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Abstract  The Regional Organizations in West Africa had jointly lunched a regional Project to Improve the 
Governance of Resilience and Food Security and Nutrition and Sustainable Agriculture. The objective of the study 
was to understand the extent to which nutrition is taken into account in National Agricultural, Food Security and 
Nutrition Investment Plan of The Gambia, Guinea and Togo, and to identify challenges for future revision and 
implementation. The methodology used the Compendium of Key Nutrition Actions of the Scaling Up Nutrition 
Movement, and the mean core tools used to collect, store, code and analyze data was policy and plan overview from 
the United Nation Network. The findings revealed that nutrition is not an entire priority axis, it’s combined with 
food security, resilience and social protection. On the total of 32 key actions used to assess, 26 was considered as 
relevant for Togo, and 23 respectively for Guinea and The Gambia. There was a variation of key actions considered 
as relevant between country plans, and in total 66% (21/32) common priority actions were identified. The analyses 
show a significative funding gap estimated, around 40% for The Gambia, 44.4% for Guinea, and 90.83% for Togo, 
and none of the country didn’t clearly develop a detailed fund mobilization strategy. The nutrition integration tools is 
considered as a need for all country. The study helped to highlight opportunities to improve country plans in future 
revision, and could orient the elaboration of the next Economic Community of West African States nutrition agenda 
to be more nutrition-sensitive. 
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1. Introduction 

West Africa region is facing the double burden of over 
and undernutrition in the context of the global and regional 
financial crises, climate change and the demographic 
transition add further complications to the challenges that 
the Economic Community of West African States 
(ECOWAS) member States face [1]. The rapid human 
population growth makes malnutrition a pressing issue [2]. 
In the region, the prevalence of stunting in children under 
five years decline from 33.8 % in 2012 to 29.7 % in 2024, 
and respectively from 22.5 % to 14.0 % (The Gambia), 
33.6 % to 26.6 % (Guinea) and 26.4 % to 23.0 % Togo [3]. 
From 2006-2024 the prevalence of undernourishment felt 
for The Gambia from 17.6% to 16.8 %, Guinea from 16.4% 

to 11.4 %, Togo from 24.8% to 09.1% [3]. 
The Scaling Up Nutrition (SUN) movement lunched in 

2010 and acceptance of the Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs) in 2015 have defined a coherent 
international vision for ending malnutrition [4]. In efforts 
to address the regional situation, 16 of the 17 countries in 
the region joined the SUN; this multisectoral governance 
approach was the first attempt to undertake the revision of 
countries sectoral documents to facilitate the development 
of programs and projects to sustainably prevent 
malnutrition. The nutrition integration into policies, 
strategies, plans and programs has therefore, become 
increasingly important, not just to address fundamental 
inefficiencies but to promote sustainability through 
government ownership and improve service delivery 
across the life cycle [5].  

 



 American Journal of Food and Nutrition 193 

It this dynamic, after close consultation the ECOWAS 
with its member states adopted its agricultural policy to 
sustainably meet the food security of the population and to 
reduce poverty and inequalities in the region. This 
regional organization scale-up and led the revision by the 
nutrition inclusion into the National Agricultural 
Investment Plan (first generation) and became the 
National Agricultural, Food Security and Nutrition 
Investment Plan (PNIASAN) linked to the Regional 
Program for Agricultural Investments and Food and 
Nutrition Security (PRIASAN). The SDGs explicitly 
outline the challenge of linking agriculture to nutrition, 
and nutrition is not adequately integrated within the health 
sector, and despite progress done, ending malnutrition in 
all its forms remains a global challenge [6].  

The ECOWAS, the West African Economic and 
Monetary Union, the Permanent Inter-State Committee for 
Drought Control in the Sahel (CILSS) and the Regional 
Professional Organizations had jointly lunched ta regional 
Project to Improve the Governance of Resilience and Food 
Security and Nutrition and Sustainable Agriculture 
(PAGR-SANAD) in West Africa and the Sahel from June 
2018 to June 2024. The general objective of PAGR-
SANAD is to strengthen the governance of food and 
nutritional security, sustainable agriculture in order to 
ensure, despite the economic and environmental risks, 
improved access to food and increased nutritional impact, 
to ultimately strengthen the resilience of vulnerable 
populations while promoting inclusive economic and 
social growth. More so, the project aims to develop the 
capacities required within regional and national 
institutions to strengthen regional governance of food and 
nutrition security and agricultural policies in the context of 
resilience with a vision to achievement of the "zero hunger 
by 2025" objective. One of three main expected results of 
PAGRSANAD is to ensure that nutrition is effectively 
integrated and addressed in agricultural and food security 
policies at national and regional level. The multisectoral 
approach faces challenges particularly when it comes to 
financial allocations, implementation of interventions, and 
program evaluation, all of which often tend to reside 
within individual sectors [7].  

The primary objective of the study was to understand 
the extent to which nutrition is taken into account in 
national PNIASAN’s in the Gambia, Guinea and Togo, 
highlighting opportunities to improve them in future 
revision. Second, to collect information on the budget, and 
finance mobilization strategy, and third to identify 
mechanisms, challenges and conditions for better nutrition 
integration particularly for contributing sector. 

2. Methodology  

This study is part of a broad nutrition integration study 
into policy, strategy and plan documents conducted in 7 
countries of West Africa, which primarily aims to assess the 
level of nutrition specific and sensitive actions in policies, 
strategies, programs and plans of the contributing sectors. 
The study evaluation targeted the agriculture, livestock, 
resilience, trade, agri-food industry and processing, social 
protection, water and sanitation, hydro-agriculture, research, 
environment, health, and education sectors.  

This current document is a qualitative study focused on 
the PNIASAN of The Gambia, Guinea and Togo. An 
analytical review combining group discussion with key 
informants, and national triangulation workshop were 
conducted. The mean core tools used to collect, store, 
code and analyze data for the nutrition inclusion exercise 
was policy and program overview [8,9]. A tool from the 
United Nations Nutrition Network-REACH Initiative 
(Renewed Efforts Against Child Hunger & Undernutrition), 
a country-support mechanism for improving nutrition 
governance. 

A multisectoral and multidisciplinary technical 
committee (TC), key informants, at each country level, not 
exceed 10 people, was created and placed under the 
supervision of the country structures in charge of 
multisectoral coordination of nutrition and the country 
Permanent Secretariat of the CILSS National Council. The 
strength of this process was to facilitate inclusive and 
collaborative approach during the whole step of the study 
[10,11,12] and to insure a greater coherence between 
sectors [13]. In each country 10 days of workshops with 
the committee were hold including: (i) an opening 
workshop to outline the objectives and methodology of 
the study in full transparency; (ii) a review workshop for 
approximately 7 days to evaluate preliminary findings, 
and (iii) a feedback workshop for approximately 2 days to 
review and finalize the work. 

2.1. Initial Training 
An initial training session was held to present the 

methodology and the tools developed for this study. 
Training was held twice a week for the first two months to 
support country consultants choose to carry out the study. 
Weekly calls took place individually and in group settings. 
After the initial months, a series of technical support were 
ad-hoc depending on country need and progress. 

2.2. Compendium of Key Nutrition Actions 
This stage of the study focused on defining key 

nutrition actions from the Compendium of Key Nutrition 
Actions (CKNA) developed by the United Nations 
Nutrition Network/REACH Secretariat [14]. A list of 
thirty-two (32) actions was drafted. After validation of the 
actions by the CILSS nutrition team, the list was presented 
to countries, and discussed with the national TC. The 
national TC had the full discretion to modify, remove or 
add actions to best align the study with their country needs. 
The Table 1, presents the common actions validated and 
used by The Gambia, Guinea and Togo. 

2.3. Data Collection, Processing and Analysis 
Data collection took place from July 2021 to December 

2021, and was carried out by country consultant and 
supported by the lead consultant and the CILSS nutrition 
expert in charge of study global coordination and 
orientation. 

For nutrition inclusion, data collection and the desk 
review phase of the study was guided by the Policy and 
Plan Overview (PPO) Excel tool. The goal of the PPO  
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Excel tool was to serve as the data collection document to 
facilitate collection and review, before transcribing the 
information gathered in the PPO PowerPoint Presentation 
Template (PPO PPT). The PPO Excel were developed in 
accordance with the Compendium of Key Nutrition 
Actions, and it included specific information for page 
numbers and content, to facilitate the review, and sourcing 
of each observation. The document also had a line to 
provide insight on whether the action was relevant to the 
sector and should be included in the next revision, and 
how including it would facilitate a multisectoral approach 
to tackle malnutrition. An information collection on 
budget allocation, deficit, and finance resource 
mobilization strategy was included to the PPO Excel. The 
PPO PPT Template then outlined the findings and 
implications of the overview. This summarized the 
document studied, outlining the primary objectives of the 
PNIASAN, any specific nutritional content, and indicators. 

The slide provided the space for any additional remark 
or observation. 

The analysis of the nutrition coverage is based on two 
streams of standardized criteria that verify the nutrition 
coverage in the PNIASAN through scores, with a 
weighting of 50% for each stream (Figure 1). The sheet 

was created and shared with specific formulas used a 
standard methodology by countries. A formula was also 
incorporate to generate a Harvey ball, to show the level of 
inclusion in a pie-graph format. Only five ratings were 
possible: (i) 0% or no inclusion of nutrition, (ii) 0-25% or 
minimal consideration of nutrition, (iii) 25-50% or partial 
consideration, (iv) 50-75% or moderate consideration, and 
(v) 75-100% or substantial consideration of nutrition. 

Additionally for data collection, for each country, a 
group discussion was conducted with technical committee 
members, and information collection through workshops 
with key informants during a national workshop. The 
following items were discussed: (i) does mechanisms for 
monitoring the integration of nutrition aspects into 
policies and programs at country level exist? (ii) What are 
the challenges and conditions for successful nutrition 
inclusion in the strategic documents of the contributing 
sectors. 

A content analysis of the collected data after the group 
discussions from key informants of TC and national 
workshop was done based on the keywords and ideas. It’s 
was able to identify complimentary information needed to 
strengthen nutrition governance, in addition to the 
nutrition inclusion actions in the next document revision. 

Table 1. List of key nutrition actions proposed and validated by countries 

List of priority nutrition actions 
1 Provide nutrition education (Including promote eat what you grow practices) 
2 Animal husbandry on the family farm (including insect breeding) 
3 Aquaculture and capture fisheries (to produce food of animal origin in support of healthy diets) 
4 Sustainable intensification of agricultural production 
5 Biodiversity and underutilized crops 
6 Implement fortification of foods (incl. varietal selection and crossing, for seeds with high nutritional value) 
7 development of nutrient-rich crops for the benefit of communities, via community gardens 
8 Implement safe pesticide and fertilizer control and management 
9 Training on post-harvest management of crops (incl. quality assessment, storage, and preservation) 
10 Treatment of moderate acute malnutrition and severe acute malnutrition (MAM & SAM) 
11 Malnutrition screening 
12 Provide Vitamin A supplementation 
13 Provide Iron Folic Acid supplements 
14 Micronutrient supplementation (zinc, iodine...) 
15 Promote improved sanitation (latrines and handwashing with soap) 
16 Improvement of water supply systems and services for better access to drinking water (urban and rural areas) 
17 Improve agriculture water management 
18 Promote infant and young child feeding practices (exclusive BF, complimentary feeding) 
19 Provide deworming tablets 
20 Provide insecticide treated nets (ITNs) 
21 Provide social food and nutritional safety net (cash transfer, food for work) 
22 Promote girl child primary school enrolment 
23 Promote the prevention of adolescent pregnancies 
24 Improve infrastructure (i.e., roads) for intraregional trade in food staples 
25 Increase access and distribution of inputs 
26 Improve access to markets for food, processed, semi-processed or unprocessed agricultural products. 
27 Support for units or the creation of processing units (small, medium, or large companies, etc.) 
28 Provide supplementary feeding to vulnerable households during emergencies or complex situations 
29 Vulnerability assessment and early warning analysis 
30 Improve access to financial services to increase productivity and resilience 

31 Provision of credits and/or microfinance services for the benefit of farmers, livestock breeders, pastoralists, agro-pastoralists, 
fishermen and insect breeders 

32 School feeding 
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Figure 1. The coverage calculations to understand the extent of the nutrition consideration 

Table 2. PNIASAN priorities and responsible ministries per country 

Country Validity Axes priority Responsible institution Partners of implementation 

Gambia 
GNIAP II - FNS 

2019-2026 
(7 years) 

production and value chain 
promotion on food crops and 

vegetables, livestock 
husbandry and pastoralist, 
fisheries and aquaculture, 
forestry and environment, 
food security, nutrition, 

resilience and social 
protection, 

coordination, monitoring 
and food security 

ministry of agriculture ECOWAS, 
FAO 

Guinea 
PNIASAN 

2018-2025 
(7 years) 

productivity, 
access to markets, 

resilience and food security 
and nutrition, 

human capital, 
governance 

ministry of agriculture, 
ministry of animal 

husbandry and animal 
production, ministry of 

fisheries, aquaculture and 
maritime economics, and 

ministry of the environment, 
water and forests 

ECOWAS, NEPAD, UNICEF, 
SUN, FAO, WFP, WHO 

Togo 
PNIASAN 

2017-2026 
(9 years) 

organization of rural areas 
and agricultural sectors, 

improving the productivity, 
production, and processing 

of agricultural products, 
improving the resilience and 
nutrition of the population, 
improving the coordination 

of the sector 

ministry of agriculture, 
animal and fish production 

ECOWAS, FAO, WFP, IFAD, 
BOAD 

 Abbreviation: ECOWAS, Economic Community of West African States; FAO, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations; NEPAD, 
New Partnership for Africa’s Development; UNICEF, United Nations Children's Fund; SUN, SUN Scaling up Nutrition, WHO, World Health 
Organization; IFAD, International Fund for Agricultural Development; BOAD, West African Development Bank.  
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Table 3. Overall nutrition inclusion 

PNIASAN Malnutrition stated as a 
problem 

Nutrition indicators and/or 
objectives 

Extent of the 
nutrition Observation 

Gambia GNIAP II- 
FNS no yes 

 

total rate: 50%, 
23/32 key nutrition actions, 

11/23 relevant actions 

Guinea PNIASAN yes yes 

 

total rate: 95%, 
20/32 key nutrition actions, 

20/23 relevant actions 

Togo PNIASAN yes yes 
 

total rate: 90%, 
20/32 key nutrition actions, 

20/26 relevant actions 

As aforementioned, only five ratings were possible: 
 0% or no inclusion of nutrition, 

 0-25% or minimal consideration of nutrition, 

 25-50% or partial consideration, 

 50-75% or moderate consideration, 

 75-100% or substantial consideration of nutrition 

3. Results 

3.1. Country’s PNIASAN Priorities, Validity 
and Responsible Institution  

The document review show that Guinea and Togo 
named their document PNIASAN, and for The Gambia is 
called Second Generation National Agricultural 
Investment Plan for Food and Nutrition Security (GNIAP 
II- FNS). The GNIAP II- FNS is the plan to implement a 
modern, sustainable, and market-oriented agriculture and 
livestock sector with 6 axes. The Guinea PNIASAN’s, 
composed by 5 axes, is defined as the planning and 
coordination framework of the National Agricultural 
Development Policy. About Togo PNIASAN’s with 4 
axes aim to develop a modern, sustainable, and high 
value-added agriculture. The primary axes of intervention 
and responsible Ministry are outlined in the Table 2 below. 
These plans were elaborated in 2017 or 2018, with 
implementation period varying from 7 to 9 years, under 
the different leadership.   

3.2. Nutrition Actions Included in the 
Document 

3.2.1. Nutrition Inclusion Coverage  
The nutrition inclusion analysis showed that only Togo 

and Guinea documents recognizes malnutrition as a 
national concern, but all of them included nutrition 
indicators. The aforementioned Guinea and Togo 
document have a good nutrition coverage 90% and more, 
and for The Gambia it’s 50% ( Table 3). However, into 
the GNIAP II- FNS the study found that 12 actions should 
be considered in the next revision, and respective three (3) 
and (5) additional actions for Guinea and Togo 
PNIASAN’s. In addition, on the total of 32 key actions, 26 
was considered as relevant by Togo, and 23 respectively 
by Guinea and The Gambia. 

3.2.2. Comparative Analysis on Nutrition Inclusion 
Actions in the PNIASAN 

In summary, 21 of the 32 common priority nutrition 

actions were found relevant for inclusion in the PNIASAN 
of the 3 countries (Figure 2). In addition, for Togo 
PNIASAN’s, the study found 6 actions to not be relevant, 
or applicable for inclusion, and 9 actions respectively for 
The Gambia and Guinea. 

All country PNIASANs include sustainable 
intensification as well as fortification. The development of 
nutrient-rich crops for the benefit of communities, via 
community gardens is included as a priority for all, 
however, is omitted in the Gambia’s GNIAP II- FNS. The 
safe use and management of pesticides and fertilizers is 
recognized as a priority for all documents, however, was 
only included in the PNIASANs for Guinea, and Togo. 
Training on the post-harvest management of crops, 
including quality assessment, storage and preservation 
was prioritized by all, but the Gambia documents do not 
include this action in their current versions. Malnutrition 
screening was identified as a key priority action by all 
countries PNIASAN; however, the action was not found 
in any documents. Vitamin A and iron and folic acid 
supplementation were not considered important for 
inclusion of the 3 country’s PNIASAN documents.  

Moreover, the figure shows that the improvement of 
water supply systems and services for better access to 
drinking water in both rural and urban areas was not 
considered relevant in the Guinea PNIASANs. The 
technical committees for the Gambia and Togo suggested 
the action to be considered for inclusion in the next 
revisions. The provision of social food and nutritional 
safety net through for example, cash transfers or food for 
work were included into 2 of 3 PNIASANs; the Gambia 
committee did not consider this relevant for inclusion. In 
addition, the promotion and improvement of infrastructure 
(i.e., roads) for intraregional trade in food staples, the 
increase access to and distribution of inputs as well as the 
increased access to markets for food, processed, semi-
processed or unprocessed agricultural products were all 
priority actions identified as relevant to the 2 PNIASANs, 
and all PNIASANs included these actions.  

Lastly, the result indicates that all TC found that the 
provision of supplementary feeding to vulnerable 
households during emergencies should be included, and 
the promotion of school feeding practices was found 
relevant to the PNIASAN by but not that of the Gambia. 
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Figure 2. Comparative analysis on the inclusion of nutrition actions in 
the PNIASANs 

The specific action was present in the document version 

The specific action was not present in the document, but the study 
found the action to be relevant to the document and concluded that the 
action be considered for inclusion in the next document revision 

If the action was not present in the current document version, and the 
study found the action to not be relevant, or applicable for inclusion in 
the document. 

The actions listed in blue are part of the core actions validated by all 
countries, as reflected in part two, Compendium of Key Nutrition 
Actions section of the report. Each country adjusted specificity to actions 
but agreed under the study to consider a core set of actions  
Abbreviation: MAM & SAM, Moderate Acute Malnutrition and Severe 
Acute Malnutrition; Vit-A, Vitamin A; IYCF, Infant and Young Child 
Feeding; ITNs, Insecticide Treated Net 

3.3. Budget Allocation, Deficit, and Fund 
Mobilization Strategy 

From the review of documents, the financial projections 
of the PNIASAN per country fluctuates and the Table 4 
present the budget in percentage by axis. The Gambia 
GNIAP II- FNS is approximately US$ 374.22 million, 
with a funding gap of 40%. The plan has provided the 
main sources of financing beyond the traditional donors of 
the mainstream agriculture sector. The document briefly 
mentions the resource mobilization strategy through the 
traditional donors of the agriculture sector. Regarding the 
Guinea PNIASAN total budget was estimated to 
US$   4,187 million and a funding gap estimated 44.4%. 
The financial strategy for this plan was to allocate portions 
to be funded by four primary Ministries (see responsible 
ministry Table 2) and a fifth portion by external funding. 
The strategy for mobilizing the additional resources 
needed will include improving budget consumption rates, 
improving the attractiveness of the sector to encourage 
private investment by improving the business climate and 
the legal and regulatory framework, and mobilizing 
funding from innovative mechanisms, such as the Green 
Climate Fund. For Togo, the projected cost to achieve 

results outlined in the document is US$ 1,371 million. 
Although financial resources and funding promises were 
not noted in the document, the financial gap was estimated 
around 90.83%. 

3.4. Existence of Mechanisms for Nutrition 
Integration Monitoring Into Plans 

Group discussions from all country TC indicated that 
nutrition integration monitoring was a weakness, despite 
the multisectoral bodies that were created to lead nutrition 
governance. They identified the need to create institutional 
monitoring frameworks and tools as national priorities to 
ensure accountability.  

A member of The Gambia technical committee said:  
“The Gambia established the National Nutrition 

Agency in 2005, and a part of the mandate is to 
coordinate the integration of nutrition into sector policies 
and plans. The government drafted the new National 
Nutrition Policy for 2021-2025, this will improve the 
mechanisms for monitoring and evaluation”.  

And according to one stakeholder of Guinea: 
“The main objectives of the evaluation monitoring 

framework are firstly to monitor activities through 
nutrition indicators over time, analyze the organization 
and resources allocated to activities and the progress”.  

From the group discussion in Togo, all sectors noted 
that they referred more to national framework documents 
and recommendations at the global, regional, sub-regional 
levels. An agent from agriculture sector highlighted: 

“At the agricultural sector level, we follow the 
Sustainable Development Goals, Comprehensive Africa 
Agriculture Development Programme, the commitments of 
MAPUTO 2003 and MALABO 2014 as well as the 
recommendations resulting from the evaluation of 
previous strategic documents, notably the PNIASA 2010-
2015 for the consideration of nutrition”.  

3.5. Difficulties and Conditions to Success the 
Nutrition Inclusion Into PNIASAN 

From discussion groups, it’s noted by all countries that 
political efforts need to be reinforced, to translate into 
strengthened guiding documents and consequently more 
explicit action. Also, four major points as conditions of 
success derived from challenges, have been globally 
evoked : (i) a strong governance operational mechanisms 
to be establish at all levels (monitoring & evaluation, 
accountability, consultation, communication, advocacy, 
etc.), (ii) the production, management and use of quality 
information to support decision-making, (iii) the 
conception and dissemination of guide interventions or 
nutrition inclusion, especially in sensitive sectors, and (iv) 
mobilization of financial partners for nutrition sensitive 
interventions. The Table 5 presents challenges and the 
conditions of success noted in each country. 

4. Discussion 

This study helped to highlight, using the Policy and 
Plan Overview developed by the United Nation Network-
REACH and the SUN Compendium of Key Nutrition 
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Actions, the nutrition integration into PNIASAN of The 
Gambia, Guinea and Togo. It makes possible to identify 
the challenges at implementation given the 
multisectorality of nutrition [8,9,15] particularly in 
agriculture nutrition sensitive sector [16].  

The study showed that the PNIASAN implementation 
period varies from 7 to 9 years, with similar priority axe, 
and all countries integrated a multisectoral coordination 
mechanism into their plan [17,18]. The findings revealed 
that nutrition is not an entire priority axis, it’s combined 
with food security, resilience and social protection, or 
food security and resilience or only with resilience. This 
would constitute a weak point during the formulation and 
integration of nutrition activities into the document.  

Guinea and Togo document have a good nutrition 
coverage respectively 90% and 95%, and for The Gambia 
it’s 50%. The relatively good level of nutrition integration 
in Guinea and Togo could be explained by the influence of 
national nutrition policies, or international and regional 

strategies [19,20,21], such as the Comprehensive Africa 
Agriculture Development Programme, SDGs and the 
recommendations resulting from the evaluation of 
previous the National Agricultural Investment Plan as said 
by country key informants.  

On the total of 32 key actions used to assess, 26 was 
considered as relevant for Togo, and 23 respectively for 
Guinea and The Gambia. These 26 key nutrition actions 
could directly be proposed as CKAN for subsequent 
revisions. They were a variation of key nutrition actions 
considered as relevant between countries PNIASANs’, 
and in total 66% (21/32) common priority were identified. 
This indicates that the content of PNIASAN varies 
significantly between countries in terms of nutrition 
activities. It should be noted, however, that these countries 
are located on the Atlantic coast of West Africa with little 
contextual difference. This would demonstrate that 
planning is based on the country's needs, and also require 
a common planning approach. 

Table 4. Budgetary information from Country PNIASAN 

PNIASAN Estimated in USD 
(millions) Financial allocation by axis (%) Existence of clear fund 

mobilization strategy 

The Gambia GNIAP II- 
FNS 374.22 

production and value chain promotion on food crops and 
vegetables sector (43%), 

production and value chain promotion on livestock husbandry 
and pastoralist sector (16%), 

production and value chain promotion on fisheries and 
aquaculture sector (20%), 

production and value chain promotion on forestry and 
environment sector (2%), 

food security, nutrition, resilience and social protection (11%), 
coordination, monitoring and food security (3%), 

contingency (5%) 

not detailed 

Guinea PNIASAN 4, 187 

productivity (74%), 
access to markets (7%), 

resilience and food security and nutrition (7%), 
human capital (1%), 
governance (11%) 

very low detailed 

Togo PNIASAN 1,371 

organization of rural areas and agricultural sectors (8%), 
improving the productivity, production, and processing of 

agricultural products (77%), 
improving the resilience and nutrition of the population (4%), 

improving the coordination of the sector (6%), 
contingency funds (5%) 

not detailed 

Table 5. Challenges and conditions to success nutrition integration into PNIASAN 

Country Challenges Conditions of success 

The Gambia 

Limited of nutrition institutionalization into nutrition 
sensitive sector, 

limited budgetary allocation for sectors critical in 
enhancing nutrition, 

lack of key nutrition indicators 

reinforce multisectoral approach and collaboration, 
develop a nutrition inclusion guide for the PNIASAN 

engaged sectors, 
share knowledge and awareness raising on nutrition, 

increase financing of nutrition across ministries 
(nutrition specific and sensitive), 

improve research and information systems 

Guinea 

low level of nutrition institutionalization into 
agriculture sector, 

weak national nutrition information system, 
low visibility of partner interventions and nutrition 

programs, 
lack of donor interest in nutrition to the sector, 

insufficient synergies, 
limited availability of domestic resources 

renew the national food security council, 
define a common results framework for nutrition, 

reinforce civils servants’ capacity and knowledge on food and nutrition, 
create an accountability session to assess, 

government and donor efforts 

Togo 

nutrition is not seen as an exclusive action but as a 
goal to be achieved indirectly, 

insufficient knowledge of key nutrition actions by 
contributing sector, 

low of financial partners advocating and acting for 
nutrition sensitive interventions, 

lack of key nutrition sensitive indicators 

raise awareness among different sectors to recognize 
malnutrition as a problem, 

develop and disseminate nutrition integration tools, 
strengthen the capacities of human resources 

(planners, monitors-evaluators and decision-makers), 
on nutrition-sensitive interventions integration, 

advocacy for nutrition sensitive interventions financing 
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In addition, for Togo PNIASAN’s the study found 6 
actions to not be relevant, or applicable for inclusion, and 
9 actions respectively for The Gambia and Guinea. The 
following nutrition actions namely vitamin A 
supplementation, iron and folic acid supplementation, 
school enrolment, prevention of adolescent pregnancies, 
deworming and Insecticide Treated Nets were not 
considered important for inclusion of the 3 country’s 
PNIASAN documents. This indicates that these actions 
should no longer be included in the list of key actions 
from the CKNA and would not be appropriate for the 
nutrition sensitive sectors. The finding also noted that 
malnutrition screening and Infant and Young Child 
Feeding, was identified as a key priority action by all 
countries PNIASAN, however the action was not found in 
any documents. They were not considered as not relevant. 
These specific nutrition actions traditionally associated 
with the health sector could be integrated into the 
PNIASAN future revision. Similar research in Cape Verde 
identified that the national strategic plan for agricultural 
research system, and the national strategy for disasters risk 
reduction do not list any specific nutrition activity [22]. 

The implementation period of the PNIASAN range 
from 7 to 9 years, if ignoring the duration of the plan, 
Guinea allocates the most budget to its PNIASAN 
implementation, followed by Togo and The Gambia. 
However, the document content as priority interventions 
differ greatly, making a budgetary comparison difficult 
and justifying the budget variability. Also, this financial 
fluctuation projections per country could be proportionally 
linked to the population number, sign of issues and 
challenges.  

The analyses show a significative funding gap 
estimated, around 40% for The Gambia, 44.4% for Guinea, 
and 90.83% for Togo, and none of the country didn’t 
clearly develop a resource mobilization strategy; it’s not 
detailed or very low detailed. It is critical that the funding 
mobilization strategy has a clear programme of activities, 
timeline and budget that is adequately resourced in terms 
of financial and human resources to be implementable 
[23]. Pelletier et al noted that for nutrition policy 
formulation and implementation in Bolivia, Peru and 
Guatemala, the indicators most rarely observed are the 
development of concrete operational plans translated into 
budgets [24]. The lack or low funding, or low financial 
partners advocating or acting for nutrition sensitive 
interventions and sectors have been cited by all country 
technical committee as challenges to success nutrition 
integration. Financial resources are needed to enhance the 
nutrition sensitivity of agri-food systems, and must be 
adequate, stable and flexible [25]. 

Our research revealed that budget lines where nutrition 
is explicitly linked to other major interventions, including 
food security, resilience, and social protection, ranged 
from 4% to 11% of the overall budget in different country 
documents. That association could affect nutrition 
programming, budgeting and budget allocation, 
particularly during the implementation of activities. 
Similar studies on policies and plans including nutrition 
sensitive sectors carried out in Mali [17], Cape Verde [22] 
and Togo [18] show that the most of the documents 
assessed lacked clearly defined nutrition budgets or 
providing insufficient detailed budget information. 

The discussions during countries consultation indicated 
that nutrition integration monitoring was a weakness and 
considered as a challenge, despite the multisectoral bodies 
that were created to lead nutrition governance. Too, a low 
level of nutrition institutionalization inside of nutrition 
sensitive sector was also underlined as a bottleneck. A 
study conducted in Burkina-Faso, showed that 65.5% 
(19/29) of technical structures at central level did not have 
internal exchanges mechanism on nutrition [10]. An 
inexistence of exchange system on nutrition activities at 
the sector level and ineffective coordination within 
institutions is obstacle for nutrition integration and 
implementation of policies and programs [10,26]. 

Furthermore, insufficient knowledge of key nutrition 
actions by contributing sector was highlighted. It was also 
suggested by country key informants to strengthen the 
technical capacities of human resources (planners, 
monitors-evaluators and decision-makers) on nutrition and 
nutrition-sensitive interventions integration. Across all 
levels of food system governance, capacity reinforcement 
is needed to overcome challenges related to slow 
information flows, inadequate human resourcing and skills 
[27]. Research from India, Bangladesh and Pakistan 
revealed a lack of nutrition understanding and knowledge 
inhibiting the nutrition prioritization [25,28,29,30], and in 
Nepal the nutrition-sensitive agriculture knowledge and 
skills were a need for better program management [31].  

The problem of the production, management and use of 
quality information to support decision-making was 
highlighted by the countries, addressing mainly the lack of 
key nutrition sensitive indicators. The popularity of new 
indicators demonstrates that there is a great demand for 
valid and feasible indicators related to the agriculture-
nutrition nexus [32]. Data gaps undermine our ability to 
target resources, develop policy and monitor 
accountability [33]. Surveys conducted in Burkina Faso, 
particularly regarding the sensitive nutrition sectors at 
central and regional levels, has shown a strong demand for 
nutrition information and data [15]. 

Our study has contributed, using mainly the PPO, a tool 
from the United Nations Nutrition-REACH, and the 
Compendium of Key Nutrition action of the SUN, to 
analyse the nutrition integration into country PNIASAN; 
an important West Africa regional document declination 
at country level. The methodology and tools, allow to 
provide a reflection on the several key nutrition actions 
currently included or must be included into the next 
revision for each country PNIASAN document. As results, 
challenges and conditions were identified to enhance 
nutrition integration, principally for nutrition-sensitive 
contributing sectors involved into the PNIASAN 
implementation. This research has some notable 
limitations. The study is part of a broad nutrition 
integration study into agriculture, livestock, resilience, 
trade, agri-food industry and processing, social protection, 
water and sanitation, hydro-agriculture, research, 
environment, health, and education sectors policy, strategy 
and plan documents. So, the list of nutrition key actions 
from the CKNA was built taken into account these aeras 
including some traditionally nutrition actions from health 
sector, such as vitamin A supplementation, iron and folic 
acid supplementation, school enrolment, prevention of 
adolescent pregnancies, deworming and insecticide treated 
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nets. Using this list of nutrition key action to assess the 
level of nutrition covering into the PNIASAN linked to 
agriculture sector could bring bias by reducing the rate of 
relevant actions. The level of subjective risk was present, 
despite needing consensus within the technical committee. 
It’s important to use different CKNA list to assess 
sensitive nutrition and specific nutrition sector or plan. 

Additionally, considering only the Harvey ball showing 
the nutrition coverage rate can be limiting in the 
interpretation of nutrition consideration. It is therefore 
important to quarry information from the Power Point 
Presentation Template to know what key actions was 
integrated or not and other observations on the plans. 

Finaly, some activities into the PNIASAN documents 
were often grouped in a package of actions without details 
in order to decide whether if it’s a key action to be 
considered or not. This inadequacy formulation was a 
difficulty to make a better choice.   

Conclusion 

The diagnostic study of the nutrition integration into the 
PNIASAN of Gambia, Guinea and Togo made it possible 
to identify the progress and constraints in taking into 
account priority nutrition interventions. The study shows 
that nutrition is not a priority axis in its own right, and few 
specific nutrition actions traditionally associated with the 
health sector could be integrated into the PNIASAN future 
revision. In addition, resource mobilization strategies 
should be significative detailed in the documents, and the 
regional nutrition forum could continue to promote 
country plans and donor interest in agriculture nutrition-
sensitive. An in-depth nutrition budgetary analysis could 
be done for the next document after their revision. 
Country committees suggested the development and 
disseminate of nutrition integration tools; from the finding 
results, a new guide has been developed in April 2024 by 
the PAGRSANAD, and could be used for PNIASAN next 
revision. The study results could orient the elaboration of 
the next Economic Community of West African States 
nutrition agenda to be more nutrition-sensitive. 
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