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a short literature review

We sought literature on sustainability and durability in project outcomes, coupled with scaling of
impact and sustainability of projects in the face of future change. About 100 sources were reviewed,
including mostly peer-reviewed literature but also assessments of project portfolios by a range of
development funders and foundations. This appendix summarises key findings from this literature
outside the GEF family of reports from STAP and IEO. The main text draws selectively on this
appendix and also links it to findings framed by the GEF publications. (The full 100+ sources are
available on request if needed – not all are cited here, where they were duplicative or of more
marginal relevance.)

Sustainability and durability

The longest literature on enduring project outcomes is in the health sector, where the term
sustainability has been consistently used to mean what Moore et al. (2017) systematised as “(1)
after a defined period of time, (2) a program, clinical intervention, and/or implementation strategies
continue to be delivered and/or (3) individual behaviour change (i.e., clinician, patient) is
maintained, (4) the program and individual behaviour change may evolve or adapt while (5)
continuing to produce benefits for individuals/systems”. The health literature also uses terms such
as "benefit sustainability" or "sustained benefits" or "sustainable benefits" (Dumrak et al., 2017).
The growing use of the term in the development literature was spurred by the OECD’s “DAC
Principles for Evaluation of Development Assistance” (the 5 main criteria are: Relevance,
Effectiveness, Efficiency, Impact, Sustainability), which have been widely adopted by development
agencies, where the sustainability criterion was seen as being concerned with “measuring whether
the benefits of an activity are likely to continue after donor funding has been withdrawn” (OECD,
2002; OECD DAC, 1991). However, the same definition noted that “Projects need to be
environmentally as well as financially sustainable”, broadening the scope to other generallyaccepted meanings of ‘sustainability’. These influential criteria are currently under review (see
https://dacevaluationcriteria.org/).
These different meanings of ‘sustainability’ were systematised quite early by TANGO International
(2009), which identified 4 aspects to consider:
•
•
•
•

sustainability of outcomes, i.e. whether the improvements in quality of life or standard of
living of project beneficiaries will endure beyond the project completion;
sustainability of process, i.e. individuals and institutions continue providing appropriate
services after the assistance and subsidies of a project end;
sustainability of resources, i.e. activities promoted or introduced by the project will
preserve/deplete the natural resource base; and
sustainability of livelihoods, to be analysed from a perspective of (longer-term) risk
management and resilience.

Most projects in the literatures mentioned so far were concerned with social outcomes, whether
health or other social enterprises. As this thinking has extended in to the management of natural
resources as a source of livelihoods or environmental benefits, the use of the term sustainability has
become quite confused; for example, the ‘sustainability’ criterion of the OECD DAC has been

elaborated in their excellent approach to Sustainability Impact Analysis (OECD, 2010), but this is
more concerned with triple bottom line sustainability than durability of project outcomes (Wuelser
(2014) is another good source for this). Some sources fail to explain whether their primary concern
was with the impacts of projects on ‘sustainability of resources’ or enduring outcomes of projects,
and it can take some pages of reading before the use of the term becomes clear (e.g. Gibson, 2006).
Of course these aspects of sustainability may interact, but the use of the terms ‘durable’ and
‘enduring’ has become more common when talking primarily of project outcomes, even when not
associated with environmental projects (e.g. European Court of Auditors, 2018; Hovland Consulting
LLC, 2018; Lauermann, 2016; Leviten-Reid, 2009; Maccio and Cristofoli, 2017), not least to enable
the discussion of the durability of interventions to ensure sustainable practices (e.g. Sekerka and
Stimel, 2011)! There is therefore a strong case to reduce confusion by applying ‘enduring’ to the
long-term maintenance of project outcomes and processes, and restricting ‘sustainability’ to the
project’s impacts on natural resources (including in the long-term, beyond the project lifetime,
noting that these do interact at times therefore); we will adopt this usage consistently hereafter.
Whether outcomes and processes endure in the face of longer-term external changes – TANGO
International (2009)’s fourth aspect of risk management and resilience above – is an issue related
directly to the GEF’s concerns to allow for future impacts of climate change; this is poorly
represented in the project management literature to date (though see OECD, 2010 on 'sustainability
impact assesment'), but is widely considered in the climate adaptation literature under the term
‘maladaptation’ (e.g. Gibbs, 2013; Magnan et al., 2016; Maru et al., 2014). However, there are other
sources of maladaptive outcomes, explored in a new literature on unintended consequences, which
would encourage a wider interpretation of maladaptation (see special issue introduced by Koch and
Schulpen (2018); also Swidler and Watkins (2009); Galvin et al. (2018)). Some of these aspects are
summarised in Box A in the main text.

Durability and scaling

Whatever the term used, the way in which durability is considered has also matured over the past
decade, from a focus primarily on whether a project achieves its goals, to whether these are
achieved durably at the level of the project itself, to whether these are scaled beyond the project
level, with the latter increasingly considered at a portfolio or program level (e.g. Independent
Commission for Aid Impact, 2015). This parallels the evolving priorities of GEF also, described as its
intent to “contribute to system change” in the programming architecture of the 7th Replenishment,
GEF-7, and its growing focus on Impact Programs. In the literature, this evolution can be seen in a
shifting focus from testing hypotheses that showed that project managers should “strengthen
project design and monitoring and thus improve project implementation as well as the chances for
project success” (Ika et al., 2012), i.e. a focus on project processes, to be more concerned about
project content, for example “high levels of multi-stakeholder commitment, collaboration,
alignment, and adaptation are necessary for projects to succeed” (Ika and Donnelly, 2017).
As the literature moves towards scaling, there is a strong implicit assumption that scaled outcomes
implies greater durability. Whilst this may often be the case, it is unlikely that there is a strict causal
relationship here – it is easy to imagine cases where local benefits are very enduring without scaling,
and where scaled benefits are scaled successfully but turn out not to be enduring, for example
where a change in policy or technology undermines the success. It is therefore important to

consider both scaling (for more impact) and durability (for that impact to be long-term) in projects
and programs.
Tengberg and Valencia (2017) review literature related to transitions in their analysis of integrated
approaches to natural resources management for GEF. There is a substantial literature now, both
describing societal transitions from a broad multi-level perspective (e.g. Geels, 2011) and surveying
the scaling of bottom-up initiatives (e.g. Moore et al., 2015; Riddell and Moore, 2015), which is
converging on key aspects of scaling innovations towards transformation. STAP’s paper on
Innovation and the GEF (Toth, 2018) identified 5 forms of innovation which in principle can apply at
any scale from local activities to national and even global implementation. These are: technological,
financial, business model, policy, and institutional innovation (the last of which was read to
encompass changes also in cultural norms). Most transformational change involves more than one
of these elements of innovation.
The consistent lesson from the transitions and scaling literatures (as above) is that transformation at
scale requires consideration (and alignment) of at least the following three elements:
1. There must be practical examples of success in the relevant innovation area (i.e. providing
knowledge and experience that works)
2. Institutional and governance arrangements may need changing to facilitate scaling (i.e.
getting the rules and institutions right)
3. Wider cultural norms and values must be aligned to enable scaling up (i.e. working to change
culture and values if necessary).
It is important to analyse the possible barriers to scaling which could result from each of these
elements, and which may themselves require institutional, cultural or policy innovation to
overcome. There are a number of different strategies for scaling with different pathways towards
transformation that correspond to which of these barriers is paramount. These are not mutually
exclusive, and may often need to work in tandem (Riddell and Moore, 2015):
1. ‘Scaling out’ – to impact greater numbers
a. Deliberate replication: Replicating or spreading innovative solutions geographically
and to greater numbers.
b. Spreading principles: Disseminate principles, with adaptation to new contexts via
cogeneration of knowledge.
2. ‘Scaling up’ – to affect law, regulation or policy to remove barriers to adoption
a. Policy or legal change efforts: New policy development, partnering, advocacy to
advance legal change and redirect institutional resources (including access to new
forms of investment or finance).
3. ‘Scaling deep’ – to impact cultural roots
a. Changing culture: Using science-based narratives to shift norms and beliefs in
support of positive innovations.
b. Supporting capacity: Investing in transformative learning and communities of
practice.
These strategies provide further resolution to the transformational mechanisms that GEF IEO
(2018a) noted in the GEF projects they reviewed – specifically, what they termed mainstreaming,
demonstration, replication and catalytic effects. The lessons that GEF IEO (2018a) drew from their
ex post review were the needs for (i) clear ambition in design, (ii) addressing market and system

reforms through policies, (iii) mechanisms for financial sustainability, and (iv) quality of
implementation and execution. (i) and (iv) relate to processes, while (ii) and (iii) are some key parts
of the scaling strategies above. GEF IEO (2018a) also note that transformations can result from
projects and programs of any size.
Usefully, Lennox et al. (2018) distinguish between retrospective analyses of durability (which tend to
focus on delivery and evidence for continuation of initiatives) compared to prospective approaches
(that focus on setting up the intervention to achieve durability, for example, “building an initiative
into an organisation, getting people on board or garnering networks that may help along the way”).
Both forms of study are important and related but clearly the former is aimed at portfolio or
program level learning in order to do better in the future, whereas the latter focuses on the
elements needed in project and program design; the distinction is comparable to the needs of the
GEF IEO for post hoc learning as opposed to the GEF a priori program development process, and
prioritise different indicators, though GEF IEO (2018a) shows how the former can shed light on the
latter.

Success factors

The literature mentioned above has explored success factors for achieving good and potentially
enduring project outcomes in many ways, dominated by the health literature initially, but spread
widely in the development and other literatures today. Here we briefly summarise some of the
success factors identified in formal reviews and analyses at project, scaled project and program
levels. Many of these affirm practices already adopted by the GEF or recommended more recently
by STAP and the IEO. The main text emphasises those where recognition is newly emerging or which
are specifically critical for the issue of durability.
Project level success – well canvassed
Bayiley and Teklu (2016) identify four quantitative critical success factors (CSFs) for projects funded
by EU: intellectual capital, sound project case, key manpower competency and effective stakeholder
engagement. They also note five descriptive critical success variables: clear policy of donors and
recipient government, strong local ownership of project, effective consultation during planning, high
motivation and interest, and compatible rules and procedures. The study underscored the
importance of securing continuous support from all stakeholders and holding effective consultations
of stakeholders during planning, implementation and closing phases of EU funded projects. Their
analysis included ‘sustainability’.
Buntaine and Parks (2013) found that strong public sector institutions in the recipient country and
proactive staff supervision foster World Bank project success. They also found that World Bank
projects seeking to achieve global environmental objectives are less likely to succeed.
Martinez-Bautista et al. (2015) analysed social forestry projects in Mexico, finding that a high social
capital level explained more than 43% of success probability, while low and medium social capital
levels explained almost 55% of failure probability. Furthermore, they found that the type of project
was a strong determinant of success or failure; continuation of a project was not necessarily related
to probability of success; and the property tenure type did not determine the project success or
failure.

Ika et al. (2012) assesses five CSFs: monitoring, coordination, design, training, and institutional
environment. They found a statistically significant and positive relationship between each of the five
CSFs and project success. Consistent with theory and practice, at that time they highlighted the most
prominent CSFs for project supervisors are design and monitoring, and recommended that World
Bank project supervisors and managers should strengthen project design and monitoring and thus
improve project implementation as well as the chances for project success. Five years later, Ika and
Donnelly (2017) reviewed four capacity building projects in Ghana, Indonesia, Sri Lanka and Vietnam,
where they now drew out structural, institutional, and managerial success conditions, whether these
are initial or emergent. They propose that high levels of multi-stakeholder commitment,
collaboration, alignment, and adaptation are necessary for projects to succeed. That is, there has
been some movement from factors around the management of projects to their content.
Brooks (2017) used a comparative database of 136 community-based conservation (CBC) to explore
joint success across ecological, economic, and social goals, finding that capacity building, local
participation, environmental education, and project age contribute to win-win outcomes. These
results hold across various national and local contexts and resource domains, suggesting that
general project design features can contribute to joint success in CBC projects.
de Vente et al. (2016) reviewed participatory processes in projects to distinguish effects of local
context from generalizable factors associated with process design. The latter were generally more
important and included: the legitimate representation of stakeholders; professional facilitation
including structured methods for aggregating information and balancing power dynamics among
participants; and provision of information and decision-making power to all participants. They found
that, although processes initiated or facilitated by government bodies led to significantly less trust,
information gain and learning, decisions in these processes were more likely to be accepted and
implemented.
Enduring project success i.e. beyond 2-5 years:
In a fairly early analysis of factors encouraging durable development in a major IFAD project in India,
TANGO International (2009) found that their most significant strategies for achieving durability were
(paraphrased):
-

slow, patient group formation and sensitization to gain trust and community participation
emphasis on community priorities and significant local contributions of labour, materials,
and sometimes cash
incremental increase in loan amounts to community-based organisations to build selfconfidence and viability
diversifying income sources and building human and social capital to increase the resilience
of poor households and their livelihoods in hard times
attitudinal and behavioural change towards protecting the environment was enabled by
linking with cultural traditions and by ensuring tangible benefits (e.g. protecting sources of
potable water)
local ownership and government awareness were established by integrating government
stakeholders into the District Societies (essentially project field offices)
project managers and IFAD supervisors were flexible in their approach, allowing design
modifications and an extension period to help assure durability.

Sastre-Merino et al. (2013) describe the ‘Working with People’ model for encouraging durable rural
development projects in Peru, exploring its holistic approach through three lenses – ethical-social,
technical-entrepreneurial and political-contextual. The projects emphasize “promoting leadership
and capacity building in technical, behavioural and contextual project management skills”.
Mahonge (2013) looked at the durability of various environmental projects in Tanzania, up to a
decade after project completion. They distinguished beneficiary-based and project-based factors,
and highlighted the importance of various factors in enhancing ownership above all else. These
included spending time in the field with the beneficiaries as the matter of principle, active
participation from the outset, valuing local knowledge in local development, early identification and
use of the local unique or ‘focal’ features as the framework for converging societal and community
interests, and an emphasis on learning (especially through doing) processes, and on process
monitoring and evaluation. Other factors included self-inspiration, capacity building, willingness to
change, social cohesiveness, and a well-structured institutional framework. Self-initiated livelihood
diversification in response to conservation of some previously-exploited resources is also apparent in
the description.
Oldewage-Theron et al. (2018) tested the US OAH (Office of Organizational Health) criteria for
'sustainability': creating an action strategy, assessing the environment, being adaptable, securing
community support, integrating programme services into community infrastructures, building
leadership team in the community, creating strategic partnerships and securing diverse financial
opportunities. Their findings suggested all 8 criteria were needed for project sustainability.
Moore and Boldero (2017) discuss durability under the term ‘maintenance’ of adopted
environmental behaviours, noting that such behaviours may be one off, such as buying more energy
efficient appliances or bus fleets, in which case this may be achieved within a project’s lifetime;
continuous, where an activity such as recycling must be maintained over time, so the processes to
ensure this need to be put in place as part of a project’s outcomes; or dynamic, such as revegetation,
where different behaviours are needed over time. Recognising these different forms of behaviour
can help ensure durability. They also mention ‘moral norms’ as an element guiding the durability of
these behaviours.
Looking at renewable energy projects, Terrapon-Pfaff et al. (2014) find consistent success factors
across contexts – leaving aside technical aspects, these are trust and reliability, sense of ownership
among beneficiaries, external influences, and low motivation or capacity of potential
users/producers. These also point to barriers to success. In further work on energy provision
projects, Terrapon-Pfaff et al. (2018) note that an assumed positive outcome is the productive use of
energy, which is expected to create value - for example in the form of increased local availability of
goods or higher incomes - thereby having a positive impact on local livelihoods. However, their
results show that access to sustainable energy does not automatically result in productive activities
and that energy is only one of the input factors required to foster socio-economic development.
Furthermore, the results demonstrate that activities, materials and information to support the
productive use of energy - such as training, equipment or market research - need to be an integrated
part of the energy project itself to allow for productive activities to develop on a wider scale.
Ceptureanu et al. (2018) reviewed an extensive literature and carried out 188 interviews to identify a
list of the durability factors for (mostly health-related) community-based programs. The significant

factors were ranked as follows: Program champions, Community participation, Staff involvement
and integration, Program funding, Program effectiveness, Coordinator competence, Responsivity,
Community capacity, Organizational stability, Understanding the community, Program integration
with the host organization, Program flexibility, Specific sustainability actions and processes,
Community support, Organizational system, Program theory, Leadership, Political legitimation,
Partnering, Transparency, Community context and Program evaluation, in this order. They note
these fall in 3 categories: related to program itself, related to host (implementing) organisation and
related to the community where the program is operationalized. One finding (p.9) is that
sustainability of a community-based program relies more on the quality of the program and less on
the quality of the host organization or the community, with 9 out of 12 factors related to the
program, 2 to community and 1 to the host organization. This provides great opportunities for good
program design to influence outcomes.
The current review of the OECD’s ‘DAC’ principles (see
https://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/sites/default/files/Data/DACCriteria/ConsultationReport_EvaluationCriteria.pdf) includes commentary on durability, noting (p.6)
weaknesses in the existing criteria. These weaknesses include a limited emphasis on systems
thinking or SDG links, inadequate recognition of on-going change, and that they do not emphasise
transformative change or on-going learning. Durability (called ‘sustainability’) and impact were the
criteria that had poorest implementation scores, with ‘sustainability’ still tending to be narrowly
seen as ‘funding continuity’. Recommendations for changes to the criteria (p.11) include being
explicit about whether a project intends to be transformative, and consideration of scaling and
replicability, as well as (p.17) more recognition of complexity and systems thinking, all echoing
trends in GEF.
Within GEF, Zazueta (2017) identified 7 principles for successful integrated transformation from a
review of GEF climate change and chemicals projects, showing that projects embodying more of
these principles performed better and achieved wider adoption (see p.22-26, ibid.). The principles
(precis’d), many of which overlapped with the findings of Tengberg and Valencia (2017), were:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Identify the root causes of the problem
Design projects to foster the desired behavioural change
Demonstrate the comparative advantage of the project’s innovation to target adopters
Ensure the buy-in of stakeholders
Ensure durability by building on-going processes, capacities and benefits
Plan for first adoption after project closure
Enable learning and adaptive management during implementation

Scaled outcomes seeking wider system transformation: Project level…
Boshoven et al. (2018) applies a consistent (if somewhat simplistic) theory of change across various
conservation enterprise projects to help to identify consistent outcomes. Findings from applying this
theory of change (ToC) include: (a) the role of implementing partners evolved and expanded over
time, from helping to establish individual enterprises to building alliances and business partnerships
between communities and the private sector; (b) it takes longer than the typical three- to five-year
donor funding cycle to put in place the multiple enabling conditions that are needed for the
sustainability of enterprises and conservation outcomes; (c) typically only a small percentage of
community members receive direct cash benefits, however community organizations can distribute

enterprise benefits in the form of community services; (d) different stakeholders are motivated by
different benefits, and, therefore, incentivizing changes in attitudes and behaviour towards
conservation is not straightforward; and (e) in multiple sites, partners had verified improved
biodiversity conservation results in part due to their conservation enterprises.
Bao et al. (2015) review an extensive literature in health on transitions to local enduring financing.
Their conceptual framework models transition as a process spanning pre-transition and transition
itself and extending into sustained services and outcomes. They identify key transition domains,
including leadership, financing, programming, and service delivery, and identify relevant activities
that drive the transition in these domains forward to include: sustaining a supportive policy
environment; creating financial sustainability; developing local stakeholder capacity; communicating
to all stakeholders; and aligning programs. They discuss the transition (scaling?) process, saying
“Ideally transition monitoring would begin prior to transition processes being implemented and
continue for some time after transition has been completed.” They note that the monitoring and
evaluation of transition faces new and unique challenges, requiring the measurement of constructs
to which evaluators may not be accustomed – many domains hinge on measuring "intangibles" such
as the management of relationships, and monitoring these constructs may require a compromise
between rigorous data collection and the involvement of key stakeholders. As no set of indicators
will be applicable across all types of health program transitions, they instead propose guiding
questions and illustrative quantitative and qualitative indicators to be considered and adapted
according to the priority transition domains in the particular health program. Bennett et al. (2015)
and Ozawa et al. (2016) provide related examples.
Barnes and van Laerhoven (2015) examine how non-government organisation partners vary
between viewing institutional change as largely determined by structure or agency, as well as
whether they see themselves or or the institution as being the agent of change. This highlights the
importance of understanding the perspective of partner institutions, and ensuring that adaptive
processes are built into the local structures so that they can adjust their perspective as needed after
the project intervention is complete, especially if those processes are intended to scale.
Reviewing UK social projects, Yee and White (2016) find that “community building is valued above
leadership and capacity as the most important condition for design to have the greatest impact in
innovation and transformation projects.”
Hovland Consulting LLC (2018) review conservation projects in western North America and find 5 key
approaches for success (each has some sub-steps): A. Take a holistic approach; B. Build strong
coalitions and trusted relationships; C. Expand grantee capacity and tactics; D. Prioritise
communications and story telling; E. Pursue local conservation outcomes.
Rogers and Coates (2015) report a study of [shortish term] durability of food for peace projects,
highlighting resource, capacity, motivation, and cross-scale links as crucial to durability. They also
note the importance of considering the diversity of circumstances, the need for gradual withdrawal
pre-planned, developing a good ToC, and having awareness of longer term shocks, including from
climate-related risks. They provide recommendations for project design requirements, including the
above as well as indicators for impact and ‘sustainability’ of change.

The European Court of Auditors (2018) reviewed 41 EU regional development projects. Of these,
20% were not enduring, and nearly 50% had inadequate indicators, data collection or archiving.
They provide a definition of durable project results, as well as highlighting direct and indirect project
results (p.4-5). A few failures were external, but others were due to weak projects. They argue for
better monitoring (but they are auditors so have highlighted this more than specific project design
aspects!).
…And program scaling
The Independent Commission for Aid Impact (2015) discusses the program scale of review; they
highlight the need for explicit risk assessment, especially in the context of conflict and fragile states,
and clearly set expectations as regards risk appetite across a program. They emphasise flexibility
and regular review of the ToC to enable learning (to “tighten feedback and learning loops”); and
deep engagement with project beneficiaries. They also highlight the need for coherence across an
organisation’s own programs and with other investors. They also note that the issue of durability
must be taken seriously, as too often “Business cases are written primarily to secure internal
approval for expenditure, rather than to identify the necessary building blocks for sustainable
impact.”
Rogers and Coates (2015) argue for program evaluation beyond 5 years, noting the need for good
archiving of project records and indicators, as these are often hard to find a few years later when
durability really needs to be revisited (note the comments of European Court of Auditors (2018)
above, also).
Warner et al. (2019) review four case studies of projects and look at what brought about
transformation. They comment that, although transformational adaptation is often perceived as a
major large-scale intervention, their case studies show that transformational adaptation is more
likely to involve a bundle of adaptation interventions that are aimed at flexibly adjusting to change
rather than reinforcing the status quo in ways of doing things (this resonates with the idea of
‘bundling’ in the widespread flexible adaptation pathways literature, e.g. Bosomworth et al. (2015);
CSIRO (2018); Haasnoot et al. (2013); Stafford Smith et al. (2011); Wise et al. (2014) among others).
This is a reminder that transformation is diverse (see above).
A related issue for transformation is the time lag to achieving major, scaled impacts. Midmore
(2017) reviews econometric effort that has been devoted to analysis of investment in agricultural
research and its effects on farm productivity, which has produced a consensus that returns are high,
but they are achieved only after long lags. This has tended to result in program evaluation
approaches that focus on research that can be shown to have impact, rather than research impact
itself, tending to prioritise efficiency and transparency. He argues that methodological pluralism,
with greater integration and triangulation between different evaluation approaches, is a promising
means of resolving these problems that may be causing the real factors driving uptake and impact to
be missed. Thornton et al. (2017) address some of these issues in agricultural research for
development by describing the application of a monitoring, evaluation and learning system based on
theory of change, combining indicators of progress in research with indicators of change aimed at
understanding the factors that enable or inhibit the behavioural changes that can bring about
development impacts. Theory of change represents our best understanding of how engagement and
learning can enable change as well as how progress towards outcomes might be measured. They

argue that a theory of change approach has potential to bridge the gap between knowledge
generation and development outcomes.
The importance of theory of change has been reflected in various GEF publications including the
STAP’s development of RAPTA (O’Connell et al., 2016). Maru et al. (2018a) analyse how theory of
change is applied at present, finding it is yet to be appropriately mainstreamed into development by
donors, researchers and practitioners for various reasons including different interpretations of what
it is. They make five recommendations to assist the mainstreaming of ToC: (i) select a type of ToC
suited to the relative complexity of the problem and focal system of interest; (ii) state a theory or
hypotheses to be tested as the intervention progresses; (iii) articulate the relationship between the
ToC and parallel approaches (e.g. log frame); (iv) accept that a ToC is a process, and (v) allow time
and resources for implementers and researchers to develop ToC thinking within projects. They also
recommend that communities of practice should be established among AR4D (effective agricultural
research for development) and donor organisations to test, evaluate and improve the contribution
that ToCs can make to sustainable food security and agricultural development. Of course, this could
also be done at the scale of a GEF Impact Program. Although having a ToC at the time of project
design is important, absent that, developing one during the project’s life can still help flexible
amendment of project processes, for example by identifying additional critical stakeholders to
engage.
Table A.1 consolidates many of the key insights from this review in the framework of logic outlined
in the main text.

STAP Appendix Table A.1: Summary of indicators of successful project durability (left column), principles for GEF funded activities that will promote
durability (middle column), and actions in project and program design that will meet these principles (right column). Summary headings link to logic
chain in Figure 3 and green items show additional considerations when scaling.
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