be/en/project/xm-dac-2-10-3011296
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Annex A Projects overview 

 Sustainable 
Agriculture Kigoma 
Regional Project 
(SAKiRP) 

Natural Resources 
Management for 
Local Economic 
Development 

African Renewable 
Energy Fund - 
Kikagati Power 

Disaster Risk 
Reduction in the 
Great Lakes Region 

Environmental 
management of 
strategic forest 
areas on a 
sustainable, 
inclusive and 
participatory way 

Actor Enabel Enabel BIO Oxfam Solidarité Bos+ 
Code TAN1403111 TAN1302911 Africa Renewable 

Energy Fund 
XM-DAC-2-10-1274 XM-DAC-2-10-2472 

Calendar 25/11/2015-21/11/2021 11/03/2014-10/03/2021 10/2014 01/12/2017-01/12/2019 01/01/2017-31/12/2021 
Belgian 
contribution 

8.000.000€ 5.000.000€ 1.700.000€ 1.309.704€ 1557.604€ 

Objective To contribute towards 
increased local 
economic 
development and 
wellbeing of 
smallholders in 
Kigoma region 
through sustainable 
agriculture 
development 

To ensure that 
ecosystem resilience 
is maintained to 
sustainably provide 
socio-economic and 
environmental 
benefits to local 
communities in 
Kigoma Region 

To invest in 
renewables in Africa 
through equity. For 
the Kikagati project, 
build a 16MW 
hydropower facility 

To support 
communities to 
develop their 
preparedness when 
facing recurring 
shocks (protect their 
lives and means of 
earning an income), 
and mitigate risks 
impacts 

To improve the 
livelihoods of rural 
communities in 
Northern Tanzania, by 
promoting and 
facilitating 
community-based 
forest management 
and sustainable and 
climate-smart land 
use practices (agro-
forestry) 
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Climate relevance Medium. Climate 
variability taken as a 
contextual condition 
for selecting locations 
and supported crops, 
and potential climate-
related side benefits, 
construction of 
bridges with a limited 
carbon footprint, 
inclusion of 
environmental 
assessments when 
providing guarantees 

Medium. Climate 
taken as a factor 
influencing the project 
implementation, but 
the forest 
management basis of 
the project supports 
climate change 
mitigation. 

High. Climate change 
mitigation identified 
among the 4 key 
impacts 

High. Climate change 
impacts (mainly 
droughts and floods) 
taken as a contextual 
condition to establish 
preparedness plans. 
Builds resilience to 
climate change. 
Implementation of the 
‘no-harm principle’ 
(sound management 
of local resources, use 
of hybrid motors in 
wells, etc) 

High. Forest 
conservation and 
agricultural practices 
support climate 
change mitigation 

Alignment with 
local objectives 

High. Supports the 
goals of the national 
Agricultural Sector 
Development 
Strategy and 
Programme, and 
supports the national 
shift to oil substitutes 

High. Supports and 
replaces elements of 
the national 
programme for 
Decentralized Nature 
Resources 
Management 

High. Supports 
electrification 

High. Builds on and 
completes Tanzanian 
responsiveness plans 

High. Forests are the 
main carbon sink 
identified in Tanzania 
NDC. Project’s 
relevance built on the 
National Forest Policy 
and the National 
Forest Programme 

Partnerships Yes. Collaboration 
mechanisms with new 
projects in SAKiRP 
regional stakeholder 
meetings, shared use 
of agricultural 
equipment, joint 
funding of agricultural 
manuals, purchase of 
SAKiRP production by 
the World Food 
Programme, sale 
agreements with a 

No. Limited potential 
due to the low 
number of projects 
and their 
humanitarian focus. 
Unfulfilled potential 
with the Jane Goodall 
Institute and 
fisheries-related 
projects 

Yes. Managed by 
Berkeley Energy, 
itself supported by 
BIO’s counterparts 
(FMO). Support from 
the KfW-led GETFiT 
programme 

Yes. Collaboration 
with the government, 
NGOs, local radios 
and meteorological 
institutes for local 
implementation, 
coordination with the 
DGD at a Tanzanian 
scale 

Yes. Experience of the 
NGOS Trias and 
Vredeseilanden used 
to develop the project 
Implementation and 
monitoring ensured 
by partner NGOs and 
farmers associations. 
Emphasis on the 
synergy potential in 
the JSF context from 
the inception phase 
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company for the 
sunflower production, 
implementation of the 
guarantee mechanism 
by PASS Trust 

Efficiency High. Efficiency in 
adapting to local 
conditions and budget 

Low. Budget thinly 
spread across a broad 
region, limited use of 
Internet based tools 
to secure tenures, 
administrative delays, 
conflicts, restricted 
budget 

Difficult to estimate 
for implementation 
phase, as project is 
still under 
construction. For the 
developing phase, the 
fund manger 
described it as long 
and costly. The initial 
contractor was not 
suitable and another 
one selected. 
Considerably more 
expenses than 
planned. 

High. Low costs and 
avoided the creation 
of dependency on 
donors (e.g. locals 
conducted risk 
assessments). 

Average. Costs within 
normal range for 
equivalent projects. 

Effectiveness & 
Impact 

Medium to high. 
Positive results in the 
uptake of sustainable 
farming techniques 
and in local 
government 
strengthening. 
Impacts limited by 
the project 
reorientation (change 
in value chains 
supported) and issues 
with Enabel’s 
mandate (overcome 
with the co-guarantee 

Medium. Observed 
level of conflicts 
decreasing, 
satisfactory rate of 
acceptance of the 
Land Use Plans and 
land titles developed, 
high awareness 
related to sustainable 
management. 
No prioritisation of 
the most degraded 
land,  sustainable 
management 

Not relevant. Project 
under construction 

High. Strong uptake 
of preparedness 
measures and 
tangible results in 
institutional capacity 
building. Positive 
results observed in 
economic 
development, 
particularly among 
women and in the 
agricultural sector. 

High. Project was 
partly relocated, 
following issues of 
implementation in one 
of the beneficiary 
villages 
Project on track to 
meet its objectives. 
Reduced local 
conflicts, increased 
agricultural 
production, 50.000 
trees planted. 
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fund), difficulties in 
structuring the 
private sector. 

hindered. by low 
financial resources. 

Climate-related 
monitoring 

Inexistent. Complex indicators 
with unclear list of 
targets. Too early to 
assess impacts on 
environmental 
degradation. 

GHG emissions 
avoidance, KPIs for 
the Annual Monitoring 
and Reporting on 
Environmental and 
Social Action Plan. 

Take-up of risk-
mitigation measures, 
existence of early 
warning systems, 
number of households 
benefitting from risk-
mitigation measures. 

Proportion of forest 
sustainably managed, 
proportion of 
agricultural area 
managed with 
agroforestry 
practices, GHG 
emissions avoidance, 
increase in 
government projects 
around climate smart 
land use. 

Expected 
sustainability 

High. Involvement of 
local governments, 
strengthened private 
sector, limited 
economic impacts 
associate with 
sunflower production 
losses, high leverage 
on the private market 
from guarantees. 

Low. Institutional 
changes are likely to 
be maintained, 
notably due to vested 
interests, financial 
limitations. 

High. Monitoring of 
proxies of 
sustainability (total 
employment for men 
and women, 
equivalent number of 
people provided with 
energy), 
implementation of 
community 
development 
initiatives.  

Medium 
institutionally, with 
limited coordination 
between strengthened 
institutions and 
decreasing local 
motivation and means 
after the end of the 
project. 
High economically, 
with strong take up of 
measures and 
business training 
A second phase has 
been validated to 
specifically build 
sustainability. 

High. Agroforestry is 
introduced to locals 
as a means to provide 
additional revenues, 
and as a practice that 
builds on indigenous 
knowledge. 
Institutions 
(authorities, farmers 
associations) built 
capacity in planning 
and networking 
Local partners ensure 
a strong follow-up. 
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Box A – Short narratives describing projects 

Enabel: Natural Resources Management for Local Economic Development, 
Kigoma region (NRM4LED) 
This project was undertaken in the context of the 2010-2013 Indicative Development 
Cooperation Programme between Tanzania and Belgium. As such, it did not address 
climate concerns from its inception, but focused on decentralization and sustainable 
resources management. It consisted of three main pillars: land use planning 
(establishment of Village Land Use Plans and Forest Reserves and supporting bylaws), 
socio-economic development (trainings and identification of income generating 
activities), and management practices (set-up of management teams and conflict 
management trainings). 

The project was slowed down by a weak efficiency and reduced budget (from 6.000.000€ 
to 5.000.000€). High awareness of sustainable management and decreasing levels 
conflicts have been reached. For the most part, Management Plans and Land Use Plans 
were validated by regional authorities. 
 
Enabel: Sustainable Agriculture Kigoma Regional Project (SAKiRP) 
This agricultural project aims at structuring the cassava, beans and sunflower value 
chains in the Kigoma region, with a special emphasis on women’s position. 20.000 
producers are targeted with productivity-enhancing measures (improved access to 
agricultural services and inputs). Traders and processors groups are structured, 
following the Ministry of Agriculture, Food Security and Cooperatives priorities. 
 
The project showed a strong flexibility when faced with difficulties. The sunflower value 
chain was added to the SAKiRP in 2019 following prices declines and pests invasions. 
Similarly, it developed a co-guarantee mechanism innovative tool to align its ambitions 
for the private sector with its development mandate.  
 

 

BIO: Kikagati hydropower facility through an investment in the AREF  
The Africa Renewable Energy Fund (AREF) is managed by Berkeley Energy. BIO’s 
investment was launched in 2014, based on the strategy of the AREF, its abidance by 
international socio-economic standards, and on prior positive experience with BIO in 
renewable energy projects. Through the fund, BIO indirectly ensures its presence in 
Tanzania with the Kikagati hydropower facility project. The facility is a joint project 
between Uganda and Tanzania, expected to be launched in 2021. 113 GWh will  be 
generated each year, corresponding to 48.506 tCO2e avoided annually. 

Photo 5 - Bean market Photo 6 - Resilient farming systems - Bean stalks 
as fodder 

Source: ADE Source: ADE 
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Oxfam Solidarité: Disaster Risk Reduction in Tanzania 
The project is part of a program conducted in Burundi, the Democratic Republic of Congo 
and Tanzania. It strengthened on the preparedness to risk of local institutions and 
communities, and mitigated the impacts of these risks. Local populations were trained 
for increasing their revenues (e.g. spread of drought-resistant crops), while 
communities were provided with emergency systems (e.g. construction of warehouses 
for food stocks, development of early warning systems). Local leadership underscored 
the DRR project, as shown by the local grant facility feature whereby locals could 
prioritise investments, suggesting high levels of sustainability. 
 

  

 
Bos+: Environmental management of strategic forest areas on a sustainable, 
inclusive and participatory way (EMSFA) 
Implemented in close collaboration with farmers associations, the EMSFA is underpinned 
by a poverty-biodiversity nexus approach. The project accompanies Northern rural 
communities in forest management through community activities (capacity building in 
forestry and agroforestry, with an emphasis on women and youth) and authorities 
support (promotion of good practices through partnerships with local governments). 
 
The project reached a limited take-up and implementation levels in one of the 
beneficiary villages, leading to a relocation. Beyond this initial issue, the project has 
been implementing a number of measures, benefitting the locals’ revenues 
(diversification and higher production), adaptation (soil restoration) and biodiversity, 
such that it has been identified as a best-practice by Tanzanian government agencies 
(Mid-term evaluation, 2019). 
 

Photos 7 and 8 - Kikagati, construction of the facility 

Photos 9 and 10 - DRR Tanzania, trees planting 

Source: Berkeley Energy 

Source: REDESO Kibondo 
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Photos 11 and 12 - EMSFA, Selela village in 2018 and 2019 

Source: MVIWATA Arusha & MCDI  
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Annex B Project Sheets 

Title Sustainable Agriculture Kigoma Regional Project 
(SAKiRP) 

Ref TAN1403111 

Actor Enabel, Ministry of Agriculture, Food Security and Cooperatives  

Implementing 
agency (and co 
implementers) 

MAFC, Kigoma Regional Secretariat, District Business Councils, 
Farmers organisations, Lead Farmers, Ward Agricultural 
Extension Officers and Ward Executive Officers, PASS Trust 
(co-guarantee fund). 

Calendar 25/11/2015 – 24/11/2021 (+ extension: 30/06/2023) 

Beneficiaries  • Rural population of the Kigoma region (focus on women) 
• Traders and processors, service providers 
• 20 000 producers 

Global budget (and 
list of funding 
agencies) 

8.000.000€ (Enabel) 

800.000€ (Tanzanian Government and beneficiaries, in cash 
and kind) 

Description of the 
intervention 

• Builds bridges between actors and strengthens 
stakeholders of the cassava and beans markets. These 
activities were extended to sunflower production in 2019 

• Structures the cassava and beans markets 
• Improves the access to agricultural inputs and services 
• Improves agricultural productivity 
• Empowers ‘lead farmers’ to reach out to the more 

marginalized 

Global objectives To contribute towards increased local economic development 
and wellbeing of smallholders in Kigoma region through 
sustainable agriculture development. 

Specific objectives Phase 1: To increase and diversify income of smallholders with 
cassava and beans increased production. 

Phase 2: 1. Establish and operationalise a credit co-guarantee 
fund (CGF). 

2. Improve financial products and services to meet the specific 
needs and requirements of smallholder farmer groups, traders 
and processors. 

3. Strengthen technical and managerial capacities of VICOBAs 
and AMCOS. 

4. Provide integrated and flexible value chain financing 
products and services to farmers and small and medium 
enterprises in cassava, sunflower and bean value chains. 

Relevant 
stakeholders 

Partner institutions:  
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District Business Councils, Farmers organisations, AGRA TIJA 
Project, World Food Programme. 

Local authorities: 

Kigoma Regional Secretariat, Ministry of Agriculture, Food 
Security and Cooperatives, President’s Office – Regional 
Administration and Local Government, Livestock Development 
Officers, Tanzania Rural and Urban Roads Agency, Ward 
Agricultural Extension Officers and Ward Executive Officers. 

Beneficiaries: 

650 locals’ groups, women (65% of beneficiaries), traders, 
processors, agricultural services providers in beans/cassava 
value chains. 

Comment on climate dimension of project 

How far is this project 
relevant to climate 
action? 

Medium. Climate is a transversal theme, a contextual condition 
taken into account to identify agricultural risks and relevant 
crops. Adverse climate variability informed the implementation 
of additional sustainability activities (training in conservation 
agriculture and in sustainable use of resources, awareness-
raising on pests risks). 

However, although this is by nature an agricultural project, the 
interviewee notes that agricultural projects open the possibility 
to mainstream good practices into the Tanzanian society (by 
contrast, NRM tends to focus on natural reserves). 

How far is the project 
coherent with climate 
action at the level of 
the country and more 
globally to its 
development 
objectives? 

High. SAKiRP supports the Agricultural Sector Development 
Strategy and Programme, to the extent that it feeds into 
efforts for heightened productivity, profitability, diversification, 
and empowerment of local communities. 

Also led to building a number of stone arch bridges with local 
and climate-sound materials. 

How far is the project 
aligned to climate 
policies of the partner 
country? 

Aligned to specific policies, but no mention of general plans. 
Example: sunflower was selected partly because the 
government is looking for alternatives to oil. 

The interviewee highlights that, for the locals, climate change 
is an additional European concern rather than a primary topic. 
Moreover, Tanzania is not a priority for Belgium when it comes 
to climate change action. 

How was climate 
action (and country 
climate priorities) 
taken into account 
when 
identifying/formulating 
the action? Were any 
climate specific 
processes 
implemented (use of 
KLIMOS, Klimsec…)? 
Were any climate 
related criteria used? 

Climate-related potential benefits were identified during the 
project development phase, as side benefits rather than as 
primary objectives. Soil and water quality are expected to be 
sustained through the promotion of sound agricultural 
practices. Productivity increases are expected to disincentivize 
deforestation. 

Climate was a key element to choose which value chains would 
be supported (and to extend the project to sunflower). 

No Tanzanian-specific nor Belgian tools as KLIMOS used (thus 
limited implementation of climate change concerns). Use of 
other general data/documentation. 

Did the intervention 
have enough climate 
change expertise at its 
disposal to 

Pre-existing local expertise was extremely limited, especially 
regarding land management practices. The intervention 
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mainstream climate 
action adequately? 
Was this expertise 
internal or external? 

provided expertise to local groups and to the Livestock 
Development Officers. 

Has the project 
developed 
partnerships with 
other interventions or 
climate actors? Is it 
part of a wider action? 
Is it jointly 
implemented? Has it 
contributed to 
leverage any 
additional funding? 

Implementation 

‘SAKIRP has systematically reached out to new projects to 
agree collaboration mechanisms. All these projects participate 
in the SAKIRP regional stakeholders’ meetings and the 
sponsored district agricultural sector meetings. A challenge 
encountered in this process is that implementation is often 
outsourced to different local partners who do not have 
sufficient appreciation of the modalities for collaborating in a 
complimentary way. There is an overlap in the value chains 
(beans & cassava) and in some districts the targeting of 
smallholder farmer groups.’ (Annual Report, p.53) 

An ex-tobacco company pledged to purchase all sunflower 
production coming from the SAKiRP. 

Funding 

Synergy: SAKiRP used the equipment purchased by AGRA TIJA 
Project, the World Food Programme purchased the production 
of SAKiRP’s beneficiaries for a nearby refugees camp. 

Additional: AGRA and Enabel jointly funded the Manual 
‘Farming as a Business’. 

Other interventions in the region 

SAGCOT initiative (WB, ADB, USAID, DFID), Sustainable 
Agriculture Initiative (EU, from 2016), Nutritional programs of 
the World Food Programme, Local Investment Climate, AGRA 
TIJA Project, UN Kigoma Joint Programme. 

NGOs active in the region: Kasulu Consortium and 
Development Trust, World Vision International, Concern 
Tanzania, TCRS. They provide agricultural services (e.g. 
conservatory/agroforestry/environmental management, 
support to cassava disease resistant varieties). 

How far are climate 
mitigation and/or 
adaptation results 
obtained at a 
reasonable cost? 

The project covers a broad area (6 districts and Kigoma-Ujiji 
Municipal Council) and has been efficient at adapting to local 
conditions given its budget. However, high transaction costs 
as the sectors are fragmented among numerous actors. 

What climate related 
effects have been 
obtained (quantity and 
quality)? 

• Mitigation of supporting activities’ impacts, e.g. purchase of 
efficient vehicles, online meetings instead of local 
meetings, fans instead of AC. 

• Higher use of fertilizers, but in line with environmentally 
sound practices. 

• Climate-smart agricultural practices are consistently 
mainstreamed in farming practices for all the three value 
chains; capacity building training is conducted at the level 
of extension workers who cascade the training to their 
smallholder farmer constituencies. 

How effective at 
obtaining climate 
adaptation and/or 
mitigation results and 

Impacts were delayed and limited by the change of value 
chains supported, and by the unsuitable mandate of Enabel’s 
(problem now overcome with the co-guarantee fund) 
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impacts has the 
intervention been? 
Does the project 
include indicators 
specific to climate 
action? If so which 
ones and how are they 
measured? 

Generally speaking, No. Proxies were found: 

• ‘On farm demos: good agronomic practices & integrated 
pest/ disease management’ (rated B, Sakirp TAN Annual 
Report 2020, p.38) 

• The guarantee mechanism includes however criteria for 
supporting projects (environmental assessments should be 
conducted, mitigation measures should be conducted in 
case of negative externalities) 

How sustainable are 
the climate adaptation 
and mitigation results 
obtained from an 
economic, 
environmental and 
institutional point of 
view? 

In 2020, overall sustainability potential rated B (A-D). 

• Enabel worked with local governments 
• The sunflower production should ensure that potential 

economic losses are limited (indebting and losses are 
comparatively lower with this crop) 

• Similar likelihood of sustainability with the guarantee 
system, which will contribute sustainably to PS 
development 

• ‘ Limited access to capital and growing challenge of climate 
variability will most likely hamper the realization of such 
change. (in agricultural practices) ’ (SAKIRP-TAN Annual 
results 2020, p.12) 

• ‘SAKIRP has been a key player in improving the 
performance of local government extension services. 
The experience shows that capacity improvement of 
extension workers is possible if a dedicated human 
resource management system is put in place’ (SAKIRP-
TAN Annual results 2020, p.12) 

• Access to credit services, especially for smallholders, 
largely depends on their legal recognition. Systems such as 
cooperatives enable them to apply for loans 

• Note that measures for sustainability and local 
empowerment were considered from the design phase 

Has sustainability of 
climate action been 
addressed at project 
design stage? If so, 
how? 

Sustainability was the major concern for the second phase (the 
extension to 2023) 

Covid-19 
 

The covid-19 pandemic had limited impact on the execution of 
the project. After a partial lockdown of 2 months, the 
government removed barriers and activities continued 
by and large (SAKIRP TAN Annual Results report 2020 p.16), 
but ‘The covid pandemic affected cross-border trade in 
cassava and dampened the overall economic outlook.’ (p.9) 

Other conclusions 
from interviews and 
documents 

• Climate change and environmental degradation should be 
systematically taken into account as factors that affect 
agriculture results. Climate assessments should be a 
practical tool for implementation and development. 

• The co-guarantee fund is a good tool. Before, the exclusion 
equity/grants was not relevant, as it applied to all regions 
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of the world, whereas two projects conducted by 1 
institution in 2 areas can have different needs. 

• Certification schemes support are a good opportunity for 
ensuring economic development and environmental 
protection. 

• SAKIRP TAN Annual Results 2020, p.22: ‘Leveraging 
community-based savings and lending activities to 
mainstream value chain financing sources to create a 
blended financing landscape that is both 
adaptive, affordable and responsive to the needs of 
resource-constrained farmers.’ 

• SAKIRP TAN Annual Results 2020, p.25: ‘The MTR 
commended the SAKIRP mobile M&E system which is seen 
as an example Kigoma region’. 

 
 
Title Natural Resources Management for Local Economic 

Development in Kigoma Region 
Ref TAN1302911 

Actor Enabel 

Implementing 
agency (and co 
implementers) 

Enabel, Ministry of Natural Resource and Tourism, Kigoma 
Regional Administrative Secretary, Local Government Ministry 
(PORALG), Ministry of Finance, District officers 

Calendar 11/03/2014 – 10/03/2021 

Beneficiaries  36 villages whose communities are involved in NRM and Local 
Government Authorities in 6 districts in Kigoma 

Global budget (and 
list of funding 
agencies) 

Belgian contribution: 5.000.000€ (6.000.000€ initially 
planned) 

Tanzanian contribution: 453.500€ 

Description of the 
intervention 

• Improved planning and local organisation, following the 
principles of Community Based Natural Resources 
Management (CBNRM) 

• Local management teams were set (e.g. for fisheries, 
forests) and trained 

• 25 Village Land Use Plans (VLUP) and 34 VLFR were 
elaborated, reviewed and established with corresponding 
bylaws. Land titles were issued 

• Business development trainings and identification of 
income generating activities 

• Conflict management trainings 

• Strengthened women’s position and knowledge 

Global objectives • To ensure that ecosystem resilience is maintained to 
sustainably provide socio-economic and environmental 
benefits to local communities in Kigoma Region. 

Specific objectives An improved enabling environment and strengthened 
capacities for sustainable management of Natural Resources 
(NR) linked to an equitable Local Economic Development (LED) 
result in increased benefits for the communities of selected 
landscapes in Kigoma Region 
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Relevant 
stakeholders 

Local institutions: 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism, Kigoma Regional 
Administrative Secretary, Local Government Ministry 
(PORALG), Ministry of Finance, National Land Use Planning 
Commission, District officers 

Beneficiaries: 

Local resources management teams, individuals skilled for 
conflict management 

Comment on climate dimension of project 

How far is this project 
relevant to climate 
action? 

Medium relevant. Environment and water related impacts, and 
most of all improved forest management. 

How far is the project 
coherent with climate 
action at the level of 
the country and more 
globally to its 
development 
objectives? 

Completely aligned with local policies on forestry, fisheries, 
wildlife, environmental management, land tenure and land 
use, and decentralization. Strong enthusiasm from locals 
regarding forest management. Takes into account the natural 
environment and resources in Kigoma Region as well as 
opportunities to develop income generating activities. National 
Frameworks regarding decentralization (community 
management) and environmental protection (forest, water) 
were taken into account. 

However in practice, External evaluators found that the 
NRM4LED was not well linked with policies at national level, 
especially around encroachment, streamlining and simplifying 
bureaucracies, as well as improving law enforcement (PPT 
final, p.36). 

How far is the project 
aligned to climate 
policies of the partner 
country? 

Fully relevant in terms of Tanzanian policies on forestry, 
fisheries, wildlife, environmental management, land tenure 
and land use, as well as with decentralisation policy. 

Builds on the National Strategy of Growth and Reduction of 
Poverty and rural development strategy for choosing 
decentralized and community-based management. 

How was climate action 
(and country climate 
priorities) taken into 
account when 
identifying/formulating 
the action? Were any 
climate specific 
processes implemented 
(use of KLIMOS, 
Klimsec…)? Were any 
climate related criteria 
used? 

Project built on the Development Cooperation Programme in 
2010-2013 -hence a focus on resources management, and no 
account for climate change. 

The absence of climate indicators or concerns has not changed 
during the implementation.  

Did the intervention 
have enough climate 
change expertise at its 
disposal to 
mainstream climate 
action adequately? 
Was this expertise 
internal or external? 

Yes, especially during the last years of implementation, when 
the preparation and application to the GCF as accredited entity 
strengthened Enabel on climate change. 

Has the project 
developed 

Other interventions in the region 
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partnerships with 
other interventions or 
climate actors? Is it 
part of a wider action? 
Is it jointly 
implemented? Has it 
contributed to 
leverage any 
additional funding? 

SAGCOT initiative (WB, ADB, USAID, DFID), Sustainable 
Agriculture Initiative (EU, from 2016), Nutritional programs of 
the World Food Programme, Local Investment Climate, AGRA 
TIJA Project, UN Kigoma Joint Programme. 

Tanzania garnered interest after 2017 as Burundese 
communities fled. Then, NGOs and multilateral programmes 
entered the region (with a different focus than Enabel). 

Opportunities 

Very few Belgian NGOs operate in Kigoma Region and none of 
them in NRM or LED. Jane Goodall Institute and TUUNGANE 
have similar and complementary expertise and it would have 
been interesting to develop common CEPA materials, identify 
common issues and problems with regards to VLUP, CCRO, 
VLFR and BMU, thereafter organizing common lobbying 
activities. The Institute however focuses more on conservation 
than the NRM4LED. 

A NGO coordination effort for fisheries activities in Kigoma 
Region brought together the NGO actors. It would have been 
valuable for NRM4LED to participate in such coordination 
meetings. 

How far are climate 
mitigation and/or 
adaptation results 
obtained at a 
reasonable cost? 

Weak efficiency (delays, conflicts, bureaucracy, weak training, 
restricted budget, budget thinly spread over broad region with 
non-adjacent villages), not full use of Internet Mobile App for 
Secure Tenure. 

What climate related 
effects have been 
obtained (quantity and 
quality)? 

• ‘Awareness has been strengthened at all levels on the 
importance of natural resources, both from the 
conservancy point of view and the importance of natural 
resources for economic activities.’ (ETR, p.5) 

• Village Land Use Plans and land titles did not primarily 
target the most vulnerable/deteriorated lands 

• No innovations in timber harvesting/processing, charcoal 
production or efficient use of fuelwood 

• Forest management planning is however on of the two 
‘most notable accomplishments of the project’ (MTR, p.4) 

How effective at 
obtaining climate 
adaptation and/or 
mitigation results and 
impacts has the 
intervention been? 

Proxy used: result area (2), ‘Improved governance and 
sustainable management of NR by local institutions and key 
resource users.’ 

• It is too early to say if CBNRM implementation leads to the 
restauration of ecosystems. 

• By October 2019, 34 out of 39 planned VLFR had received 
district council approval of their Forest Management Plans 
and associated bylaws. This is equivalent to an 87% 
achievement rate, which implies a high level of 
effectiveness. However, all efforts to advance Joint Forest 
Management (JFM) in the Makere South Landscape was 
abandoned as a result of the encroachment. 

• Management particularly problematic still for charcoal. 

• There is only anecdotal evidence that, in some instances, 
villages have been able to enforce their land use plans, by 
preventing unplanned activities from taking place in forest 
areas. 
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Overall effectiveness is good but unfortunately it is not 
possible to compare actual outputs and outcomes with 
expected outputs and outcomes, due to the weak monitoring 
system.  

Generally, the initial M&E system involved the use of complex 
tools and progress indicators (% increase) for the different 
outputs but without a clear list of targets for achievements. 
District and Regional Facilitation teams organised monitoring 
visits, but there was no systematic data collection on outputs 
and outcomes, apart from a mini-survey that was carried out 
in mid-2019 and for which data analysis was never 
implemented.  

Does the project 
include indicators 
specific to climate 
action? If so which 
ones and how are they 
measured? 

No. The ToC included climate relevant elements. Beyond the 
ToC, environmental proxies can be found. However, 
‘Environmental degradation indicators were not sufficiently 
monitored and the ETR team was not in a position to assess 
village forests and fish breeding sites for environmental 
damage’ (ETR, p.7). 

How sustainable are 
the climate adaptation 
and mitigation results 
obtained from an 
economic, 
environmental and 
institutional point of 
view? 

Low. 

• ‘Financial sustainability is not guaranteed at district and 
village level. Covering the costs associated with CBNRM, 
such as patrolling, supervised utilization and fire 
management, cannot yet be fully guaranteed by the limited 
revenues being generated from the current level of 
sustainable exploitation of natural resources’ (ETR, p.6). 

• Limited transparency, strong vested interests, thus weak 
governance. Conflicts still exist (eg. With pastorialists) but 
are identified earlier on. Meetings of stakeholders are too 
costly to be likely to be sustainable. 

• Skilling to improve production and marketing (in honey and 
fisheries) answered to a real will of locals but its effects 
could not be determined when evaluated. As a proxy, the 
access to financial service were still limited, but basic 
management/technical capacities/working 
conditions/access to equipment improved. 

• Women were more involved in participation stages than in 
decision-making. 

• Skilling (resp. sustainability) on NRM-LED is limited as was 
provided in English, not in Swahili (which is needed at the 
village level). 

• Community investment should have a strong economic 
sustainability. 

• Skilling of local district officers on land use planning offers 
good bases for upscaling. 

• ‘experiences from other sites in Tanzania have shown 
village governance structures to be remarkably durable and 
effective, even in the absence of significant economic 
benefits’ (PPT final, p.34). 

• Limited impact and mainstreaming of the guide for decision 
makers and decision support systems on NRM issues into 
RAS staff. 
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• Much will depend on the mainstreaming of NRM into local 
and regional governments’ budgets (projects will need 
consolidation from local budgets). 

• Much will depend on the impact of new practices (the link 
measures-restauration of ecosystems is not fully certain). 

• Business cases for resources valorization are very positive, 
but certain reserves might be transformed into protected 
areas. 

Has sustainability of 
climate action been 
addressed at project 
design stage? If so, 
how? 

Not based on findings 

Other conclusions from 
interviews and 
documents 

The ToC was not adapted to guide planning. Results-oriented 
planning and monitoring should be preferred. For instance, the 
yearly audits externally conducted (PWC, Deloitte) provided 
practically useful advice to improve accounting. 

 
 
Title Environmental management of strategic forest areas 

on a sustainable, inclusive and participatory way 
Ref XM-DAC-2-10-2472 

Actor Bos+ 

Implementing 
agency (and co 
implementers) 

Bos+, MVIWATA (farmer’s groups network in Arusha Region, 
providing agroforestry expertise), MCDI (Mpingo Conservation 
& Development Initiative, providing Participatory Forest 
Management expertise), UCRT (Ujamaa Community Resource 
Team, providing the land use planning expertise) 

Calendar 01/01/2017 – 31/12/2021 

Beneficiaries  Villages of Selela and Mungere (then replaced by Karatu after 
issues84) in Monduli district-Arusha region 

Global budget (and 
list of funding 
agencies) 

107.635€ (lower than planned in 2016, whereas DGD had 
planned to provide 80%) 

Description of the 
intervention 

• capacity building courses of community promotors and staff 
of farmers associations in community forestry and 
sustainable agriculture (focus on women and youth) 

• field actions for participatory forest management and 
agroforestry (focus on water and soil conservation) 

• promotion of good practices by authorities and institutions 

Global objectives • Improve the livelihoods of rural communities in Northern 
Tanzania, by promoting and facilitating community-based 
forest management and sustainable and climate-smart land 
use practices (agro-forestry) 

Specific objectives • Organisational strengthening (MVIWATA Arusha and 
networks) on sustainable climate-smart issues. 

• Strengthening community climate mitigation mechanisms. 

 
84  Difficulties there revealed in a very high mortality rate of trees, 49% 
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Relevant 
stakeholders 

Partners institutions 

MVIWATA (farmer’s groups network in Arusha Region), MCDI 
(Mpingo Conservation & Development Initiative), Trias and 
Vredeseilanden/IDP (NGOs) 

Beneficiaries 

Arusha communities who were skilled for forest management 
and climate-smart land use practices 

Comment on climate dimension of project 

How far is this project 
relevant to climate 
action? 

Fully. Goes further than the ‘do no harm’ principle, with active 
mitigation and adaptation efforts. Protection of forests 
(education to agroforestry) and trees planting 

How far is the project 
coherent with climate 
action at the level of 
the country and more 
globally to its 
development 
objectives? 

Fully. 

• Aligned with the NDC that emphasized the role of forests as 
carbon sinks 

• Aligned locally, as villages were selected partly based on 
their adherence to land use plans. Locals participated in the 
project development, and villagers’ priorities (dust 
tornados, mud) were taken into account 

How far is the project 
aligned to climate 
policies of the partner 
country? 

Yes, as climate action in relation to sustainable forest 
management is part of the National Environmental Policy 
(NEP) and of MUKUKUTA II, the five-year development plan of 
Tanzania. 

How was climate 
action (and country 
climate priorities) 
taken into account 
when 
identifying/formulating 
the action? Were any 
climate specific 
processes 
implemented (use of 
KLIMOS, Klimsec…)? 
Were any climate 
related criteria used? 

The MSFA was modelled after similar projects, and based on 
local expertise of farmers groups and conservation NGOs. 
Example: local knowledge on indigenous trees species 

Belgian-specific tools were not used 

Did the intervention 
have enough climate 
change expertise at its 
disposal to 
mainstream climate 
action adequately? 
Was this expertise 
internal or external? 

• From Bos+: Yes. Additional experience sharing could 
however be valuable for monitoring climate and 
environmental impacts 

• From implementing partners: There were only two staff 
members who had climate change expertise relevant to the 
project in MVIWATA Arusha, however, so far, a total of 7 
staff members have gained these skills.  MCDI also had 
skilled staff on forest conservation. More generally, the 
systematic approach of the implementing partners provided 
experience related to climate action (e.g. agroforestry, 
participatory forest management) 

Has the project 
developed 
partnerships with 
other interventions or 
climate actors? Is it 
part of a wider action? 
Is it jointly 

Development 

• Used the experience of 2 NGOs (Trias, also for bio-fuel, and 
Vredeseilanden) to start the project 

Implementation 
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implemented? Has it 
contributed to 
leverage any 
additional funding? 

• Implementation by forest planning organisation (MCDI) and 
farmers association (MVIWATA). MVIWATA Arusha’s roles 
included (i) building capacity on climate smart land use 
practices, (ii) implement climate smart practices in the 
villages, through training of villages and members, (iii)  
promote these climate smart practices through community 
sensitization campaigns on tree planting and demonstration 
plots on tree nurseries. MCDI’s role was strengthening of 
(i) participatory forest management capacities of village 
committees, Natural resources committees, and 
sustainable use of forest products. (ii) supporting 
demonstration plots for afforestation of the community 
forests and around water sources, (iii) and to come up with 
bylaws for sustainable forest management 

• Ngorongoro Conservation Authority (NCA) to work together 
in expanding their nurseries 

• Schools 

• Tanzania forest service was a partner in seedlings nursery 
establishment and transport to communities 

• Illes de Pais and WE Effect contributed to tree planting 
campaigns 

• National tree planting campaign 

How far are climate 
mitigation and/or 
adaptation results 
obtained at a 
reasonable cost? 

Initially, a higher budget was planned. Expectations and 
ambitions were based on this budget; when it was cut, much 
efforts were put to still implement the initial ambitions. 
Partnerships were the preferred solution. 

What climate related 
effects have been 
obtained (quantity and 
quality)? 

• Implementation of participatory forest management 
methods 

• 40.000-50.000 trees planted per year, with low mortality 
rates, planting of fodder trees for livestock 

• Hectares of protected forests 

• Avoided emissions by enabling biogas (renewable energy) 
technologies to reduce cutting down of trees for firewood 

• Reduced logging, increased retained water, soil 
degradation prevented 

How effective at 
obtaining climate 
adaptation and/or 
mitigation results and 
impacts has the 
intervention been? 

• high effectiveness (except in one village) for agroforestry 
techniques take up, and for forest protection 

• effectiveness limited by political/social local contexts 

Does the project 
include indicators 
specific to climate 
action? If so which 
ones and how are they 
measured? 

Key indicators: 

• Ha of forest effectively restored. 

• Increase of area with agroforestry practices. 

• t carbon stored. 

• # of groups made aware and equipped with skills about 
climate smart land use and agroforestry. 

• Increase (%) in yearly turnover of government projects 
about climate smart land use in northern Tanzania. 
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Monitoring occurs at a project and at an organisation scale. It 
relies on field visits and partners’ measures. 

How sustainable are 
the climate adaptation 
and mitigation results 
obtained from an 
economic, 
environmental and 
institutional point of 
view? 

Likely to be high. 

• The Bos+ approach relies on a strong take up of 
agroforestry by locals, technical expertise to choose trees 
species for trees planting, and adaptation to local needs. 
Children and teens were also educated about climate 
change. 

• Institutionally, results are likely to be high, although the 
measure of collaboration with local governments remains 
difficult to develop. Involving local administrations is a key 
aspect of Bos+ approach. Similarly, MVIWATA members 
were skilled (7 experts now, 2 when beginning the project). 
Establishment of by-laws for ensuring proper land-use. The 
Natural resources committees have been strengthened. 
Overall, the strong follow-up by local representatives and 
by partner organisations is likely to sustain results. 

• Economically, irrigated crops, individual tree nurseries and 
beekeeping generate revenues. 

Has sustainability of 
climate action been 
addressed at project 
design stage? If so, 
how? 

Indirectly yes. Trees species are chosen in function of local 
contexts, specifically to ensure a low mortality rate and 
sustainable results. 

Covid-19 Slowing down of certain activities due to sanitary measures. 
Moreover, without a permanent country representation, Bos+ 
must rely on implementing partners to follow-up the project. 

Other conclusions 
from interviews and 
documents 

• Bos+ is open to collaboration with Belgian partners, 
especially with actors focusing on agriculture (good synergy 
potential). The goal for Bos+ is to use partners to 
‘mainstream’ forestry into other projects, whatever their 
sector. 

• For monitoring, Bos+ is open to opportunities for sharing 
expertise and experience with the DGD or Enabel. 

• Difficulties to 1) sometimes interact with local authorities 
2) measure the success of collaboration with local 
authorities (or at least to follow the evolution of this 
success). 

• Keep in mind the adverse effects of forest protection (e.g. 
come back of elephants, which are a threat to farmers). 

• Difficulty to coordinate partnerships with government 
especially paying them per-diems, while the climate action 
was meant to complement their efforts. 

 
Title Africa Renewable Energy Fund in Tanzania 
Actor BIO 

Implementing 
agency (and co 
implementers) 

Africa Renewable Energy Fund (AREF), managed by Berkeley 
Energy 

For the Tanzanian project more specifically, FMO is the lead 
arranger of the project financing 

Tanzanian and Ugandan governments 
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Calendar -/10/2014 (equity provided to AREF by BIO) 

14/02/2019 (signing date by FMO) 

Beneficiaries  233.490 beneficiaries (in Uganda and Tanzania) 

Global budget (and 
list of funding 
agencies) 

8.896.000€ (for the total investment in the AREF) 

24.000.000$ (total from the AREF) 

Description of the 
intervention 

Building of an 16MW hydro-power facility on the Uganda-
Tanzania borde along the Kagera River. 

Global objectives Support (equity) to the AREF for championing renewables 

Specific objectives Producing a baseload of renewable electricity (113 GWh/year, 
ie. 48.506 tCO2e avoided/year) 

Relevant 
stakeholders 

Partner institutions 

• Berkeley Energy Fund’s portfolio manager, Emerging Africa 
Infrastructure Fund, GETFiT programme officers 

Local authorities 

• National government 

Beneficiaries 

• Locals hired for the facility construction, locals and 
businesses benefitting from new access to reliable 
electricity 

Comment on climate dimension of project 

How far is this project 
relevant to climate 
action? 

Fully. ‘fight against climate change’ as one of the 4 key 
development impacts, direct hydropower production 

How far is the project 
coherent with climate 
action at the level of 
the country and more 
globally to its 
development 
objectives? 

Fully. Fits into mitigation goals set by the NDC and feeds in 
efforts for electrification quoted in the Five Years Development 
Plan. 

How far is the project 
aligned to climate 
policies of the partner 
country? 

Fully. Fits into mitigation goals set by the NDC 

How was climate 
action (and country 
climate priorities) 
taken into account 
when 
identifying/formulating 
the action? Were any 
climate specific 
processes 
implemented (use of 
KLIMOS, Klimsec…)? 
Were any climate 
related criteria used? 

Environmental concerns in the criteria for selecting the AREF: 
Proven experience in on-hand renewable energy project 
development, and Environmental and Social Management 
System in place. BIO supported the strategy of the Fund, not 
the Kikagati directly 

Did the intervention 
have enough climate 
change expertise at its 
disposal to 

Among the investors, Emerging Africa Infrastructure Fund has 
experience in renewables in the region 
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mainstream climate 
action adequately? 
Was this expertise 
internal or external? 
Has the project 
developed 
partnerships with 
other interventions or 
climate actors? Is it 
part of a wider action? 
Is it jointly 
implemented? Has it 
contributed to 
leverage any 
additional funding? 

Electricity produced will benefit from the GETFiT (KfW-led 
European programme offering subsidies and decreasing 
energy costs for consumers) 

How far are climate 
mitigation and/or 
adaptation results 
obtained at a 
reasonable cost? 

Costs were significantly higher than planned, following delays 
in construction. Example: the initial contractor selected 
revealed not to be fit, another one had to be chosen 

What climate related 
effects have been 
obtained (quantity and 
quality)? 

Expected (production site will be completed in Q1): 

• Decreased reliance of locals on fuel generators 

• Skilling of locals for sound management of resources 

How effective at 
obtaining climate 
adaptation and/or 
mitigation results and 
impacts has the 
intervention been? 

Not relevant (The production site will be completed in Q1 
2021) 

Does the project 
include indicators 
specific to climate 
action? If so which 
ones and how are they 
measured? 

• GHG emissions avoidance (in CO2 tons equivalent)  

• ESG: Annual Monitoring and reporting on Environmental 
and Social Action Plan (ESAP) progress 

How sustainable are 
the climate adaptation 
and mitigation results 
obtained from an 
economic, 
environmental and 
institutional point of 
view? 

Likely: 

• ‘implementation of a number of community development 
initiatives’ 

• number of locals provided with energy 

• number of locals provided with new sources of revenues 
(trees nurseries) 

• strong uptake and acceptance of the locals with the project 

• project will be taken up by the Ugandan government after 
20 years, suggesting a view for locals’ interests 

Has sustainability of 
climate action been 
addressed at project 
design stage? If so, 
how? 

Yes, through the development of activities for local economic 
and social development 
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Title Oxfam Disaster Risk Reduction in the Great Lakes 
Region 

Ref XM-DAC-2-10-1274 

Actor Oxfam Solidarite 

Implementing 
agency (and co 
implementers) 

Oxfam Solidarite, REDESO (in Kibondo and Kishapu) for the 
rice and sisal value chain development, itself working with 
TCRS, AICT, CARITAS, KIEMA KIVULINI and Baba Watoto, 
local radios, CABUIPA (in Kahama), itself working with LSRS, 
FARIPE, TACOA, TADEPA, Local District Disaster Management 
Committees 

Calendar 01/12/2017 – 01/12/2019 for DRR1 

Beneficiaries  Planned: 28.489 direct beneficiaries from the districts of 
Kibondo (Kigoma, where many communities are Burundian 
refugees), Kahama & Kishapu (Shinyanga) 

Effective: 29,309 beneficiaries 

Global budget (and 
list of funding 
agencies) 

1.309.704 € 

Description of the 
intervention 

• Local Grants Facility: locals will access directly 
humanitarian funding so that they may independently 
design their response to crises 

• Transmission of skillsets and knowledge to beneficiaries 

• Adaptation measures specific to droughts (support for 
drought resistant cassava and sisal use) 

Global objectives Support communities to develop their preparedness when 
facing recurring shocks (protect their lives and means of 
earning an income) 

Specific objectives • To improve the understanding of disasters and conflict-
related risks of local organisations, authorities and 
communities and strengthen coordination and information 
sharing mechanisms at local level 

• To ensure these actors are better prepared to respond and 
take a leading role in humanitarian responses 

• To mitigate the impact of these disasters on vulnerable 
populations by improving the capacity of local communities 
to absorb and adapt to shocks, through promoting resilient 
livelihood practices and local-level mitigation measures 

Relevant 
stakeholders 

Partner institutions 

• In Kibondo and Kishapu: REDESO, TCRS, AICT, CARITAS, 
KIEMA KIVULINI and Baba Watoto, local radios 

• In Kahama: CABUIPA, LSRS, FARIPE, TACOA, TADEPA 

Local authorities 

• Local District Disaster Management Committees, 
meteorological agency 

Beneficiaries 

• Locals benefitting from the local grant facility, locals skilled 
and prepared in Kibondo, Kahama & Kishapu, participants 
to the protocol for Early Warning Systems 
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Comment on climate dimension of project 
 

How far is this project 
relevant to climate 
action? 

Fully. 

• Has an adaptation (to droughts, floods, pests, and 
marginally landslides and deforestation, takes into account 
the lack of weather forecasting information) component as 
part of the preparedness 

• Mainstreaming of environmental considerations: effective 
management of natural resources, involvement of hist 
communities in mana/extraction of resources, hybrids 
motors, local sourcing and procurement 

• Climate as a contextual factors affecting the needs-based 
analysis 

• Note however that ‘Mitigation’ refers to the mitigation of 
risks led by climate change 

• Oxfam’s Humanitarian Response Strategy Template also 
includes a standard reference to the environmental impact 
as cross cutting issue to consider. As do the Minimum 
Requirements for Program Management 

How far is the project 
coherent with climate 
action at the level of 
the country and more 
globally to its 
development 
objectives? 

Fully. Built on development district plans, and on 
responsiveness plans in Tanzania. The plan identified 
weaknesses in the local implementation and thus pointed to 
Oxfam’s room for action 

How far is the project 
aligned to climate 
policies of the partner 
country? 

High. Builds on and completes Tanzanian responsiveness plans 

How was climate action 
(and country climate 
priorities) taken into 
account when 
identifying/formulating 
the action? Were any 
climate specific 
processes implemented 
(use of KLIMOS, 
Klimsec…)? Were any 
climate related criteria 
used? 

• KLIMOS/Klimsec: interviewees are not aware of it 

• Oxfam has its own tools to assess local situations, and 
known by the DGD. The DGD does not take a steering role 
in project formulation nor provides tools for the operational 
side of cooperation. 

• Taken systematically on all Oxfam projects, following the 
‘do no harm’ principle. Principles under review and internal 
streamlining this year 

• Risk matrices used for initial project identification 

Did the intervention 
have enough climate 
change expertise at its 
disposal to 
mainstream climate 
action adequately? 
Was this expertise 
internal or external? 

• Yes, since measures are quite straightforward. However, 
recognition that more systematic training would be useful 
(no SD background among workers, and expertise builds 
on contextual aspects of climate only), even if no specific 
element pointed to 

• Drew additional expertise from the LGA departments we 
worked with, the CSO partners and local CSO actors, as well 
as through partnership with the private sector and 
consultants. Climate wise, local Oxfam teams were the 
providers of expertise. 

• The climate expertise present at Oxfam is specifically 
related to DRR 
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Has the project 
developed 
partnerships with 
other interventions or 
climate actors? Is it 
part of a wider action? 
Is it jointly 
implemented? Has it 
contributed to 
leverage any 
additional funding? 

Development 

• Partnerships for project design: interviews were conducted 
with local authorities and international organisations 

Implementation 

• REDESO (in Kibondo and Kishapu) and TCRS, AICT, 
CARITAS, KIEMA KIVULINI and Baba Watoto, local radios 

• CABUIPA (in Kahama) and LSRS, FARIPE, TACOA, TADEPA 

• Further coordination with REDESO actions so that activities 
do not overlap or duplicate 

• Representatives from Williason Mining Limited/Mwadui 
Mines, RedCross, TCRS (Tanganyika Christian Refugee 
Council, Caritas, media and journalists. Ex: Mining and 
TCRS used for seeds transportation 

The amount and intensity of partnerships can be explained by 
the local ownership approach of the project. In this context, 
Oxfam builds capacity (proposal writing, monitoring, 
evaluating) and coordinates (report streamlining) the 
partners. Partnerships appear to have strengthened local 
groups/structures, although not specific to climate action 
(MTR, pp.2-3) 

Future potential 

• Oxfam advocates for institutionalized cluster coordination 
between authorities and international organisations. Check 
whether this attempt has been successful 

• Partnership with the government. DRR should be a regular 
public policy according to Patrick, hence the attempt to 
streamline the project pillars into policy. Furthermore, the 
policy equivalent of the project was ‘dormant’ before Oxfam 
arrival. Part of the project thus consists in 
implementing/strengthening the public actors 

How far are climate 
mitigation and/or 
adaptation results 
obtained at a 
reasonable cost? 

‘Remarkable effectiveness and efficiency’ (Final Evaluation, 
p.5): risk assessments were conducted by locals 

‘Interventions of the programme were low-cost and not 
creating dependency on Oxfam or other donors.’ (Final 
Evaluation, p.31) 

What climate related 
effects have been 
obtained (quantity and 
quality)? 

• Adaptation: drought-resistant agriculture in all districts 
which participated to the mitigation measures 
implementation, through modern farming techniques and 
spreading of drought-resistant crops 

• Adaptation: food storage constructions for protection 
against pests 

• Adaptation: environmental protection committees in 
Kibondo, which directly work with district environmental 
and forest management departments. The members of the 
committees are public servants, who derive strength and 
legitimacy from their position. The influence of the 
committees was therefore strong. 

• Adaptation: tree planting around water sources, 
discouraged settlements near waters sources, rainwater 
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collection systems. Volumes of available water increased 
and bush fires are limited. 

• Adaptation: data centers with early warning systems, so 
that any weather information is collected and disseminated 
through the District Data Centers to every village, through 
the early warning focal persons and disaster management 
committees 

• Mitigation: fabrication of saving cooking stoves 

• Mitigation: trees planting (Final narrative, p.86, possibly 
marginal) 

How effective at 
obtaining climate 
adaptation and/or 
mitigation results and 
impacts has the 
intervention been? 

Likely to have been effective, although the evaluation was 
conducted too shortly after the implementation 

Does the project 
include indicators 
specific to climate 
action? If so which 
ones and how are they 
measured? 

Indirect climate action: 

• ‘At the end of the program, at least 60% of beneficiary households 
declare that the specific mitigation measures have 
increased their livelihood's resilience to shocks’ 

• ‘6 Small scale mitigation measures are selected and 
supported’ 

• ‘80% of participants agree with the mitigation measures’ 

• ‘4000 Households have benefited from mitigation measures 
that reduce the impact of disasters/conflicts’ 

• ‘At least 3 local Early Warning Systems are (re)activated 
and a protocol is agreed between the stakeholders’ 

How sustainable are 
the climate adaptation 
and mitigation results 
obtained from an 
economic, 
environmental and 
institutional point of 
view? 

‘Growing potential for sustainability’ (Final Evaluation, p.5): 

• Institutionally, although structures are strengthened, they 
did not form a network, limiting coordination levels. See 
also interim narrative p.58. However, bylaws were 
established and sensitization efforts will be sustained. 

• Climate-related improvements (new technologies for 
cooking, no need to reach far firewood) also support the 
fight against gender based violence, thus making it likely 
that they are actively sustained 

• Economically, likely to be high, given the capacity building 
and the strong take up of mitigation measures (e.g. 
growing proportion of women accessed loans after 
receiving targeted support in entrepreneurial skills). 
Agricultural practices are the most likely to remain (MTR, 
p.8). The production increase were so high that additional 
revenues were drawn by farmers, although the initial goal 
of the project was ‘merely ’ to grow food crops. 
Strengthened financial bases and linkages established with 
local banks and local government loan systems. 

• The only risks are lowered local motivation and means after 
Oxfam withdrawing. 

Sustainability is the goal of the second phase of the project, 
with a stronger emphasis on advocacy in local groups and 
technology spreading. 
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Has sustainability of 
climate action been 
addressed at project 
design stage? If so, 
how? 

Yes, in the sense that sustainability and self-sufficiency were 
the ultimate goals of the intervention. 

Other conclusions 
from interviews and 
documents 

• Key enabling factors for resilience are local humanitarian 
leadership (grants facility mechanisms, use of district 
structures) 

• Additional specific climate indicators could include 
forecasting take up 
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Annex C List of Interviewees 

Organisation Position/Affiliation Interview mode 

Belgian Embassy in 
Tanzania 

Ambassador Remote, video 
conference 

Belgian Embassy in 
Tanzania 

Head of cooperation Remote, video 
conference 

Ministry of Blue 
Economy and 
Fisheries, Zanzibar 
Authority 

Principal Secretary Remote, e-mails 

Kikagati hydropower facility through an investment in the AREF 

BIO  Senior Investment Officer Remote, video 
conference 

Berkeley Energy  Environmental And Social Manager Remote, video 
conference  

Berkeley Energy  Managing Director Remote, video 
conference  

Natural Resources Management for Local Economic Development, Kigoma region 
(NRM4LED) 

Enabel  Expert Agriculture & Rural 
Development 

Remote, video 
conference 

Sustainable Agriculture Kigoma Regional Project (SAKiRP) 

Enabel Project Manager Remote, video 
conference 

Environmental management of strategic forest areas on a sustainable, inclusive and 
participatory way (EMSFA) 

Bos+ Program Manager Remote, video 
conference 

MVIWATA Director Face-to-face 

MVIWATA  Project Coordinator Face-to-face 

Oxfam Disaster Risk Reduction in the Great Lakes Region 

CABUIPA/RUDI-DRR Officer Remote, video 
conference  

Oxfam  Contracts Supervisor Remote, video 
conference 
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Oxfam  Projects Supervisor Remote, video 
conference 

Oxfam  Programme Manager DRR Remote, video 
conference 

Oxfam  Project Coordinator Remote, video 
conference 

REDESO-DRR  Officer Remote, video 
conference 

REDESO-DRR  Project Officer Remote, video 
conference 
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Annex D Bibliography 

Author Year Title 

BIO - Africa Renewable Energy Fund Webpage 
https://www.bio-invest.be/en/investments/africa-
renewable-energy-fund 

Bos+ 2018 Tanzania Programme 

Bos+ 2019 Mid-term evaluation Tanzania Programme 

Bos+ 2020 Updated Indicator Table 

BTC 2015 Tanzania-Belgium Partnership 

BTC 2015 The Environment and Development 

DGD 2019 Landenfiche Belgische Ontwikkelingssamenwerking 
Tanzania 

Emerging Africa 
Infrastructure Fund 

- Energy without borders Webpage 
https://www.eaif.com/energy-without-borders/ 

Enabel - Kilombero and Lower Rufiji Wetlands Ecosystem 
Management Project, KILORWEMP. Webpage 
https://openaid.be/en/project/xm-dac-2-10-3011296  

Enabel n.a. SAKiRP Synthesis Fiche based on the Final 
Identification Report 

Enabel n.a. Bean aggregation procurement story 

Enabel n.a. Structured Marketing, Proposals for financing 
aggregation and marketing 

Enabel 2010 Strategic Policy Brief, DeNRM 

Enabel 2013 Identification Report DeNRG Project 

Enabel 2017 Executive Summary MTR TAN1302911 NRM-LED 

Enabel 2019 SAKiRP Annual Results Report 

Enabel 2020 SAKiRP Annual Results Report 

Enabel 2020 Fonds de garantie New Regulation 

Enabel 2020 PASS Trust Grant Agreement 

Enabel 2020 Report of the End-term Review, NRM-LED 

Enabel 2020 Final Project Report Presentation 

Evidence on 
Demand 

2013 Draft Final Report: Options for a Climate Finance 
Mechanism/Climate Fund in Tanzania 

FMO - Kikagati Power Company Ltd. Webpage 
https://www.fmo.nl/project-detail/52073 

FPS Foreign Affairs 2014 Strategy note ‘Environment in the Belgian 
Development Cooperation’. 

https://www.bio-invest.be/en/investments/africa-renewable-energy-fund
https://www.bio-invest.be/en/investments/africa-renewable-energy-fund
https://www.eaif.com/energy-without-borders/
https://openaid.be/en/project/xm-dac-2-10-3011296
https://www.fmo.nl/project-detail/52073
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Author Year Title 

FPS Foreign Affairs 2017 Strategy note ‘Agriculture and food security’ 

FPS Foreign Affairs 2018 Climate Vision 

GIZ 2013 Understanding Climate Finance Readiness Needs In 
Tanzania 

Government of 
Tanzania 

1999 Tanzania Development Vision 2025 

Government of 
Tanzania 

2015 Tanzania Intended Nationally Determined Contribution 

Government of 
Tanzania 

2015 Disaster Management Act 

Government of 
Tanzania 

2016 Second Five-Year Development Plan 

Green Climate Fund 2020 GCF in brief: Adaptation Planning 

IIED 2015 Resilience Building in Tanzania: Learning From 
Experiences of Institutional Strengthening 

Kingdom of Belgium 2009 Indicative Development Cooperation Programme 
2010-2013 Between the Government Tanzania and the 
Kingdom of Belgium 

Kingdom of Belgium 2014 Development Cooperation Programme (2014-2015) 
Between the Government of Tanzania and the 
Kingdom of Belgium 

Mustard Consulting 
Ltd 

2019 Mid-term Evaluation of Bos+ Tanzania Programme 

OECD 2019 Revised Evaluation Criteria Definitions and Principles 
for Use 

Oxfam 2017 Single Form for the funding of actions of prevention of 
emergency aid, short term reconstruction and 
humanitarian action 

Oxfam 2019 MTR DRR programme in HECA region – Tanzania 
Country Report 

Oxfam 2019 Single Form for the funding of actions of prevention of 
emergency aid, short term reconstruction and 
humanitarian action 

Oxfam 2020 Disaster Risk Reduction Phase I Project (DRR-1) in the 
Lake Region Final Evaluation 

Oxfam Solidarité 2020 Final narrative report DRR in the Great Lakes Region: 
towards a leading role of local actors 

Project Drawdown - Table of solutions. Webpage 
https://drawdown.org/solutions/table-of-solutions 

Republic of 
Tanzania 

2019 Climate Finance Experience SADC NBF workshop, 
Republic of Tanzania 

Republic of 
Tanzania 

2019 Capacity Building Knowledge to Action Day 

Republic of 
Tanzania 

2020 East African NBF inception workshop 

Tanzanian Ministry 
of Agriculture 

2006 Agricultural Sector Development Strategy and 
Programme 

https://drawdown.org/solutions/table-of-solutions
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Author Year Title 

Tanzania Vice 
President’s Office 

2019 State of the Environment Third Report 

Tanzania Vice 
President’s Office 

2020 Stocktaking Report for the Review of the National 
Climate Change Strategy (2012-2018) 

Trias 2020 Summary of strategic goals and synergies from the 
strategic dialogue Tanzania  

UNFCCC, NCFM 
Technical Team 

2014 Framework for a National Climate Change Financing 
Mechanism for Tanzania 

VLIR-UOS 2015 Joint Strategic Framework Tanzania 

VLIR-UOS 2017 Joint Strategic Framework Tanzania, updated version 
27/10/2017 

We Hub It - Afriscout. Webpage 
https://www.wehubit.be/en/node/44  

We Hub It - IMAP4CSA. Webpage 
https://www.wehubit.be/en/node/46 

WWF 2017 The True Cost of Power, The Facts and Risks of Building 
Stiegler’s Gorge Hydropower Dam in Selous Game 
Reserve, Tanzania 

 

https://www.wehubit.be/en/node/44
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