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PRAISE FOR THIS BOOK
“A clear and concise yet comprehensive guide to deliver impactful and high-quality agricultural
interventions in emergencies. The practical tools and external resources presented here are valuable
additions, while the focus on participatory and people-centered approaches is highly relevant. This guide is
also a good reminder of aspects that may be overlooked during the planning and implementation phases of
an emergency response. Overall, a great resource for our work in the humanitarian sector.”
Jo Burton, Head of Economic Security Unit, International Committee of the Red Cross, Switzerland

“This handbook was produced by bringing together the many years of experience of those implementing
humanitarian interventions to support crop-related livelihoods, many in very diﬃcult contexts. The result is
a very well-presented and welcome handbook that will centralize farmers’ needs and priorities and local
crop production systems to enable quality, well-designed, and appropriate humanitarian responses. The
responses developed with the handbook will ultimately support both farmers impacted by crises as well as
those who are part of the wider crop production system, such as seed suppliers and agricultural service
providers, for better recovery after a crisis.”
David Traynor, Agricultural Advisor, Concern Worldwide

“Evidence-based, livelihoods-based, and rights-based—exactly what is needed to guide emergency
response to smallholder crop producers hit by crisis.”
Pepijn Schreinemachers, Senior Scientist, World Vegetable Center, Thailand

“The SEADS Handbook will be a valuable tool and input that will allow the construction of contingency
plans with a focus on livelihoods, which will be prepared with speciﬁc, systematized, and tested activities
for the recovery of livelihoods in the affected areas. In addition, SEADS has a strong commitment to the
Core Humanitarian Standards, a highly-valued approach for the coordination of humanitarian assistance in
our country.”
Tania Carias, Emergency Preparedness and Capacity Strengthening Specialist, World Food Program Honduras

“A delightful book full of essential information that would be an added value for all active stakeholders in
the agriculture sector of a conﬂict area such as the Gaza Strip. The number of details and sequence of the
presentation show that considerable efforts were invested in this book for the greater beneﬁt of the
agriculture sector and speciﬁcally for supporting agricultural livelihood during and after emergencies. The
SEADS Handbook is an important tool for decision makers, helping them to coordinate their efforts and
interventions to reach quickly and effectively the vulnerable and affected farmers.”
Hani Al Ramlawi, Programs and Projects Coordinator, The Agricultural Development Association, Gaza

“In Bangladesh, agriculture extension services provide preparedness, emergency, recovery and
development assistance to crop producers. SEADS will provide thoughtful consideration by policymakers
involved in agricultural extension management systems, and will mark new horizons for how our services
respond to crop-related crisis.”
Md. Abu Sayem, PhD Fellow, Department of Agricultural Extension, Hajee Mohammad Danesh Science and Technology
University, Dinajpur, Bangladesh
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CHAPTER 1:
HOW TO USE THIS HANDBOOK

Annex A: Glossary contains deﬁnitions of some of the technical terms used in SEADS.

What is SEADS?
The SEADS Handbook (SEADS) is a set of international principles and minimum standards that support
those responding to a humanitarian crisis to design, implement, and evaluate crop-related crisis responses.
The SEADS principles and minimum standards guide decision making and allow you to:

•
•
•
•

determine if a crop-related response is appropriate, necessary, and feasible
prioritize which crop-related response area may achieve livelihood objectives given the context
track alignment of your projects with minimum standards
measure impact from crop-related crisis response.

Using the SEADS principles and minimum standards will strengthen the quality of crop-related crisis
response and support the saving of lives by saving livelihoods before, during, and after a crisis.
SEADS is not a how-to manual for implementing a crop-related crisis response; therefore it should be used
alongside other resources referred to in each chapter.
Although many crop producers and agro-pastoralists practice mixed farming, growing crops alongside
other productive activities, SEADS does not provide technical guidance on livestock, ﬁsheries, aquaculture,
or forestry. Speciﬁc guidance on these is available elsewhere; for instance, in the Livestock Emergency
Guidelines and Standards and the Fisheries and Aquaculture International Guidelines (FAO 2021).

Who should use SEADS?
Anyone who is involved in crop-related crisis response can use SEADS. It will be particularly useful for
people who provide preparedness, emergency, recovery, and development assistance in areas where crop
production contributes to livelihoods. That includes humanitarian actors, bilateral and multilateral
organizations, non-governmental organizations (NGO), governments, community-based organizations, and
civil society organizations.
It will also be useful for policy makers and decision makers in donor and government agencies, whose
funding and implementation decisions affect crisis response.

How should I use SEADS?
Read Chapters 1–3 ﬁrst. Those chapters explain critical concepts that underpin SEADS and allow you to
implement an effective response.
Once you are familiar with the fundamental concepts on which SEADS is based, read the minimum
standards chapters, starting at Chapter 4: Initial Assessment for Crop-related Crisis Response. The
information and practical tools in Chapter 4 will direct you to one or more technical response options
(Chapters 5–7). Chapters 5–7 provide tools, such as decision trees, timing tables, and tables of advantages
and disadvantages, to help you achieve the minimum standards.
Regardless of which technical response option/s you use, you should read and apply Chapter 8:
Impact-oriented Monitoring and Evaluation which describes the minimum standards for impact-oriented
monitoring and evaluation. All the minimum standards chapters provide you with key actions and guidance
notes for you to design, implement, and evaluate crop-related crisis response.
HOW TO USE THIS HANDBOOK
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Annex A: Glossary contains deﬁnitions of technical terms that are used throughout SEADS.
At the end of each chapter you’ll ﬁnd a list of recommended reading that contains additional information,
explanations, and tools. Annex C: References contains a bibliography of the references that are cited in
each chapter.
Figure 1.1 shows the relationship between the chapters and annexes in SEADS.
Figure 1.1: Steps for using SEADS effectively

SEADS is available in print and as a downloadable PDF on the SEADS website. SEADS is a member of the
Humanitarian Standards Partnership (HSP), so you can also use SEADS on the HSP website or on your
mobile device with the HSP app. Both the Interactive Handbook platform and the HSP app allow you to
provide feedback on SEADS at any time.

What is the structure of each SEADS minimum
standard?
The standard
The standard is a qualitative statement applicable in any crisis situation that is a general description,
stating the minimum actions and outcomes to be achieved in any crisis.

HOW TO USE THIS HANDBOOK
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Key actions
Practical steps to attain the standard. They may not be applicable in all contexts, so select the most
relevant for your situation.

Guidance notes
Additional information to support the key actions, with cross-references to SEADS principles, the Sphere
Handbook (including the Protection Principles and the Core Humanitarian Standard) (Sphere Association
2018), other HSP standards, and other SEADS minimum standards.

Key process indicators
Key process indicators allow you to monitor adherence to the standard. Suggested indicators are listed in
Appendix 8.5. Chapter 8 includes impact indicators that seek to measure the impact of any crop-related
crisis response against the SEADS livelihood objectives.
Note that minimum standards may not always be achievable in the short term, particularly if it is the ﬁrst
time that you are considering them. However, continuous consideration of minimum standards across all
crop-related responses in all crisis contexts can bring you closer to consistent achievement over time.

Supplementary resources
SEADS is supplemented by:

• the SEADS Evidence Database
• recommended reading lists at the end of most chapters
• a series of case studies on the SEADS website https://seads-standards.org/casestudies

When should I use SEADS?
You should use SEADS whenever you suspect that crops may be important to the past, current, or future
livelihoods of people affected by crisis. At the moment you realize crops may be, or may have been,
important to livelihoods, pick up SEADS and follow the steps in Figure 1.1.
A crop-related crisis response will not be suitable in all contexts. Conduct an initial assessment to
determine whether a crop-related response is appropriate, necessary, and feasible. Then use response
identiﬁcation tools to prioritize crop-related response areas that may achieve livelihood objectives given the
context. Use the minimum standards in Chapter 4 to guide you through these two processes and determine
which, if any, crop-related response areas are suitable.
You can also use SEADS if you ﬁnd yourself in the midst of a crop-related response and you want to know
how to strengthen it or how to ensure that your response has an impact on the livelihoods of people
affected by crisis.

HOW TO USE THIS HANDBOOK

4

CHAPTER 2:
THE SCOPE AND APPROACH OF SEADS

Annex A: Glossary contains deﬁnitions of some of the technical terms used in SEADS.

Why is crop-related crisis response important?
Millions of people around the world who are vulnerable to crisis rely heavily on crop production to support
their livelihoods. Currently, 40% of the global poor live in economies affected by fragility, conﬂict, and
violence. That number is expected to rise to 67% in the next decade (World Bank 2021). Most very poor
people live in rural areas, and many of them produce their own food and income through agriculture
production (World Bank 2016). People produce food for themselves, their communities, and the food
supply chain, and they generate income if they sell food they have produced. Support for crop-based
livelihoods in a crisis can protect and rebuild this essential activity and can prevent more extreme food
insecurity. Provision of essential crop-related inputs ensures continued food production in the short and
medium term. Protection, provision, and rehabilitation of crop-related infrastructure and equipment ensure
future production and make people more resilient to crises.
By protecting and rebuilding crop-based livelihoods before, during, and after a crisis, crop-related crisis
response mitigates the impacts of the crisis by contributing to a sustainable food supply and potential
source of income for the very poor. Crop-related crisis responses can also act as a form of social
protection, helping smallholders and their families cope with crisis and shocks by reducing food losses and
by supporting a return to or an increase in food production.
During a crisis, crop production and many associated services that make crop production possible may be
disrupted, making it more diﬃcult for people to meet their food and income needs. A crop-related crisis
response is important because it can keep people from starving, from adopting negative coping
mechanisms, and from migrating. It offers them assistance that can help reduce the impact of future
crises. It has the potential to support a more sustainable use of natural resources and to enhance market
system linkages and viability.

What is a crop-related crisis response?
A crop-related crisis response is the actions taken by state and non-state actors before, during, and after a
crisis to support the livelihoods of crop producers and associated systems, services, policies, and markets.
The speciﬁc crop-related crisis response required depends on the context (emergency, operational,
agricultural) and the objectives of the action. Crop-related crisis responses can include preparing crop
producers and their communities for future shocks and rebuilding livelihoods after a crisis. Responses that
are well designed and implemented can:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

improve food security and nutrition
generate income and improve household economies
enhance the sustainable use and management of natural resources
support social capital and networks
provide institutional assistance for early warning and anticipatory action and ensure appropriate
preparation before a crisis occurs
support actors along the value-chain to ensure crop production, storage, and marketing
coordinate between development and humanitarian actors for effective decision making
avoid or lessen the risk of the worst forms of child labor, child marriage, sexual exploitation, and/or
family separation
ensure appropriate organizational skills before a crisis.

THE SCOPE AND APPROACH OF SEADS
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Which crisis-affected people can beneﬁt from SEADS?
SEADS covers the hundreds of millions of people around the world whose livelihoods are supported by crop
production, including millions of state and non-state actors who provide essential production and postharvest assistance services to crop producers. The SEADS principles and minimum standards will primarily
beneﬁt those who have experienced loss of life or property or for whom basic human rights are not
accessible and who require crop-related humanitarian assistance to support their livelihoods, such as:

•
•
•
•

smallholder or subsistence crop producers
home and market gardeners
landless and displaced crop producers
farm laborers.

SEADS will also beneﬁt state and non-state service providers who enable the crop-based livelihoods of
those affected by crisis, such as:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

seed producers
non-seed input manufacturers and sellers
post-harvest processors
extension agents
ﬁnancial service providers
producer organizations
transporters.

What crops and crises does SEADS cover?
SEADS targets the production of different crops in different settings. SEADS principles and minimum
standards apply to:

•
•
•
•
•

ﬁeld or garden crops for own consumption or as a livelihood activity
different agro-ecological zones around the world
crop production in rural, peri-urban, and urban settings
crop production practiced by displaced people, including those living in camps
rapid-onset, slow-onset, and complex crises, and the short-term or longer-term responses associated
with each.

What approach does SEADS take to crop-related
response?
SEADS is:

• evidence based
• livelihoods based
• rights based.

Evidence-based approach
SEADS is guided by a systematic review of over 250 evaluations of crop-related responses in humanitarian
crises. The review focused on livelihoods, food security, and nutrition impacts of the main types of croprelated crisis response, including seeds, tools, and other inputs; producer training; pest and disease control;
and market support (SEADS 2021).

THE SCOPE AND APPROACH OF SEADS
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The results of this evidence review are in the SEADS Evidence Database. If you are aware of additional
evidence, you can submit it through our website.

Livelihoods-based approach
SEADS is based on a livelihoods approach because crop-related crisis responses support livelihoods. This
approach ﬁts within the concept of “saving lives and livelihoods,” which is widely recognized by the
international humanitarian community as a core aim of humanitarian programming. This approach also
reﬂects learning on the importance of resilience; if livelihoods are resilient, households and communities
are more able to prepare for and recover from future shocks. Livelihoods are the capabilities, assets
(including both material and non-material resources), and activities required to make a living. In addition to
supporting food production for own consumption, livelihood impacts are the reason that crop-related crisis
response should be undertaken. SEADS livelihood objectives deﬁne the desired livelihood impacts of any
crop-related crisis response.
Support to existing local service providers and markets, wherever this is feasible and relevant, is an
important aspect of livelihoods-based crisis response and applies to all types of crisis. SEADS aims to
support these local systems to enable recovery and long-term development. SEADS Principle 1: Use
livelihoods-based programming provides additional details on factors that are critical to livelihood analysis
for crop-related crisis response.
Table 2.1 sets out the three SEADS livelihood objectives.
Table 2.1: SEADS livelihood objectives
Objective 1

Objective 2

Objective 3

To provide immediate
livelihood beneﬁts to people
affected by crisis

To protect crop-related
livelihoods of people affected
by crisis

To rebuild or support
crop-related production,
infrastructure, and systems to
ensure livelihoods for people
affected by crisis

These livelihood objectives and the SEADS livelihoods-based approach mirror those in the Livestock
Emergency Guidelines and Standards (LEGS). Crop-related crisis response should meet one or more
livelihood objectives.
Objective 1 recognizes that people may require rapid assistance during a crisis to produce crops in line with
their normal livelihood practices. Examples include: supplying tools or equipment to harvest crops (which
would otherwise go unharvested); providing rapid market access to enable crops to be sold; facilitating
access to transportation so a producer can get to the market to buy seed.
Objective 2 recognizes the need to maintain pre-production, production, post-production, and marketing
activities so livelihoods can be re-established after the crisis. Such actions may not provide direct beneﬁts
to people during the crisis. For example, organizations can support repair of a storage warehouse so people
will be able to safely store and sell their harvested crops in the future.
Objective 3 recognizes the need to support people’s resilience to future shocks or to rebuild where
substantial losses of infrastructure and systems have occurred. For example, organizations can support
community-based seed producers to breed context-relevant varieties to promote continuity of production,
or participatory varietal selection, or early access to already released appropriate varieties.

THE SCOPE AND APPROACH OF SEADS
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Working toward livelihood objectives will improve the quality of crop-related crisis responses and the
likelihood that such responses will have an impact on livelihoods. The objectives have an equal capacity to
have an impact on crop-based livelihoods, but people may feel that impact at different times. Immediate
livelihood beneﬁts could be achieved within approximately 30 days (Objective 1). The beneﬁts of protecting,
rebuilding, or supporting crop-related livelihoods are not likely to be felt before the end of one cropping
cycle and are more likely to be felt after two or three cycles (Objectives 2 and 3). Expectations of exactly
when people will feel livelihood impacts from assistance are context speciﬁc. Chapter 8: Impact-oriented
Monitoring and Evaluation provides guidance on participatory impact evaluations that measure livelihood
impacts during or at the end of a project.
Chapter 4: Initial Assessment for Crop-related Crisis Response provides details on prioritizing livelihood
objectives and identifying response areas appropriate for each livelihood objective.

Rights-based approach
A rights-based approach encourages participation, empowerment, accountability, and non-discrimination
when delivering crisis response or development programs, including crop-related responses. SEADS
principles and minimum standards reﬂect this rights-based approach.
SEADS supports crop-related crisis responses that take steps to ensure:

The right to food
Crop producers have a right to assistance to protect and rebuild the livelihoods that provide food for
themselves and their communities. The right to food is an inclusive right; it is realized when food is
available, accessible, and adequate. Availability relates to food availability from natural resources or in a
market. Accessibility requires economic and physical access to food. Adequacy relates to dietary needs,
food safety, and cultural acceptability.

The right to life with dignity
Many impacts of disasters are directly borne by smallholders (FAO 2017). Crop producers have a right to
assistance to maintain a digniﬁed standard of living that supports their families. The process of active
community participation in crisis response (see SEADS Principle 2: Use a participatory approach in all
aspects of crisis response) is an important aspect of supporting the dignity of crisis-affected crop
producers.

SEADS and communities affected by conﬂict
SEADS is aligned with the humanitarian-development-peace (HDP) nexus. Millions of smallholder or
subsistence crop producers, home and market gardeners , and landless crop producers are affected by
prolonged and severe conﬂict. Crop-related responses often take place in fragile and conﬂict-prone areas
(Tschunkert & Delgado 2022); today, most emergency agriculture funding and effort is channeled to
complex crises. In addition, the incidence of complex crises in middle-income countries is increasing and
with it the need for additional crop-related humanitarian assistance.
SEADS principles and minimum standards provide numerous opportunities to work in the HDP nexus. The
HDP nexus focuses on the work needed to coherently address people’s vulnerability before, during, and
after crises. This nexus is becoming increasingly important to consider in humanitarian response, as
humanitarian funding in conﬂict areas grows.

THE SCOPE AND APPROACH OF SEADS
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Crop-related crisis responses support coherent HDP approaches by:

• gathering livelihoods-based assessment data that consider environmental, political, and sociocultural
trends that may affect crop producers’ ability to engage in the essential activity of food production
• identifying and addressing issues that ensure crop production leads to livelihood beneﬁts that can be
felt after the crisis has passed
• focusing on preparedness for upcoming crop seasons
• strengthening and supporting local seed, tool, equipment, and infrastructure systems and related
services that can improve social cohesion and prevent future conﬂicts
• providing ﬂexible funds or “crisis modiﬁers” within development areas prone to natural disasters or
recurring conﬂict, enabling crisis planning and response to be integrated into long-term development
strategies.

What types of crisis can affect crop producers?
SEADS categorizes crises as slow onset, rapid onset, and complex. Table 2.2 describes the three types of
crisis and their impacts on production and livelihoods; impacts on production trigger gradual worsening of
human food security and livelihoods. Some types of crisis may also be categorized as chronic if the events
or phases of the event repeat themselves with no or limited return to the previous conditions.
Table 2.2: Slow-onset, rapid-onset, and complex crises have different impacts on crop production
Type and characteristics

Impact on production and livelihoods

Slow-onset crisis
Gradual, increasing stress on livelihoods over
many months until a crisis is declared
Can be a multiyear event
Speciﬁc geographical areas are known to be at
risk, so there is some level of predictability
Early response is often non-existent even
though early-warning systems exist
Examples include drought, plant pests (such as
fall armyworm), plant diseases (such as wheat
rust, anthracnose, head smut), parasitic weeds
(such as Striga hermonthica), pollution, and
salinization

Crop area coverage decreases, and crop
performance gradually worsens in early phases
of a slow-onset crisis, particularly in annual or
horticultural crops
Crop loss is excessive and worsens in later
phases of a slow-onset crisis
Market prices rise due to limited supply
Reduced product quality generates lower prices
and therefore reduced income

Rapid-onset crisis
Occurs with little or no warning, although
speciﬁc geographical areas often have known
risks

Displacement affects labor availability

When an alarm is given, it tends to be with little
notice

Crop loss is excessive and rapid during the
initial event

Most impact occurs immediately or within
hours or days

Market prices rise due to limited supply

In the immediate aftermath, recovery can take
days (for example, receding ﬂoods), months, or
years (for example, an earthquake or volcanic
eruption)

Purchasing power collapses

THE SCOPE AND APPROACH OF SEADS
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…continued
Examples include ﬂood, earthquake, typhoon,
volcanic eruption, tsunami, and pest or disease
outbreaks

Markets close due to infrastructure loss, border
closures, quarantine, lockdown, or conﬂict

Complex crisis
Associated with protracted political instability
and/or internal or external armed conﬂict
Time frame is usually years to decades

Displacement affects labor availability
Crop loss is excessive and low production can
become chronic

A slow-onset or a rapid-onset crisis can also
occur simultaneously, worsening the impacts of
the ongoing complex crisis

Infrastructure and services to support
production are damaged or destroyed

Examples include ongoing conﬂict with drought
(such as in Sudan), civil war (such as in the
Central African Republic and Syria), and
terrorism with drought and displacement (such
as in northern Nigeria)

Access to productive assets is disrupted. This
situation may be temporary in the case of an
internal displacement or long term in the case
of signiﬁcant physical damage to or
contamination of land and infrastructure

New types of complex crisis can emerge (such
as COVID-19)

State and non-state services deteriorate over
time

Markets are disrupted on a wide scale

How does a crisis impact the livelihoods of crop
producers?
A crisis impacts people’s livelihoods, food security, and nutrition. For crop producers the severity of these
impacts varies, depending on the nature of the crisis and when in the agriculture calendar the crisis occurs.
In general, a crisis:

• limits crop producers’ access to land, infrastructure, ﬁnancial services, machinery, equipment, labor, or
inputs, which delays or prevents time-sensitive tasks, such as planting, weeding, harvesting, or sales
• impedes crop growth due to factors such as too much water (for example, ﬂooding), not enough water
(for example, drought), pollution, volcanic ash, extreme temperatures, or salinization
• physically damages or destroys infrastructure, assets, stored inputs and harvests, or crops
• disrupts supply chains and their associated markets, leading to loss of or reduced access to critical crop
production inputs, such as seeds and fertilizer
• causes the collapse of state and non-state extension, research, and marketing services due to
displacement, lockdown, or destruction of equipment and infrastructure
• increases competition for limited natural resources required for crop production.
The increased frequency of severe weather-related events and the emergence of new civil conﬂicts pose
signiﬁcant challenges to smallholder households from loss of production and income. According to FAO
(2017), natural hazards and disasters have doubled in frequency since 1992.
A complex crisis—typically prolonged and driven by political instability and conﬂict—also poses severe
challenges to crop producers. Livelihood impacts from such a crisis can be worsened by natural disasters
and underlying contexts of poverty, climate change, and other factors (CFS 2015). In a complex crisis, crop
producers, whether they remain in their homes or are displaced, face unpredictable and often cyclical
patterns of restricted production, reduced access to food and income, malnutrition, and poverty.
Crop-based livelihoods are also under continuous threat from pest and disease outbreaks. Some, such as
desert locust, fall armyworm, and cassava mosaic disease, cause direct damage to crops. Others have less
THE SCOPE AND APPROACH OF SEADS
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direct but signiﬁcant impacts. For example, the COVID-19 pandemic and efforts to control it resulted in
devastating movement and trade restrictions. These prevented migrant farm workers from accessing jobs
and income, reduced food production in communities dependent on that labor, and prevented producers
and consumers from accessing markets (FAO 2021).

Examples of crises and impacts
Slow-onset crisis: Ethiopia
La Niña- and El Niño-related weather events triggered severe rain shortages in the southern highlands and
the lowlands of southeastern Ethiopia in 2008, 2009, and 2010, which culminated in the 2011 drought.
Rainfed crop production for maize, sorghum, and teff was affected in both planting seasons. The main
teff-producing zones in the region were among the most affected, most notably North Shewa, West Shewa,
Southwest Shewa, and East Gojjam. Coffee plantations were signiﬁcantly affected, and key coffeeproducing zones in the Oromia and Southern Nations, Nationals, and Peoples’ Region (Illubabor, Kelem, and
Keffa) recorded high losses. Finally, the production of key staple crops, such as sorghum and maize, was
strongly affected in Amhara and Dire Dawa Regions as well as in the Somali Region, especially in Jijiga.
Area coverage was reduced, and crop performance was poor or failed completely. Lost production and the
related loss of income accounted for 96% of all impact. Physical damage from the drought caused fewer
impacts (only 4%) in Ethiopia during this time (FAO 2017).

Rapid-onset crisis: Typhoon Haiyan
In 2013, Typhoon Haiyan hit the central Philippines. Its winds were the strongest ever recorded in the
country during a cyclone landfall. An estimated 6,300 people died in the cyclone and its immediate
aftermath, and 16 million people were affected. Although Typhoon Haiyan struck after the harvest, it
caused US$857 million in damage and loss of perennial crops, primarily coconut, banana, mango, papaya,
and pineapple. According to government data, 441,256 hectares of coconut plantations were affected by
the typhoon, 40% of which were damaged with no chance of recovery. The high value of coconut
plantations, combined with the long time required for coconut trees to become fully productive again
(seven years), signiﬁcantly affected crop-based livelihoods. The loss of annual crops and associated
production decreases accounted for 89% of total annual crop damage and loss (FAO 2017).

Complex crisis: Syrian Arab Republic
Since March 2011, the Syrian Arab Republic has experienced both natural disasters and protracted conﬂict.
Violence, displacement, crop destruction, and weather-related events have impacted multiple cropping
seasons. Agriculture in Syria contributes an estimated 26% to gross domestic product and is a critical
livelihood safety net for 6.7 million Syrians—including those internally displaced—who remain in rural areas.
Rural households have been hit particularly hard by the conﬂict, as agricultural land and assets have been
destroyed and access to inputs and markets is limited. From 2011 to 2016, annual crops registered the
largest share of lost production, as area cultivated in wheat, barley, cotton, sugar beet, tobacco, lentils,
chickpeas, and cotton decreased by 30% on average, and by 50% for irrigated land. Insecurity and the high
price of inputs caused 10% of households to stop crop production entirely (FAO 2017).

A new type of crisis: COVID-19
The COVID-19 pandemic has affected virtually all regions of the world. In many low-income countries, while
human mortality has been relatively low, the economic and food security impacts of COVID-19 restrictions
are comparable with a humanitarian crisis. These restrictions have required people to stay at home. Crop
production has been affected directly and indirectly, and COVID-19 restrictions have disrupted the
movement of food and labor from farms to markets and to people’s homes.
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Food prices have increased by as much as 53.5% in Myanmar, 38.5% in Mozambique, 25% in Nigeria, and
20% in Guatemala (FAO Data Lab 2021).
Markets have been closed or their hours reduced, and public transportation shut down, affecting physical
access to food. In Mozambique in July 2020, 30% of the population reported challenges in access to
markets (OCHA 2020). This limited mobility and shifts in consumer demand due to movement restrictions
led to a loss of income for crop producers who were unable to sell their produce.
Disruptions in local, national, and global supply chains have compromised producers’ access to inputs,
resources, and services they need to continue producing and selling food. For example, in Kenya
smallholders who export ﬂowers, vegetables, nuts, coffee, and cocoa were affected by cancelled freight
operations and border restrictions. In Bangladesh, breakdowns in the transportation system led to the
dumping of perishable food products and dramatic price reductions for on-farm selling (FAO 2021).
With the onset of the pandemic in Haiti, the overall percentage of households owning agricultural
equipment declined from 48% in January 2020 to 10% in February 2021 as they sold off their productive
assets in an attempt to cope with the worsening economic and food security situation (IMPEL 2022).
Movement restrictions also caused disruptions in harvesting due to lack of seasonal labor as well as in
planting due to a lack of seed or fertilizer (OCHA 2020).

What are the SEADS foundations?
SEADS is based on established humanitarian foundations, speciﬁcally:

•
•
•
•

the Humanitarian Charter
Protection Principles
the Core Humanitarian Standard
the Sphere Handbook.

SEADS recognizes and commits to these fundamental elements in all humanitarian contexts for all
crop-related crisis responses, as illustrated in Figure 2.1. SEADS is also aligned with HSP member
standards.

The Humanitarian Charter
The Humanitarian Charter (Sphere Association 2018) expresses a shared conviction of humanitarian
organizations that all people affected by crisis have a right to receive protection and assistance to ensure
the basic conditions for life with dignity. The Charter provides the ethical and legal backdrop to the
Protection Principles, the Core Humanitarian Standard, and Sphere and the HSP.

Protection Principles
The Sphere Handbook recognizes four Protection Principles that apply to all humanitarian action and all
humanitarian actors:
Protection Principle 1: Enhance people’s safety, dignity, and rights, and avoid exposing them to further harm.
Protection Principle 2: Ensure people’s access to impartial assistance according to need and without
discrimination.
Protection Principle 3: Assist people to recover from the physical and psychological effects of threatened
or actual violence, coercion, or deliberate deprivation.
Protection Principle 4: Help people to claim their rights.
THE SCOPE AND APPROACH OF SEADS
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Figure 2.1: SEADS principles and minimum standards use humanitarian foundations and livelihoods,
evidence, and rights-based approaches to support the quality and accountability of crop-related crisis
response

The Core Humanitarian Standard
The Core Humanitarian Standard includes nine commitments that aid organization and individuals make to
affected people and communities. These commitments contribute to improving the quality and
accountability of their activities (see Figure 2.2).
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Figure 2.2: The Core Humanitarian Standard

Sphere and the Humanitarian Standards Partnership
The Sphere Handbook sets out global minimum standards for humanitarian actions. Sphere acts as the
foundation for other humanitarian standards initiatives, including SEADS, which together comprise the
Humanitarian Standards Partnership (HSP):

•
•
•
•
•

Sphere Handbook
Minimum Standards for Child Protection in Humanitarian Action (CPMS)
Livestock Emergency Guidelines and Standards (LEGS)
Minimum Economic Recovery Standards (MERS)
Minimum Standards for Education: Preparedness, Response, Recovery (INEE Minimum Standards)
THE SCOPE AND APPROACH OF SEADS
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•
•
•
•

Minimum Standard for Market Analysis (MISMA)
Humanitarian Inclusion Standards for Older People and People with Disabilities (HIS)
Minimum Standards for Camp Management (CAMP)
Standards for Supporting Crop-related Livelihoods in Emergencies (SEADS).

The main aims of the HSP are to improve the quality and accountability of humanitarian action across
different sectors and to support users to develop harmonized approaches in the application of standards.
The HSP organizes joint training opportunities, research initiatives, and outreach activities. It also runs
advocacy activities calling for an increased application of humanitarian standards.

How does SEADS ﬁt in humanitarian response?
SEADS reinforces the relevance of other HSP initiatives to crop-based livelihoods
SEADS reinforces the relevance of the HSP standards to the millions of people affected by crisis who
depend on crops for their livelihoods. Frequent cross-references to the Sphere Handbook and other
initiatives in the HSP indicate when non-crop speciﬁc issues, such as employment, child labor, or livestock,
may inﬂuence crop-based livelihoods and should be considered. These cross-references provide crucial
links between protecting and rebuilding crop-related assets and other areas of humanitarian response.

SEADS is committed to quality and accountability of responses that support
crop-based livelihoods
The Core Humanitarian Standard on Quality and Accountability (CHS) states that accountability is “the
process of using power responsibly, taking account of, and being held accountable by, different
stakeholders, and primarily those who are affected by exercise of such power.” A commitment to the CHS is
made at the organizational level, so it applies to all humanitarian responses that an organization supports,
including crop-related crisis responses . Table 2.3 outlines speciﬁc components of SEADS that support
accountability to the CHS commitments.

THE SCOPE AND APPROACH OF SEADS

16

THE SCOPE AND APPROACH OF SEADS

Table 2.3: SEADS supports alignment with the Core Humanitarian Standard
Core Humanitarian Standard commitments and quality criteria

Elements of SEADS that support alignment with the CHS

1. Communities and people affected by crisis receive assistance
appropriate and relevant to their needs

Use of a participatory approach during initial assessment and
response identiﬁcation (SEADS Principle 2) supports more
appropriate and relevant assistance

Quality criterion: Humanitarian response is appropriate and
relevant

Use of minimum standards on assessment and planning ensures
suitability (Minimum Standards 5.1, 6.1, 7.1)
Use of minimum standards on choice, quality, and technical
speciﬁcations of crop-related assistance ensures suitability
(Minimum Standards 5.4, 5.5, 6.4, 6.5, 7.2, 7.3, 8.2)
Use of minimum standards for monitoring and impact evaluation
determines livelihood impacts (Chapter 8)

2. Communities and people affected by crisis have access to the
humanitarian assistance they need at the right time
Quality criterion: Humanitarian response is effective and timely

Use of SEADS Principle 3 focuses on a timely response
Use of timing tables ensures that crop-related assistance aligns
with agriculture calendars (Tables 5.5, 6.5, and 7.4)
Use of minimum standards for response identiﬁcation and timing
ensures that crop-related assistance considers critical aspects of
timing in response identiﬁcation (Minimum Standards 4.4, 5.2,
6.2, 7.3)
Use of minimum standards for monitoring and impact evaluation
determines livelihood impacts; these impacts reﬂect the
timeliness of response (Chapter 8)

3. Communities and people affected by crisis are not negatively
affected and are more prepared, resilient, and less at risk as a
result of humanitarian action

Working toward achievement of SEADS livelihood objectives
(Table 2.1) improves the likelihood that crop-related response will
support livelihoods that are more prepared and less at risk

Quality criterion: Humanitarian response strengthens local
capacities and avoids negative effects

SEADS Principle 1 recommends working with local actors,
systems, and services where possible

4. Communities and people affected by crisis know their rights
and entitlements, have access to information, and participate in
decisions that affect them

SEADS Principle 2 emphasizes community involvement in project
design, implementation, and evaluation

Quality criterion: Humanitarian response is based on
communication, participation, and feedback

Chapter 4 emphasizes community participation in initial
assessment and response identiﬁcation
Use of community participation in monitoring and evaluation
improves understanding of impacts (Minimum Standard 8.1)
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…continued
5. Communities and people affected by crisis have access to
safe and responsive mechanisms to handle complaints
Quality criterion: Complaints are welcomed and addressed

Use of community involvement in initial assessment, response
identiﬁcation (Chapter 4), process monitoring, and project reviews
and evaluations provides opportunities for complaints to be heard
(Chapter 8)

6. Communities and people affected by crisis receive
coordinated and complementary assistance

Use of SEADS Principle 5 emphasizes coordinated responses
within and across organizations

Quality criterion: Humanitarian response is coordinated and
complementary

Use of minimum standards on systems-based assistance
encourages coordination with multiple stakeholders (Minimum
Standards 5.3, 6.3)

7. Communities and people affected by crisis can expect delivery
of improved assistance as organizations learn from experience
and reﬂection

Attainment of minimum standards is an iterative effort, with
progressive improvements in assistance along the way

Quality criterion: Humanitarian actors continuously learn and
improve
8. Communities and people affected by crisis receive the
assistance they require from competent and well-managed staff
and volunteers

Use of SMART objectives (Minimum Standard 8.2), process
monitoring (Minimum Standard 8.3), and impact evaluation of
crop-related responses (Minimum Standard 8.5) contributes to
learning

Quality criterion: Staff are supported to do their job effectively
and are treated fairly and equitably

Use of the minimum standards reinforces the importance of
technical support and competencies required for crop-related
crisis response. Minimum team competencies aligned with Annex
B ensure competent staff participate in crop-related response
design

9. Communities and people affected by crisis can expect that the
organizations assisting them are managing resources
effectively, eﬃciently, and ethically

Use of decision trees provides a systematic process for
considering all variables that could affect the use of project
resources (Figures 5.1, 6.1, and 7.1)

Quality criterion: Resources are managed and used responsibly
for their intended purpose

Use of process monitoring supports ﬁnancial accountability and
real-time adjustments to project implementation (Minimum
Standard 8.3)
Use of beneﬁt-cost analysis supports measurement of livelihood
impacts from crop-related responses (Minimum Standard 8.5)
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CHAPTER 3:
SEADS PRINCIPLES

Annex A: Glossary contains deﬁnitions of various terms used in SEADS.

The ﬁve SEADS principles described in this chapter apply speciﬁcally to crop-related crisis response. They
build on and complement the foundations described in Chapter 2: The Scope and Approach of SEADS,
which apply in all humanitarian contexts. The ﬁve SEADS principles are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Use livelihoods-based programming
Use a participatory approach in all aspects of crisis response
Commit to preparedness and early action
Consider climate change and minimize environmental impacts
Establish coordinated responses.

The principles are numbered to make cross-referencing easier; the numbers do not imply an order of
importance or a sequence. They are all equally important.

SEADS Principle 1: Use livelihoods-based
programming
Crop-related crisis responses should be based on livelihoods analysis and should aim to achieve one or more
of the SEADS livelihood objectives.
Crop production sustains millions of smallholders, service providers, and markets around the world. The
food they produce also helps sustain millions more. Crop producers affected by crisis may be unable to
feed themselves or produce crops for sale.
Livelihoods-based programming emerged from the need to not only save lives, but also protect livelihoods
in crisis response. Livelihoods programming also avoids undermining the local services, systems, and
markets that enable recovery from crisis.
Livelihoods-based programming achieves one or more of the SEADS livelihood objectives (see Table 2.1).
To meet those objectives, responses should:

• understand the direct and indirect role of crop production in livelihoods in the affected area
• support the systems, services, and markets that contributed to those livelihoods prior to the crisis
• coordinate with long-term development programs and policies.
The Sustainable Livelihoods Framework (Scoones 1998) is a useful tool for understanding livelihoods
during normal (non-crisis) periods and to inform the SEADS response. When analyzing crop-based
livelihoods, three factors are particularly important:

• access to land and water resources
• pre-crisis market characteristics
• seasonal conditions.

Access to land and water resources
All crop producers require safe and sustainable access to land and water resources. Without such access,
crop-related crisis responses will have limited impact on livelihoods. Improving natural resource access can
also improve preparedness and early recovery (Forcier Consulting Sudan 2017, Momoh & Browne 2019,
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ICRC 2019). In some crisis contexts, crop producers may already be dealing with land and water scarcity
and degraded, depleted soils. Access to alternative natural resources is especially important for crop
producers whose land or water has been contaminated with debris (boulders, uprooted trees, landslides) or
unexploded ordnance and landmines, and for displaced people dependent on host communities for land
and water resources.
Land tenure affects access to natural resources and therefore crop-related livelihoods. Livelihoods-based
programming should consider land tenure and changes to access to land used for crop production. Where
land access is hindered, crisis responses can include conﬂict management and clearing land of debris or
unexploded ordnances to support crop production. NRC (2021) offers practical guidance and tools for
considering tenure issues in crisis response. Land tenure for orphans can be an important issue to
consider, especially in conﬂict/post-conﬂict settings.

Pre-crisis market characteristics
Livelihoods-based programming understands the market and considers the impact of technical
options—market-based or in-kind delivery—on local crop-production value-chains. Where context allows,
livelihoods-based programming favors market-based delivery over direct in-kind distribution.
Market-based delivery mechanisms are an increasingly common alternative to direct distribution in
humanitarian response, as they provide increased ﬂexibility and decrease response time. Market-based
delivery mechanisms include all forms of conditional or unconditional cash and voucher assistance, such
as digital or direct transfer mechanisms. While evidence of the livelihood impacts of market-based delivery
mechanisms is not well documented (SEADS 2021), experience suggests that they support the
sustainability and functionality of markets and delivery of diverse goods and services during and after the
response. Market-based responses also help inject cash into local economies and support the livelihoods
of local value-chain actors. Chapter 4: Initial Assessment for Crop-related Crisis Response provides
guidance for ensuring market awareness in initial assessment and response identiﬁcation.
Livelihoods-based programming recognizes the knowledge, skills, and experience of local service providers
and their relationships along the value-chain and throughout the market system. Important value-chain
actors include transporters, seed producers, extension agents, and input dealers. They can identify
constraints to achieving livelihood objectives, and design and implement responses.
Livelihoods-based programming requires crop-related crisis response to be integrated into long-term
development programs and policies, especially when preparing for or recovering from crisis. An important
way of doing this is by working in support of local market systems, as these markets are usually critical to
the longer-term livelihoods of crisis-affected people. Long-term development programs can also be a
repository for market information that can serve to inform short-term crisis responses that support the
same agricultural market systems. Flexible funds or “crisis modiﬁers” are an example of integrating crisis
response into development. Integration avoids contradictions, increases livelihoods gains, and makes local
crop production systems more resilient and sustainable.

Seasonal conditions
Crop production systems around the world are highly seasonal. Hence, the impact of a crisis on livelihoods
depends on the timing, intensity, and duration of the crisis. Livelihoods-based programs are tailored to the
season and local agriculture calendar. Responses are timely; they are compatible with the current crop
production stage and other seasonal variations, including seasonal labor and migratory patterns,
household expenditure patterns, and health risks (see Minimum Standard 4.4) selecting response areas.
Livelihoods-based programming uses early-warning systems to develop informed, coordinated, and timely
responses that reﬂect seasonal conditions. For example, after poor or failed rains, organizations should use
meteorological forecasts to identify an appropriate crop-related crisis response. Where forecasts are for
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inadequate rainfall, organizations might postpone distributions to the following season and shift the focus
to cash transfers for disaster risk reduction measures. Disaster risk reduction measures might include
inﬁltration pits, contour ditches, terracing, and gully control, or in ﬂood-affected areas the construction of
berms or drainage canals to improve watershed management. Such measures help boost resilience and
reduce longer-term risk to livelihoods.

SEADS Principle 2: Use a participatory approach in
all aspects of crisis response
The affected population actively participates in the assessment, design, implementation, monitoring, and
evaluation of the crop-related response.
Crop producers, input sellers, post-harvest processors, government extension agents, community-based
organizations, NGO staff, ﬁnancial service providers, wholesalers, and transporters have vast collective
knowledge, skills, and experience of local crop production systems. They have a right to be recognized,
respected, and heard. A participatory approach has two core elements:

• active engagement with affected crop producers, service providers, and market actors
• promotion of social equity.

Active engagement
Including different groups is central to the design, planning, and delivery of an effective crop-related crisis
response and achieving the SEADS livelihood objectives. A participatory approach prioritizes active
engagement through the different stages of the project cycle.

Initial assessment
Document local crop production systems, including the agriculture calendar, current and past cropping,
level of mechanization, post-harvest processing, coping strategies, and pre-existing services and markets.

Design
Use information and analysis from the initial assessment to design a response that includes participatory
approaches for targeting, planning, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation. Work with all relevant
social groups.

Targeting
Involve the local administration and representatives of affected crop producers and marginalized groups in
a community-based targeting approach in order to ensure appropriate allocation of inputs to all identiﬁed
vulnerable groups.

Planning
Include the local administration, representative crop producers (both men and women), and any
marginalized groups that will beneﬁt from the response (see Chapter 4) in order to identify the most
eﬃcient and appropriate approach to participation.

Implementation
Deliver the implementation plan with community feedback, with built-in opportunities for review and
adaptation.
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Review during monitoring
Involve implementing partners, crop producers, and the local administration in reviewing participation
levels and satisfaction, based on the understanding that adjustments may be needed throughout the
project cycle to deliver a high-quality response.

Evaluation
After implementation of the response, evaluate the level of satisfaction and impact among all relevant
social groups and by gender. Record how the response could have been done more eﬃciently (see Chapter
8: Impact-oriented Monitoring and Evaluation). Ensure stakeholder participation in the evaluation process.
In a participatory approach, implementing partners provide training and guidance through the life of the
project and review progress and challenges regularly. In this way, the response will ensure respect for local
actors, and use and consolidate local knowledge, skills, and experience. The participatory approach also
recognizes and documents all local contributions made through focus groups, digital or in-person surveys,
key informant interviews, and other in-kind contributions. Such documentation creates a partnership of
equals with the different partners responsible for different inputs and deliverables.

Promotion of social equity
The rights-based foundations of crop-related crisis response promote social equity, without creating or
reinforcing social inequality. A participatory approach analyzes and understands vulnerabilities and gives
special attention to disadvantaged groups, such as children and orphans, women, the elderly, people living
with disabilities, or groups marginalized because of factors such as religion, ethnicity, or caste. This
analysis and understanding of their roles, rights, and responsibilities allow crop-related crisis responses to
respond to different and speciﬁc household needs and abilities (see Chapter 4).
Responding to different and speciﬁc needs is important because different sociodemographic groups
prioritize different crops and therefore may prefer different responses. Similarly, factors such as gender,
culture, or different physical abilities may reduce some groups’ input regarding what they grow and how
they use the harvested crops. Initial assessment will identify the unique characteristics of a place and its
people and will help to identify differences in people’s engagement in crop production, service provision,
and markets.
Participatory approaches ensure that people who are knowledgeable and sensitive about power dynamics
help to design, implement, and evaluate responses. Equitable power dynamics is a characteristic of a
well-functioning market, and appropriate community Participation in program design can help practitioners
avoid reinforcing negative power dynamics among vendors. At a minimum, the design, planning, and
implementation of a crop-related crisis response should recognize and ensure the Participation of:

• women and men of diverse ages, wealth, and social status, who are active in crop production,
post-harvest processing, or marketing
• marginalized or vulnerable groups, including persons with disabilities, low castes, displaced people, and
different ethnic groups or religions, who produce crops or who would beneﬁt from producing food for
themselves.
Gender is particularly important since women and men have different roles and responsibilities in crop
production. In a crisis, they may also have access to different resources and hence different coping
strategies that implementing partners must understand and recognize. In some cases, women’s coping
strategies may increase their vulnerability. For example, during and after conﬂict, if men and youth are away
from home, women may take on new crop production tasks, including storage and sale, which may increase
their exposure to abuse or exploitation. Documenting and adapting the response to reﬂect different gender
roles and responsibilities will ensure adequate and appropriate support can be provided throughout the
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project cycle. Similar strategies and approaches are required for marginalized and vulnerable groups, also
taking into account their speciﬁc rights.
A participatory approach should also be based on a sound understanding of crop producers’ and service
providers’ access to the productive assets needed to support crop production. Displaced marginalized
groups may be particularly vulnerable as they may not be recognized or welcomed by the larger displaced
population, host community, or authorities. Indeed, they may be considered a threat to community stability,
and there may therefore be considerable resistance to their participation in a crop-related crisis response.

SEADS Principle 3: Commit to preparedness and
early action
Crop-related crises are anticipated, planned for, and responses resourced using the principles of disaster risk
reduction and anticipatory action.
A commitment to preparedness in crop-related crisis response improves livelihood outcomes by identifying
and prioritizing risks and taking action to manage them before they occur. Preparedness requires detailed
knowledge of past crises. The participatory development of a historical timeline can provide this detailed
knowledge and should include information on:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

peak hazard periods
seasonal weather and conﬂict patterns
seasonal production activities
climate
crop-based livelihood activities
the historical occurrence and impact of the priority hazard(s)
the availability of early-warning information to trigger anticipatory action.

Community-level preparedness planning should build capacity in local organizations, such as existing
community institutions or dedicated emergency management bodies, so that these actors understand local
risks and are able to reduce them. At the regional or country level, the humanitarian community may develop
rapid response plans detailing speciﬁc crop-related response activities as part of preparedness planning.
Case Study 3.1 (see SEADS website) provides an example of an FAO rapid response and mitigation plan to
avert humanitarian catastrophe in the Horn of Africa.
Organizations should review their administrative procedures to ensure that disaster risk reduction and
anticipatory actions are administratively possible. For example, crop-related crisis responses may require
the rapid procurement of large quantities of seed or tools, or debit cards, so contracts with transport
companies, seed sellers, tool manufacturers, or ﬁnancial service providers should be drafted in advance or,
if possible, framework agreements should be set up that can be activated when a crisis occurs. Financial
resources will need to be available and rapidly mobilized, particularly for anticipatory actions. Market-based
approaches, including cash and voucher assistance, may result in increased ﬂexibility and decreased
response time.

Disaster risk reduction
Disaster risk reduction increases the ability of people affected by crisis to build back better after a crisis,
increase their resilience, and withstand future shocks. Disaster risk prioritization identiﬁes the risks to crop
production that are most important to manage. It considers factors such as the frequency and seasonality
of the risk, as well as which livelihoods, locations, and subsectors are most likely to be affected. Disaster
risk prioritization should inform disaster risk reduction and preparedness planning. It is a pre-requisite for
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technically sound anticipatory action, which should be an integral part of disaster risk management
systems. For anticipatory action to be effective, it should build on longer-term disaster risk reduction and
preparedness efforts and be linked to response and recovery programming.
Disaster risk reduction in crop-related crisis responses might include initiatives such as developing and
supporting early-warning systems that signal the likelihood of crop losses or damage from extreme
weather events, or selecting crop varieties that are more diﬃcult to steal or destroy, such as cassava.
Collaboration with longer-term development programs and national development priorities and policies is
also part of disaster risk reduction, as the abrupt end of crisis funding can have negative consequences for
communities affected by crisis. Coordination can inform strategies for phasing out or linking crisis
responses to development responses. Local development actors can often contribute important
knowledge, skills, and other resources in that regard. From a livelihood perspective, crisis responses in the
recovery phase should converge with sustainable, long-term livelihood responses that are market aware.
Mainstreaming disaster risk reduction into development programs is increasing. It includes mapping the
potential impact of future crises and setting aside funds for scaling up responses in case of a crisis. For
example, in ﬂood-prone crop production areas, locations for berms or drainage canals can be identiﬁed so
they can be built or reinforced prior to the crisis occurring.

Anticipatory actions
Anticipatory actions are most often applied to a slow-onset crisis, such as one caused by drought, pests or
diseases, and sometimes conﬂict-induced displacement. They are triggered by a forecast, combined with
an analysis of the current situation, ahead of the peak of the expected impact. Examples of crop-related
anticipatory actions include:

• facilitating access to drought-tolerant crop seeds between a drought forecast and the end of the
planting period
• facilitating access to short-cycle crop seeds (such as vegetables and cowpeas) and small-scale water
equipment between a drought forecast and the peak of a drought impact
• distributing sealable drums to store seeds and tools, or reinforcing crop-related infrastructure, between
a cyclone or ﬂood forecast and its occurrence
• supporting early harvest between a cyclone or ﬂood forecast and its occurrence
• exploring ways to establish land access for populations likely to become displaced.
Early-warning systems and contingency plans are most effective when developed with local partners, with
roles and responsibilities clearly deﬁned and staff appropriately trained. Timely training on anticipatory
action and contingency planning allows pre-planned responses to be rolled out more effectively, leading to a
more positive impact on livelihoods (LEGS 2014, CARE 2017). Contingency planning may include pre-crisis
assessments of possible alternative livelihoods for people at risk, particularly those whose livelihoods
depend on slow-growing perennial crops. In anticipatory action and contingency planning, triggers for
prompting action and the release of contingency funds must be speciﬁc, clearly deﬁned, and pre-agreed.
Linkages with early-warning systems are vital to support this process. Ideally, early-warning systems are
based on readily and regularly available forecasts, seasonal observations, and information on current and
projected vulnerability. A threshold should be associated with each piece of information monitored by the
early-warning system, indicating a signiﬁcant and actionable change in disaster likelihood and expected
impact. In a complete anticipatory action system, surpassing an agreed number of thresholds should
trigger the release of money for anticipatory action. Jones et al. (2020) outline seven guiding principles for
selecting anticipatory actions. Chapter 4 provides details on selection of response areas, and timing tables
(Tables 5.5, 5.6, 6.5, 6.6, 7.3, and 7.4) provide detail on which technical options would be appropriate.
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SEADS Principle 4: Consider climate change and
minimize environmental impacts
Crop-related crisis responses recognize the longer-term impacts of climate change in affected areas, and
include measures that mitigate negative environmental impacts.
Climate change is driving an increase in the severity and frequency of natural disasters, which directly
affect crop production. Key impacts of Climate change that affect crop producers include:

• changes to rainfall and temperature patterns, requiring changes to traditional crop preferences
• loss of biodiversity, including pollinating insects
• changes to crop growth patterns and nutrient load due to higher atmospheric carbon dioxide
concentrations
• increases in pests, diseases, and invasive weeds.
Addressing such impacts in a way that supports achieving livelihood objectives requires climate-smart crop
production responses. Such responses focus on climate change adaptation and mitigation through
initiatives such as:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

integrated production systems, such as those that combine livestock and crop production
energy-eﬃcient production methods and infrastructure
increased genetic diversity in crops and pollinators
innovative water management
crop selection based on soil assessment
sustainable land rehabilitation
consideration of alternative livelihoods.

The Climate Smart Agriculture Sourcebook (FAO 2022) provides comprehensive information and practical
advice for ensuring that crop-related crisis responses consider climate change.
As well as climate change, environmental impact assessment and mitigation are important when designing
any crop-related crisis response. Consider the direct impacts associated with natural resource use and the
indirect impacts of associated activities, including procurement, transport, and training. There is an
overwhelming evidence base that conﬁrms the beneﬁts of agro-ecological approaches to crop production.
Team members trained and experienced in environmental science in crop-related crisis responses will
therefore contribute to achieving the SEADS livelihood objectives and minimizing environmental impact.
Tools such as the Nexus Environmental Assessment Tool (NEAT+) (UNEP/OCHA Joint Environment Unit
2021) and the Green Recovery and Reconstruction Toolkit (WWF 2017) can also assist. They highlight the
need to identify and mitigate environmental risks such as the potential for habitat destruction and water or
soil contamination.
See also Commitment 3 and Commitment 9 of the Core Humanitarian Standard and Shelter and settlement
standard 7: Environmental sustainability in the Sphere Handbook.

SEADS Principle 5: Establish coordinated responses
Crop-related crisis responses are coordinated, complementary, and do not interfere with activities that
prioritize protection, food, shelter, water, and health inputs.
A coordinated response complements the delivery of protection, food, shelter, water, health, and other
essential lifesaving humanitarian assistance in a crisis. This is especially important when required
resources are limited, or the scale of a disaster is beyond the capacity of implementing partners to respond
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to all the identiﬁed needs. If resources are limited, the delivery of essential humanitarian assistance takes
precedence over a crop-related crisis response.
However, once essential lifesaving assistance is routinely provided, crop-related crisis response should be
coordinated and complementary. A coordinated response:

• aligns and complies with an agreed implementation strategy that is tailored to speciﬁc vulnerable
sub-groups, minimizes duplication, identiﬁes and addresses gaps, reduces environmental impact, and
which local government has had an opportunity to endorse
• requires additional resources (time, human, ﬁnancial) due to the increased complexity of the response,
but pays off in more eﬃcient implementation
• uses an agreed data collection approach that contributes to a database that is accessible to all actors
(see Chapter 4 for more information about coordinating data collection and analysis)
• encourages shared technical expertise, leading to effective joint programming and shared use of
resources and facilities
• provides a needs-based standardized level of support to crop producers across the affected area,
reducing the need for affected crop producers to move between areas to secure different types of
support from different actors in different locations
• promotes guidance on localization and cross-sectoral collaboration, and identiﬁes roles, responsibilities,
capacities, and interests of different stakeholders involved in the implementation.
In areas where development programs already support crop-related systems, services, and markets, it is
essential for crop-related crisis responses to coordinate and harmonize with those existing programs.
Likewise in a crisis-affected region, development programs should anticipate, plan for, and assign
resources to crisis response.
A coordinated response requires more than harmonizing input packages, as the delivery of the same
package across a wide area may overwhelm local markets. For example, if multiple organizations provide
seed vouchers in a single market at the same time, seed price inﬂation may be triggered. This would reduce
the beneﬁt considerably for those who cash in vouchers later (see also SEADS Principle 1).
During a crisis, it is important to coordinate the response to achieve best use of resources. A coordinated
response increases impact and resource eﬃciency. For example, providing or repairing irrigation equipment
to support crop production should also consider livestock and human water needs. Similarly, cash support
for seed purchases can be provided alongside a food ration (as seed protection) for the targeted
populations, and it should be ensured that the targeted beneﬁciaries have the physical capacity for
cultivation.
The local government in the area affected by a crisis is ultimately responsible for the overall planning and
coordination of the response. However, if government capacity is limited, the government may opt to work
in partnership with international humanitarian organizations, which can coordinate the response at
national, sub-regional, and local levels. In this way, coordination extends from policy and strategy to
effective local-level targeting and meeting speciﬁc local needs. Where the Global Food Security Cluster is
activated, the Cluster can act in this coordination role.
To be effective, however, the coordinating mechanism needs access to adequate resources to address the
many practical barriers to meaningful participation. These barriers include membership, language, logistics,
and compliance issues associated with quality assurance, ﬁduciary risks, reporting requirements, and legal
and policy barriers (including sanctions). Such issues challenge coordination, collaboration, and
meaningful partnership between international and local actors. In some cases, it may be necessary to
consider translation and interpretation services as a routine operational cost.
It may also be helpful to use digital communications tools, such as SMS, WhatsApp, Skype, and Facebook,
to ensure that information about meeting locations, dates, times, and supporting documentation reaches
all stakeholders. Meeting locations need to be safe and accessible for all implementing partners. Finally, it
is important that barriers to coordination are periodically reviewed and the necessary adjustments made.
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CHAPTER 4:
INITIAL ASSESSMENT FOR CROP-RELATED
CRISIS RESPONSE

Annex A: Glossary contains deﬁnitions for some of the technical terms used in SEADS.

This chapter provides minimum standards for initial assessment and for deciding which response areas
are relevant for a particular crisis situation. Using these minimum standards can help you determine:

• if a crop-related response is necessary, appropriate, and feasible
• which crop-related response type(s) is likely to have the most positive impact on livelihoods.
SEADS uses two levels of crop-related response:

• The response area is the general type of response, of which there are three types:
– seed and seed systems (Chapter 5)
– tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs (Chapter 6)
– crop-related infrastructure (Chapter 7).
This chapter focuses on the initial assessment of a crisis and the information and analysis that is needed
to select one or more of these response areas. SEADS covers these three response areas in detail due to
the evidence base and expert experience available for them.

• Within each response area are different technical options. The technical options provide speciﬁc
guidance on different ways of designing and delivering crop-related assistance under each response
area. Information on the technical options is provided in Chapters 5, 6, and 7. Decision trees in these
chapters identify speciﬁc technical options that are most likely to have livelihood impacts within a given
context.
Figure 4.1 shows how initial assessment relates to response area identiﬁcation and the different resources
SEADS provides for these activities.
If initial assessment determines that a crop-related crisis response is necessary, appropriate, and feasible,
organizations should identify the response areas that are likely to have the greatest positive impact on
livelihoods (see Minimum Standard 4.4).
Although this chapter focuses on initial assessment and the selection of crop-related response areas, the
information that is used for these activities is directly relevant to assessing accountability against the CHS
(see Table 2.3 in Chapter 2: The Scope and Approach of SEADS) and the monitoring and evaluation of
responses (see Chapter 8: Impact-oriented Monitoring and Evaluation).

The importance of initial assessment for
crop-related crisis response
The livelihood impacts of crop-related responses are directly related to the quality of initial assessment and
selection of the most appropriate response types. Due to the very wide variation in crisis contexts, and the
role of crops in livelihoods, farming systems, and sociocultural environments, crop-related responses need
to be tailored to speciﬁc communities and locations. Responses should be correctly timed relative to the
crop production cycle in the crisis-affected area and take account of the cropping practices and
preferences of vulnerable and marginalized groups. In contrast, responses that are based on weak
assessment are more likely to cause harm or achieve low impacts.
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Figure 4.1: Initial assessment determines if crop-related crisis response is necessary, appropriate, and
feasible and informs response-area identiﬁcation

Initial assessment can be the start of a participatory process that actively works with communities to
analyze the crisis situation, leading to the joint selection of locally appropriate response types (see SEADS
Principle 2: Use a participatory approach in all aspects of crisis response in Chapter 3: SEADS Principles).
Further participatory analysis is then used to reﬁne the response types based on the technical options in
Chapters 5, 6, and 7.

Initial assessment and response-area identiﬁcation
minimum standards for crop-related crisis response
Minimum Standard 4.1: Initial assessment timing and team competency
Initial assessment is timely and the assessment team is qualiﬁed and experienced.
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Key actions

• Initial assessment is timely relative to the need for immediate lifesaving humanitarian assistance (see
Guidance note 1).
• The assessment team is competent in the use of participatory approaches and methods for the initial
assessment of crop-related crisis responses (see Guidance note 2).
Guidance notes
1. Assessment timing. Activities related to crop-related crisis response should not interfere with or
detract attention from lifesaving responses or basic needs. During a crisis, especially a rapid-onset crisis,
the priorities in the immediate period after the event are often to save human lives and provide medical
services, shelter, and other support. Critical resources such as transportation into affected areas can be
limited at this time and need to be used to ensure that basic needs are met. The Sphere Handbook provides
extensive guidance on assessing people’s basic needs, and such assessments may be conducted by other
organizations. Agencies and personnel involved in potential crop-related responses should time their initial
assessments to take place after the basic needs of affected communities have begun to be met. In line
with SEADS Principle 1: Use livelihoods-based programming the initial assessment should take into
consideration the agriculture calendar and how information gathered may be different depending on when
the assessment is completed. In line with SEADS Principle 5: Establish coordinated responses, the initial
assessment of crop-related responses should be coordinated with other assessments to ensure timeliness
and relevance. Joint assessment of crop and livestock issues is particularly relevant in areas with mixed
farming systems or agro-pastoralism. Although this chapter focuses on initial assessment and the
selection of response types, the selection of technical options and use of decision trees should follow on
immediately and take place during the same visits to target populations.
2. Team competency and composition. Designing and conducting initial assessment requires speciﬁc
knowledge and experience of participatory approaches and methods in emergency situations, and how to
use participatory methods for the rapid assessment of crop-related issues. Designing and conducting initial
assessment includes how to adapt participatory methods to speciﬁc contexts and how to cross-check
information from participatory methods with secondary information during the assessment. Team
members should have technical knowledge of local crop systems and be suﬃciently experienced to probe
the views of community members or informants such as local government oﬃcials. A competent
assessment team should be diverse. It is important that assessment teams include men and women to
gather perspectives from both genders effectively. In cultures where it is inappropriate for men to meet
directly with women or girls, the assessment team should hold separate meetings with men and women.
Also see Annex B, SEADS Principle 2, and the Core Humanitarian Standard Commitment 8.

Minimum Standard 4.2: Initial assessment approach
Initial assessment is participatory and supported by secondary information.

Key actions

• Initial assessment is based on the active participation of crisis-affected communities and joint analysis
of the crisis and its impacts (see Guidance note 1).
• Where possible, initial assessment is guided by pre-prepared emergency response plans and supported
by pre-existing information (see Guidance notes 2 and 3).
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Guidance notes
1. Participation. In line with SEADS Principle 2, crisis-affected communities should be actively involved in
the initial assessment. A participatory approach means that information provided by community members
is analyzed with them at the time of the assessment, leading to a common understanding of the impact of
the crisis on livelihoods and whether a crop-related response is needed. When facilitated by experienced
staff, the joint assessment can be the start of building trust and working relationships at community level,
which is important for further analysis and decision making on response areas (this chapter) and speciﬁc
technical options (Chapters 5, 6, and 7), as well as implementation and monitoring and evaluation (M&E)
(Chapter 8). Weak participation during initial assessment increases the risk of agencies working with
biased and inaccurate information, and this risk also applies to later stages of a response such as in
response design and M&E. In crop-related crisis response there is a clear need for agencies to commit to
participatory approaches. For example, a survey in 2022 reported that only 64% of organizations active in
crop-related response considered local and Indigenous knowledge to a large degree (Global Food Security
Cluster, 2022).
2. Emergency response plans. In line with SEADS Principle 3: Commit to preparedness and early action
agencies that implement development projects in crisis-prone areas should have emergency contingency
plans in place. When these plans have been developed with communities and other local actors, the
process of initial assessment can be more streamlined and rapid. Assuming that the type of emergency
being assessed is the same as the emergency(ies) covered in the contingency plan, the initial assessment
can focus on validating the plan and updating it with details of the actual emergency event and its impacts.
Case Study 4.1 (see SEADS website) describes how preparedness can include the forecasting of potential
disaster scenarios.
3. Pre-existing information. During a participatory assessment the validity of the ﬁndings partly depends
on cross-checking with pre-existing secondary information. There are many different types of secondary
information from different sources, and these will vary by context. It can include reports on: livelihoods;
agriculture production and markets (including seasonality of production); food security and nutrition;
previous crises and responses; sociocultural contexts; and roles of public and private sector actors in
supporting crop production and markets. This information can be available in formal assessments
conducted by governments, UN agencies or NGOs, consultants, or academic researchers, as well as in
databases, geographic information systems, maps, and satellite images. Pre-crisis market assessments,
using tools such as the Pre-Crisis Market Analysis Guidance (IRC 2016), may provide data on market prices
and seasonal price ﬂuctuations. The collection and analysis of pre-existing information can be time
consuming but is often feasible during slow-onset and complex crises. In contrast, in areas prone to rapidonset crises, the preferred use of this information is during the preparation of emergency contingency plans
(Guidance note 2). To support the on-the-ground analysis of the crisis at community level and immediate
cross-checking of information, the assessment team should be fully aware of pre-existing secondary
information at the time of the assessment.

Minimum Standard 4.3: Initial assessment questions and methods
Initial assessment is structured and uses appropriate participatory methods with communities and
local actors.

Key actions

• Initial assessment has a clear structure of key questions (see Guidance notes 1 and 2).
• Participatory methods are appropriate in relation to the key questions and sociocultural context (see
Guidance note 3).
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• Participants are selected to ensure that vulnerable groups are fully included in the analysis of crisis
impacts and response preferences (see Guidance note 4).

Guidance notes
1. Key questions—crisis impacts, livelihoods, and crops. The key questions for the initial assessment are
based on the need to understand the nature of the crisis, the impacts of the crisis on livelihoods in general,
and the speciﬁc impact of the crisis on crop-related aspects of livelihoods. Notably, these speciﬁc croprelated impacts need to be considered in relation to the role of crops in livelihoods as a whole. This is
because a crop-related response is more likely to be needed in areas where people rely heavily on crops for
food or income, and where the crisis has caused major damage to crop systems or markets. In contrast, a
crop-related response is less of a priority if crops play only a minor role in livelihoods, or if damage to crop
systems and markets is not severe. Key questions will vary by context but can include:

•
•
•
•

What is the type and severity of the crisis?
What are the general impacts of the crisis on livelihoods?
What are the speciﬁc impacts of the crisis on crop production systems, markets, and value-chain actors?
In crisis-affected communities, how do these speciﬁc impacts vary by wealth, gender, or other types of
vulnerability, and why?
• Is displacement of people a factor to consider, and is crop production important at the new location?
• What is the likelihood of a recurrence of the crisis?
See Appendix 4.1 for other example questions to determine if a crop-related response is necessary. These
high-level questions can ensure a good understanding of the local crisis context and help agencies to
decide if a crop-related response is needed. These include questions on the main crop production systems
and management, the beneﬁts of crop production (e.g., for consumption, income, or fodder), the roles of
local service providers (value-chain actors), the role and performance of markets to crop-based livelihoods,
and climate and natural disaster hazards and vulnerabilities. In mixed farming and agro-pastoral systems,
the complementary roles of crops and livestock are important. Further details are provided in Appendix 4.1.
2. Key questions—operational context. These questions will help you understand if a crop-related
response is feasible relative to the operational context. Problems with physical access, insecurity, or other
factors may mean that a response is not feasible, and therefore it should not be planned. Key questions on
operational context can include:

• Can the crisis-affected population be physically accessed?
• What are the local security and protection issues related to communities, agency staff, and other actors
such as service providers?
• Are effective and equitable communications and feedback systems in place and if not, can they be
established?
• Is an effective coordination mechanism in place for humanitarian assistance and if not, what is the risk
of duplicating efforts or inconsistent programming?
• Does the political and policy context enable an appropriate crop-related response?
See Appendix 4.1 for example questions to determine if a crop-related response is feasible. Also review
SEADS Principle 5 as you prepare to answer these questions. Some of these questions may need to be
revisited depending on the response area or technical options under consideration. For example, some
types of response, such as cash transfers, can raise speciﬁc security risks.
3. Assessment methods selection. Participatory methods should be used to gather and analyze
information at community level. Information can be gathered using interviews with key informants, a review
of security or other reports, and by referring to other types of secondary information. To ensure a
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systematic approach to the assessment, it is useful to make a table outlining the key questions along with
the method(s) to be used for each question and the people who will be involved for each question. At
community level a wide range of Participatory methods are available for answering questions on topics
such as the relative importance of different livelihood activities, relative sources of food and income, the
seasonality of crop production and market prices, access to markets and sellers, and the roles and
preferences for different types of crop-related support. Guidelines for using Participatory methods for crop
systems are available (e.g., Stewart 1998; Schoonmaker Freudenberger 2008) but these methods should be
selected speciﬁcally to answer key questions and adapted according to local contexts. The ability to select
and adapt Participatory methods is an important aspect of team competency (Minimum Standard 4.1).
Across all participatory methods, semi-structured interviews (SSIs) are used either to support other
methods or as a stand-alone method.
Typically, initial assessments use a mix of qualitative information and information on quantities, prices, and
other numerical data. Participatory methods such as SSIs can produce not only qualitative descriptions, but
also absolute ﬁgures such as crop yields, market prices, and distances to services or markets. Similarly,
Participatory maps can be used to estimate actual areas of land under cultivation by crop type or areas of
land that is damaged or inaccessible. Proportional methods are useful for understanding the relative
importance of an item compared to other items, for example, the annual proportion of total household
income derived from crops relative to other sources of income.
4. Participants. An important aspect of the initial assessment is to ensure that vulnerable groups are fully
included in the process. This means that these groups have to be identiﬁed. Often separate meetings and
focus groups should be organized for these groups. At least three speciﬁc groups are relevant to croprelated responses: vulnerable women (or female-headed households), poorer crop producers in a given
area, and groups who are marginalized through age, disability, ethnicity, or religion. The roles of crops in the
livelihoods of these groups, their selection and management of crops, their decision making, and their
preferred types of support need to be understood to ensure that responses are relevant and timely for
them. Relevant participatory methods should be repeated with selected vulnerable groups and the ﬁndings
compared to the general community. In addition to working with community members during the initial
assessment, a wide range of other people can provide valuable information. These people may be: local
government workers, including market oﬃcials and agricultural extension workers; traders, transporters,
and input suppliers; and staff from development agencies and programs. The involvement of these
participants is important for cross-checking and validating information gathered using participatory
methods and, in some cases, can include informal assessment of their capacity and potential roles in a
crop-related response. As described under SEADS Principle 1 supporting local services and markets is a
key element of supporting livelihoods.

Minimum Standard 4.4: Selecting response areas
A systematic approach is used to select response areas and maximize livelihood impacts.

Key actions

• Conduct further rapid analysis to ﬁll key information gaps related to the selection of response areas (see
Guidance note 1).
• Select targeting criteria and methods (see Guidance note 2).
• Review and understand SEADS livelihood objectives and their relevance to your context (see Guidance
note 3).
• Use the response-area identiﬁcation tool (RAIT) to identify potential response areas (see Guidance notes
4, 5, 6, 7, 8).
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• Use the decision trees in the appropriate technical chapters to identify speciﬁc technical options and
related minimum standards to meet (see Guidance note 9).

Guidance notes
1. Information gaps. If the initial assessment concludes that a crop-related response is needed and
feasible, further information may be needed to support the selection of a response area. In particular, this
selection should be guided by the potential livelihood impacts of responses, and the aim of maximizing
impacts within a given context and for speciﬁc target groups. In addition, livelihoods-based responses
should aim to work with local service providers, input suppliers, and market systems where possible.
Further information may be needed on the availability and capacity of these actors and systems to guide
the selection of response areas.
Further information gaps will vary widely according to context but could include further analysis of social
norms and the roles that different household members play in various aspects of crop production,
particularly related to gender and age. See Appendix 4.1 for example questions to determine how
sociocultural factors will inﬂuence livelihood impacts from a crop-related response. See SEADS Principle 2
for important issues related to the socio-cultural context and protecting vulnerable groups. Case Study 4.2
(see SEADS website) shows how sociocultural information played a role in identifying activities in a project
in South Sudan.
If the livelihood system in your context is agro-pastoral or mixed farming, information will be needed on
speciﬁc livestock components and crop–livestock interactions (for example, the use of crop residues as
fodder and the use of manure as fertilizer). Chapter 3 of LEGS provides support for understanding the role
of livestock in a community.
2. Targeting criteria and methods. The process of selecting response areas will be inﬂuenced by the
types of crop producer who are most in need of assistance. These producers will be identiﬁed during the
initial assessment (Minimum Standard 4.3) but further contact with communities may be needed to ensure
that relevant and appropriate targeting criteria are developed. Commonly used criteria for crop-related
responses, such as “limited access to land” or “poor road or market infrastructure,” have different meanings
across different regions and sociocultural contexts. Clear deﬁnitions help avoid inclusion and exclusion
errors. Review the four Protection Principles in the Sphere Handbook for important considerations when
developing and deﬁning targeting criteria.
Community participation is also needed to support the transparent and impartial selection of participants,
based on the agreed targeting criteria (see SEADS Principle 2). Targeting methods may include blanket
targeting (covering the whole community), targeting of a speciﬁc category (such as gender, age, or
geographical area), and self-selection. Once targeting criteria and the process for selecting participants are
agreed by the organization and the community, the affected communities should control the targeting
process as much as possible to avoid concerns about inequitable distribution of beneﬁts. Check targeting
during project implementation to ensure that vulnerable groups continue to be prioritized and not put at risk
(see the Protection Principles in the Sphere Handbook). ALNAP (2021) provides additional information and
tools for targeting. The questions in all the topics presented in Appendix 4.1 will help you better understand
who you need to target.
3. Relevance of SEADS livelihood objectives. Different response areas can be used, either alone or in
combination, to achieve one or more of the SEADS livelihood objectives (see Chapter 2). Given the context,
each livelihood objective may or may not be relevant. Using the ﬁndings of the initial assessment (Minimum
Standards 4.2 and 4.3), you can consider and understand the relevance of each objective to your context.
Targeted participants may need provision of immediate livelihood beneﬁts (Objective 1); protection of their
livelihoods (Objective 2); rebuilding or support for production, infrastructure, and systems to ensure
continuity of their livelihoods (Objective 3); or a combination of multiple objectives. Appendix 4.4 links each
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response area to one or more of the SEADS livelihood objectives. It also suggests a minimum project
duration for each.
4. Systematic response identiﬁcation. A systematic decision-making approach to identifying response
areas strengthens the quality, relevance, and impact of a crop-related response. The SEADS RAIT will help
you identify which potential response areas will have the greatest livelihood impact. The RAIT is a
participatory tool that uses a matrix to show multiple response areas and their potential impact on
livelihoods. Once the matrix is completed, the RAIT shows the relevant impact of each response area,
including responses with no expected impact. You can then select which response areas to explore further
in Chapters 5, 6, and 7. This systematic response identiﬁcation tool supports strategic decision making
before a speciﬁc technical option is selected (see Guidance note 9); it precedes decisions on issues such
as the modality of delivering assistance. It also avoids repeating responses in situations and contexts
where the response is not relevant or timely. A completed RAIT can be provided to donors to justify why
your proposal focuses on a certain response area or why you may have rejected other areas. The RAIT is
based on the participatory response identiﬁcation matrix (PRIM) that has been used with success since
2009 by the LEGS livestock community. Considering livelihood objectives early in the design process can
move organizations where necessary, beyond “business as usual.” Appendix 4.2 features a completed RAIT,
along with an explanation of the process that was used to complete it. A RAIT template, which you can use
as the basis of your own RAIT, is in Appendix 4.3.
5. Information needed to use the RAIT. To use the RAIT, you need the initial assessment ﬁndings
(Minimum Standards 4.2 and 4.3) and a basic understanding of project design and implementation
timelines for the three SEADS response areas:

• seed and seed systems (Chapter 5)
• tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs (Chapter 6)
• crop-related infrastructure (Chapter 7).
You will also need to understand your implementation team’s competencies (see Annex B). Chapters 5, 6,
and 7 provide further detail on each of the three response areas and the minimum standards for various
technical options in each.
6. Participatory approach to response identiﬁcation. The RAIT should be used with groups of
stakeholders, including people from the affected communities and other people such as local service
providers and key informants (local community, local and national authorities, civil society and private
sector stakeholders, and other humanitarian actors). Be sure to include representatives of vulnerable
groups and take into consideration gender and age aspects. A participatory approach as described in
SEADS Principle 2 can be used in each step of completing the RAIT.
7. Timing of the RAIT. The RAIT should be done as part of the initial assessment and planning for a
crop-related crisis response. It can also be done before a crisis as part of your preparedness planning or
when designing organizational agriculture and/or food security strategies. Doing the RAIT outside of a
crisis allows your organization to identify response areas that are likely to have a signiﬁcant impact on
livelihoods in your operational context (see SEADS Principle 3).
8. Completing the RAIT. There are three steps to completing the RAIT:
Step 1: Identify relevant crop production stages for each response area. A relevant stage is one that
occurs during the time in which the response will be implemented. Understanding how the crop production
cycle aligns with the potential project cycle is critical to determining this relevance. Stakeholders can help
interpret initial assessment ﬁndings to determine this relevance. The following questions can be asked of
the group to determine relevant stages: What stage of the crop production cycle will we be in when the
response starts? How long will it take us to deliver the assistance to the affected communities? What stage
will we be in then? For those stages that are not relevant, mark the corresponding cell with N/A (for “not
applicable”).
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Step 2: Rate each response area for its potential impact on each livelihood objective. Moving across each
row to each relevant cell (i.e., those not marked with N/A), determine the level of impact that can likely be
achieved. When a response could have a “signiﬁcant impact” mark a 3 in the cell. When a response could
have “some impact” mark a 2 in the cell. When a response could have “little impact” mark a 1 in the cell.
When a response is not likely to have any impact, mark N/A in the cell. When you have ﬁnished one row,
move to the next, until all cells have been ﬁlled.
Step 3: Prioritize the response area(s). Looking across all combinations, identify those with the highest
scores. Response areas with the highest scores have the greatest potential for impact on livelihoods, are
most feasible, and are within your organization’s capabilities to execute. For example, in the RAIT scenario
in Appendix 4.2 the seed and seed systems response area is likely to have a signiﬁcant impact on
protecting essential crop-related livelihoods. A RAIT template is available in Appendix 4.3.
9. Decision trees. Do not explore response areas with little or no potential for livelihood impact (score of 1
or N/A). However, once you have identiﬁed the highest-rated response areas, go to the chapter that
corresponds to that response area (Chapter 5, 6, or 7). Review the importance of the response area, the
technical options, and the timing tables as set out in those chapters. Use initial assessment ﬁndings to
complete the decision trees in those chapters to identify one or more technical options, then work through
all of the minimum standards that apply to your context. The decision tree may indicate you should not
undertake activities in the response area(s). In this case, seek additional information to complete the
decision tree or return to the RAIT and consider different response areas with high potential for livelihood
impact.
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Appendix 4.1: Example questions to gather initial
and technical data
The following are suggested questions to help you gather information described in Minimum Standards 4.2
and 4.3. These questions can be adapted to your context.

Is a crop-related response appropriate?
These questions will help you gather data on the role of crop production and markets in livelihoods (see
Guidance note 1 of Minimum Standard 4.3).
1. Do crops play a signiﬁcant role in the livelihoods of the affected people and is a crop-related response
therefore appropriate? If so, is a market-based response also appropriate?
2. What are the main livelihood strategies in the affected area in normal times? Is the target population
interested in engaging in crop production?
3. What crops and which varieties are grown, what area is cultivated of each, what quantities are
harvested, and what are the key uses of crops (for food, fodder, or seed, or to barter, pay debts, or sell)?
4. What is the relative importance of different crops as staple foods? What is the seasonality of
consumption of those foods?
5. What percentage of household income is derived from crop production in normal times?
6. What are the features of the agriculture calendar? How many cropping cycles are possible in one year?
Which crops are produced in each cycle? What is their relative importance to household food security
and income?
7. What are the main coping strategies and indicators for diﬃcult times (for example, less frequent or less
preferred meals, changes in crop choice, changes in market sales, dispersal of household members,
sale of assets)?
a. Do these strategies have negative implications for future crop-based activities?
b. What are the possible acute and chronic drivers of these strategies (for example, environmental,
climate, weather, economic, social, political)?
8. Is production primarily intensive (in close quarters, limited space, close to home) or extensive (spread
out, potentially far from home)?
9. What are the key shocks or crises impacting household food security and livelihoods (for example,
climate change, conﬂict, health)?
a. How do these shocks affect crop production and population displacement?
b. Which environmental hazards pose a threat to future crop production or may cause displacement?
10. What services and facilities are usually available?
11. Which markets do crop producers use to buy inputs and sell products? How far are they, and can all
people access these markets in normal times?
12. What relationships exist along the crop value-chain; for example, between formal and informal input
sellers, market management committees, transporters, producers, producer-processors, end markets,
and policy makers?
13. What are common challenges for people selling inputs and crop products in these markets in normal
times?
14. What are common challenges for buyers trying to access these products?
15. Are essential crop production inputs (goods and services) generally available, affordable, and of
suitable quality in normal times?
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Is a crop-related response necessary?
These questions will help you gather data on the crisis context (see Guidance note 1 of Minimum Standard 4.3).
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Is an emergency intervention necessary?
Is it a rapid-onset, slow-onset, or complex crisis?
What is the cause of the crisis (for example, drought, ﬂood, conﬂict)?
Which phase has the crisis reached (immediate aftermath, early recovery, recovery)?
What populations and geographic zones or regions are affected?
What has been the impact of the crisis on crop production strategies? Speciﬁcally:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

g.
h.
i.
j.

At what point in the agriculture season did the crisis occur (for example, planting, harvest)?
What is the impact on access to ﬁelds, orchards, or garden plots?
What is the impact on access to water resources for irrigation?
What is the impact on transportation of people and goods to and from ﬁelds, orchards, or garden
plots?
What is the impact on the labor force used for ﬁeld preparation, planting, weeding, harvesting, and
processing?
What is the impact on services and facilities that are usually available (such as government
administration and extension, seed multiplication and certiﬁcation, private sector technical
assistance, or ﬁnancial services)?
What is the impact of the crisis on natural resources?
What is the impact of the crisis on the division of labor by gender and age?
What is the impact on crop-related markets for inputs and sales?
What plans do the affected people have for future crop production?

7. What is the impact of the crisis on annual, perennial, and horticulture crops? Speciﬁcally:
a. Have crops been lost? If so, how signiﬁcant are the losses?
b. Have perennial crops been damaged? If so, how signiﬁcant is the damage?
c. Has there been an impact on production assets (such as equipment, machinery, or storage)? If so,
how signiﬁcant is the impact?
8. What is the forecast (where relevant) for the coming season (such as anticipated drought, ﬂoods,
increasing insecurity, or access to food)?
9. How has the crisis affected the population and speciﬁc vulnerable groups?
a. Who has been most impacted by the disaster? Consider age, gender, wealth, ethnic, or other groups.
How have these populations been affected?
b. Do households have continued access to adequate and healthy food?
c. What are current food security levels?
d. Can vulnerable groups continue with crop-related livelihood activities?
10. Has there been signiﬁcant migration or displacement of all or parts of the affected populations?
a. If so, who has migrated and do they still have access to their ﬁelds, orchards, or garden plots?
b. What is the impact on the host community?

Is a crop-related response feasible?
These questions will help you gather data on the operational context (see Guidance note 2 of Minimum
Standard 4.3).
1. What is the operating environment?
2. What are potential logistical constraints and areas of overlap or potential complementarity with other
stakeholders?
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3. Who are the key humanitarian actors in the affected area, what are they doing, or what are they likely to
do?
4. Is any stakeholder playing a coordination role?
5. What is the history of crisis response in the affected area, both positive and negative, and what are the
lessons learned from it?
6. What is the current operational context? The following questions (a through f) become especially
signiﬁcant, and in some cases identify insurmountable barriers to implementing a response, in conﬂict
situations:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

How are communications functioning?
What is the security situation?
What are the implications for movement to and from ﬁelds, orchards, and garden plots?
What are the key protection issues facing crop producers?
What is the condition of the current infrastructure, such as roads and transport?
Are there any cross-border crop-related issues or threats (such as locusts, fall armyworm)?

7. In situations of conﬂict, what are the causes and the implications for programming?
8. What political factors and timelines have the potential to affect programming?
9. What is the context for supporting or hindering crop-related activities?
a. Have there been recent, or recurrent, efforts to support crop-related livelihood activities?
b. Are there risks that goods provided by crop-related crisis response could be reallocated to another
use (for example, fertilizer for explosives or hand tools as weapons)?
c. What policy and/or legal constraints affect crop production? Examples include seed certiﬁcation
requirements, bans on genetically modiﬁed seed, restricted or prohibited pesticide use, security of
tenure, coordination of aid organizations, national emergency management policies, and
organizational policies of key stakeholders.
d. Have recent changes in policy affected vulnerability?
10. What are the capacity and constraints of the market system in the target area? Pre-Crisis Market
Analysis guidance (IRC 2016) and the EMMA Toolkit (Albu 2010) include detailed market assessment
processes and key questions.
11. How have supply chains for critical inputs and services been impacted?
a. In what way has the number or types of sellers in these markets changed as a result of the crisis?
b. Has the availability or quality of essential crop-related inputs, goods, and services changed since the
crisis? Are sellers still able to buy, store, and sell suﬃcient quality and quantities of inputs and
services? (See Appendix 5.1: Initial assessment checklist for seed and seed systems responses,
Appendix 6.1: Initial assessment checklists for tools, equipment, and other non-seed input
responses, and Appendix 7.1: Initial assessment checklist for crop-related infrastructure responses.)
c. Are sellers able to increase their stocks if needed to respond to increased demand from a
market-based response?
d. Are ﬁnancial services still available?
12. Since the crisis, can people from all ethnic, religious, political, and social groups access key markets? If
not, what challenges do affected people face to access markets?
13. How have prices of crop-related inputs, goods, services, and products increased or decreased in these
markets since the crisis and how do these changes impact affected people?
14. Since the crisis, are there any tensions related to ethnic, religious, political, or social aﬃliations in these
markets?
15. How do people prefer to receive assistance (cash, voucher, in kind, other)?
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What sociocultural factors inﬂuence the possibility and likelihood of livelihood
impacts from a crop-related response?
These questions will help you gather data on the sociocultural context (see Guidance note 1 of Minimum
Standard 4.4).
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

What is the role of non-crop-related livelihoods in the area?
What are the different social and wealth groups in the area?
How does wealth status affect crop production and use of crops?
What speciﬁc social inequities exist in the affected area?
How do social norms inﬂuence which groups of people produce perennial, annual, or horticulture crops,
with particular reference to wealth and vulnerability?
What roles do different household members play in crop production, and how do gender and age affect
that? Do those roles vary across agriculture seasons?
What responsibilities do different household members have for making decisions related to household
food consumption, crop production and sales, and the use of income derived from crop sales?
What key social relationships and power dynamics affect crop production?
How do family customs or traditional knowledge inﬂuence how crops are used and how household
income is managed? Who controls the use of crops?
What Indigenous knowledge informs the way crop producers interact with each other to produce, store,
or market crops?
What customary institutions and leaders are involved in crop production, and what are their roles?
How do family customs or traditional knowledge help people cope with a crisis and adapt to new
livelihood contexts?
What common terms or concepts in local languages describe people’s relationship to crop production?
Do differences in culture, power relationships, livelihood groups, and/or age groups lead to
misunderstanding, tension, or competition over resources necessary for crop production?

How well are local services, input suppliers, and markets functioning?
These questions will help you identify the local actors and how the crisis has affected their abilities (see
Guidance note 1 of Minimum Standard 4.4).
1. Are local actors with technical skills still in the affected area?
2. Are these actors still able to support the affected community?
3. Are any government employees with crop-production skills or infrastructure knowledge part of the
community affected by a crisis?
4. Are any value-chain actors with expertise in crop production part of the community affected by a crisis?
5. What essential crop-production services did these actors provide prior to the crisis?
6. What resources do local technicians have to do their jobs?
7. What resources are they lacking?

What are appropriate targeting criteria and methods?
These questions will help you establish the targeting criteria and methods to determine the most vulnerable
groups to be assisted (see Guidance note 2 of Minimum Standard 4.4).
1. How do social and wealth groups differ among themselves regarding: access to land, quality of land,
crops cultivated, area under cultivation, means/assets available for cultivation, use of inputs and labor,
level of self-suﬃciency, income sources, distribution of expenditures, level of food security, ability to sell
crops, and ability to recover by themselves?
2. Which social and wealth groups are more vulnerable or affected by the crisis than others?
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3. Are there existing safety net groups in the community, and what are their characteristics and capacities?
4. Which groups/people in the community are recognized or trusted by everybody in the village? Who are
the “power players” in the community?

Appendix 4.2: RAIT example
This example shows how participants in a facilitated workshop used the RAIT to determine priority
response areas for a rapid-onset crisis caused by heavy rain and ﬂoods in Gaza. The participants used data
gathered during the initial assessment. In this scenario, participants were all staff of a humanitarian
organization and one key informant they were able to bring into the discussion by phone. They knew that:

• A signiﬁcant amount of ﬁeld crops and vegetables were destroyed during three weeks of heavy rain and
ﬂoods.
• Irrigation systems were ﬂooded; silt had built up in the channels and irrigation equipment (pumps, gates)
was damaged.
• Funds were available to respond immediately.
• The sowing season had passed for the current cropping season.
• Before the crisis, crop production provided more than 50% of household income in the area.
• To make up for the certain lack of income due to the missed sowing season, conditional cash was
needed to buy inputs before the next season.
• Locally tested ﬂood-tolerant seed varieties were available and preferred by participants, but were not
widely used. The high cost of ﬂood-tolerant seed varieties was considered in the calculations of cash
assistance to encourage use.
• Irrigation channels could be cleared using a cash-for-work scheme before the next planting season. This
would prepare the infrastructure for next season’s production and increase its ability to withstand future
ﬂoods, while also allowing households to earn cash.
• Private contractors were available to repair and extend the lifespan of equipment and storage facilities
before the next season.
The workshop facilitator led the participants through the three-step process to complete the RAIT (see
Guidance note 8 of Minimum Standard 4.4). Figure A4.1 shows the completed RAIT.
Crucial aspects of the workshop discussion are described in the following steps. In this scenario, the next
step would be to understand the seed and seed system response area (Chapter 5), its technical options and
timing, and then complete the decision tree. The discussion informed the selection of priority response
areas and could also inform selection of technical options.

Step 1: Identify relevant crop production stages for each response area.
• Because the crops were completely destroyed, the participants agreed that nothing should be done
related to marketing. They marked all the cells below marketing with “n/a”.
• The participants agreed that there could be appropriate responses for the pre-production/planning,
production, and post-production stages, so they left those cells blank.

Step 2: Rate each response area for its potential impact on each livelihood
objective.
• The participants worked through the matrix, starting with pre-production/planning and working down
through production and ﬁnally post-production. The questions, answers, and responses recorded in the
RAIT for the pre-production/planning column were:
– Question: “What is the potential impact of seed and seed systems response on providing immediate
livelihood beneﬁts during pre-production/planning?”
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–

–

–

–

–

–

Answer: Little impact
Matrix response: They marked a 1 in the appropriate cell.
Question: “What is the potential impact of a seed and seed systems response on protecting essential
crop-related livelihoods during pre-production/planning?”
Answer: Signiﬁcant impact
Matrix response: They marked a 3 in the appropriate cell.
Question: “What is the potential impact of a seed and seed systems response on rebuilding or
supporting crop-related production, infrastructure, and systems to strengthen livelihoods during
pre-production/planning?”
Answer: Some impact
Matrix response: They marked a 2 in the appropriate cell.
Question: “What is the potential impact of a tools, equipment, or other non-seed inputs response on
providing immediate livelihood beneﬁts during pre-production/planning?”
Answer: No impact. A tools, equipment, or other non-seed inputs response is not appropriate as there
is no damage to these items.
Matrix response: They marked n/a in all cells related to tools, equipment, and other non-seed
responses because a response in this area is not necessary.
Question: “What is the potential impact of a crop-related infrastructure response on providing
immediate livelihood beneﬁts during pre-production/planning?”
Answer: Signiﬁcant impact
Matrix response: They marked a 3 in the appropriate cell.
Question: “What is the potential impact of a crop-related infrastructure response on protecting
essential crop-related livelihoods during pre-production/planning?”
Answer: No impact
Matrix response: They marked n/a in the appropriate cell.
Question: “What is the potential impact of a crop-related infrastructure response on rebuilding or
supporting crop-related production, infrastructure, and systems to strengthen livelihoods during
pre-production/planning?”
Answer: No impact
Matrix response: They marked n/a in the appropriate cell.

Step 3: Prioritize the response area(s) that have the greatest potential for impact
on livelihoods (those with the highest scores), are most feasible, and are within
your organization’s capabilities to execute.
The participants reviewed the RAIT and saw that seed and seed systems response and crop-related
infrastructure response had scores of 3 for the upcoming pre-production and production stages. The
organization that led the RAIT (and would implement the response) had signiﬁcant experience with seed
and seed systems projects, but they did not have experience with infrastructure responses. Therefore, the
participants agreed to prioritize a seed and seed systems response and highlighted the one priority cell.
Based on the results of the RAIT, the organization would use Chapter 5 to understand the technical options
and timing tables, and work through the decision tree to design the response.
The participants recognized the need for an infrastructure response but could not undertake this response.
However, they had worked with another organization that focuses on infrastructure, so they would contact
that organization to share the results of their RAIT and suggest that an infrastructure response might be
appropriate (see SEADS Principle 5).
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Figure A4.1: An example of a completed response-area identiﬁcation tool (RAIT)
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Appendix 4.3: RAIT template
Figure A4.2: Blank Response-area identiﬁcation tool (RAIT) template
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Appendix 4.4: The three SEADS response areas can
each impact livelihoods
Table A4.1: The three SEADS response areas can each impact livelihoods
Livelihood objectives

Response area and technical options

Minimum project
duration

Objective 1: To provide
immediate livelihood beneﬁts to
crop-producing households
affected by crisis

Seed and seed systems
• Facilitate access to seed
• Provide seed
Tools, equipment, and other non-seed
inputs

6 months

• Facilitate access to inputs
• Provide inputs
Crop-related infrastructure
• Facilitate community-led rehabilitation
Objective 2: To protect
crop-related livelihoods of
households affected by crisis

Seed and seed systems

6 months

• Facilitate access to seed
• Support seed systems
• Provide seed
Tools, equipment, and other non-seed
inputs
• Facilitate access to inputs
• Provide inputs
• Support formal and informal input
systems
Crop-related infrastructure
• Facilitate community-led rehabilitation
• Lead and implement direct
infrastructure rehabilitation

Objective 3: To rebuild or
support crop-related production,
infrastructure, and systems to
ensure livelihoods for
households affected by crisis

Seed and seed systems

9 months

• Facilitate access to seed
• Support seed systems
Tools, equipment, and other non-seed
inputs
• Facilitate access to inputs
• Support formal and informal input
systems
Crop-related infrastructure
• Facilitate community-led rehabilitation
• Lead and implement direct
infrastructure rehabilitation
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CHAPTER 5:
SEED AND SEED SYSTEMS

Annex A: Glossary contains deﬁnitions of some of the technical terms used in SEADS.

This chapter provides options for assessing, designing, and implementing seed and seed system
responses.
Seed includes any plant part, including grains (botanic seeds) and vegetative materials, used to propagate
annual, perennial, and horticultural crops. Seed systems are the means through which crop producers
access and select the seed or planting material they want and need. These systems include actors that play
a role in the research, production, supply, regulation, and certiﬁcation of seed and planting material. Seed
systems can be formal, informal, or integrated.
A crisis affects seed and seed systems in different ways. During a rapid-onset crisis, such as a ﬂood or
hurricane, or a complex crisis:

•
•
•
•

Availability of, access to, and quality of crop seed and planting material may be affected.
Stores of saved crop seed may be damaged or lost completely in natural disasters.
Stores of saved crop seed may be left behind, looted, or destroyed during displacement.
Private sector activities that supply crop seed to local markets and seed production may be temporarily
or permanently abandoned due to insecurity or inaccessibility.

During a slow-onset crisis, such as a drought or pest infestation, existing seed varieties may be found to be
unsuitable for the crisis conditions. Access to appropriate varieties becomes a critical part of crop-related
crisis response.

Links to the SEADS livelihood objectives
Crisis response that addresses seed and seed systems relates to all three SEADS livelihood objectives:
1. to provide immediate livelihood beneﬁts to crop-producing households affected by crisis.
2. to protect crop-related livelihoods of households affected by crisis.
3. to rebuild or support crop-related production, infrastructure, and systems to ensure livelihoods for
households affected by crisis.
If seed is available, accessible, and of suitable quality, crop production can be restored and protected after
the crisis and it can continue in early recovery. This provides crop producers and their families with
livelihood beneﬁts of food and income (Objectives 1 and 2). Seed and seed system responses can improve
preparedness and disaster risk reduction, protecting and strengthening crop production into the future
(Objectives 2 and 3).

The importance of seed and seed systems in crisis
response
Crops harvested for food and income begin with seed—the most important input for crop producers. For
these same crop producers, seed system services can ensure that seed is available, accessible, and of
suitable quality. Together, seed and seed systems support seed security, which has an important impact on
crop-based livelihoods. Without seed security, crop producers may face reduced or failed harvests and
increased hunger and poverty. They may have to sell assets to cope with a lack of food or income. They
might be forced to purchase seed for the next season.
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The concept of seed security has been used for the last 20 years to assess constraints to and improve
crop-related livelihoods (Remington et al. 2002). This concept is adapted in Table 5.1 for use in crisis
contexts.
Seed and seed system responses are most likely to impact livelihoods when constraints are correctly
identiﬁed and addressed. The Minimum Technical Standards for Seed System Assessment in Emergencies
(FAO et al. 2020) and the Seed Emergency Response Tool (Sperling et al. 2022) can help identify constraints
by crop that exist for households affected by crisis. Where assessment determines that seed security is not
a problem, a seed response may not be necessary, and development and resilience programming may be
more appropriate (Bramel et al. 2004).
Other essential inputs and infrastructure assets are often needed to ensure that planted seeds result in
food, income, and other livelihood impacts. An approach that combines seed and non-seed responses may
be necessary to achieve livelihood objectives. For example, the SEADS (2021) evidence review found some
evidence that direct seed distribution combined with the provision of fertilizer, irrigation equipment, tools,
and/or training resulted in either higher levels of food security, reduction in food expenditures, or additional
income (FAO 2012a, FAO 2012b, World Bank 2012, Pretari & Anguko 2019, Cullis 2020).

Technical options for supporting seed and seed
systems
Seed and seed system responses are common in every type of crisis, and across all agro-ecological zones
and farming systems. This chapter presents three technical options and several sub-options for ensuring
seed security in a crisis:

• facilitate access to seed
• support seed systems
• provide seed.
The technical options assume that if crop producers lack suitable seed to plant, providing them with seed
will enable them to produce food or income. This assumes that crop producers have access to other
production inputs, that agro-climatic conditions and the security context are favorable to crop production,
and that the food produced can be stored until it is consumed or sold.
Case Study 5.1 (see SEADS website) provides an example of seed and tool provision resulting in extra
months of food self-suﬃciency.
These three technical options were selected based on available evidence of impact from agriculture
responses in humanitarian crisis (SEADS 2021) and on expert opinion. However, evidence did not
disaggregate what caused the impact on livelihoods when a combination of seed and non-seed response
areas and technical options was used to address all identiﬁed constraints.
Evidence indicates that combinations of technical options can improve livelihood outcomes, either through
increased food security, reduced food expenditures, or increased income. See for example Mollet 2010,
FAO 2012a, FAO 2012b, World Bank 2012, Pretari & Anguko 2019, and Cullis 2020 in the SEADS Evidence
Database.
Case Study 5.2 (see SEADS website) focuses on seed systems issues in crisis and provides example of
linking the type of seed security constraint with the response area selected.
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SEED AND SEED SYSTEMS

Table 5.1: To assess seed security, assess t hree main constraints
Constraint
Availability

Access

Characteristics required for overcoming the
constraint
Suﬃcient quantity of seed of adapted crops is
within reasonable proximity (spatial availability) and
in time for critical sowing periods (temporal
availability)

Producers can acquire the seed that they need and
prefer, without:

• economic barriers to purchase or barter
• physical barriers, including distance to market,
security threats, and quarantine
• cultural and social barriers, including disabilities,
age, gender, ethnicity, and other biases, language
gaps, and limited access to information
Seed quality

Seed:

• is adapted, productive, and has desired traits
(variety quality)
• can germinate and develop into a healthy crop
(physiological quality)
• is free from impurities (physical quality)
• is free of diseases or pests (phytosanitary
quality)
See Minimum Standard 5.5 for more detail

Prevalence in a crisis

• Seed is usually available, even after a crisis, though seed
availability may be limited in formal channels or in a speciﬁc
location and time period
• In a slow-onset or complex crisis, seed is usually available.
Only on rare occasions do these types of crisis prevent
markets from providing seed (Rohrbach et al. 2005)
• Seed may be unavailable after a rapid-onset crisis, where
seed stocks in the region have been destroyed or damaged
beyond use and where crop producers procured seed
through formal channels
• Crop producers often supplement seed received via aid with
seed from their stock or own sources (Mollet 2010, FAO
2012a, FAO 2012b)
• Crisis-affected households may consume their seed during
an acute food security crisis
• In a complex or rapid-onset crisis, crop producers may be
unable to afford the seed they need, as they may have lost
assets and sources of income
• Insecurity can prevent access to markets where seed is
purchased
• Rapid-onset crises can destroy infrastructure, such as
roads, that are needed to get to markets
• Seed quality constraints are not often caused by a crisis and
are usually chronic (except in pest infestations). SEADS
does not cover chronic stress contexts
• Seed available in a crisis is often not from formal channels
and its quality may not be ideal. However, it may still be
selected and used by producers (Sperling et al. 2020)
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Technical options related to tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs are discussed in Chapter 6: Tools,
Equipment, and Other Non-seed Inputs. Crop-related infrastructure responses are discussed in Chapter 7:
Crop-related Infrastructure. Common responses that may be appropriate to combine with a seed response
are listed in Table 6.3 and Table 7.1.

Technical Option 1: Facilitate access to seed
This refers to any market-aware action that helps crop producers get seeds in time for planting. It excludes
direct distribution of seed, which is covered under Technical Option 3: Provide seed. Before, during, or after
a crisis, access to seed can be rapidly facilitated in many ways depending on the context.
Access to seed can motivate crisis-affected households to restart crop production. If the minimum
standards in this chapter are achieved, it can also allow them to increase their crop production. Several
examples of market-aware (or market-based) sub-options that address the three barriers to access (see
Table 5.1) are listed in Table 5.2.
Table 5.2: Several technical sub-options are available to address seed access constraints
Technical sub-options

Access constraints
Physical

Sociocultural

1.3. Provide cash to seed sellers or physically
transport them closer to targeted participants
(for example, seed fairs)

x

x

1.4. Provide cash grants or credit to seed sellers
to move supplies to remote areas

x

x

Economic
1.1. Provide cash to targeted participants so
they can buy suitable seed that is available in
local markets

x

1.2. Provide cash to targeted participants so
they can use safe transportation to markets to
buy seed

x

Case Study 5.3 (see SEADS website) shows how voucher assistance has been used alongside food
assistance and the impact the combination had on livelihoods.

Technical Option 2: Support for the seed system
Seed system activities are those that support the actors in the seed supply chain. In normal times, where
crop production plays a primary role in livelihoods, state and non-state systems and services ensure that
crop producers have the seed they need to produce, harvest, and market crops. These systems include both
government and private actors that have a role in the research, production, supply, sale, regulation, and
certiﬁcation of seed and planting material.
Crises can often disrupt those systems or weaken already weak systems further without destroying them
completely. Support to the seed system can be rapid and address availability and quality constraints.
Support to seed systems can improve them by strengthening formal and informal sellers’ and state actors’
ability to cover the required seed demand before, during, and after a crisis. This support can encourage
early recovery and economic growth and ensure future production, thus decreasing dependence on
repeated cycles of aid. Several examples of sub-options that address the availability and quality constraints
described in Table 5.1 are listed in Table 5.3.
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Table 5.3: Several sub-options are available to support the seed system
Technical sub-options

Availability constraints
Physical

Temporal

2.1. Raise crop producers’ and seed
sellers’ awareness of seed quality
2.2. Provide cash support to formal and
informal seed multipliers to produce seed
for future seasons. Often used for tubers
(for example, sweet potatoes)

Seed quality constraints

x
x

2.3. Provide credit or loan guarantees to
local seed sellers to buy seed for
humanitarian tenders

x

x

2.4. Provide technical assistance to seed
multipliers or sellers to improve quantity
and quality of their planting material

x

2.5. Provide technical assistance and
funding to establish community seed
banks

x

x

x

x

Case Study 5.4 (see SEADS website) provides practical examples of supply-side, market-led support in the
formal seed sector, with the goal of ensuring availability of improved seed varieties.

Technical Option 3: Provide seed
Direct seed distribution (DSD) provides seed directly to crop producers in time for them to plant for the
targeted cropping seasons. DSD may also introduce improved varieties or certiﬁed seed that beneﬁciaries
are familiar with, but which are not available locally. It can also renew lost or damaged seed stocks from the
same improved seed variety.
DSD is only suitable when seed is unavailable and markets are not functioning, a rare context even in a
crisis. In this rare context, without DSD, no seed of any quality would be available to plant.
DSD often reﬂects food distribution models in that seed is procured and brought to the crisis-affected area.
Targeted participants gather in central locations to receive their allotted seed for free.

Advantages and disadvantages of each technical
option
The advantages and disadvantages of each technical option for supporting seed and seed systems are
summarized in Table 5.4.
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Table 5.4: Each technical option has advantages and disadvantages
Option

Advantages

Disadvantages

1. Facilitate
access to seed

• Rapid, except seed fairs
• Supports crop producerdetermined priorities and choice of
crops and varieties
• Cash injected into local formal and
informal economies
• Can be done face to face (direct
cash) or using digital transfers
• Bolsters all seed systems crop
producers use, formal and
informal, and has greater
long-term impact (Rohrbach et al.
2005, Sperling et al. 2008, McGuire
& Sperling 2013)
• Can be designed to support
women’s role in seed sale and
marketing system
• Seed choice can be tracked to
inform future responses
(Henderson & Herby 2019)

• Cash provided may not be used for
seed as crop producers have many
competing priorities
• Seed quality control may be weak
depending on sellers participating,
requiring suﬃcient market and
agronomic competencies (see
Annex B) to monitor that suﬃcient
good-quality seed of the right
variety is consistently available
• Seed fairs can be labor intensive to
organize and implement, may only
reach a relatively small number of
crop producers, and cannot be
done if people cannot congregate
• When using vouchers, beneﬁts to
informal seed systems may be
limited if informal sellers are
excluded in favor of sellers who
are registered or carry only
certiﬁed seed

2. Support seed
systems

• Naturally aligns with SEADS
Principle 2
• Offers an exit strategy for
organizations trying to break
repeated cycles of aid
• Creates inclusive business
relationships between value-chain
actors
• Builds on existing community
strengths
• Favors coordination and links to
development efforts (SEADS
Principle 5)
• Links research results with
extension and communities
• Strengthens local seed
certiﬁcation and regulation
processes
• Strengthens availability of
improved varieties

• Requires suﬃcient market and
supply chain knowledge to avoid
creating artiﬁcial markets, as with
sweet potato vine multiplication,
for instance, that has no real
market beyond relief (see Annex B)
• If program requirements allow only
formal sellers and state actors,
informal sellers and systems may
be undermined
• May require more time for initial
assessment if target systems are
not already known and understood

3. Provide seed

• Familiar to donors, affected
people, and implementers
• Logistically relatively easy for
implementer
• Can reach large populations

• Range of crops and varieties on
offer and choice among them are
limited. Range may not be those
most suitable to address stress
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…continued

• Can control initial seed quality (if
certiﬁcation regimes, or rigorous
controls by implementers, are in
place)
• Easily quantiﬁable in terms of
amount of seed distributed and
number of clients served
• In some settings may be
cost-effective if routine sellers are
spread out and remote from crop
producer aid recipients
• Easier to monitor as standard
output indicators are used as well
as baselines and targets
• May support a competitive
nascent seed sector and even
informal markets and sellers when
combined with small lot tenders
(for example, a 2-ton limit per
tender per crop and variety proﬁle)
and preference for local sellers

• Quantities of seeds given may be
ﬁxed or not tailored to the speciﬁc
preferences and needs of each
crop producer
• Unregistered crop varieties may
not be allowed
• May undermine markets, both
formal and informal
• After controlling for quality, seed
often arrives to crop producers late
• May have challenging transport
logistics, including the need for
additional trucking and warehouse
capacity associated with
centralized procurement
• Done repeatedly, it can alter local
crop and diversity proﬁles
• Often done repeatedly, it creates
crop producer dependency
• Contract delays are common

Timing of seed and seed systems technical options
Timing of seed and seed system technical options should be inﬂuenced predominantly by the agriculture
calendar and the selected option, as shown in Table 5.5.
Table 5.5: Different seed and seed system technical options are relevant at different stages of the
agriculture calendar

A seed or seed system response must be completed in time for crop producers to have seed in hand before
the accepted sowing season for that crop in that location. Any delay beyond the optimal sowing date
means less production for crop producers. For example, each week of delay reduced wheat yields by 4.2%
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in Syria (van Duivenbooden et al. 2000). With climate change, crop producers’ optimal sowing date may be
different (and earlier) than in the past (Waha et al. 2013). When facilitating access to seed includes support
to seed sellers or other value-chain actors, this support is most relevant when it begins well in advance of
the sowing season, and as early as harvest, storage, and handling of the previous season. It is not suitable
to facilitate access to seed or provide seed during production or post-production, as they are not needed at
this time and may be consumed or sold. Technical options that support the seed system are more ﬂexible
and can be considered during any point in the agriculture calendar.
Depending on the location and cultural traditions of crop producers, the cycle of planning, production,
post-production, and marketing may repeat as many as three times in one calendar year. Different crops
may be sown during different cycles. Often there is a main season when staple crops with longer growth
cycles—such as corn, beans, or wheat—are planted and a shorter secondary season when short-cycle
crops—such as vegetables—are cultivated.
The crop production stage is generally more relevant to a seed or seed system response than the type of
crisis, due to the time-bound nature of crop production. However, the type and phase of the crisis inﬂuence
the timing of different technical options, as shown in Table 5.6.
Table 5.6: Different seed and seed system technical options are relevant at different phases of a crisis
response

In a rapid-onset crisis, all three technical options can be done during preparedness if access to program
participants may be cut off or income shocks are likely. They can also all be done during early recovery if
there is alignment with the agriculture calendar. Technical options that facilitate access to or provide seed
should not be done in the immediate aftermath of a rapid-onset crisis, unless the optimal sowing date of a
crop critical to food security and livelihoods will occur before early recovery.
In a slow-onset crisis, it is highly unlikely that seed availability constraints require seed to be provided.
However, constraints related to seed quality, or other weaknesses in the prevailing seed system, may trigger
the need to facilitate access or support and strengthen the seed system.
The recovery phase of either a rapid- or slow-onset crisis is not a suitable time to consider providing seed.
During recovery, the seed system will be capable of resolving any seed availability constraints.

Decision tree to select technical options
A decision tree can guide your choice of technical options. It prompts you to consider the variables in a
systematic way. Decision tree questions are ordered in terms of priority to program quality.
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Figure 5.1: Decision tree for seed and seed systems
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Answer Question 1 ﬁrst (either “yes” or “no”). The decision tree directs you to a new question based on your
answer. “No” responses indicate that other suitable responses identiﬁed in the RAIT should be considered
or that further training or capacity building may be required to answer “yes” to the questions. As multiple
technical options may be appropriate, when one technical option has been selected, the decision tree will
lead you to consideration of others.
Answers should be based on all data at your disposal, but in particular:

• the results of the initial assessment (see Chapter 4: Initial Assessment for Crop-related Crisis Response)
• a theory of change (see Minimum Standard 8.2: Project objectives)
• your organization’s capacity to achieve relevant minimum standards in this chapter (see Annex B).
SEADS recommends that you complete a RAIT (see Minimum Standard 4.4: Selecting response areas)
before completing a decision tree. The RAIT will indicate whether seed and seed system responses are
necessary, appropriate, and feasible, and which livelihood objective they may have the greatest impact on.
Use Figure 5.1 to test whether seed and seed systems should be part of a crop-related response and, if so,
which technical options will be most appropriate.

Seed and seed system minimum standards
Minimum Standard 5.1: Assessment and planning
Assessment determines the seed security constraint(s), market functionality, and needs.

Key actions

• Use the Minimum Technical Standards for Seed System Assessment in Emergencies (FAO et al. 2020) to
identify seed security constraints (see Guidance notes 1 and 2).
• Ensure seed security assessment (SSA) is participatory and meets SEADS Principle 2: Use a
participatory approach in all aspects of crisis response (see Guidance note 3).
• Use Appendix 4.1 and Appendix 5.1 to select assessment questions.
• Identify acute and chronic seed security constraints and link with development programs to address
chronic constraints (see Guidance note 4).
• Ensure staff have relevant technical competencies and provide training to ﬁll gaps (see Annex B).
Case Study 5.5 (see SEADS website) demonstrates how assessment and planning are critical to achieving
livelihood impacts in vegetable seed responses.

Guidance notes
1. Food security versus seed security. It is common in crisis response to use food security assessment
as a proxy for seed security, but the two are quite different. A household may be food insecure, but still
retain seed for future planting. A SSA considers seed security speciﬁcally, by considering the main channels
crop producers use to obtain seed for key crops and how well these channels are functioning in a crisis
setting. SSAs consider four seed security constraints: seed availability, accessibility, health, and varietal
suitability. The Minimum Technical Standards for Seed System Assessment in Emergencies suggest
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elements to include in your assessment, as well as suggested methods and processes (FAO et al. 2020). An
SSA is the ﬁrst step in the design and planning of your seed and seed system support response (FAO 2016).
2. Formal and informal seed channels. Crop producers rely on both formal and informal systems to
achieve seed security. The formal system operates through government, commercial companies, or
humanitarian channels, and offers improved varieties of a few key crops. Seed offered through the formal
system is typically certiﬁed and of reliable quality. However, the formal system is often challenging for
smallholders to access due to distance and minimum purchase requirements. The informal system
provides seed from producers’ own harvest (called farmers’ varieties or landraces), social networks, and
local markets. It offers different seed quality and price points, although quality claims tend to be less
reliable than in the formal system.
Crop producers may use multiple channels for procuring their seed out of necessity, beneﬁt-cost concerns,
and preference. These channels may differ by crop. For instance, some crop producers may access hybrid
maize seed from agro-dealers, but common bean from own stocks or local markets. Others may source
vegetable seed from an agro-dealer and sorghum from own stocks or neighbors. Multiple channels may be
used for a single crop. For example, producers may source some bean seed from own stocks and some
from local markets, supplemented by new improved varieties from research. A breakdown in formal
channels during a crisis may therefore affect some crops, but those sourced through informal channels
may be unaffected. Note also that crop producers use different channels in a crisis. For instance, when they
lose their own seed stocks, crop producers may use local markets to supplement their seed supply. It is
important to assess how all these channels function together. A common mistake is to assess supply only
from the formal sector channels, ignoring the contributions of informal seed channels that may be
especially important during a crisis. An SSA differentiates between different channels and considers crop
producers’ needs and preferences. An SSA should give you an understanding of the characteristics of acute
and chronic seed security constraints and allow you to identify a response strategy and programming plan
(see Minimum Standard 5.2).
Case Study 5.6 (see SEADS website) draws evidence from SSAs done in different contexts. It shows that
while formal seed systems help producers withstand and recover from future shocks, informal systems are
often more important, particularly for local markets and sellers.
3. Participation. Each crop, crop producer, and crop-producing region differs both agro-ecologically and
anthropologically. Understanding these differences can signiﬁcantly improve program quality and impact. A
participatory approach that engages both those that demand (i.e., are in need of) seed and those that
supply seed can identify these nuances. For example, participants can share the coping mechanisms they
use regarding where and how they obtain seed in a crisis, or why they plant in a particular pattern, or why
they prefer a particular crop when they are faced with insecurity. Active engagement from project
participants in the SSA can identify preferred markets and why, and which ones are functioning better than
others. See SEADS Principle 2 for guidance on ensuring effective participation in your assessments and
Chapter 4 for methods and tools to support participation.
4. Acute versus chronic constraints. Assessment can reveal both acute and chronic seed insecurity, as
they often exist together where crises are common. Acute seed insecurity is brought on by distinct, shortterm events that can affect a broad range of the population. It can be spurred by failure to plant, loss of a
harvest, or high pest infestation in storage. Chronic seed insecurity is independent of a speciﬁc crisis,
although it may be exacerbated by it. Chronic seed insecurity may occur in populations who have been
marginalized economically, ecologically, or politically. Crisis response is not well suited to address these
chronic problems directly. Nevertheless, humanitarian organizations have a responsibility to understand
these chronic problems so as not to exacerbate them. When chronic constraints are identiﬁed in the
decision tree in Figure 5.1, this can be a signal to share information and collaborate on program design with
early recovery and development programs and host governments. This collaboration can provide a forum in
which to share knowledge of chronic seed security constraints identiﬁed through SSAs, and to raise
awareness of how crop-related crisis response may exacerbate chronic constraints.
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Minimum Standard 5.2: Identifying technical options and timing
Selected technical option(s) alleviate the seed security constraints identiﬁed by the SSA, consider
market-aware responses, and are completed in time for crisis-affected households to have seed in
hand for the sowing season.

Key actions

• Use the decision tree in Figure 5.1 to select appropriate technical options given the identiﬁed
constraints; where possible, favor market-based response options (see Guidance note 1).
• Use participatory approaches to conﬁrm that the technical options are acceptable to crop producers
(see SEADS Principle 2, Chapter 4, and Appendix 5.1).
• Base the scale of assistance on appropriate targeting, real-time costs, sowing rates, and access to
assets (see Guidance notes 2 and 3).
• For the technical options chosen, devise a timeline from delivery date backward and assess bottlenecks
for the potential to delay delivery beyond a useful date (see Guidance note 4).

Guidance notes
1. Constraints and security context alignment. If seed and seed system responses do not explicitly
mitigate identiﬁed seed security constraints, crop-related crisis responses can jeopardize households’
ability to produce food or earn income. For example, if in a speciﬁc zone seeds are provided or access is
facilitated year after year, crop producers and markets become dependent on humanitarian funding to
function. In these circumstances, rather than repeated emergency seed distributions, linking with
development programs to help crop producers generate income or ﬁnd alternative livelihoods can be useful.
People affected by crisis have to feel conﬁdent that the situation is stable and secure enough for them to
cultivate, harvest, fully process, and market their crops. If seed is provided in an unstable or insecure
situation, it may encourage displaced populations to return to farming before the risk is removed or before
they are fully comfortable doing so. This would be undesirable in many situations, such as in areas affected
by conﬂict or with active landmines.
The decision tree (see Figure 5.1) and Minimum Standard 5.1 provide guidance on how to ensure that your
selected technical response has the potential to alleviate identiﬁed seed security constraints. SEADS
Principle 1 provides information on market-based responses.
2. Targeting. A participant selection process (Weatherall 2019), using simple selection criteria, and
information sharing between humanitarian actors are crucial to target the most vulnerable crop-producing
households (Rohrbach et al. 2005). See Minimum Standard 4.4 for more detail on targeting.
3. Scale of assistance. Once a technical option is selected, determine the scale of assistance required.
For example, estimate factors such as the cash needed to facilitate access to seed and the amount of seed
needed to address availability constraints. Align the scale of assistance with livelihood targets, such as
speciﬁc levels of income from crop sales or speciﬁc levels of food consumption. Consider the cost of
services, such as transportation, that are needed to access seed, and the cost of seed itself. Use that
information either to budget for procurement or to convert into a cash value for a market-based response
(see SEADS Principle 1). Knowledge of historical prices can help with these calculations, but in a crisis
costs can ﬂuctuate dramatically and rapidly. MERS Asset Distribution Standard 1 provides useful guidance
and tools. MISMA Key Action 5: Market Monitoring provides guidance on monitoring costs and adapting
programs when needed.
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Calculations of how much seed to provide also rely on an understanding of realistic sowing rates and
average surface area cultivated in each community. Participatory assessment and design activities can
help corroborate suitable sowing rates and surface areas. Indeed, crop producers are not only seed
consumers and users, but also seed producers and seed managers. Even when free seed is provided, in
most cases crop producers also plant seed from their stock or own sources (Mollet 2010, FAO 2012a, FAO
2012b). Direct observation of a representative sample of active (not fallow) ﬁelds can provide a realistic
gauge of how much land households are capable of seeding, maintaining, and harvesting. Where direct
observation is not possible, interviews with knowledgeable crop producers and ﬁeld-based value-chain
actors can serve as a proxy. For example, seed sellers might know how much seed households buy on
average each year by crop.
It is rare that 100% of seed or transportation costs is needed. Knowledge of target participants’ coping
strategies can determine whether households may still have some assets with which to meet their needs.
For example, in temporary, short-term displacements, people may be able to take their seed stores or
savings with them. In all of these calculations, vulnerability dynamics will inﬂuence calculations of need,
and an understanding of these dynamics is essential to a rights-based approach. Appendix 5.1 provides
guiding questions to ensure calculations of assistance are equitable and realistic.
4. Oft-repeated bottlenecks. Seed and seed system responses often face with common bottlenecks that
can jeopardize their livelihood impacts. In a complex crisis, where security is uncertain, crop producers may
delay land preparation until they have seed in hand. In this case, timelines for delivery dates of cash or seed
need to be calculated to include time for land preparation, not just to the latest planting date. For DSD, there
are often problems with contract delays, seed quality checks, and import permits. For voucher programs,
frequent bottlenecks arise with printing processes and screening sellers. For seed fairs, there are often
delays in fair planning and logistics and e-voucher set-up. Previous project reports, participation from
crisis-affected crop producers, and coordination with other organizations can help illuminate the most
common bottlenecks for the target area and type of response.

Minimum Standard 5.3: Systems-based assistance
Market-based seed and seed system support is aligned with a livelihoods-based approach and
supports systems, services, and markets that support crop-based livelihoods.

Key actions

• Use a livelihoods-based approach to guide market-based seed and seed system responses (see
Guidance note 1).
• Ensure seed responses encourage producer choice of seed (see Guidance note 2).
• Ensure seed responses leverage local and existing seed sources (see Guidance note 3).
• Ensure seed responses create healthy competition among sellers or sources of seed (see Guidance
note 4).
• Ensure seed responses support systems that are accountable to crop producers (see Guidance note 5).

Guidance notes
1. Livelihoods approach. Under a livelihoods approach to seed and seed system responses, assistance
programs consider all components that link seed to livelihoods (see SEADS Principle 1). For example,
suitable land access is necessary to realize any beneﬁts from seed responses. Can the available seed thrive
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in the type of land accessible to crop producers? Can that access be safely assured from the time of land
preparation until harvest? Another critical link between seed and livelihoods is through pre-existing
systems, services, and markets such as seed multipliers and sellers. For example, prior to the crisis, which
sellers did crop producers use for seed? Have these sellers been affected by the crisis, and can they still
provide seed? How well are the markets functioning? Assessment tools, such as the Emergency Market
Mapping and Analysis Toolkit (Albu 2010), when focused on the seed value-chain can highlight the
strengths and weaknesses of seed-related systems, services, and markets.
2. Producer choice of seed. Producers prioritize crop and source by considering factors such as end use
of the crop, distance to sellers, risk, labor availability, and cash or credit availability. Market-based programs
with the greatest level of choice are most likely to effectively meet crop producers’ needs and have an
impact on livelihoods. However, the greater the choice, the more complicated the logistics of screening and
integrating seed sellers. When given complete free choice, through unconditional cash, experience has
shown that even when SSAs show that there is an economic access constraint to seed, participants will
spend a portion of their assistance on non-seed items. A good cash-for-seed response considers that
people have other needs, focuses on useful seed choices, and may provide a larger transfer value to make
sure people are meeting basic needs, or it may provide cash for seed in conjunction with lifesaving
responses. Case Study 5.3 (see SEADS website) provides an example of producers making the best-use
choice in a voucher and seed fair approach.
3. Local and existing seed sources. Seed can be procured from outside the agro-ecological region in
which a crisis occurs, or it can be procured from the affected region itself. Procuring local seed within the
affected region may support the local economy. However, market-based purchases may overlook
functioning informal seed systems. For example, crop producers often store and manage their own seed.
They typically share and access seed based on kinship and social relations. Informal systems supply the
bulk of off-farm seed and are an important seed source for poorer crop producers. They offer a diversity of
seed for varied crops and varieties, including open-pollinated varieties (particularly common bean and
groundnut). Cash and voucher-based assistance can often overlook, downplay, or directly work against
functioning informal systems. Some local seed markets use bartering, not cash, so participants in those
markets will not beneﬁt from cash transfers. Where informal local sellers are weaker than formal sellers, it
may be possible to improve the functionality of the seed system by supporting seed sellers in conjunction
with explicit market-based approaches; for example, by providing training on safe storage of seed or seed
quality.
4. Competition. Competition between sellers or sources of seed can keep prices from inﬂating when
demand increases. While local market seed prices normally increase at the start of the sowing period,
competition can moderate such price changes. At the same time, competition also incentivizes sellers to
offer better quality in order to attract new customers. In addition, having multiple providers can increase the
range of crops and varieties offered, with a higher likelihood that these will meet crop producers’
preferences and be well adapted to their growing conditions. Effective competition for price, quality, and
selection within market systems allows crop producers to make better choices.
5. Accountability. Value-chain actors who operate throughout the year in the targeted areas have strong
incentives to be accountable, as they may offer other goods and services to crop producers and have
reputations to maintain. Participatory planning and implementation of system-based assistance allows
stakeholders to agree on processes for handling complaints about seed quality, and for publicizing these
procedures. If a seed seller beneﬁts from system support, their goal is to get a share of the market or be
established as a trusted source of suitable seed at a speciﬁc location. Consequently, they must be
accountable for the products they sell to crop producers in order to ensure a sustainable market position
and customer base. If seed sellers are contracted (often through DSD, fairs, or vouchers), measures should
be in place to ensure seed quality and to penalize any seller of poor-quality seed.
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Minimum Standard 5.4: Crop and variety choice
The crops and varieties involved in the response are suitable for the context: adapted, usable under
crop producers’ management, and deemed acceptable by producers.

Key actions

• Conﬁrm producer and gender preferences, donor and host government acceptability, and ecological
suitability of selected crops for the targeted season (see Guidance notes 1, 2, and 3).
• Document your process for conﬁrming that varieties are acceptable to targeted growers and can be
productive under their management conditions. Consider open-pollinated varieties (see Guidance
note 4).
• Ensure that an array of crops and varieties are included in the options on offer (see Guidance note 5).

Guidance notes
1. Livelihood objectives. If the targeted livelihood goal of the response is to provide immediate beneﬁts to
producers, long-cycle crops, such as cassava or fruit trees, may not be appropriate.
2. Household preferences. Crop producers sow different crops and varieties. Especially when facing high
stress, households may intensify certain strategies and dramatically alter others. Producers beneﬁt from
ﬂexible crop and variety choice so they can tailor sowing needs to their own household needs
(incorporating men’s and women’s preferences). In conﬁrming crop producers’ preferences, focus on both
consumption traits (like taste and cooking time) and sale traits. Women and men may assess traits
differently, with women emphasizing household needs and men focusing on traits needed for marketing.
3. Choice and suitability. In direct seed responses, the distributed varieties (open-pollinated varieties
versus hybrid or local versus globally purchased seeds) must be appropriate for the agro-ecological
conditions and local crop production practices (Buruchura et al. 2002, Haugen & Fowler 2003, Pincus et al.
2017, McGuire & Sperling 2013). A crisis can provide an opportunity to introduce crop types or varieties that
may be more suitable for the changing climate. In many countries, use of genetically modiﬁed organisms
may be restricted by the government or avoided by crop producers. Understanding the legality of genetically
modiﬁed organisms in the program area can avoid undesired delays in implementation and ensure
acceptability of crop choice and variety.
Case Study 5.7 (see SEADS website) shows how a suitable crop choice has helped crop producers to
maintain production in the remaining period of the rainy season.
4. Local (farmers’ varieties or landraces) or modern (improved) varieties. Varieties offered may be local
or modern, depending on crop producers’ needs, wants, and prior experience. In a crisis response, do not
introduce varieties that have not been previously tested in the area with crop producers’ involvement.
Support for improved varieties that have been tested locally can encourage local seed production and
knowledge transfer. When combined with support to local sellers and seed producers, this support can
raise the proﬁle of landraces and crop producers’ preferred varieties. Seed in small packets allows crop
producers to test unfamiliar seed varieties with minimal risk to overall production.
5. Realistic management conditions. Crops and varieties should be shown to perform well under routine
and realistic producer management conditions, not only under ideal growing conditions with purchased
inputs. Formal seed-sector regulations tend to encourage varietal purity. However, crop producers often
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consume their own harvest, sell it locally, or sow in a risk-prone and variable environment. For these uses,
purity might be less important. Self- and open-pollinated varieties are often preferred for crisis responses
because crop producers can save the seed from the harvest to plant in the following season. Hybrid
varieties of ﬁeld crops are generally not recommended for crisis responses as crop producers have to
repurchase seed if they continue sowing that variety. Hybrids should be considered only where people
affected by crisis have prior experience with hybrids, such as in horticulture, can independently source
them, and explicitly want them.

Minimum Standard 5.5: Seed quality
The quality of the seed in the response meets the needs and requirements of crop-producing
communities, practitioners, and donor organizations.

Key actions

• Decide on seed quality criteria to be met and justify why these criteria have been chosen (see Guidance
notes 1 and 2).
• Conﬁrm that the quality is at least as good as what crop producers routinely use, and that it is
acceptable to farming communities, donors, authorities, and practitioners (see Guidance notes 1 and 2).
• Allow suﬃcient time to check seed quality against requirements prior to procurement. Be prepared to
reject bad-quality seed (see Guidance note 3).
• Decide if seed should be treated with pesticides or fungicides (and why). If there is packaging, ensure
that labels and instructions are intelligible locally (see Guidance note 4).

Guidance notes
1. Aspects of seed quality. Seed quality is important for all crop types. It is particularly important for
vegetatively propagated crops, in which the planting material is not a grain but a vegetative part of the plant
(stem, root, vine, sucker) (FAO 2010a). It is also important for saplings in tree-based responses. A primary
concern about using these materials in crisis responses is that pests and diseases might be present on or
in the living tissue of vegetative planting materials. These can be transmitted when transported to other
areas, where they can potentially infect not only the crop but other species as well. Participation of project
participants in the assessment of seed quality can ensure that seed that is provided or available in the
market is of acceptable quality because they know the source and the practices used for plant
multiplication and selection of planting material. This type of participation has led to the understanding that
groundnuts retain the best quality if they are provided in their shells, despite the added labor for project
participants. It is important to note, however, that seed quality alone does not mean that seed will grow in
an area and that crop producers will want it. The genetic quality desired by crop producers also has to be
met. The Voluntary Guide for National Seed Policy Formulation (FAO 2015) details different types of quality
indicators, such as truth in labeling, certiﬁcation, quality-declared seed, and non-certiﬁed seed.
2. Avoiding stereotypes. Many practitioners and donors deﬁne quality according to the formal sector
deﬁnition and equate quality with certiﬁed seed. However, certiﬁed improved seed is not always good
quality, especially once it reaches the crop producer. Conversely, some producer-saved seed (farmers’
varieties/landraces) may be of ﬁne quality. In addition, poor storage or transport conditions can affect seed
quality. Other seed quality assurance can expand seed offerings beyond certiﬁed seed (see Guidance notes
3 and 4).
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3. Meeting quality criteria. Seed quality must be suﬃcient to result in strong, reliable production. It must
also be free of seed-borne pathogens that could spread and infect non-aid seed stocks and neighboring
ﬁelds. Appendix 5.2 suggests indicators and typical targets for meeting seed quality criteria. See FAO
(2010b) for detailed information on evaluating seed quality. The International Seed Testing Association
sets out internationally recognized seed quality testing rules (ISTA 2022). Where seed testing may not be
feasible, a visual inspection (adapted from indicators in Appendix 5.2) may be suﬃcient.
4. Treatment and labeling. Seed treatment against pests, such as fungi, may be necessary to ensure
procured stocks of seed maintain their quality until they are distributed. Warn recipients of such seed that it
is toxic and therefore inedible. There can be a disconnect between the label and the quality of seed
delivered to crop producers if the quality deteriorates in storage or during transport. Germination rates at
the sites of distribution can provide a minimum of assurance that quality has survived transport.
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Appendix 5.1: Initial assessment checklist for seed
and seed system responses
These are suggested questions to ask when planning a seed or seed system response. The objective is to
ensure that the minimum data are collected for assessment and response identiﬁcation so that seed and
seed system responses meet SEADS minimum standards. None of the questions is mandatory. Adapt the
list to suit the context.

Background questions
1. What is the agriculture calendar?
2. What are the most important and preferred crops for food security, nutrition, and income in the main
season and in any secondary seasons?
3. What are realistic sowing rates for main and secondary crops?
4. How much land does the average household plant per crop per season?
5. What gender dynamics exist in seed selection, knowledge transfer, sales, storage, and sowing?
6. How do formal and informal actors operate in the targeted area? What roles do crop producers play, and
what roles do other actors play?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Where do crop producers get seed?
Who produces seed?
Who improves seed?
Where is seed stored?
How is seed transported?

7. How do most crop producers get to markets to buy inputs or sell crops?
a. What is the cost, if any, of that transportation?

Conclusion/exit
Do you understand the context of crop production and use of seed in normal times in the targeted area?

Crisis context
1. When in the agriculture calendar did the crisis occur?
2. Is land or soil available and safely accessible for crop production?
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3. Do crop producers have access to productive assets and labor?
4. Are crop producers ready to engage in agriculture?
5. Can crops sown be reasonably expected to grow to maturity and be harvested in the current crisis
context?
6. Are there any risks to speciﬁc vulnerable groups in their accessing markets at this time?
7. Do the risks of gender-based violence differ by response option? Does one response option pose fewer
risks for women than another? How can gender-based violence risks of each possible option be
mitigated?
8. Has the crisis affected preferred crops, sowing rates, production location and surface area, or formal
and informal value-chain actors?

Conclusion/exit
Has an SSA been conducted, and what acute seed security constraints exist? If any, can they be
appropriately addressed at this phase of the crisis? If the constraint is deemed acute:
a. Has seed and seed system support been provided in the target area for more than two seasons in a row
in the past? If so, why?
b. Can the need continue to be considered acute?

Response identiﬁcation and timing
1. Have people needing seed security-related assistance been adequately deﬁned?
2. Is the response option acceptable to program participants? To crop producers?
3. If access to or provision of seed is selected:
a. Does the drafted implementation timeline show consideration of oft-repeated bottlenecks and
delivery of seed in time for the sowing season?
b. Are there testing facilities? If no testing facilities are available, what alternative system can be used
to assure seed quality?
c. Is the seed quality on offer at least as good as producers routinely use and is the quality accepted by
them?
d. Is the quality also acceptable to donors, governments, and practitioners?
4. Do the objectives and proposed response strategy address the seed security constraint?
5. Is the required expertise and capacity in place to achieve the objectives (both within the lead institution
and via collaborators)?
6. Have possible negative effects of the response been anticipated and necessary actions been
programmed?
7. Is there time to implement the response before the targeted season?

Conclusion/exit
Can a proposed seed security response be completed in time for crop producers to have seed in hand for
their normal planting period?
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Appendix 5.2: Suggested seed quality indicators and
targets
Table A5.1: Suggested seed quality indicators and targets
Attribute

Suggested indicators

Target

Physical

A minimum of damaged seed (broken,
cracked, or shriveled)

Minimum 95–98% pure, as
determined by analysis and
dependent on the crop

Physiological

Germination rate: percentage of seed
that can germinate and develop into
normal seedlings

Minimum 70–80% depending on
crop

Seed vigor

Veriﬁed by crop producers and key
informants

Adapted to local soil types, soil fertility,
diseases, pests, day length, moisture
regimes

Veriﬁed by crop producers and key
informants

Suitable for local agronomic practices,
such as manual or machine harvesting

Veriﬁed by crop producers

Suitable for end use, including
processing, cooking, and in terms of
color and taste

Veriﬁed by end user

Pest and disease tolerant

Veriﬁed by crop producers and key
informants

A minimal number of diseased seeds,
and absence of disease-causing
organisms, such as fungi, bacteria,
viruses, pests

Visual check: discoloration or
staining on the seeds may indicate
disease

Genetic

Health

Modiﬁed from FAO (2010b)
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CHAPTER 6:
TOOLS, EQUIPMENT, AND OTHER NON-SEED
INPUTS

Annex A: Glossary contains deﬁnitions of some of the technical terms used in SEADS.

This chapter presents options for providing tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs in a crop-related
crisis response.
In a slow-onset crisis resulting from drought, pests (such as fall armyworm), and diseases (such as wheat
rust), producers typically retain their tools and equipment and remain on their land. However, a multiyear
drought or successive years of severe pest and disease infestations may result in the forced sale of
production assets, such as livestock, tools, equipment, other non-seed inputs, and even land (AKLDP 2016).
Where crop producers are affected by a crisis but retain access to their land, they can typically return to
normal crop production within two to three years, through temporary sharecropping arrangements or
diversifying their cropping to more resilient crops and varieties.
In contrast, the outcome of a rapid-onset or complex crisis may be mixed. For example, crop producers
affected by ﬂood, earthquake, volcanic eruption, typhoon, or conﬂict may not only lose production assets,
but also be displaced from their land and homes. Whether displaced or not, such households may require
support to be able to grow crops again. If they can integrate locally, return, or relocate safely, displaced crop
producers may also require other forms of support to restore former cropping systems.

Links to the SEADS livelihood objectives
Providing tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs relates to all three SEADS livelihood objectives:
1. to provide immediate livelihood beneﬁts to crop-producing households affected by crisis.
2. to protect crop-related livelihoods of households affected by crisis.
3. to rebuild or support crop-related production, infrastructure, and systems to ensure livelihoods for
households affected by crisis.
The livelihood beneﬁts of tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs can only be achieved if crops can be
produced via grains (botanic seeds) or vegetative materials. See Chapter 5: Seed and Seed Systems to
assess this pre-requisite to a tools, equipment, or non-seed input response.
If crop production is possible, and tools, equipment, and non-seed inputs (see Table 6.1) are available,
accessible, and of suitable design and quality (see Table 6.2), crop production can be restored and
protected after the crisis and continue in early recovery. This provides crop producers and their families
with livelihood beneﬁts of food and income (Objectives 1 and 2). Like seed and seed system responses,
tools, equipment, and non-seed input responses can also improve preparedness and disaster risk reduction,
protecting and strengthening crop production into the future (Objectives 2 and 3).
While the provision of tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs may contribute to each of the SEADS
livelihood objectives, it may not be adequate to meet all crop producers’ needs. This is because most
small-scale crop producers are net consumers who depend on diversiﬁed livelihoods (Woodhill et al. 2020).

The importance of providing tools, equipment, and
other non-seed inputs in crisis response
Access to appropriate tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs is critical for crop production. Tools and
equipment enable land preparation, planting, weeding, harvesting, and storage. Soil amendments, including
organic and inorganic chemicals, nurture soil health, protect growing crops, and increase yields. Cash
transfers and access to credit support the seasonal hire of labor and machinery (Sustainable Food Lab

TOOLS, EQUIPMENT, AND OTHER NON-SEED INPUTS

78

2016). Without such inputs and the systems that support them, crop producers would be unable to produce
crops, hunger and poverty would increase, and longer-term sustainable livelihoods would be put at risk.
Table 6.1 gives examples of the tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs that are typically provided in a
crop-related crisis response.
Table 6.1: Crop producers need a range of tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs to support their
livelihoods
Tools

Equipment

Other non-seed inputs

•
•
•
•
•
•

• Work boots
• Protective clothing (for
handling chemicals)
• Crop storage sacks or bins
• Replacement water pumps,
grinding mills, and oil
expellers
• Temporary fencing
materials, including posts,
rails, wire netting, nails, and
staples

• Topsoil
• Sacks (for sack gardens)
• Stones for building terrace
and keyhole gardens
• Soil amendments (ash,
mulch, compost, and lime)
• Organic and inorganic
fertilizer
• Organic and inorganic
pesticides
• Cash and credit for the hire
of seasonal labor,
machinery, and purchase of
fuel for equipment

Hand hoes
Slashers
Sharpening stones
Watering cans
Corn huskers
Winnowing sieves

Providing tools, equipment, and non-seed inputs overcomes four potential constraints, described in Table
6.2. These constraints mirror those in Table 5.1.
Table 6.2: Four types of constraints typically affect crop producers affected by a crisis
Constraint

Characteristics required to overcome the constraint

Availability

An adequate quantity of appropriate tools, equipment, and other non-seed
inputs is available in the area (spatial availability), at the right time to support
seasonal cropping activity (temporal availability), including land preparation,
sowing, weeding, protection, and harvesting

Access

Crop producers and others interested in growing crops for the ﬁrst time acquire
the tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs they need without:
• economic barriers to purchase or barter
• physical barriers, including distance to market, security threats, and
quarantine restrictions
• sociocultural barriers (disability, age, gender, ethnicity, and other biases),
language gaps, and diﬃculty accessing information

Quality

Tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs are adapted to local crop
production systems and have desired and appropriate local traits. See
Minimum Standard 6.5 for details

Design suitability

Tools and equipment meet different crop producers’ (men, women, and
children) preferences
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In addition to supporting the intended recipient, responses also beneﬁt wholesalers, sellers, and other
value-chain actors, as recipient households may seek the services of local blacksmiths and agricultural
engineers for the maintenance, repair, and eventual replacement of tools and equipment. Tools and
equipment may also be used for other livelihood needs, such as to construct and improve housing and
livestock shelters. They can be shared between different households, including those of internally displaced
people and refugees, affected by a crisis (Cullis 2020, Pajot 2020).
Finally, there is increasing evidence that growing food and ﬂowers improves self-esteem and mental health
(Millican et al. 2019, RHS 2021) and builds resilience (Cullis 2020). Recognizing these additional beneﬁts,
an increasing number of humanitarian actors are providing the necessary tools, equipment, and other
non-seed inputs for households affected by crisis to grow crops for food and to grow ﬂowers.

Technical options for supporting tools, equipment,
and other non-seed inputs
This chapter presents three technical options and several sub-options for providing tools, equipment, and
other non-seed inputs in a crisis:

• facilitate access to inputs
• provide inputs
• support formal and informal input systems.
Wherever possible, prefer facilitated access over direct distribution, as the latter should only be used where
markets are not working. Support for formal and informal systems can, over time, strengthen input systems
affected by disasters and support a transition from direct distribution. It may be appropriate to support
different options for different user groups even in the same community. For example, some households
may beneﬁt from commodity vouchers for tools, equipment, or fuel for an irrigation pump. Others, who
need to plant on poorer land, may beneﬁt from compost distribution, while others may beneﬁt from support
to local blacksmiths for improved lightweight tools.
These three technical options were selected based on available evidence of impact from agriculture
responses in humanitarian crisis (SEADS 2021) and on expert opinion. However, evidence did not
disaggregate what caused the impact on livelihoods when a combination of response areas and technical
options was used to address all identiﬁed constraints.
Evidence indicates that combinations of response areas and technical options can lead to crop productivity
increases and improve livelihood outcomes, either through increased food security, reduced food
expenditures, or increased income. See for example, Mollet 2009, FAO 2012a, FAO 2012b, World Bank 2012,
Pretari & Anguko 2019, and Cullis 2020 in the SEADS Evidence Database. As such, the technical options and
guidance in this chapter can also be used when providing household kits for community-led infrastructure
rehabilitation covered in Chapter 7: Crop-related Infrastructure.
Case Study 5.1 (see SEADS website) provides an example of seed and tool provision resulting in extra
months of food self-suﬃciency.

Technical Option 1: Facilitate access
Facilitated access to tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs includes any action that reduces
economic, physical, or sociocultural barriers to access. As a result, crop producers can again prepare their
land, plant, weed, nurture, protect, and harvest increased yields.
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Importantly, a market-based response (see SEADS Principle 1: Use livelihoods-based programming) to
facilitating access to tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs can restore crop production while
supporting local sellers and markets (see MERS). Table 6.3 lists various market-based sub-options and the
access barriers that they address.
Table 6.3: Several sub-options are available to facilitate access to tools, equipment, and non-seed inputs
Technical sub-options

Barriers addressed
Physical

Sociocultural

1.3. Transport subsidies for sellers to transport
inputs to markets close to targeted crop
producers

x

x

1.4. Grants to input sellers to supply internally
displaced people’s camps

x

x

x

x

Economic
1.1. Cash support for producers to purchase
tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs
available in local markets

x

1.2. Cash support for blacksmiths, agricultural
engineers, and sellers to reach disaster-affected
areas

x

1.5. Grant support for input fairs

x

Case Study 6.1 (see SEADS website) illustrates an innovative unconditional cash cost-share arrangement.

Technical Option 2: Provide inputs
Where tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs are unavailable, including in remote, inaccessible, and
insecure areas where markets are non-functional, it may be necessary to procure, transport, and directly
distribute inputs to crop producers affected by crisis.
Humanitarian actors may distribute these inputs, or they may seek the support of local stakeholders, such
as producer cooperatives and women’s groups, to undertake distributions. Engaging local stakeholders not
only builds local capacity, but also may help reduce operational delays that often characterize large-scale
government and humanitarian responses. See SEADS Principle 2: Use a participatory approach in all
aspects of crisis response for more guidance on including local stakeholders in assessment, design, and
implementation.
Case Study 6.2 (see SEADS website) illustrates how direct distribution of fertilizer and hand tools resulted
in production above self-suﬃciency levels in an area where a typhoon had destroyed irrigated rice, coconut,
and other crops.

Technical Option 3: Support to formal and informal input systems
In normal times, service providers and systems provide access to tools, equipment, and other non-seed
inputs for crop producers. Crises may weaken or temporarily end such service provision. They are, however,
seldom destroyed, except in a long-term complex crisis. Where this has happened, support in the form of
grants and loans can help rebuild services and systems. The process of rebuilding is often complex, takes
several years, and may require a mixture of public and private investment.
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Support for service and systems strengthening should be balanced across a range of providers throughout
the different stages of the production cycle (land preparation, improving soil health, crop production,
harvesting, and storage). Grants and credit schemes, technical and skills training for tool and equipment
makers, and support for research and development of adapted tools, equipment, and non-seed inputs are
examples of support to formal and informal systems.

Advantages and disadvantages of each technical
option
The advantages and disadvantages of each technical option for providing tools, equipment, and non-seed
inputs are summarized in Table 6.4.
Table 6.4: Each tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs option has advantages and disadvantages
Disadvantages

Option

Advantages

1. Facilitate
access to inputs

• The use of cash and vouchers
• Cash distributions may not be
improves timely delivery
fully used for the planned
• Supports crop producers’ priorities
procurement of tools, equipment,
and choices
and other non-seed inputs, as
• Cash injections strengthen the local
households affected by a crisis
economy through the multiplier
typically face a range of
effect
competing priorities, including
• Delivery is ﬂexible, including
food, health, and education
through mobile phones, electronic
• Local input fairs require
vouchers, cards (for example,
considerable organization, may
pre-paid, ATM, smart, credit, or debit
delay access to critical inputs,
cards), or cash distributions
reach relatively small numbers,
• Support can be tailored to the
and be inappropriate in areas
different needs of men, women,
affected by conﬂict
children, and marginalized groups
• To meet quantity or quality
• Tools, equipment, and non-seed
requirements, voucher schemes
input choices can be monitored and
may not equitably beneﬁt
inform the design of future
small-scale input sellers, who
programs
cannot provide storage or
transportation or simply because
it is logistically challenging to
contract with a diversity of
vendors

2. Provide inputs

• Distributions can target and reach
remote areas that are poorly
serviced by markets
• Familiar to humanitarian actors and
crop producers facing recurrent
crises
• Process and assistance can be
standardized across contexts
• Possible to reach large numbers of
crisis-affected crop producers
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…continued

• Quality issues can be relatively
easily controlled through spot
checks
• Simplicity of monitoring, including
the number and range of tools,
equipment, and other non-seed
inputs delivered and the number of
recipients

3. Support to
formal and
informal input
systems

• Large-scale responses favor
large-scale operations at the
expense of small-scale, local
input sellers
• Procurement and logistical
challenges, including availability
of storage warehouses, that may
result in delayed distributions and
failure to meet livelihood
objectives
• Direct distributions can become
the norm and undermine local
formal and informal markets,
including those recovering from
crisis
• Large-scale direct distributions
can disrupt systems, reduce
diversity and choice, create
dependency, and stiﬂe innovation

• Support can be tailored to the
• Support can result in the
needs of blacksmiths, agricultural
development of designs and
engineers, and agriculture supply
products that have little or no
stores, including those displaced by
sustained market value
a crisis
• Subsidies can support ineﬃcient
• Support can improve the design of
small business enterprises that
tools and equipment to meet the
are not competitive in normal
needs of different user groups
times
(men, women, and different age
groups)
• Support has a potential multiplier
effect in the local economy
• Support can be tailored to build
relations between local input sellers
and affected crop producers

Timing of tools, equipment, and other non-seed
input technical options
Crop production crisis responses typically take place after essential lifesaving responses are managed. Use
local agriculture calendars to ensure timely support. FAO’s Crop Calendar Information Tool provides online
versions of local calendars (2021). Table 6.5 presents example timelines for implementing the three
technical options across a generic agriculture calendar for maize and beans.
The provision of tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs is time sensitive, as delays can affect crop
growth, health, and yield and because crop producers need to plan and organize required labor ahead of
time. If, due to lack of conﬁdence in a planned input response, they feel unable to plan and organize labor,
they may move scarce labor resources to other economic and livelihood activities, and opportunities are
lost.
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Table 6.5: Timing of tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs technical options to coincide with local
cropping seasons—example of maize and beans production

The phase of the crisis also informs response timing for tools, equipment, and non-seed inputs, as Table
6.6 shows.
For example, in the immediate aftermath of a rapid-onset or complex crisis, priority is rightly given to
lifesaving responses, so support for tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs should be delayed until
basic needs are met.
The response for a slow-onset crisis, such as those caused by drought, pests, or disease, is different. For
multiyear droughts, organizations are often already operational, so providing tools, equipment, and other
non-seed inputs ahead of the next growing season should not pose signiﬁcant challenges. However,
providing such inputs would be inappropriate during the crisis itself and during the recovery phase.
Before committing to a response, whether in a rapid-onset, slow-onset, or complex crisis, consult national
and international meteorological services. If normal conditions are expected, then the response can go
ahead. If, however, the forecast is for poor rains, it may be better to delay the response and wait until the
next forecast for good rains.
State and non-state actors can support and strengthen services and systems for providing tools,
equipment, and other non-seed inputs in all phases of a crisis as long as they do not interfere with the
provision of basic needs.
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Table 6.6: Different tools, equipment, and other non-seed input technical options are relevant at different
phases of a crisis

Decision tree to select technical options
A decision tree can guide your choice of technical options. It prompts you to consider the variables in a
systematic way. Decision tree questions are ordered in terms of priority to program quality.
Answer Question 1 ﬁrst (either “yes” or “no”). The decision tree directs you to a new question based on your
answer. “No” responses indicate that other suitable responses identiﬁed in the response-area identiﬁcation
tool (RAIT) should be considered or that further training or capacity building may be required to answer
“yes” to the questions. As multiple technical options may be appropriate, when one technical option has
been selected the decision tree will lead you to consideration of others.
Your answers should be based on all data at your disposal, but in particular:

• the results of the initial assessment (see Chapter 4: Assessment for Crop-related Crisis Response)
• a theory of change (see Minimum Standard 8.2: Project objectives)
• your organization’s capacity to achieve relevant minimum standards in this chapter (see Annex B).
SEADS recommends that you use a RAIT (see Minimum Standard 4.4: Selecting response areas) before
completing a decision tree. The RAIT will indicate whether tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs
responses are necessary, appropriate, and feasible, and which livelihood objective they may have the
greatest impact on.
Use Figure 6.1 to test whether tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs should be part of a crop-related
response and, if so, which technical options will be most appropriate.
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Figure 6.1: Decision tree for tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs
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Tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs
minimum standards
Minimum Standard 6.1: Assessment and planning
Assessments are conducted to determine the level of interest in returning to crop production; the
need for tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs; and the functionality of local market-based
services and systems.

Key actions

• Carry out initial assessment using participatory approaches to understand the demand for tools,
equipment, and non-seed inputs (see Guidance note 1).
• Ensure staff have relevant technical competencies to understand and utilize key information (see
Guidance note 2).
• Use Appendix 4.1: Example questions to gather initial and technical data and Appendix 6.1: Initial
assessment checklist for tools, equipment, and other non-seed input responses to select assessment
questions.
• Understand acute availability, access, quality, and design quality constraints that impact tools,
equipment, and non-seed inputs used for cropping (see Guidance note 3).
• Link long-standing chronic input needs with development programs (see Guidance note 4).

Guidance notes
1. Initial assessment. The crisis may have resulted in new and different livelihood aspirations (especially
when people are displaced), as hunger is no guarantee of continued interest in or commitment to growing
crops. An initial assessment can identify changed expectations or need for tools, equipment, or non-seed
inputs (see SEADS Principle 1, SEADS Principle 2, and Chapter 4). Appendix 6.1 includes questions that can
be used to assess whether a tools, equipment, and non-seed inputs response will have livelihood beneﬁts.
It is important to assess the needs of different groups, including women, different age groups, and persons
with disabilities, and not necessarily expect them to use tools and equipment designed for men (Cronin
2020). Facilitating cooperation between different user groups and local input service and systems
providers may result in the production of lightweight or specially adapted tools and equipment. Adapted
tools and equipment enable different groups to work more effectively and typically result in less damage to
growing crops. In the same way, different crop producers may have different levels of interest in accessing
soil amendments, organic and inorganic pesticides and fertilizers, and grants and credit to hire seasonal
labor or machinery, or purchase fuel to run irrigation pumps.
Case Study 6.3 (see SEADS website) describes how an imported combine harvester was adapted to ﬁt local
needs.
2. Team competencies. An effective response will depend on an understanding of the frequency of use of
tools, equipment, and non-seed inputs in normal times. It also requires an understanding of the services
and systems that underpin them, including local blacksmiths and agricultural engineers, and that needs
vary across different population groups. Annex B provides guidance on the desired and essential elements
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of team competencies for design, implementation, and evaluation of crop-related responses. Without these
skill sets, key contextual information can be overlooked and the design of planned assistance can be
ﬂawed.
3. Tailored support. Crop producers seldom have the same amount of land, work the same soils, choose
the same crops, have access to the same amount of labor, or use identical non-seed inputs. The same is
true for displaced households. Some may accept access to one or two relatively small containers in which
to establish a small kitchen garden. Others may want to rent plots and ﬁelds from host community
members. Other people in the same camp setting may have little or no experience in growing crops, while
others may be displaced blacksmiths, agricultural engineers, and input sellers. Service providers may be
more interested in re-establishing themselves in their former trades than growing crops. Finally, some
displaced individuals, including those suffering trauma, may be more interested in growing ﬂowers than
crops.
Tailoring tools, equipment, and other non-seed input support to the needs and interests of different
households can meet diverse needs and ensure that inputs are used and value for money is achieved.
Case Study 6.4 (see SEADS website) describes how refugee households increased food availability, access,
and sales following distribution of a tailored bundle of seeds, tools, soil amendments, training, and fencing
materials. The questions in Appendix 6.1 can help to determine those speciﬁc needs.
4. Acute versus chronic constraints. Assessment can help differentiate between acute and chronic needs
(see Appendix 4.1). Crisis responses are not well suited to address chronic unmet tools, equipment, or
non-seed input needs, which are better resolved through longer-term poverty reduction and development
programs.

Minimum Standard 6.2: Identifying technical options and timing
Appropriate tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs are delivered in time for the growing season.

Key actions

• Use the decision tree in Figure 6.1 to select appropriate technical options for the type of crisis and the
agriculture calendar. The options identiﬁed should promote social equity (see Guidance note 1).
• Estimate response costs based on appropriate targeting, real-time costs, and appropriate and safe
delivery mechanism(s) (see Guidance notes 2 and 3).
• Devise a timeline for the identiﬁed response and assess and address potential bottlenecks that might
delay delivery (see Guidance note 4).
• Identify and reduce protection risks that might arise from the identiﬁed response (see Guidance note 5).

Guidance notes
1. Participatory approaches and social equity. SEADS Principle 2 and Chapter 4 provide more detail on
participatory approaches and emphasize the importance of inclusive participation. Conﬁrm the
appropriateness of the technical option(s) selected, considering whether longer-term development
assistance is available to planned recipients.
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2. Scale of assistance. Having identiﬁed potential technical options, the next step is to calculate the cost
and tailor the scale of assistance, in terms of the cost per recipient (depth of response) and the number of
recipients (breadth of response). To do this, consider the full costs of the response, including procurement,
transport, and operational support. Operational costs in crisis contexts may ﬂuctuate and be inﬂated. The
MERS Asset Distribution Standard 1 provides useful guidance.
3. Targeting. Design a real-time participatory approach to targeting based on a comprehensive
understanding of social and cultural norms. Community-based targeting typically provides a more effective
means of ensuring the appropriate and full distribution of assistance to all vulnerable groups (see SEADS
Principle 2).
4. Delivery bottlenecks. Delays in delivering tools, equipment, and non-seed inputs can result in a failure
to meet livelihood objectives. Such delays are particularly problematic when tools for land preparation are
involved and a cropping season is put at risk. Delays are common in areas of conﬂict and remote locations
where roads are poor and the cost of transport higher, so it helps to anticipate and plan for them.
5. Do no harm. A crisis, particularly a complex crisis that is compounded by conﬂict and violence, typically
results in theft, looting, coercion, exploitation, deprivation, and sexual violence. For people recovering from
trauma, it is important that the delivery of tools, equipment, and non-seed inputs does not put them at
further risk and that participatory decision making ensures appropriate delivery systems (see the
Protection Principles in the Sphere Handbook).

Minimum Standard 6.3: Market-based services and systems support
Preference is given to the provision of appropriate tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs
through market-based services and systems.

Key actions

• Use livelihoods-based programming to inform delivery options (see Guidance notes 1 and 2).
• Ensure responses foster vibrant local services and systems that ensure longer-term choice of tools,
equipment, and other non-seed inputs (see Guidance note 3).
• Use specialist advisory support for the design of responses (see Guidance note 4).

Guidance notes
1. Livelihoods-based approach. Use a livelihoods approach to consider all aspects of the cropping
system, including availability of and access to land through the entire cropping season, soil health, access
to appropriate tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs, and existing market-based services and
systems (see SEADS Principle 1). The Emergency Market Mapping and Analysis Toolkit (Albu 2010) can help
highlight strengths and weaknesses in tools, equipment, and other non-seed input markets, services, and
systems.
2. Market choice. Crop producers are familiar with markets, and many routinely attend weekly local
markets. Those who do are typically comfortable with selecting tools, equipment, and other non-seed
inputs. The appropriateness of a market-based delivery mechanism depends on factors such as availability
of household labor, cash, and credit. The wider the choice, the more likely markets are to have a positive
impact on livelihoods.
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3. Local versus external service and systems strengthening. Experience suggests that cash-based
responses can be biased towards larger tools, equipment, and non-seed input companies over local
blacksmiths, agricultural engineers, and agriculture supply stores, who cannot achieve required levels of
scale. Direct distributions particularly beneﬁt external value-chain actors and do not support local services
and systems. Where it is not possible to use local value-chain actors to facilitate access or directly
distribute tools, equipment, and non-seed inputs, it may be possible to support them through grants,
improved access to credit, and support for research and innovation.
4. Humanitarian bundling. Tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs are typically a component of a
larger bundle of humanitarian assistance that might include cash and/or food assistance, shelter, other
non-food items, and seeds. Where distributed with other assistance, involving specialists (such as crop
specialists and agricultural engineers familiar with crisis contexts) in the design of non-seed inputs
responses results in improved outcomes. See Annex B for desired and essential competencies.
Case Study 6.5 (see SEADS website) describes how agriculture specialists working on longer-term projects
in the region developed a responsive package of assistance that supported internally displaced people to
produce food and make impressive food security gains.

Minimum Standard 6.4: Choice of tools, equipment, and other non-seed
inputs
Tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs are appropriate for local agro-ecological conditions and
adapted for different users.

Key actions

• Ensure that tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs are tailored to the needs of households with
different labor availability and capacities (see Guidance notes 1 and 2).
• Conﬁrm donor and host government acceptability of selected tools, equipment, and other non-seed
inputs (see Guidance note 3).
• Carefully consider the beneﬁts of introducing new tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs in a
crop-related crisis response (see Guidance note 4).
• Assess the need for training to ensure the appropriate use of inputs (see Guidance note 5).

Guidance notes
1. Livelihood objectives. Tailor tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs to meet the SEADS livelihood
objectives (see Table 2.1 and SEADS Principle 1). This might result in the delivery of different packages for
men, women, different age groups, and marginalized groups. For example, one package might be tailored to
support early beneﬁts and another to support the longer-term rebuilding of cropping systems affected by
the crisis. Providing hand tools for land preparation and planting, or providing cash for fuel for an irrigation
pump to support a standing crop, is more time sensitive than providing compost or other amendments that
build soil health over time.
2. Household preferences. Households recovering from a rapid-onset or complex crisis may choose to
plant different crops and varieties than they did before the crisis. Their needs for tools and equipment may
similarly change. Conﬁrming current needs and priorities of different households, including the needs and
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priorities of women, child-headed, and marginalized families, is therefore important (see the Protection
Principles in the Sphere Handbook and SEADS Principle 2). Consider the weight of tools, as those that are
too heavy for the user typically result in handling injuries and damage to growing crops.
3. Context acceptability. Different donors and host governments may have different requirements,
restrictions, and regulations to govern the use of organic and inorganic amendments, fertilizers, and
pesticides. The initial assessment can include aspects of acceptability and support adaptation to different
restrictions and regulations and ensure input package acceptability. It may be necessary to distribute
packages of tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs—including fuel for irrigation pumps—in several
rounds so key inputs are available on time. For equipment that can be temporary or permanent, consider
factors such as how long targeted participants will be in the crop production location or whether temporary
equipment can be modiﬁed later to become more permanent. Chapter 7 provides guidance on permanent
infrastructure and Chapter 8 of the Livestock Emergency Guidelines and Standards on livestock shelter and
settlement includes considerations for deciding on temporary or permanent infrastructure.
4. Traditional versus modern. Crop producers typically have strong preferences for tools, equipment, and
other non-seed inputs, shaped by years of experience. Ensuring that tools of choice are available, including
traditional designs, is important. This may be particularly important for people that have suffered trauma,
as familiar inputs may have mental health beneﬁts. In other cases, working with women, children, and
marginalized groups to improve the design of tools and equipment may result in the production of
improved, lightweight tools that are more appropriate for them. Supporting increased choice may help more
households achieve SEADS Livelihood Objective 1. Likewise, consider providing choice when replacing
wear parts of irrigation pumps to assess the possibility of upgrades and green technology. Note that wear
parts of irrigation pumps may be part of permanent infrastructure that needs rehabilitation, which is
covered in Chapter 7.
5. Training and capacity building. Design training and capacity-building support to ﬁll essential
knowledge gaps, including the appropriate and safe use of soil amendments, fertilizers, and pesticides
(both organic and inorganic). Tailor all training and capacity building to the needs and interests of different
groups (men, women, children, and marginalized groups) using participatory training techniques. Local
sellers and extension services can provide useful guidance and support, including appropriate handling of
agro-chemicals (see SEADS Principle 4: Selecting response areas).

Minimum Standard 6.5: Input quality
Tools, equipment, and other non-seed input responses meet the minimum quality required by
crop-producing communities, practitioners, and donor organizations.

Key actions

• Conﬁrm the quality of the tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs are at least as good as crop
producers are routinely used to and therefore are acceptable (see Guidance notes 1 and 2).
• Allow adequate time to check tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs at the point of distribution,
and be prepared to reject bad-quality inputs (see Guidance note 2).
• Ensure that all chemicals are properly labeled in the local language (see Guidance note 3).
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Guidance notes
1. Aspects of quality. Tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs should perform at or above
anticipated levels and be suﬃciently durable to ensure a long service life with normal use. In the same way
that quality tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs can have a positive impact on livelihoods, poorquality inputs threaten impacts. Breakages may result in personal injury. The initial assessment and
technical analyses should therefore establish quality criteria and screen out sellers who do not meet them.
Equally important quality issues are associated with the distribution of other non-seed inputs, such as
topsoil, soil amendments, fertilizers, and pesticides. Topsoil should be as described, and not poorer-quality
sub-soil, and soil amendments need to be of high quality to enrich poor soil and build soil health. Fertilizers
and pesticides also need to be of high quality, not exceeding the expiration date or stored in poor
conditions. Do not distribute fertilizers and pesticides that do not meet agreed quality criteria.
2. Quality checking. Planning a small number of spot checks at procurement, distribution, and
periodically through the life of the response can address quality issues and also maintenance, repair, and
replacement needs.
3. Labeling. Whether organic or inorganic, fertilizers and pesticides should be clearly labeled, including
guidance on recommended application rates and safe use. Labeling should be in the local language and be
clear in written and pictorial form, so everyone in the community can learn how to protect themselves and
the environment.
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Appendix 6.1: Initial assessment checklist for tools,
equipment, and other non-seed input responses
These are suggested questions to ask when planning a tools, equipment, and other non-seed input
response. The objective is to ensure that the minimum data are collected for assessment and response
identiﬁcation so that the tools, equipment, and other non-seed input response meets the SEADS minimum
standards. None of the questions is mandatory. Adapt the list to suit the context.

Context
1. What key tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs for each of the primary and secondary crops do
different households require, from land preparation to harvesting (according to wealth, and
men/women/child-headed households)?
2. What are the normal market service providers and systems that make tools, equipment, and other
non-seed inputs available?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Who produces them?
Where are they produced?
How are they transported?
Who is involved in the transport and sale at each stage?
How accessible are they to different wealth groups and men/women/children?

Crisis context
1. What are the main tools, equipment, and other non-seed input constraints to producing crops safely?
2. What tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs are most needed to ensure that affected crop
producers can produce preferred crops through to harvest?
3. Are these tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs available in local markets, and are there any risks
to speciﬁc groups in accessing markets?
4. Do any of the response options result in increased risks for any group (men, women, children,
marginalized groups)? How can risks be mitigated?

Response identiﬁcation and timing
1. Have those people who need tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs been adequately deﬁned?
Have the needs of men, women, children, and marginalized groups been deﬁned?
2. Is the planned response option acceptable to the recipients including men/women and children and
other marginalized groups?
3. If access to or provision of tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs is selected:
a. Do the draft implementation timelines address bottlenecks and ensure delivery of tools, equipment,
and other non-seed inputs in time for the sowing season?
b. Are the tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs of similar quality to inputs that are routinely
used and accepted?
c. Is the quality also acceptable to donors, governments, and practitioners?
4. Do the objectives and proposed response strategy address the tools, equipment, and other non-seed
input constraint(s)?
5. Does the lead implementing institution have the required livelihoods, market, and technical expertise
and capacity to achieve SEADS livelihood objectives?
6. Have possible unintended impacts and the necessary adjustments been considered?
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CHAPTER 7:
CROP-RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE

Annex A: Glossary contains deﬁnitions of some of the technical terms used in SEADS.

This chapter provides options for rehabilitation of crop-related infrastructure. Rehabilitation includes the
repair, rebuilding, replacement, or protection of temporary or permanent crop-related infrastructure used by
individual households or groups of households in a community. Crop-related infrastructure includes
buildings and property used for the production, transport, storage, and marketing of crops. Examples
include greenhouses, shades, irrigation works, ponds, dams, roads, bridges, fencing, market stalls, silos,
and warehouses.
Different types of crisis affect crop-related infrastructure in different ways:

• A rapid-onset crisis, such as ﬂoods, earthquakes, and typhoons, can damage or destroy infrastructure,
preventing users from continuing their livelihood activities.
• A complex crisis can affect infrastructure in a similar way to a rapid-onset crisis, but multiple issues
happen simultaneously. If conventional war is an element of a complex crisis, crop-related infrastructure
may become unusable due to direct damage and remnants of war, such as landmines and unexploded
ordnance.
• A slow-onset crisis, such as drought, can lead to the accumulation of dust, silt, and debris, which causes
irrigation infrastructure malfunction when the water ﬂows again.

Links to the SEADS livelihood objectives
Rehabilitating crop-related infrastructure relates to all three of the SEADS livelihood objectives:
1. to provide immediate livelihood beneﬁts to crop-producing households affected by crisis.
2. to protect crop-related livelihoods of households affected by crisis.
3. to rebuild or support crop-related production, infrastructure, and systems to ensure livelihoods for
households affected by crisis.
The extent to which rehabilitating crop-related infrastructure contributes to each objective depends on
when it occurs in the crop production cycle. Infrastructure rehabilitation always contributes to Objective 3,
as this objective is the least time sensitive.
Whether rehabilitation has an immediate impact on crop production depends on the time of the year. Some
infrastructure rehabilitation, when implemented in the aftermath of a crisis, can have an immediate impact
on crop-related livelihoods. Activities such as cleaning an irrigation canal, repairing terraces, demining, and
clearing debris can therefore contribute directly to Objective 1.
Objective 2 relates to livelihood protection, which can best be done during the preparedness phase by
reinforcing infrastructure to make it less vulnerable to hazards (for example, retroﬁtting buildings or
repairing lightly damaged infrastructure to prevent further deterioration), locating it in places of lower
vulnerability, or increasing the capacity of water reservoirs to protect crops against droughts. In a conﬂict
context, rehabilitating infrastructure in an inclusive way and supporting crop-related livelihoods that
promote trade and communication among different parties will also contribute to Objective 2.
The minimum standards in this chapter focus on:

• avoiding further asset deterioration or losses and ensuring continued production.
• ensuring and increasing future production and ability to withstand future shocks.
• improving preparedness and recovery by linking to long-term development.
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The importance of crop-related infrastructure in
crisis response
Crop-related infrastructure is essential at all stages of the crop production cycle. For example:

• Irrigation, terracing, and fencing are essential for crop production.
• Transport and market infrastructure promote linkages between producers and value-chain actors at
different stages of the crop production cycle.
• Storage infrastructure and shade structures maintain the quality of inputs and products, and protect
equipment and machinery.
Rehabilitating crop-related infrastructure after a crisis may also bring temporary and permanent
employment opportunities, increasing the potential of infrastructure rehabilitation to contribute to the
recovery of affected communities. Rehabilitation presents an opportunity to make infrastructure less
vulnerable to natural or human-induced hazards by considering existing vulnerabilities based on past
experiences and predicting and preparing for future hazards.
Rehabilitating crop-related infrastructure requires materials, labor, and technical knowledge and skills. If the
required rehabilitation exceeds the affected community’s capacity in one or more of these three areas, local
government, humanitarian actors, or specialized sub-contractors may need to be involved.
Table 7.1 lists examples of infrastructure used at each stage of crop production, issues that may result
from a crisis, and possible solutions.
Case Study 7.1 (see SEADS website) provides an example of how rehabilitating a water-harvesting
structure can improve crop-related livelihoods.

Technical options for supporting crop-related
infrastructure
This chapter presents two technical options and several sub-options for rehabilitating crop-related
infrastructure:

• Facilitate community-led infrastructure rehabilitation.
• Lead and implement direct infrastructure rehabilitation.
These two technical options were selected based on available evidence of impact from agriculture
responses in humanitarian crisis (SEADS 2021) and on expert opinion. However, evidence did not
disaggregate what caused the impact on livelihoods when a combination of response areas and technical
options was used. Productivity increases may also result from a combination of response areas.
Evidence indicates that combinations of response areas and technical options can improve livelihood
outcomes, either through increased food security, reduced food expenditures, or increased income. See, for
example, Mollet 2011, Walter et al. 2017, ICRC 2019, and Trust Consultancy & Development 2020 in the
SEADS Evidence Database.
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CROP-RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE

Table 7.1: Different infrastructure rehabilitation solutions can address issues throughout the crop production cycle
Crop production
stage
Pre-production

Production

Post-production

Issue

Infrastructure solution

Existing crop-related infrastructure is vulnerable to
crisis

Protect and retroﬁt to reduce vulnerability

Gullies are created or deepened, and terraces are
broken, leading to erosion and loss of soil

Repair terraces and ﬁll gullies

Debris, mines, and unexploded ordnance make it
diﬃcult or impossible to prepare land and irrigation

Clear ﬁelds and irrigation canals of debris, mines, and
unexploded ordnance

Access to land and infrastructure is impossible due to
damage, destruction, or the presence of mines and
unexploded ordnance

Rehabilitate or demine roads, bridges, culverts, and
other crop-related infrastructure to ensure safe access

Access to input sellers is impossible or restricted

Repair and rebuild marketplaces and access roads

Livestock invade ﬁelds, compacting soil and eating
crops

Repair or provide permanent fences

Machinery, equipment, and inputs need to be stored
safely

Repair or rebuild shades, warehouses, and silos

Excess water on soil does not allow roots to breathe

Rehabilitate drainage infrastructure

Lack of water for crops to grow

Rehabilitate irrigation infrastructure (Muthigani et al.
2010)

Lack of heat and humidity for crops to grow faster or
off season

Rehabilitate greenhouses

Harvest cannot be transported, as roads are not
passable

Rehabilitate or rebuild roads, bridges, and culverts

Harvest needs to be stored for consumption by the
community or until it is sold

Repair, rebuild, or reinforce warehouses and silos

Marketplaces are destroyed by the crisis so the
community has no proper place to sell the harvest

Repair, rebuild, or reinforce market stalls (Marocchino
2009)
Rehabilitate interior market roads and drainage
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Technical Option 1: Facilitate community-led infrastructure rehabilitation
Three sub-options are available:
1.1. Provide the required tools, materials, or funds for the rehabilitation, either as household kits (for
crop-related infrastructure at household level) or for the whole community (for community
infrastructure, to be managed by local leadership). This sub-option contributes to localization, in line
with the Grand Bargain. Coordination with support to crop production through tools, equipment, and
other non-seed inputs (Chapter 6: Tools, Equipment, and Other Non-seed Inputs) is essential to ensure
relevance of this sub-option and achievement of livelihood impacts.
1.2. Provide legal and technical assistance to secure sustainable access to and use of the infrastructure
by all users and to ensure the infrastructure meets the required technical standards. This support can
be provided at the household or community level.
1.3. Facilitate employment schemes to complete the rehabilitation. This option is usually most suitable for
rehabilitation projects requiring unskilled manual labor in a context of relative stability after a crisis,
when the community has a long-term perspective for the rehabilitation work.
Case Study 7.2 (see SEADS website) shows how rehabilitating irrigation schemes can be implemented
through a cash-for-work approach.

Technical Option 2: Lead and implement direct infrastructure rehabilitation
This option is likely to be effective in complex or costly rehabilitation projects or because the local policies
and laws require it. Two sub-options are available:
2.1. Organizations do the rehabilitation work themselves, as they have the technical capacity to procure
materials and hire and manage skilled laborers.
Case Study 7.3 (see SEADS website) presents an example of direct assistance by the International
Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) to rehabilitate greenhouses in the Gaza Strip.
2.2. Organizations hire private contractors to do the rehabilitation work.
Option 2 and its sub-options can be used for permanent infrastructure if required, but it is particularly well
suited to households in need of livelihood support in an unstable context (for example, internally displaced
people, refugees, conﬂict). In such situations, a rapid rehabilitation can be done if directed by the
organization. Option 2 is also likely to be the most feasible for demining, which requires speciﬁc equipment
and skills and technical knowledge of military tactics and weapons.

Advantages and disadvantages of each technical
option
Both technical options ensure that humanitarian principles and livelihood objectives are respected. They
incorporate the need to build back better while considering climate change adaptation, local traditional
techniques, and local materials and laws. Both options also require operations and maintenance systems
to ensure the long-term sustainability of the rehabilitated infrastructure. The advantages and disadvantages
of each option are summarized in Table 7.2.
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Table 7.2: Each crop-related infrastructure option has advantages and disadvantages
Advantages

Disadvantages

1. Facilitate
community-led
rehabilitation

• Increased community
ownership
• Builds on traditional
community-based systems
• Reduced cost due to
community contributions
(labor, materials)
• Opportunities for capacity
building, not only at technical
level, but also in local
people’s management and
leadership
• Might be more sustainable if
maintenance remains with
communities

• May be more diﬃcult to manage if
there is conﬂict or tension among
different groups in the community
or restrictions that limit
participation of people according
to their ethnicity, gender, religion,
or disability
• May keep people away from their
own livelihoods or from temporary
migration to earn higher income in
urban areas or neighboring
countries
• May not be possible because the
people in the community are busy
with their livelihoods or have
temporarily migrated
• May present unacceptable safety
risks to community members
unless they have technical
knowledge of mines and
unexploded ordnance

2. Lead and
implement direct
rehabilitation

• Easier to implement a more
inclusive scheme
• Can ensure humanitarian
standards in respect of labor
law, safety norms, child labor,
and equal and fair wages
• Builds local capacities if local
people are hired
• Can establish a
comprehensive operations
and maintenance system to
ensure sustainability
• Easier to arrange, supervise,
and manage
• Can plan and guarantee the
quality of the rehabilitation
• Easier to arrange a high level
of skills and equipment if
required
• Opportunity to bring new,
improved technologies to the
community

• May undermine traditional
community-based systems and
create dependency on support
• May compete with local
organizations or companies that
could also do the rehabilitation
• If done through a sub-contractor
from outside the community, the
resources paid go out of the
community
• If a private contractor is used, the
possibility of local capacity
building is small
• It is diﬃcult to create a
comprehensive operations and
maintenance system, as the
organization’s involvement is
limited to short-term contract
compliance and supervision
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Timing of crop-related infrastructure technical
options
Rehabilitating crop-related infrastructure usually starts in early recovery after a crisis, once essential
lifesaving responses are in place or routinely managed. However, if the rehabilitation provides labor
opportunities for unskilled workers in the affected community, then in-kind payments or cash and voucher
assistance can enable people to meet their basic needs, and the rehabilitation work could be done early in
the response.
For a rapid-onset crisis, retroﬁtting and protection of crop-related infrastructure prior to an expected crisis
might be appropriate. Emergency preparedness and early actions can be implemented where a crisis can
be predicted or anticipated, such as typhoons and earthquakes.
In a slow-onset crisis, such as a drought, it is sensible to increase the capacity of water deposits and
reservoirs for irrigation.
In a complex crisis, there is a risk that rehabilitated infrastructure may be repeatedly damaged. This is
particularly the case with conﬂicts and civil unrest where people’s livelihoods are targeted. Therefore,
conditions need to be stable enough to reduce the risk of recurrent damage.
Table 7.3: Different crop-related infrastructure options are relevant at different phases of a crisis response
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The legal and technical assistance sub-option (Technical Option 1.2) might be needed before the
rehabilitation work starts to ensure that all stakeholders understand the requirements, with particular
attention to the most vulnerable groups. Unlike other technical options, this assistance may continue into
recovery if future hazards are anticipated. If they are, assistance should be coordinated with development
projects.
Table 7.3 summarizes the most effective timing for rehabilitating crop-related infrastructure in different
phases of a crisis.
The crop production cycle has less inﬂuence on infrastructure rehabilitation timing than the phase of the
crisis or forecasts of future hazards. Nevertheless, infrastructure rehabilitation may require signiﬁcant
community labor, and thus it should avoid times of peak local labor demand, such as the harvest, or of
seasonal migration to urban areas or abroad for work. Use seasonal agriculture and labor calendars to
identify peak periods. Eﬃciencies can be gained in implementation by timing infrastructure rehabilitation
support with other types of crop-related response. For safety reasons, the removal of mines and
unexploded ordnance may need to be done well before the agricultural season.
Rehabilitation work is usually better done during dry periods as the rain disturbs the work and it takes
longer for construction work to dry during the rainy season.
Table 7.4 presents example timelines for infrastructure rehabilitation against the stages of crop production.
Table 7.4: Different crop-related infrastructure options are relevant at different stages of the agriculture
calendar
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Decision tree to select technical options
A decision tree can guide your choice of technical options. It prompts you to consider the variables in a
systematic way. Decision tree questions are ordered in terms of priority to program quality.
Answer Question 1 ﬁrst (either “yes” or “no”). The decision tree directs you to a new question based on your
answer. “No” responses indicate that other suitable responses identiﬁed in the Response-area identiﬁcation
tool (RAIT) should be considered or that further training or capacity building may be required to answer
“yes” to the questions.
Your answers should be based on all data at your disposal, but in particular:

• the results of the initial assessment (see Chapter 4: Initial Assessment for Crop-related Crisis Response)
• a theory of change (see Minimum Standard 8.2: Project objectives)
• your organization’s capacity to achieve relevant minimum standards in this chapter (see Annex B).
SEADS recommends that you complete a RAIT (see Minimum Standard 4.4: Selecting response areas)
before completing a decision tree. The RAIT will indicate whether crop-related infrastructure responses are
necessary, appropriate, and feasible, and which livelihood objective they may have the greatest impact on.
Use Figure 7.1 to test whether crop-related infrastructure should be part of a crop-related response and, if
so, which technical options will be most appropriate.

Crop-related infrastructure minimum standards
Minimum Standard 7.1: Assessment and planning
Assessment identiﬁes the key infrastructure rehabilitation needs and the technical requirements for
implementing.

Key actions

• Identify the key infrastructure constraints as well as factors to consider in determining the most
appropriate and timely response (see Guidance notes 1, 2, and 3).
• Consider the positive and negative environmental impacts of the infrastructure rehabilitation (see
Guidance note 3).
• Understand the local legislation, preferred construction techniques, materials, and building codes. Use
them for the design and planning of the rehabilitation work (see Guidance notes 3 and 4).
• Understand existing ownership and access inequalities and consider ways to overcome them (see
Guidance note 5).
• Collect the relevant information to build back better so that the rehabilitation work reduces vulnerability
to future crises (see Guidance notes 6 and 7).
• Ensure staff have relevant technical competencies and provide training to ﬁll gaps (see Annex B).
• Use Appendix 4.1: Example questions to gather initial and technical data and Appendix 7.1: Initial
assessment checklist for crop-related infrastructure responses to select assessment questions.
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Figure 7.1: Decision tree for crop-related infrastructure
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Guidance notes
1. Initial assessment. Assess the context for crop-related infrastructure rehabilitation, including the level
of damage to critical crop-related infrastructure as a result of the crisis and the community’s capacity to
support rehabilitation work. Consult broadly to understand ownership, access, and use of the infrastructure.
Clarify who will beneﬁt from the rehabilitation work and how the crisis response will help those most
vulnerable meet their basic needs and/or recover their livelihoods (see SEADS Principle 2: Use a
participatory approach in all aspects of crisis response and Chapter 4).
2. Market assessment. As a component of initial assessment, a market assessment is an opportunity to
collect relevant information on materials and services available locally for the rehabilitation work. This
includes information about seasonal labor availability and demand, wages, construction materials, and
local contractors in the market. For planning the rehabilitation, it’s useful to have information on labor and
resource availability, cost, and quality, as well as on the reliability of supply. That information allows you to
avoid creating scarcity at the local level.
3. Environmental assessment. Initial assessment should include information about relevant
environmental aspects regarding the location of the infrastructure, sourcing of tools, equipment, and
materials, and management and disposal of any by-products and debris. Understand and comply with local
environmental legislation and avoid negative impacts on the environment (see SEADS Principle 4: Consider
climate change and minimize environmental impacts).
4. Local legislation, norms, and building codes. The assessment should provide an understanding of
local practices, traditions, techniques, technology, norms, and speciﬁcations for infrastructure construction
and rehabilitation. This will identify potential constraints posed by some response options and can identify
the need for legal advice to clarify technical requirements and issues relating to ownership of, access to,
and use of crop-related infrastructure. Such information will also be useful when organizing operations and
maintenance post-rehabilitation.
5. Equity. Historical inequalities in the community will probably be reﬂected in the location of, ownership
of, and access to crop-related infrastructure. For example, it is probably located closer to wealthier, more
inﬂuential members of the community. By comparison, more vulnerable users will typically live farther away
from the infrastructure, increasing their travel costs, time, and exposure to protection risks. Ownership and
access may also be limited by gender and ethnicity. It is diﬃcult to change and challenge sociocultural
norms in a crisis response, particularly one characterized by existing conﬂict. However, understanding the
power system that created those sociocultural norms may help to increase inclusiveness and promote
some actions to address them (see SEADS Principle 1: Use livelihoods-based programming).
6. Build back better. Infrastructure rehabilitation is an opportunity to provide the community with better
and more resilient infrastructure that can withstand future crises. Building codes deﬁne how strong and
resilient the infrastructure should be. The assessment should identify the relevant codes from the local
legislation and use them for planning and design. Building back better can also include consideration of
opportunities to improve technologies, especially consideration of green technologies, such as replacing a
diesel-engine pump with a solar-powered pump. While many donors tend to prioritize rehabilitation,
especially in protracted crises where the infrastructure no longer exists, new construction can enable faster
recovery and provide a foundation for development.
7. Disaster risk mapping. Within a community, some locations are more vulnerable to certain hazards
than others (for example, ﬂood plains or a location near a gasoline deposit). The assessment should map
all these risks and vulnerability to hazards so that they are considered in the response design and planning
(CRS 2017).
Sometimes, governments may revise policies after a crisis to reduce impacts should a similar crisis occur
again. For example, after the Indian Ocean earthquake and tsunami in 2004, the Sri Lankan government
created a buffer zone to prevent organizations from rehabilitating close to the sea. New and revised
regulations have an important impact on any rehabilitation plan.
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Climate change will lead to increasingly frequent and powerful crises. Therefore, assessments made on the
basis of previous events may be misleading because the next event may be more extreme. Use Climate
change projections done by a reputable institution or the government to design and plan an appropriate
response. Be aware that building codes may be revised in response to those same predictions.

Minimum Standard 7.2: Technical speciﬁcations
The rehabilitated infrastructure is safe, meets the required local technical speciﬁcations, and is
appropriate for the intended use.

Key actions

• Conﬁrm that the identiﬁed technical option complies with the applicable planning and building codes,
material speciﬁcations, and quality speciﬁcations (see Guidance notes 1 and 2).
• Increase the technical capacity of local people, which will increase the sustainability of the rehabilitation
and reduce the need for external assistance in the future (see Guidance note 3).
• Build back better and promote safe rehabilitation practices to meet needs and reduce future risks (see
Guidance note 4).
• Establish an appropriate project management system and establish an operations and maintenance
system for sustainability of the infrastructure (see Guidance note 5).
• Assess environmental baseline conditions and identify available local resources and environmental
hazards. Minimize negative environmental impacts during infrastructure rehabilitation, operation, and
eventual decommissioning. Incorporate an environmental management plan into operations and
maintenance procedures (see Guidance note 6).
• Coordinate with other organizations to optimize infrastructure rehabilitation practices and local
livelihood opportunities (see Guidance note 7).

Guidance notes
1. Local building codes. Local building codes should reﬂect local culture, climatic conditions, resources,
local materials, and maintenance capacities, as well as accessibility and affordability. For household-level
infrastructure, ensure that infrastructure rehabilitation allows users to meet the required codes and
speciﬁcations. Where there are no existing speciﬁcations, use United Nations standards. Establish
minimum speciﬁcations in collaboration with the local authorities and relevant stakeholders to ensure they
meet safety and performance requirements. Where relevant and possible, relocate crop-related
infrastructure to avoid future damage or destruction from future crises. If the location cannot be changed,
consider opportunities to apply speciﬁcations beyond those in any existing building codes.
2. Sourcing materials. Sourcing materials locally may affect the local economy, environment, or
availability of labor. Sometimes adequate materials may not be available locally and other alternatives may
need to be used. If this happens, consider the impact of using materials that are unfamiliar to the local
culture. Ensure that environmental concerns are addressed and promote reuse of salvaged materials.
Select the most sustainable materials among the viable options. Prefer those that do not deplete local
natural resources or contribute to long-term environmental damage (see SEADS Principle 4).
3. Local competencies and participation. Infrastructure rehabilitation should be compatible with local
practices. That requires ongoing engagement with people affected by the crisis (see SEADS Principle 2).
Training programs and apprenticeship schemes can maximize opportunities for affected people to
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participate directly in infrastructure rehabilitation. Provide opportunities for women and persons with
disabilities to participate. People less able to undertake physical tasks can contribute to complementary
activities such as site monitoring. Training and awareness-raising builds technical capacity among the
affected populations, local authorities, local building professionals, skilled and unskilled labor, landlords,
and local partners. In locations vulnerable to seasonal or cyclical hazards, involve local experts who have
knowledge of and experience with local rehabilitation practices, building codes, and suitable materials.
Case Study 7.4 (see SEADS website) illustrates how active involvement and participation increases
competencies at the community level.
4. Build back better. Initial assessment should identify why the infrastructure failed or was damaged or
destroyed. It should also identify ways to avoid this failure, damage, or destruction happening again. This
requires an understanding of the vulnerability of the infrastructure location to similar future events.
Consider the impact of climate change based on existing studies and projections. climate change may
have an additional negative impact on vulnerability to hazards, which will require additional protection. The
assessment may suggest that moving the infrastructure to another location is an option for reducing future
vulnerability.
5. Project management. Develop a rehabilitation plan or calendar that includes target milestones and start
and completion dates. The schedule should note the onset of seasonal weather and include a contingency
plan for unforeseen events. Set up a management and monitoring system for materials, labor, and site
supervision. This should address sourcing, procurement, transportation, handling, and administration
throughout the process. Develop a comprehensive operations and maintenance plan to ensure effective
long-term operation. Key components of a plan include users’ participation, deﬁning roles and
responsibilities, and having a cost-recovery or cost-sharing plan. For repairs, check that materials and spare
parts are available in the market, as well as local technicians with the skills to make the required repairs.
6. Environmental protection. Environmental protection associated with infrastructure rehabilitation
should reﬂect SEADS Principle 4. For example, stabilize the soil by retaining vegetation, using natural
contours for roads, pathways, and drainage networks, and establishing drainage systems under roadways
or planted earth banks. Debris management activities immediately after the crisis should promote safe
disposal or reuse, depending on local attitudes and the proximity of businesses willing to purchase the
debris. Minimize the use of non-renewable energy and promote the use of renewable energy sources.
Include energy-eﬃcient designs using passive approaches for heating and cooling.
7. Linkages to other humanitarian standards. Rehabilitating crop-related infrastructure might overlap with
other humanitarian actions. Consider the potential implications and synergies as well as relevant
humanitarian standards (see SEADS Principle 5: Establish coordinated responses). For example,
rehabilitating irrigation infrastructure and water deposits for livelihoods use may increase access to
potable water. However, it may also create breeding places for disease vectors, such as mosquitos.
Infrastructure rehabilitation is also likely to beneﬁt from close cooperation with organizations engaged in
shelter and settlements projects.

Minimum Standard 7.3: Location, lifetime, and timing
Crop-related rehabilitated infrastructure is located in the right place at the right time and meets the
required lifetime for its users.

Key actions

• Decide if the infrastructure should be temporary or permanent (see Guidance note 1).
• Locate the infrastructure in the most suitable place from a functional, accessibility, protection, and
equity perspective (see Guidance notes 2 and 3).
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• Time the infrastructure rehabilitation so it is available, accessible, and ready to use at the right time (see
Guidance notes 4 and 5).

Guidance notes
1. Lifetime requirements of the infrastructure. Crop-related infrastructure may be required for a deﬁned
period of time or for as long as possible. For instance, refugees or internally displaced people may be in a
camp for several months or years, giving them the opportunity to grow and market crops; for that they need
crop-related infrastructure on a temporary basis. Temporary infrastructure may also be appropriate for a
community affected by a complex crisis, as the additional investment required for permanent infrastructure
may be diﬃcult to justify given that it could be again damaged or destroyed during the crisis. The decision
on which option to choose should be based on the initial assessment, the technical options available, and
beneﬁt-cost analysis. The rehabilitation of permanent infrastructure typically requires the use of specialized
technology, a longer implementation timeframe, strong community participation, and linkages to the
sustainable development of the community. At the same time, it should contribute to or ﬁt into the national
development plan. Permanent infrastructure should have an agreed lifespan and a decommissioning plan,
ideally developed at the design phase of the response. On the other hand, temporary infrastructure will
require higher technical skills and materials that will need to be implemented directly by the organization or
a specialized sub-contractor (Technical Option 2). Temporary infrastructure may need to be easily
mountable and dismountable, requiring specialized skills, materials, and ﬁnancial resources. For example, a
temporary warehouse may use a metallic structure while a permanent one would use concrete, which is
much cheaper and the materials, funds, and skills are more likely to be locally available. Some temporary
infrastructure, such as fences, could be treated like a tool or equipment by the organization. See Chapter 6
for guidance.
2. Location of the infrastructure. The location of the infrastructure should allow people to use it
appropriately, safely, and in a timely manner. For household-level infrastructure, each household can decide
where to locate it within their property. For community-level infrastructure, location needs to be discussed
and agreed in consultation with representatives of all the people and institutions involved. When
determining the best location for community-level infrastructure, consider property rights, ownership, and
potential beneﬁts for vulnerable groups (see SEADS Principle 1).Consider any protection risks for the users
of collective crop-related infrastructure. Users should not be put at risk when traveling from home to the
infrastructure. If possible, minimize the distance to travel and provide night lighting. Provide appropriate ﬁre
safety equipment and training, as well as evacuation plans and escape routes. Locations near industrial
hazards, including fuel storage facilities, pose unnecessary risks and are best avoided. If they cannot be
avoided, appropriate risk reduction measures will be required. Similarly, in conﬂict areas, locating the
infrastructure near a military base or the house of an authority may also affect the security and safety of
those using the infrastructure.
3. Protection and equity considerations. Consider all-weather access, security risks, and potential access
restrictions due to gender, ethnicity, religious aﬃliation, disability, or other sociocultural barriers, such as
language or literacy (see the Protection Principles in the Sphere Handbook).
4. Timing of the rehabilitation. Ideally, rehabilitation of crop-related infrastructure should align with the
local agriculture calendar. For instance, rehabilitate the irrigation canals before the crops need to be
watered and ensure silos are available before the grains are harvested. In general, it is easier to do
rehabilitation work during dry periods, as the rain may disrupt the work and delay completion. Conﬂict
situations may also impose unavoidable constraints on timing, including the risk that the infrastructure may
be destroyed during the conﬂict. Transport infrastructure, such as roads and bridges, is frequently targeted
by warring parties. However, be aware that any delays in infrastructure rehabilitation affect the speed with
which local crop-based livelihoods can return to normal. For security reasons, mines and unexploded
ordnance may need to be removed as soon as possible, regardless of the agricultural season.
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5. Conﬂict reduction and peace building. Rehabilitating crop-related infrastructure at the right time
protects existing livelihoods, speeds up their recovery, and promotes trade among different and diverse
communities. That increases communication and cooperation between those communities, reducing the
possibility of future conﬂicts.
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Appendix 7.1: Initial assessment checklist for
crop-related infrastructure responses
These are suggested questions to ask when planning to rehabilitate crop-related infrastructure. The
objective is to ensure that the minimum data are collected for assessment and response identiﬁcation so
that the rehabilitation plan and implementation of the crop-related infrastructure meets the SEADS
minimum standards. None of the questions is mandatory. Adapt the list to suit the context.
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Assessment and planning
1. What secondary data are already available on the affected community about crop-related infrastructure
rehabilitation?
2. What are the local speciﬁcations, building codes, and local technologies available for infrastructure
rehabilitation?
3. Who are the owners of the crop-related infrastructure? Are there any ownership certiﬁcates or titles?
Have these titles been affected by the crisis?
4. What are the local regulations for the use of, management of, and access to the infrastructure? Any
restrictions to some parts of the population?
5. Have the local authorities made any recent post-crisis legal changes to land use or construction
speciﬁcations due to the crisis that could affect the rehabilitation work?
6. Which crop-related infrastructure has been affected by the crisis? What is the extent of the damage?
How technical is the likely ﬁx?
7. What constraints does that damage place on crop producers’ ability to carry out normal pre-production,
production, post-production, and marketing activities?
8. In the current location, how vulnerable is the crop-related infrastructure to crisis and disasters (natural
and human-made), including climate change? How can this vulnerability be reduced?
9. What material, ﬁnancial, and human resources are available to meet some or all of the infrastructure
rehabilitation needs?
10. What is the seasonal labor calendar in the community? When is unskilled labor available and
unavailable? What is the daily wage and its variation throughout the year? What is the labor law for
short-term employment schemes?
11. Is there skilled labor in the community? Is it available and suﬃcient? How does availability change
throughout the year? What is the wage for skilled labor?
12. Are there local companies or consultants with the skills to undertake infrastructure rehabilitation?
13. Would people in the community participate in vocational training and short-term employment schemes?

Materials, design, and construction
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

What initial solutions or materials have the affected users or other actors provided?
What existing materials can be salvaged from the damaged site for use in the rehabilitation?
What are the typical rehabilitation practices of the affected people, and what materials do they use?
In normal times, when is rehabilitation, repair, and construction work traditionally done in the year?
How can women, youth, persons with disabilities, and older people be trained or assisted to participate
in the rehabilitation work? What are the constraints?
6. Are there any legal requirements or restrictions for harvesting or purchasing rehabilitation materials?
Could the rehabilitation harm the local environment if these legal requirements are not considered? For
example, purchase of bamboo or timber from protected forest.
7. Are tools, spare parts, and construction materials of the required quality and at affordable prices
available in the local market? Is availability and cost constant throughout the year or does it vary? If it
varies, how?
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CHAPTER 8:
IMPACT-ORIENTED MONITORING AND
EVALUATION

Annex A: Glossary contains deﬁnitions of some of the technical terms used in SEADS.

This chapter describes the minimum standards for the monitoring and evaluation of crop-related crisis
responses. There is a need for more impact evaluation of crop-related crisis responses, while also
recognizing the operational challenges and the diversity of actors in humanitarian contexts. At present,
many organizations focus on monitoring project implementation and expenditure, rather than impact.
Impact evaluation in crop-related crisis responses is challenging because:

• Livelihood impacts are often not expected until many months after a crop-related crisis response ends,
particularly for short-term projects that respond to a rapid-onset crisis.
• Supporting crop production does not automatically lead to livelihood impacts.
The SEADS minimum standards recognize that most humanitarian organizations already have monitoring
and evaluation systems in place. However, these systems are seldom speciﬁc to crop-related responses.
The minimum standards in this chapter provide guidance on how to reﬁne existing systems to improve
understanding of crop-related responses.

Impact-oriented monitoring and evaluation minimum
standards
Minimum Standard 8.1: Participatory approaches
Active community participation is part of monitoring and impact evaluation of crop-related crisis
responses.

Key actions

• Work jointly with communities to agree to expected impacts of crop-related responses and identify
relevant impact indicators (see Guidance note 1).
• Involve communities actively in the monitoring of response implementation and in end-of-project
reviews and impact evaluations of crop-related crisis responses (see Guidance note 2).
• Use locally appropriate participatory methods during monitoring and impact evaluation (see Guidance
note 3 ).
• Ensure that vulnerable and disadvantaged groups are involved in monitoring and impact evaluation (see
Guidance note 4).

Guidance notes
1. Impacts and impact indicators. Participatory initial assessment should lead to a rapid understanding of
the role of crop production in livelihoods, the crop production cycle, and speciﬁc crop production practices.
As responses are identiﬁed and discussed, the likely impacts of these responses can also be discussed. An
initial assessment is therefore an opportunity to gather information for the design of monitoring and
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evaluation activities and the selection of impact indicators. Example questions in Appendix 4.1 will support
data collection to monitor impacts. Appendix 8.1 provides examples of impact indicators.
2. Participatory monitoring, review, and impact evaluation. In line with SEADS Principle 2: Use a
participatory approach in all aspects of crisis response. Participatory approaches should be used for
monitoring, impact evaluation, end-of-project reviews, and learning activities. participatory approaches,
such as focus group discussions, key informant interviews, and proportional piling, require working
relationships with communities that involve joint identiﬁcation of relevant impacts (see Guidance note 1).
They also require regular meetings and dialogue during response implementation to jointly track planned
and actual implementation and discuss any changes to the response. An end-of-project review (see
Minimum Standard 8.5) or impact evaluation (see Minimum Standard 8.6) should also use participatory
approaches to compare actual results to the project objectives. Appendix 8.2 illustrates various
participatory methods that can be used to monitor, review, or evaluate crop-related crisis responses.
3. Qualitative and quantitative data. Participatory methods are commonly associated with qualitative
information. However, they can also produce quantitative information, such as market prices, crop
production data, or proportion of income derived from crop sales. Some of this information can be
cross-checked with secondary data, such as earlier livelihood or food security assessments and research
reports or statistics from local agriculture oﬃces or markets. Larger development projects often use
quantitative baseline surveys in monitoring and evaluation. However, quantitative surveys contradict SEADS
Principle 2 of participation. Even in development projects, quantitative surveys are relatively uncommon
and tend to be used by larger organizations with relatively more ﬁnancial and human resources. In crises,
the added value of quantitative baselines over rapid participatory assessment is open to question,
especially if quantitative information can be obtained from participatory methods and secondary data.
4. Vulnerable and disadvantaged groups. An important aspect of community participation is
understanding the needs of marginalized or vulnerable groups within communities and tailoring responses
accordingly. Inclusive monitoring can mean holding separate meetings with poorer households or people
who are marginalized due to ethnicity, faith, gender, disability, or other reasons. Design and implement
project reviews and impact evaluations in ways that enable marginalized and vulnerable groups to
participate, such as by using participatory methods speciﬁcally with these groups. Information collected
during monitoring, reviews, and impact evaluations should be disaggregated according to local contexts
and the presence of marginalized sub-groups within communities.

Minimum Standard 8.2: Project objectives
The design of crop-related crisis responses shows clear technical plausibility of livelihood impacts
as the basis for monitoring and impact evaluation.

Key actions

• Use speciﬁc, measurable, achievable, relevant, and time-bound (SMART) project objectives to express
and quantify expected livelihood impacts (see Guidance note 1).
• Incorporate SMART objectives into project design tools, such as a theory of change or logical framework
(see Guidance note 2).
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Guidance notes
1. SMART objectives. A monitoring and evaluation system that supports learning about livelihood
impacts should include objectives that state and quantify the intended livelihood impacts on speciﬁc
households within a speciﬁc timeframe. SMART objectives are an important outcome of good-quality initial
assessment and response identiﬁcation. As explained in Chapter 2: The Scope and Approach of SEADS,
crop-related crisis response should aim to achieve one or more of the SEADS livelihood objectives.
Therefore, SMART objectives at the project level should directly relate to one or more of the SEADS
livelihood objectives. They should also align with the SEADS principles in Chapter 3: SEADS Principles. See
Tables 5.5, 5.6, 6.5, 6.6, 7.3, and 7.4 for considerations related to timing for different response areas.
Appendix 8.3 provides an example of applying SMART objectives to a crop-related crisis response. In this
example, key information for developing the SMART objective is drawn from participatory initial
assessment and response identiﬁcation activities at community level (see Minimum Standard 4.2: Initial
assessment approach). This approach is eﬃcient in humanitarian situations because it does not require
return visits to the project areas for the purpose of designing a monitoring and evaluation system or
collecting baseline data; the key livelihood impacts have already been identiﬁed jointly with local
stakeholders during the initial assessment and response identiﬁcation.
2. Technical plausibility and theory of change. SMART objectives indicate whether a project objective is
technically plausible, which means that a stated type of response, timing, and amount of inputs (including
services, repairs, and reconstruction) will likely lead to an expected impact at household level. During
project design, technical plausibility can be demonstrated using simple project design tools, such as a
theory of change or logical framework. Different organizations have different preferences for the use of
these tools, and there are various versions of each tool. When used properly a theory of change (or logical
framework) will show:

• the technical plausibility of project inputs leading to project livelihood impacts
• how project managers can identify and prioritize items that need to be monitored and the frequency of
monitoring
• the key predicted livelihood impacts in a quantiﬁed form and in terms of when these impacts should
occur
• the key assumptions and risks that affect the progression of inputs to impacts; these assumptions and
risks need to be tracked during the project.
In crisis responses, attention to technical plausibility and use of a theory of change are especially useful
because livelihood impacts are often predicted to occur months after a project ends. In these cases,
participatory end-of-project reviews can ensure some understanding of likely impacts, even if an impact
evaluation is not possible.
Appendix 8.4 is an example of a simple theory of change for a crop-related crisis response that delivered
seeds and fertilizer. This example shows that a theory of change does not need to be complex in order to
show technical plausibility and that various assumptions and risks affect how crop production leads to
livelihood impacts. The theory of change also indicates areas of additional support that a project might
provide to try to reduce the risk of low impact. For example, if there is a high risk of households selling the
inputs to meet their basic food needs, the project could consider adding food or cash transfers to prevent
seed sale.
A detailed example of technical plausibility is available in Case Study 8.1 (see SEADS website).
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Minimum Standard 8.3: Process monitoring and indicators
Regular and systematic process monitoring allows tracking of and adjustments to response
implementation, and ensures alignment with SEADS minimum standards.

Key actions

• Monitor process indicators to check the progress of response implementation, check alignment with
SEADS minimum standards, and make real-time adjustments as needed (see Guidance note 1).
• Integrate the tracking of context and response risks and assumptions into routine process monitoring
(see Guidance note 2).
• Update the response area identiﬁcation tool (RAIT), the decision trees, and the theory of change as
implementation evolves (see Guidance note 3).

Guidance notes
1. Process indicators. This type of indicator measures the progress of response implementation, or what
is being done. In most crop-related crisis responses, monitoring focuses on measuring inputs using
process indicators. This often involves simple counts of people targeted and/or reached or items provided.
Examples include the amounts of inputs provided to target households, the value of vouchers distributed, or
the length of irrigation channels rehabilitated. The timing and duration of activities is also commonly
included in process indicators. Process indicators track the quality and accountability of implementation.
They:

• assist project managers to track response implementation and, when needed, make timely adjustments
• often relate to project expenditure and so support ﬁnancial accountability of a project
• contribute to impact evaluation by describing activities relative to the project design and implementation
plan; this enables predictions of outcomes and impact to be revised if needed.
Process indicators are used to check how implementation aligns with SEADS minimum standards.
Examples of key process indicators for relevant minimum standards are provided in Appendix 8.5.
Use process indicators to monitor response implementation regularly, according to organizational and
donor requirements. When combined with community focus groups and tracking of risks and assumptions,
process monitoring enables timely adjustments to response implementation.
2. Context, assumptions, and risks tracking. During response implementation, the wider context can
change, requiring adjustments in project design. Therefore, it is important to track the operational context
over time as well as the assumptions and risks in the project theory of change or logframe, and make
adjustments to project implementation as needed. Checks on project implementation can involve activities
such as community focus groups. This dialogue can include the use of a checklist of assumptions and
risks, drawn from the theory of change. It can also potentially expose the exploitation of children, which is
covered by the Child Protection Minimum Standard on child labor (The Alliance 2020). As illustrated in
Figure A8.1, some assumptions and risks are constant throughout the project, whereas others are only
relevant at certain phases of the project. Therefore, the checklist can vary over time to cover topics that are
relevant at each phase. In insecure environments, very frequent tracking of the security situation might be
needed such as daily reviews of security issues. Tracking is particularly important when a crisis is complex,
long term, or slow onset, and whenever the context changes.
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3. Updating decision support tools during implementation. As implementation progresses, the crop,
crisis, or operational context may change signiﬁcantly. Participatory approaches to process monitoring will
provide early signals of these changes. Return to your completed RAIT (see Minimum Standard 4.4:
Selecting response areas) when changes are evident to ensure that a crop-related response remains
necessary, appropriate, and feasible. Review your responses to questions in the decision trees to ensure
that your selected technical option remains likely to have livelihood impacts. It is particularly important to
update the assumptions and risks that are included in your theory of change as they can also change over
time. A survey done by the Global Food Security Cluster’s Agriculture Working Group (2022) of partners
engaged in crop-responses in 2022 indicated that approximately 40% of partners engage with farmers at
some level to monitor outcomes and see if anything needs to change in the project. However, 78% of
partners say that more and better engagement is needed.

Minimum Standard 8.4: Impact indicators
Response reviews and impact evaluations use meaningful impact indicators.

Key actions

• Select livelihood impact indicators for crop-related crisis response that directly show impacts on
households (see Guidance note 1).
• Select indicators that show impacts on pre-existing systems, services, or markets where relevant (see
Guidance note 2).
• Ensure that household-level livelihood impacts are meaningful (see Guidance note 3).

Guidance notes
1. Household-level impact indicators. In general, household-level impact indicators are not well deﬁned
or used in crop-related crisis responses. SEADS aims to ensure that responses have livelihood impacts, and
these impacts tend to coincide with one or more of the ﬁve main assets in typical livelihood frameworks:
ﬁnancial, natural, physical, human, and social. Deﬁnitions of these assets, and speciﬁc examples of
livelihood impact indicators are provided in Appendix 8.1. Further reading at the end of this chapter
provides additional examples of process indicators (Appendix 8.5).
Some organizations use a composite index, such as a coping strategy index or a dietary diversity score, to
measure impact. In terms of participatory approaches, a challenge with these measures is that populations
affected by a crisis are unlikely to propose them as indicators of livelihood impact. Instead, local people
tend to express intended crop-related impacts in terms of basic needs, such as amounts of money and
food or shares of income and self-suﬃciency. Where possible, use impact indicators that are based on
local expressions and needs and which all stakeholders will understand (see SEADS Principle 2). A
composite index may be useful to measure vulnerability or for comparability across time and space as a
basis for learning.
In contrast to process monitoring, it is usually not eﬃcient to measure impact indicators during the
implementation of crop-related crisis responses. This is because livelihood impacts are most likely to occur
toward the end of a response or after it ends. Impact indicators can be measured during impact evaluation,
and the analysis of the ﬁndings can be supported by collated process-monitoring data and records of any
changes during implementation.
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Case Study 8.2 (see SEADS website) provides examples of crop-related responses that led to impacts on
household incomes.
2. Other impact indicators. SEADS Principle 1: Use livelihoods-based programming highlights the need for
crop-related crisis responses to support pre-existing systems, services, and markets where possible.
Therefore, livelihood impact indicators can also measure impacts on systems, services, and markets. See
examples in Appendix 8.1.
3. Meaningful impact indicators. Impact indicators for crop-related crisis responses are usually
quantitative, expressing impact in terms of an absolute number, such as “average household income from
crop sales.” However, this indicator has limited meaning unless it is related to a reference point, which in
this case could be “total required household income” or “income required from crop sales.” Similarly, a
project might report that a household consumed 30 kg of maize that was produced because of project
support. But this measure has limited meaning unless the household size and composition is known and
the period of consumption is stated. A stronger indicator would relate the maize consumption to the
household’s nutritional needs.
Further examples of meaningful impact indicators with a reference point are provided in Appendix 8.1.

Minimum Standard 8.5: Participatory end-of-project review
A participatory end-of-project review predicts future livelihood impacts.

Key actions

• Conduct a participatory end-of-project review if livelihood impacts are expected months after a project
ends (see Guidance note 1).
• Consider using beneﬁt-cost analysis to complement a participatory end-of-project review (see Guidance
note 2).

Guidance notes
1. Participatory end-of-project review. A participatory end-of-project review is needed for projects for
which the main livelihood impacts are expected months after a project ends. In these situations, the
implementing organization might no longer be present, or might not have the resources to evaluate future
impacts. The end-of-project review is an opportunity for community members and project staff to review
the implementation process, including the theory of change (or logical framework) and risks and
assumptions that were applied. participants can also consider if the completed project is likely to achieve
the desired livelihood impacts, even though those impacts may not yet be evident. The end-of-project review
need not be elaborate or time-consuming; it can simply involve community meetings supported by collated
process-monitoring data and records of risks and assumptions. Simple ranking or scoring tools can assess
the likelihood that project impacts will be achieved, assuming that certain conditions remain in place.
This type of predictive review process is imperfect because future events are uncertain. In general, the
longer the time between the end of the project and the expected impacts, the greater the likelihood of
impact predictions being inaccurate. However, a well-documented end-of-project review can contribute to
learning and future project design.
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Some organizations have a long-term presence in the areas where crop-related crisis responses are used.
Two common situations are long-term development projects and repeated short-term humanitarian
projects in a complex crisis. In both situations, this continued presence can enable follow-up of previous
crop-related crisis responses many months after the responses took place. This follow-up can involve
repeating the end-of-project review process, or a participatory impact evaluation (see Minimum Standard
8.6).
2. Beneﬁt-cost analysis. In some situations, beneﬁt-cost analysis can complement a participatory review.
In livelihoods-based programming there is often a trade-off between the number of people or households
who receive support and the type or amount of support they receive. If a donor or organization prioritizes
the number of beneﬁciaries over the quality or relevance of the support, there is a risk that large numbers of
households will receive support that is not suﬃcient to support livelihoods. Beneﬁt-cost analysis can
provide useful information on the cost eﬃciency of a response for a given level of livelihood impact. It can
also identify program costs that can be reduced without substantially reducing the impacts. This can lead
to future programs being designed to provide similar livelihood beneﬁts to a larger number of people. When
applied to different responses in similar socioeconomic and operational contexts, beneﬁt-cost analysis
enables a comparison of the cost eﬃciencies of different responses.
For projects with SMART objectives, a theory of change, and either an end-of-project review or an impact
evaluation (see Minimum Standard 8.6), beneﬁt-cost analysis is straightforward. You will need to know the
project costs, including the cost of inputs, such as seeds or tools, and the cost of overheads and technical,
logistical, monitoring and evaluation, and support staff. You will also need to estimate a monetary value of
the livelihood impacts predicted in the end-of-project review. Because it cannot be based on actual
livelihood impacts, a beneﬁt-cost analysis done as part of an end-of-project review will only be indicative.
Beneﬁt-cost analysis also requires a good understanding of non-project costs that contributed to the
impacts. For example, the value of any labor, seed, fertilizer, or other inputs provided by crop producers
themselves should be calculated and included in the analysis.
Case Study 8.3 (see SEADS website) shows how costs and beneﬁts can be estimated for crop-related
projects.

Minimum Standard 8.6: Participatory impact evaluation
Participatory impact evaluation measures livelihood impacts during or at the end of a project.

Key actions

• Compare the project objectives with the actual livelihood impacts that are evident at the end of the
project (see Guidance notes 1, 3, and 4).
• Ensure that participatory impact evaluation assesses project contribution (see Guidance note 2).
• Consider the use of beneﬁt-cost analysis to complement participatory impact evaluation (see Guidance
note 2 of Minimum Standard 8.5).

Guidance notes
1. Participatory impact evaluation. Participatory impact evaluation of projects is needed where livelihood
impacts are expected during a project (or soon after) or to complement an end-of-project review where
additional impacts are expected after a project ends. An important advantage of using SMART objectives
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and a theory of change that both specify livelihood impacts is that the key questions for the evaluation can
relate directly to the project objectives, theory of change, and the corresponding indicators. For example,
were the project objectives/livelihood impacts achieved and if not, why not? Other questions might examine
impacts on speciﬁc gender or wealth groups or aim to identify changes to project design that might
improve future impacts. A further question might cover the cost eﬃciency of the project and include a
beneﬁt-cost analysis.
2. Assessing project contribution. An impact evaluation should aim to not only measure livelihood
impacts, but also to understand how these impacts happened. What were the speciﬁc causes of the
impacts and the relative importance of these causes? These questions are often captured using the
concept of contribution, which assesses a project’s contribution to impact relative to non-project factors
(ALNAP 2016). For example, a household might need 75 kg of seed but only be able to produce 25 kg of
seed (that is, 33% of their needs) themselves. If the balance of 50 kg of seed (that is, 67% of the
household’s needs) is provided as part of a crop-related crisis response, then the response contributes to
67% of the harvest. Household contribution is often overlooked in impact evaluations. When this or other
non-project factors are omitted from evaluations, contribution cannot be fully assessed and project
impacts can be inﬂated.
Using the theory of change in Appendix 8.4 as an example, the project provided seeds and fertilizer but it
did not provide other inputs, such as tools, labor, and pest control, that were needed to ensure production.
Production also needed the right climatic conditions and secure land access. Market access and
reasonable prices were needed to ensure livelihood impacts. While crop producers themselves might have
provided tools and pesticide, these inputs might also have been provided by other humanitarian
organizations. Therefore, although the theory of change in this case is relatively simple, the assessment of
contribution is complex. Understanding the project contribution of crop-related crisis response requires you
to:

• Examine the project objectives and theory of change (or logframe), taking account of any changes to
implementation that occurred; revise the expected impacts as needed.
• Use simple participatory scoring or proportional piling methods with targeted households to list and
score the main factors that are viewed as contributing to the impacts.
Use probing questions to check the technical plausibility of the responses.
3. Crop production. Many crop-related crisis responses will have a theory of change that includes crop
production as an output or outcome. Therefore, a measure of crop yields is useful for understanding
contribution, while also recognizing that crop production alone is not a livelihood impact. Obtaining the
target yield does not automatically mean the expected livelihood impact will be achieved. Commodity
prices can ﬂuctuate hugely, losses in crop storage may be signiﬁcant, and/or there may be limited access
to markets. If you make assumptions about the livelihood impact of a particular yield, test these through
discussions with crop producers.
Methods for estimating yields vary in terms of their cost-effectiveness, scale, and accuracy. Select one that
ﬁts the context you are operating in and makes the best use of available resources (see Appendix 8.6).
4. Quantitative impact evaluation. Quantitative impact evaluation uses evaluation designs and methods
that are similar to those that are used in quantitative research. It often uses techniques such as random
sampling and sample size estimates using mathematical formulas; this requires specialized technical
support. The effectiveness of an intervention is usually based on statistical tests. Quantitative impact
evaluation might produce statements such as, “Post-harvest household income was signiﬁcantly higher for
crop producers who received project inputs relative to those who received no inputs, and therefore the
project was effective in supporting livelihoods.” Quantitative impact evaluation can complement
participatory review or impact evaluation, especially if policy makers or senior technical experts prefer to
use quantitative research to guide decision making or for advocacy. In humanitarian contexts, it is
important that quantitative research approaches be as ﬂexible and participatory as possible, and that
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assessment and evaluation teams have the required technical expertise to carry them out. Although tools
such as mobile apps can speed up data collection in quantitative surveys, to align with SEADS Principle 2
individual surveys should be complemented with other participatory impact and monitoring methods (see
Appendix 8.2).
A further challenge with some quantitative impact evaluations of crop-related crisis response relates to the
use of randomized control trials. This approach can exclude some people from assistance by using them
as a control group. This contradicts the basic principles of humanitarian action as deﬁned by the Core
Humanitarian Standard. Randomized control trials that take place when assistance is being rolled out in
stages or scaled up over seasons can avoid this exclusion.
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Appendix 8.1: Examples of livelihood impact
indicators for crop-related crisis response
Table A8.1: Examples of livelihood impact indicators for crop-related crisis response
Livelihood asset

Illustrative impact indicators for crop-related crisis responses

Financial

Income derived from the sale of crops per household, relative to total
household income. Secondary impact income indicators could focus on the
speciﬁc uses of income, such as to buy food, crop production supplies, or
medicines, or to pay school fees

Natural

Area of land accessed per household relative to baseline (for a response that
aims to ensure access or expand crop production land)
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…continued
Physical

Use of new or rehabilitated infrastructure relative to baseline (for a project
aiming to construct or rehabilitate crop-related infrastructure)

Human

Proportion of household dietary energy requirements from own-crop
consumption

Social

Strengthening of social networks and collaboration between network members

Livelihood impact indicators are most meaningful if they include a reference point, such as the total amount
of a certain crops consumed in a normal year or the total household income required.
For example, for a project that provides rice seed and fertilizer, you might measure:

• average proportion of household rice food needs met relative to a normal year
• average proportion of total household income derived from rice sales
• average uses of income derived from rice sales.
This type of project might produce impacts such as, “On average, project households were able to meet
62% of their rice food (own consumption) needs, and an average of 27% of household income was derived
from rice sales. Of this income, 40% of income was spent on agricultural inputs, 40% on food, 10% on
school fees, and the remaining 10% on other items.”
For a project that aims to rehabilitate a damaged community irrigation scheme, you might measure:

• average area of irrigated land planted relative to the pre-crisis situation
• average proportion of crop-based food needs met per household
• average income from crop sales relative to average household income needs.
This type of project might produce impacts such as, “On average, project households were able to plant
0.3 hectares (ha) relative to pre-crisis cultivation of 0.4 ha. The average income from irrigated crop sales
was US$400 relative to annual household income needs of US$5,200.”
For projects that aim to support pre-existing systems or services, impact indicators could include:

• number of private sector input sellers at seed fair and average value of vouchers redeemed per seller
and type of inputs sold
• partnership with local government extension agents for detecting and controlling crop pests
• use of loans or subsidies to private sector transporters
• use of local tool producers and average value of tools purchased per producer.
ICRC’s Economic Security Indicators Cookbook provides additional examples (2021).
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Appendix 8.2: Participatory methods for monitoring and impact
evaluation of crop-related crisis responses
Table A8.2: Examples of participatory methods and illustrative uses for monitoring and impact evaluation of crop-related crisis responses
Participatory method

Illustrative uses

Notes

Can be used to collect information on any topic

Semi-structured approach combines structure
with ﬂexibility

Interviewing methods
Individual semi-structured
interviews

Information can be quantitative (for example,
income from crop sales) or qualitative (for
example, security situation during project
implementation)
Important method for cross-checking and
probing information from visualization and
scoring methods

Group semi-structured
interviews (focus group
discussions)

Cross-check with other methods and
process-monitoring data
Repetition of interviews that produce quantitative
data enables data to be summarized using
statistics as needed

As above

As above

Timeline

Timing of responses against crop production
cycle

Useful for assessing the timeliness and
relevance of project support

Participatory mapping

Community and land boundaries

Areas of land cultivated or rehabilitated can be
quantiﬁed if a scale is applied to maps

Visualization methods

Areas of land rehabilitated relative to all farming
land
Areas of land cultivated relative to all farming
land
Service maps

Before-and-after project access to markets and
input sellers

Useful for projects that aim to improve market
access or links between producers and sellers

Transect walks

Observations of crop production

Useful especially when cross-checked with
informal interviews

Observations of use of project-supplied tools
Observations of crops managed for pest control
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Causal diagrams

Participatory video and
photographs

Project contribution—visualizing linkages from
project and non-project inputs and issues to
livelihood impacts

Review ﬁndings against project theory of change

Recording issues and impacts during a project
as selected by community members

Can use photovoice approaches

Before-and-after proportions of types of
household income and changes in total income

Most useful when the method is repeated with
different individual informants or groups of
informants; results can then be summarized
using statistics as needed

Linkages can be weighted or scored; repetition of
method produces data that can be summarized
using statistics as needed
Can be used to compare priorities and
perspectives of different social or wealth groups

Ranking and scoring methods
Proportional piling

Before-and-after proportions of food types
consumed and changes in total food
consumption

Matrix scoring

Comparison of issues and impacts of different
responses:
• agricultural and non-agricultural
• different crop-related responses

Cross-check results against theory of change and
a review of technical plausibility; support with
causal diagrams
Useful for understanding the relative impacts of
different responses
Findings might be compared with beneﬁt-cost
analyses of the responses
Repetition enables statistical summaries and
analyses as needed

Adapted from Gujit (1998) and Catley et al. (2014)
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Appendix 8.3: An example of applying SMART
objectives to a crop-related crisis response
An NGO project proposal states the following objective: “Improve the agricultural production of crisisaffected households through provision of seed and other inputs.” This objective outlines what the project is
trying to achieve but is far too vague to support an assessment of technical plausibility or impact. Although
impact indicators could be identiﬁed for the objective, it is more eﬃcient to use a SMART objective.
A SMART objective for the same project could be: “In Hamsi district of Amuristan, provide wheat seed and
diammonium phosphate and urea fertilizer to 700 vulnerable households so that production covers own
consumption and seed needs, and sales contribute to at least 15% of household income in the 2005
post-harvest season.” This objective is:
Speciﬁc because it states the project area, the type of household to be targeted, and the speciﬁc type of
seed and fertilizer to provide.
Measurable because it states a quantiﬁed target for the income impact (15% of income) and targets for
wheat consumption (100%) and wheat seed needs (100%), as identiﬁed with focus groups during the
response identiﬁcation.
Achievable because it is based on a participatory initial assessment in which focus groups described
sources of crop and non-crop-related income, uses of wheat, and average incomes from wheat sales in a
typical year.
Relevant because in the participatory initial assessment, focus groups described the characteristics of
more-vulnerable households, the relative importance of different sources of crop- and non-crop-related
income, and the relative importance of different crops as sources of income.
Time-bound because it speciﬁes when the livelihood impact will occur and draws on the crop production
cycle described by focus groups during the initial assessment.

Appendix 8.4: Example of a simple theory of change
for a crop-related crisis response that delivered
seeds and fertilizer
This example of a theory of change is from a project in south-central Asia that responded to a complex
crisis. A kit of improved certiﬁed wheat seeds was provided for each household for irrigated cultivation,
along with diammonium phosphate (DAP) fertilizer and urea fertilizer. Different organizations deﬁne
outputs, outcomes, and impacts differently when using a theory of change, but in this example, agriculture
production has been positioned as an outcome.
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Figure A8.1: A simple theory of change for a crop-related crisis response that delivered seeds and fertilizer
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Appendix 8.5: Tracking alignment with SEADS—key process indicators
Table A8.3 provides examples of process indicators that help monitor alignment with SEADS principles and minimum standards. Note that
disaggregation of indicators by vulnerability status can help distinguish how key processes may or may not have been appropriate for certain
groups.
Table A8.3: Key process indicators to monitor alignment with SEADS principles and minimum standards
No.

Key process indicator

Principles and standards monitored

1

Key response team members trained in use of SEADS

All

2

Key response team members with essential knowledge and skills as in Annex B

All

3

Targeted participants are actively and equitably engaged in assessment, response
identiﬁcation, targeting, implementation, and evaluation of crop-related responses

SEADS Principle 2, Minimum
Standards 4.1, 8.1, 8.6

Initial assessment
4

Appendixes 4.1, 5.1, 6.1, 7.1 were used to select assessment questions

Minimum Standards 5.1, 6.1, 7.1

5

Technical data were collected at the same time as initial assessment data where
possible

Minimum Standards 4.2, 4.3, 5.1, 6.1,
7.1

6

Initial assessment is completed in a participatory manner and written report(s), in
appropriate local language(s), is/are available to team members

Minimum Standards 4.1, 5.1, 6.1, 7.1

7

Acute constraints to crop production have been identiﬁed and links have been made
with development programs to address chronic constraints

Minimum Standards 5.1, 6.1, 7.1

8

Approach to data collection draws on existing secondary data and information

Minimum Standards 4.2, 4.3

9

Initial assessment and technical data from different sources cross-checked for
consistency

Minimum Standards 4.1, 4.2

10

Initial assessment determined that a crop-related response is or is not appropriate,
necessary, and feasible

SEADS Principle 1, Minimum Standard
4.2

11

Criteria of selection for targeting the most in need are deﬁned and relevant to the
context

Minimum Standard 4.3

12

Different targeting methods are considered and the most suitable identiﬁed

Minimum Standard 4.3
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13

Where livestock play a critical role in livelihoods alongside crop production, Livestock
Emergency Guidelines and Standards Chapter 3: Initial Assessment and Identifying
Responses was used to inform initial assessment

SEADS Principles 1 and 5, Minimum
Standard 4.3

Response identiﬁcation
14

SEADS livelihood objectives and their relevance to the context are understood

SEADS Principle 1, Minimum
Standards 4.4, 5.2, 6.2, 7.2, 8.2, 8.4

15

A participatory RAIT is complete and potential response areas identiﬁed

Minimum Standard 4.4

16

Scoring of the RAIT was based on initial assessment and technical data and
consensus of participants

SEADS Principles 1 and 2, Minimum
Standard 4.4

17

Decision tree results identifying appropriate technical options and related minimum
standards are available and show links between assessment results and technical
options selected

Minimum Standards 4.4, 5.2, 6.2, 7.2

18

Market-based responses have been considered and favored where possible

SEADS Principle 1, Minimum
Standards 5.2, 6.2, 7.1

19

Timeline(s) with potential delivery bottlenecks relative to critical seasonal tasks for all
technical options identiﬁed

Minimum Standards 5.2, 6.2, 7.3

20

Quality criteria for seed, tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs were established
that were at least as good as crop producers routinely used, and were acceptable to
farming communities, donors, authorities, and practitioners

Minimum Standards 5.5, 6.5

21

Quality and technical speciﬁcations veriﬁcation throughout the response timed to
reject bad-quality seed, tools, equipment, other non-seed inputs or infrastructure, if
needed

Minimum Standards 5.5, 6.5, 7.3

22

Crop-related responses are coordinated with other actors delivering responses in the
target area

SEADS Principle 5

23

Crop-related responses include activities to ensure environmental protection

SEADS Principle 4, Minimum Standard
7.2

24

Calculations of the scale of assistance are based on appropriate targeting, real-time
costs, sowing rates, access to assets, and appropriate and safe delivery mechanisms

Minimum Standards 5.2, 6.3

25

Written timeline showing consideration of sowing season and bottlenecks

SEADS Principle 1, Minimum
Standards 4.2, 5.2, 6.2, 7.3
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26

A participatory assessment identiﬁes the key infrastructure rehabilitation needs, the
technical requirements, and the location, lifetime, and timing for implementing the
rehabilitation, including:
• understanding inequalities in ownership, access, and who would beneﬁt most
(security of tenure)
• local legislation, preferred construction techniques, building codes
• positive and negative environmental impacts
• risk mapping
• how to build back better

SEADS Principles 1, 2, Minimum
Standard 7.1

Implementation of SEADS response areas
27

Data on market prices and crop producers’ buying power is available

SEADS Principle 1, Minimum
Standards 5.3, 6.3

28

Local and existing seed, tools, equipment, and other non-seed input sources and
systems leveraged

SEADS Principle 1, Minimum
Standards 5.3, 6.3

29

All seed, tools, equipment, other non-seed inputs, and infrastructure used in a
crop-related response:

SEADS Principle 1, Minimum
Standards 5.4, 5.5, 6.4, 6.5

• were known, tried, and tested in the area (varieties, types)
• were acceptable to all participants (choice, quality, amounts)
• met different requirements and regulations of donors and governments
(certiﬁcations, planning and building codes)
• perform well under crop producers’ realistic management conditions
• were tailored to the needs and capacities of different crop producers
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30

Consideration of crop producer choice, limits, and ﬁnal recommendations documented

Minimum Standards 5.4, 6.4, 7.2

31

Seed treatment and labeling associated with all inputs were assessed and completed
as needed

Minimum Standards 5.4, 5.5, 6.4, 6.5

32

Safety training delivered as required to protect participants

Minimum Standard 6.4

33

Crop-related infrastructure is rehabilitated according to agreed safe practices for the
speciﬁc context and hazards

Minimum Standards 7.2, 7.3

35

Target participants report the seed, tools, equipment, other non-seed inputs, or
infrastructure was functional and accessible and safe when it was needed
(disaggregated by in kind or cash and delivery mechanism)

SEADS Principle 1, Minimum
Standards 5.2, 6.2, 7.2, 7.3
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Monitoring and impact evaluation
36

Project objectives are speciﬁc, measurable, achievable, relevant, and time-bound
(SMART)

Minimum Standard 8.2

37

A theory of change or logical framework exists for the project and includes SMART
objectives, and risks and assumptions

Minimum Standard 8.2

38

Process monitoring was done and real-time adjustments made as needed. The RAIT,
the decision trees, and the theory of change were updated as needed

Minimum Standard 8.3

39

Impact indicators directly show meaningful impacts on households

Minimum Standard 8.4

40

If livelihood impacts are expected months after a project ends, a participatory
end-of-project review was completed and beneﬁt-cost analysis considered

Minimum Standard 8.5

41

If livelihood impacts are expected at the end of the project, a participatory impact
evaluation was completed

Minimum Standard 8.6

42

Rationale for the choice of evaluation is available

Minimum Standards 8.5, 8.6
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Appendix 8.6: Methods for estimating crop yields
Table A8.4: Cost-effectiveness, scale, and accuracy in estimation, errors, and biases of methods for
estimating crop yields
Method

Cost-effectiveness

Scale

Accuracy in estimation, errors,
and biases

Crop cut

Time and labor
intensive

Field, farm, and
sometimes
landscape level

Tendency to overestimate

Farmer’s
estimate

Cheap and quick
method that saves
time and money

Farm to landscape

Fairly accurate estimation, but
needs adequate supervision

Sampling
harvest unit

Cost-effective

Farm to landscape

Error prone in the condition where
crop producers harvest from
multiple areas at a time and not
possible with staggered harvesting

Whole plot
harvest

Cost and labor
intensive

Plot level, farm
level, case study

Almost bias/error-free

Expert
assessment

Moderately
cost-effective

From farm to
landscape level

Chance of error increases if
different teams of experts are
used or extension people are used
to estimate yield in their own area

Subjective

Subjective
Crop cards

Cost and labor
intensive

Field to farm level

Bias due to illiteracy, use of local
units, etc.

Crop modeling

Cost-effective

Landscape

More accurate if adequately
parameterized and calibrated.
Does not include induced
improvements in agricultural
technology

Purchaser’s/
insurance record

Cost-effective

Field scale

Suitable for cash crops only with
no household consumption

Allometric
models

Cost-effective

Field scale

Suitable for few crops

Remote sensing

Cost-effective

Landscape

Chance of error in cases where
different crops have the same
signature

Adapted from Sapkota et al. (2016)
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Annex A: Glossary
Agricultural inputs

The resources that are used in farm production, such as chemicals,
equipment, feed, and seed. Also referred to simply as inputs.

Alarm

The second phase of a slow-onset crisis.

Alert

The ﬁrst phase of a slow-onset crisis.

Anticipatory action

Short-term crisis risk management responses that are implemented after it is
known that a crisis is likely to occur but before it actually occurs. These
actions aim to prevent and/or mitigate the impact of the crisis on vulnerable
households.

Assets

A resource of value. Includes livelihood assets, permanent assets, and
productive assets.

Build back better

The use of the recovery, rehabilitation, and reconstruction phases after a
crisis to increase the resilience of communities and households through
integrating disaster risk reduction measures into the restoration of physical
infrastructure and societal systems, and into the revitalization of livelihoods,
economies, and the environment (United Nations General Assembly 2016).

Cash and voucher
assistance

Cash or vouchers are provided, either physically or via remote transfer, to give
the recipient crop producers purchasing power.

Cash for work

A form of conditional cash payment, whereby eligible people are required to
complete speciﬁed public or community work programs before receiving a
cash payment. Typically used when an organization wishes to directly support
people and repair or rehabilitate permanent assets and/or natural resources.

Cash grant

Provision of cash without restriction on its use. Also referred to as
unconditional cash or cash relief.

Certiﬁed seed

Seed of a known variety produced under strict, formally regulated standards
to maintain varietal purity and high degrees of seed health. Seed lots must
also be free of inert matter and weed seeds. All certiﬁed seed must pass ﬁeld
inspection, be conditioned by an approved seed conditioning plant, and then
be sampled and pass laboratory testing before it can be sold as certiﬁed seed.

Chronic emergency

A crisis in which the phases (alert, alarm, emergency, recovery) keep
repeating themselves without returning to normal.

Complex emergency

A humanitarian crisis in a country, region, or society where there is total or
considerable breakdown of authority resulting from internal or external
conﬂict and which requires an international response that goes beyond the
mandate or capacity of any single organization and/or the ongoing United
Nations country program (IASC 1994).

Crisis response

A set of actions and decisions taken before, during, and after a crisis that
together make up the response. SEADS notably includes preparedness and
anticipatory action as part of crisis response and has three response areas:
seed and seed systems; tools, equipment, and other non-seed inputs; and
crop-related infrastructure.

Crop

A cultivated annual, perennial, or horticulture plant that is grown as food.

Crop producer

Anyone who produces food from annual, perennial, or horticulture crops for
consumption or income. SEADS livelihood objectives focus on those who rely
on crop production for their livelihoods although they may also do other
income-generating activities, such as livestock production.
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Delivery mechanism

Means by which cash assistance is distributed to targeted participants, such
as vouchers, cash, or mobile money.

Direct seed distribution
(DSD)

A crisis response in which seed is procured for and delivered to crop
producers because seed is unavailable locally. It is the most widely used
response to seed availability constraints.

Disaster risk reduction
(DRR)

Efforts to prevent new and reduce existing disaster risk through the
implementation of integrated and inclusive economic, structural, legal, social,
health, cultural, educational, environmental, technological, political, and
institutional measures that prevent and reduce hazard exposure and
vulnerability to disaster, increase preparedness for response and recovery,
and thus strengthen resilience (United Nations Oﬃce for Disaster Risk
Reduction 2015).

Early recovery

The second phase of a rapid-onset crisis. It is a set of speciﬁc responses to
help affected people move from humanitarian support toward self-sustaining
development. It encompasses the restoration of basic services, livelihoods,
shelter, governance, security and rule of law, environment, and social
dimensions, including the reintegration of displaced populations.

Emergency

The third phase of a slow-onset crisis.

Evaluation

A comprehensive, usually formal, assessment of a project. Typically, it relates
project activities and achievements of project objectives, so the value of an
evaluation depends partly on the clarity and relevance of the stated project
objectives. Evaluation can also assess the eﬃciency of work in relation to
resources, particularly ﬁnancial inputs, and can look at the sustainability and
long-term implications of projects. Evaluations usually take place at the end
of projects.

Exclusion error

An error in targeting that results in people who should be included in a
response (because they meet the criteria) not being included.

Formal seed system

Production and supply of seed of modern varieties and certiﬁed seed through
an organized chain, including specialized plant breeders, regulated seed
producers, specialized commercial outlets, or government extension
agencies. It always includes the process of certiﬁcation.

Hybrid

The ﬁrst-generation seed of a cross between two different parent seeds,
which often displays special vigor. The seed cannot be replanted with the
same expected performance. To maintain vigor, hybrid seed has to be
rebought every planting season.

Immediate aftermath

The ﬁrst phase of a rapid-onset crisis; the period just after the crisis, when the
impact is greatest.

Impact evaluation

Looks at a project’s effects on people, the environment, or institutions. It
identiﬁes the changes that have occurred in people’s livelihoods during a
project and determines whether and how these changes relate to project
activities. Humanitarian and development organizations often refer to the link
between project activities and impact as “contribution” or “attribution,” which
is similar to the more scientiﬁc terms “association” or “causation.”

Impact indicator

Point of reference for measuring the result of actions taken in terms of their
effect on people’s livelihoods (LEGS Glossary).

Inclusion error

An error in targeting that results in people being included in the response who
should not be because they do not meet the criteria.
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Indicators

Measurements (either qualitative or quantitative) of the progress of a
response; they are divided into process indicators and impact indicators.

Informal seed system

Seed obtained from crop producers’ own harvests and social networks, and
selected from local markets. These seed systems, which can diffuse local or
modern varieties (which are recycled), tend to be governed by local norms of
practice rather than oﬃcial or government standards. Seed is not backed by
formal certiﬁcation.

Initial assessment

The collection and analysis of initial information about the role that crops
play in livelihoods, about the nature and impact of the emergency, and a
situation analysis (LEGS Glossary).

Integrated pest
management

The careful consideration of all available pest control techniques and
subsequent integration of appropriate measures that discourage the
development of pest populations. It emphasizes the growth of healthy crops
with the least possible disruption to agro-ecosystems and encourages natural
pest control mechanisms (FAO 2022).

Integrated seed system

Combination of different aspects of the formal and informal seed supply
systems. An example is a community-based seed group that gets outside
technical support.

Key action

Key step or measure that contributes to achieving the standard.

Livelihood

The capabilities, assets (including both material and non-material resources),
and activities required to make a living.

Livelihood assets

The resources, equipment, skills, strengths, and relationships that are used by
individuals and households to pursue their livelihoods; they are categorized
as social, human, natural, ﬁnancial, and physical and form part of the
livelihoods framework (LEGS Glossary).

Livelihoods framework

A model showing how individuals and households use their different assets
and livelihood strategies to make a living but are also affected by their own
vulnerabilities and the policy and institutional context in which they work
(LEGS Glossary).

Livelihood impact

Impacts that affect targeted participant livelihood assets. See Livelihood
assets and Appendix 8.1.

Livelihood objective

The purpose for which a crop-related response is undertaken in SEADS.
Generally, this is to improve long-term livelihood security and quality of life.
SEADS promotes three livelihood objectives:
1. to provide immediate livelihood beneﬁts to crop-producing households
affected by crisis.
2. to protect crop-related livelihoods of households affected by crisis.
3. to rebuild or support crop-related production, infrastructure, and systems
to ensure livelihoods for households affected by crisis.

Market

An organized exchange between buyers and sellers of goods and services.

Market system

A multiplayer, multilocation, and multifunction arrangement that allows or
inﬂuences the functioning of a speciﬁc good/service market. A market
system has three main parts: the core (the market chain), the environment
(law and regulations), and the support structure (services and infrastructure).
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Modern variety

A seed variety developed by formal plant breeders that is distinct, uniform,
and stable. The term is sometimes used interchangeably with the terms
“high-yielding variety” and “improved variety” but in performance may not
necessarily have these characteristics, especially when used under actual
farming conditions.

Monitoring

The systematic measurement of a project over time. It usually involves the
regular collection of information. It allows changes to be made during the
project, while also providing information for periodic reviews, impact
assessments, or evaluations.

Participatory approach

Approaches in which the people implementing the response and the
participants in the response work together to understand the situation and
change it for the better. These approaches are ﬂexible, can be adapted to
local conditions, and acknowledge local people as experts by emphasizing
their involvement in planning for projects and assessing project impact.

Permanent assets

Assets that support farming households that cannot be easily transported
away from a location without dismantling or deconstructing them. This
includes buildings, irrigation works, roads or tracks, and fencing.

Process indicator

A measure of the progress of response activities or what is being done.
Examples of process indicators to measure alignment with SEADS are listed
in Appendix 8.5.

Productive assets

Items that crop producers use to produce the crops they grow to eat or sell.
These assets include cash, seed, machinery and equipment, buildings, and
land.

Rapid-onset crisis

A crisis such as an earthquake, ﬂood, or tsunami that hits suddenly and
sometimes without warning. It is normally divided into three key phases:
immediate aftermath; early recovery; and recovery (LEGS Glossary).

Recovery

The last phase of a slow-onset and rapid-onset crisis. The goal of the
recovery phase is to bring the area back to normalcy.

Response

A sum of decisions and actions taken before, during, and after a crisis,
including preparedness, immediate relief, early recovery, and rehabilitation.
SEADS recognizes three response areas: seed and seed systems; tools,
equipment, and other non-seed inputs; and crop-related infrastructure.

Review

An assessment of a project at a speciﬁc point in time. It can focus on
particular aspects of the project, and involves a more detailed analysis of
issues than is possible with monitoring alone. A review is often conducted in
response to a speciﬁc issue or problem that has arisen. An end-of-project
review might be used when suﬃcient time or resources are not available for
an evaluation, or if project objectives or impacts are not expected to be
achieved at the end of the project.

Seed

Anything used as planting material. It may be in the form of a grain or a part
of a plant (stem, vine, sucker, tuber).

Seed fair

An organized market where crop producers use vouchers distributed by aid
organizations to procure seed from sellers, who may be other crop producers,
sellers, or formal sector representatives (from government seed agencies or
private companies).
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Seed quality

The potential performance of a seed lot, which is determined by three
attributes: physical qualities of the seed in the speciﬁc seed lot; physiological
qualities, which refer to aspects of performance of the seed; and seed health,
which refers to the presence or absence of diseases and pests within a seed
sample.

Seed security

Seed security exists when men and women within the household have
suﬃcient access to adequate quantities of good-quality seed and planting
materials of preferred crop varieties at all times in both good and bad
cropping seasons (FAO 2016).

Seed security
assessment (SSA)

An assessment that examines all the seed channels crop producers might
use. It focuses on the supply and demand side and determines if there are
constraints in seed availability, access, or quality. The assessment is used to
determine if a seed-related intervention is needed.

Seed system

See formal seed system and informal seed system.

Self (or openpollinated) variety

Reproduction type in crops that will “breed true.” When sown, the seeds will
produce plants roughly identical to their parents. Some crops in this category
include beans, groundnuts, wheat, and sorghum.

Slow-onset crisis

A crisis, such as a drought or extreme cold season, whose effects are felt
gradually. It is normally divided into four phases: alert, alarm, emergency, and
recovery (LEGS 2014).

Standard

A qualitative statement applicable in any crisis context that deﬁnes minimum
actions and outcomes to achieve.

Technical option

An action (done as part of a crisis response) that seeks to address identiﬁed
production constraints and achieve one or more SEADS livelihood objectives.
Each SEADS response is divided into different technical options, which
present different ways of delivering a response (for example, facilitate seed
access versus support the seed system).

Theory of change

A comprehensive description and illustration of how and why a desired
change is expected to happen in a particular context. It is focused on
mapping out how program inputs and activities are expected to lead to
desired outputs, outcomes, and impact. A theory of change is created by ﬁrst
identifying the desired long-term goals and then working back from these to
identify all the conditions (outcomes) that must be in place (and how these
relate to one another causally) for the impact to be achieved.

Value-chain actors

Private sector, civil society, and state actors who produce and sell goods and
services in the crop-related value-chain, such as transporters, seed producers,
extension agents, and input dealers.

Vegetatively
propagated crops

Reproduction type whereby a new plant grows from a fragment of the parent
plant or grows from a specialized reproductive structure (or cutting), such as
a tuber, stem, or vine. Some crops in this category include cassava, sweet
potato, and bananas.

Annex B: Elements of Team Competency
If key response team members (managers, grant writers, and technical advisors) have crop-related
knowledge, experience shows crop-related responses will be more likely to be relevant, appropriate, and
have no negative effects. Depending on the technical knowledge of the organization’s full-time staff,
additional part-time specialists (such as agronomists and engineers) could also be included.
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Assess competencies
During preparedness for future hazards, organizations can assess local and international partners’
capacities to plan and implement crop-related responses that will be able to achieve SEADS minimum
standards and have livelihood impacts. Table B.1 describes the relative desirability of various technical
qualiﬁcations required for the response areas in SEADS minimum standards. It can be used to develop
assessments, write job descriptions, and advocate to donors.

Strengthen competencies
While most international NGOs have a robust capacity-strengthening component for their own staff, the
Grand Bargain Localization Workstream (2020) has highlighted the importance of an equal emphasis on
strengthening and sharing the capacity of local actors. Ideally, international actors and donors include and
allow budget line(s) for these responses in all projects and partnership agreements. Local actors should
commit time and other resources to invest in their own capacity and organizational development during
normal (non-crisis) periods.
It is best to build staff skills during preparedness or as a crisis context is normalizing. Organizations should
strive to achieve the skills in Table B.1 over time. When an organization does not have the necessary
in-house expertise for a particular response, it should seek assistance from other organizations (see Core
Humanitarian Standard 6: Coordination). The speciﬁc proﬁle and skill set of the technical staff will depend
on the type of response.
Table B.1: Achievement of SEADS minimum standards requires a range of knowledgeable team members
Knowledge area
or skill

Humanitarian
standards, in
particular LEGS,
MERS, and MISMA

Minimum standards
Initial
assessment
and
responsearea
identiﬁcation
Essential

Livelihoods- and
rights-based and
participatory
approaches

Essential

Vulnerability
mainstreaming
(see HIS
Standards)

Essential

Logistics/planning
(see ULS 2021)

Essential

Local agricultural
context

Desired
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Crop-related
Tools,
equipment, infrastructure
and other
non-seed
inputs

Impactoriented
monitoring
and
evaluation

Essential

Desired

Not needed

Desired
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…continued
Private sector
engagement

Not needed

Essential

Essential

Essential for
communal
rehabilitation
(otherwise not
needed)

Not needed

Assessments:
market and seed
security

Essential

Essential

Essential

Desired

Not needed

Market and price
monitoring

Desired

Essential

Essential

Desired

Essential

Agronomy

Local
expertise
desired

Essential

Desired

Essential

Local
expertise
desired

Agricultural or
water engineering

Desired

Not needed

Not
needed

Essential

Not needed
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