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Stakeholder engagement in food systems 
and nutrition research programs: Approach, 
insights, and lessons learned from the 
FRESH Initiative 
Introduction 
Poor diets are a leading cause of malnutrition and diet-related diseases globally.1,2 Improving 
diets, including increasing fruit and vegetable (F&V) intake, is critical to address these 
challenges. Global F&V consumption, however, remains below the recommended 400 grams 
of fruit and vegetables per person per day.3 A complex set of factors related to the desirability, 
availability, accessibility, and affordability of F&V limits intake. This suggests that integrated, 
food-system-based solutions are needed.4  

The CGIAR Research Initiative on Fruit and Vegetables for Sustainable Healthy Diets 
(FRESH - 2022-2024), which transitioned into the CGIAR Science Program on Better Diets 
and Nutrition (BDN) Area of Work 3 (AoW3) in 2025, tests food systems innovations to 
increase F&V intake. FRESH was initially implemented in Tanzania, Sri Lanka, Benin, and 
the Philippines, with impact evaluations planned in Tanzania and Sri Lanka. Using an end-to-
end (E2E) approach, the interventions span demand, food environment, supply, and enabling 
environment components of food systems related to F&V (Figure 1). On the demand side, 
understanding country-specific dietary patterns and drivers of low F&V intake are vital first 
steps to identify opportunities and design interventions to positively influence desirability and 
shift consumer behavior. Food environment interventions aim to address constraints such as 
improving  the affordability and accessibility of F&V.5,6 On the supply side, the team works 
with farmers and value chain actors to improve access to diverse quality seeds, promote safe 
and sustainable vegetable production practices (including traditional vegetables), and reduce 
postharvest losses while addressing food safety. Lastly, the E2E approach considers policy 
research, capacity sharing, and engagement to strengthen enabling environments for 
sustainable healthy diets.7–10  

FRESH, and now BDN AoW3, adopted an iterative stakeholder engagement approach to 
promote demand-driven evidence generation that was designed to be responsive to local 
priorities, engaging key actors across the food system in each of the four focal countries. 
While evidence is an important input into decision-making, its use also depends on its 
relevance to end-user needs, decision-makers' perceptions of its credibility, relationships 
between researchers and stakeholders, and effective communication.11–17 Insufficient 
stakeholder engagement can limit the consideration of local knowledge, cultural context, and 
priorities and can in turn inhibit the adoption and use of research findings.14,18 In contrast, 
mutual partnerships that bring together policymakers, practitioners, researchers, and frontline 
actors support the co-production of research and its application in policy and practice.19 
Despite this recognition, there is limited evidence on how engagement is conducted and 
evolves in practice, particularly from the perspective of stakeholders themselves. 

This brief outlines the stakeholder engagement approach and lessons learned during the 
FRESH Initiative (2022–2024), including key findings from a mixed-methods assessment of 
FRESH’s engagement approach. The study examined FRESH’s progress on its intended 
stakeholder engagement and capacity sharing strategies through an online survey and key 
informant interviews. While the description and findings reflect the implementation period of 
FRESH (2022-2024), BDN AoW3 stakeholder engagement activities are building on these 
initial partnerships and engagement mechanisms and the lessons learned. 



Page 3 of 13  

 

Figure 1: End-to-end approach  

 

Stakeholder engagement approach 
We define stakeholder engagement as the iterative and non-linear activities that enable 
dialogue between individuals, groups, and institutions to listen, inform, and collaborate 
toward a common goal.20 It involves both formal (e.g., structured consultations, workshops) 
and informal (e.g., informal or 1:1 discussions, relationship-building) forms of engagement. 
FRESH (now BDN AoW3) engages stakeholders across the food system to strengthen 
cross-sectoral collaboration and to support prioritization of F&V across the E2E domains. Co-
learning and exchange are prioritized, and local actors are involved in the co-creation and 
design of research and interventions, rather than limiting engagement to consultation or 
feedback on research outputs. The team approaches engagement as an iterative and 
adaptive process that evolves over time based on implementation and learning.  

FRESH/AoW3 actors engaged with diverse stakeholders, within and outside government, 
who influence and are influenced by the food system, recognizing differences in expertise, 
influence, and roles across the different domains. Stakeholders were selected to ensure 
priorities reflected national contexts and aligned with existing food-system needs and 
priorities. 

Defining FRESH actors  
FRESH defined three primary actor groups: 

• Core partners (CP): Researchers from international institutions who designed FRESH and held 
primary management responsibility and access to resources. 

• Implementing partners (IP): National institutions in focus countries that co-led research and 
program activities with core partners and received core partner funding to implement activities. 

• Strategic stakeholders (SS): Prioritized individuals, groups, or institutions – ranging from 
government to non-government, local, or in-country international development agencies – with 
relevant expertise, influence, and involvement in food systems, F&Vs, or specific E2E domains who 
engaged with FRESH but did not hold operational roles. 

Identifying and working with core partners 
FRESH was developed by CGIAR researchers from the International Food Policy Research 
Institute (IFPRI), CIMMYT, Alliance of Bioversity International-CIAT (ABC), International 
Water Management Institute (IWMI), and International Potato Center (CIP), in close 
partnership with the World Vegetable Center, Applied Horticultural Research, the University 
of Sydney, the Institute of Development Studies, Wageningen University & Research, and the 
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University of California, Davis. These institutions worked in partnership with the implementing 
partner institutions of Sokoine University of Agriculture, Wayamba University of Sri Lanka, 
and the Philippines Department of Science and Technology–Food and Nutrition Research 
Institute (DOST-FNRI), along with other partners in developing the FRESH Initiative. 

In each country, a FRESH Country Coordinator coordinated FRESH activities. Stakeholder 
engagement was led jointly by the Country Coordinator and a core partner researcher, in 
collaboration with the broader team of core and implementing partners. Three Country 
Coordinators were from core institutions (World Vegetable Center and IWMI), and one was 
from DOST-FNRI, an implementing partner institution. 

Identifying and working with implementing partners 
Across the four focus countries, FRESH partnered with 21 institutions to conduct research or 
development activities across the E2E domains. Implementing partners were identified 
through different approaches, including existing mandates within the country, expertise, and 
collaborations with core partners. Their roles varied by country and E2E domain but generally 
included: 1) designing and conducting research, 2) designing and delivering capacity sharing 
activities on different topics such as seed development, good agronomic practices, post-
harvest management, and dietary analysis, 3) collaborating on technical analyses such as 
cost of healthy diets or microbial assessments, and 4) engaging with strategic stakeholders.     

Identifying and working with strategic stakeholders 
A stakeholder mapping was conducted in August 2023, during a FRESH biannual partner 
meeting, to identify priority actors across E2E domains based on influence and interest 
across the four countries. Country Coordinators complemented this process with one-on-one 
meetings and workshops to introduce FRESH, share its vision of multistakeholder 
engagement, gather feedback, and identify appropriate engagement modalities. This process 
aimed to avoid the duplication of ongoing activities within the countries, leverage existing 
platforms, and identify champions for nutrition. 

Where relevant platforms existed on food systems, horticulture, or nutrition, FRESH 
embedded some of its engagements within them. In Tanzania, this included engagement with 
the National Multisectoral Nutrition Technical Sub Working Group on food systems and 
nutrition-sensitive actions (government-led), the Arusha Sustainable Food Systems Platform 
(co-led by government and civil society), and the Development Partners Nutrition Group 
(development partner-led). In Benin, FRESH engaged with the National Horticulture Platform 
– a platform for sharing research, informing policy, and enabling co-learning among 
vegetable value chain actors (civil-society-led). In Sri Lanka and the Philippines, engagement 
took place through targeted workshops with government, civil society, NGO, private sector, 
and researchers in the absence of established platforms for collaboration. In the Philippines, 
FRESH maintained close collaboration with Local Government Units and the Local 
Agricultural Office.   

Theory of change 
The theory of change (TOC) (Figure 2) for the Initiative’s stakeholder engagement approach 
outlines how engagement is expected to contribute to the consideration of F&V across food 
systems. It articulates the pathways through which engagement inputs and processes 
support the co-production of research, strengthen relationships and capacities, and ultimately 
influence food-system decisions, policies, and actions.  

It is important to note that the TOC assumes that engagement is an iterative, adaptive, and 
long-term process, recognizing that meaningful shifts in collaboration, evidence use, and 
policy prioritization occur over time rather than in the short term. 
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• Input: Understanding of each focus country context and identification of implementing partners and 
strategic stakeholders. 

• Processes: Research priorities and processes are informed by partners and stakeholders through 
participatory engagement, including through multistakeholder platforms, and identification of 
capacity needs. 

• Outputs: Strengthened networks and opportunities for exchanging knowledge, leading to co-
produced outputs (e.g., innovations, interventions, publications, and training materials). 

• Outcomes (intermediate): Enhanced partner and stakeholder knowledge and capacity (including 
using evidence) on F&V, as well as collective advocacy and prioritization of F&V across the food 
system in focus countries.  

• Outcomes (long-term): Improved collaboration and prioritization of F&V in food systems, leading 
to improved availability, affordability, and consumption.  

 

Figure 2: Theory of change of stakeholder engagement  

 

Stakeholder engagement activities 
Stakeholder engagement during FRESH was conducted through proposal development, 
Initiative launches, biannual partner meetings, monthly coordination meetings, and bilateral 
and multistakeholder meetings (Table 1). Engagement began during the inception phase in 
all four countries, with consultations held during the proposal development stage to seek 
feedback on project relevance and country fit. The global and country launches of FRESH 
served as a way to convene national experts to introduce the FRESH objectives and discuss 
the global and country priorities and opportunities to increase the intake of F&V through 
addressing food system barriers.   

Core and implementing partners engaged and continue to engage bilaterally with 
government, academia, national research institutes, implementers, and community-level 
actors across the different domains in the food system. These engagements support the 
prioritization and co-design of research and associated interventions, identify opportunities 
for collaboration, and foster learning about related initiatives. 

Core and implementing partners also jointly developed and implemented research activities 
that span the demand, food environment, supply, and enabling environment domains, and 
implemented supply-side interventions. Collaborative needs assessments on food 
environments were conducted in Tanzania, Sri Lanka, and the Philippines. 
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 Table 1: Summary of engagement activities and stakeholder participation conducted during the FRESH Initiative phase. 

Engagement 
activities 

Stage of 
research 
process 

Dates 
Groups involved in each country 

Rationale and examples 
Tanzania Sri Lanka Benin Philippines 

Proposal 
development 

Inception 2022-
2023 

    
Inform FRESH’s overall research agenda and identify 
areas of potential collaboration.  
Ex: virtual stakeholder consultations  

Initiative launch      
Create awareness of the Initiative and strengthen 
partnerships 
Ex: global and country Initiative launch events 

Bilateral meetings  
 
 

Research 
process 

2022-
2024 

    

Discuss planned activities across demand, supply, food 
environment, and enabling environment and identify 
specific areas of collaboration.  
Ex: one-on-one meetings with academia, government, 
farmers, vendor stakeholders 

Design and 
implementation of 
research and 
intervention activities 

    

Work with implementing partners to conduct studies, 
design or implement interventions across demand, 
supply, and food environment.   
Ex: design and implementation of the impact evaluations, 
supply-side activities at production hubs, demand and 
food environment intervention co-design, capacity sharing 

Monthly coordination 
meetings 

Research 
process 

2023-
2024     

Coordinate and share across core and implementing 
partners working on the different E2E domains within a 
specific country context through monthly meetings.  

FRESH biannual 
partner meetings 

Research 
process 

2023-
2024 

    
Meetings that take place two times per year, bringing 
together core and implementing partners, and some 
strategic stakeholders from the four focus countries to 
discuss progress, share research, and identify priorities. 

Multistakeholder 
meetings 

Research 
process and 

dissemination 

2023-
2024 

—  —  

Conduct meetings that bring together core, implementing, 
and strategic stakeholders who intervene across the 
different E2E domains to discuss and review ongoing 
work across the full E2E spectrum.  
Ex: multistakeholder meetings in Sri Lanka, Philippines 

Science meetings 
and conferences 

  —  

Share and examine evidence, innovations, and 
experiences on F&V availability, accessibility, affordability, 
desirability, and intake. Country-level science meetings 
brought together in-country stakeholders, researchers, 
and FRESH partners. One cross-country science 
conference in Tanzania (larger scale) also included 
students and FRESH partners from other focus countries.  
Ex: Tanzania Science Conference, SL Science Meeting 

CP IP SS 

CP: Core partners IP: Implementing partners SS: Strategic stakeholders 

CP SS 

CP IP SS CP IP SS CP IP SS 

CP IP SS CP IP SS CP IP SS CP IP SS 

CP IP SS CP IP SS CP IP SS CP IP SS 

CP IP SS 

CP IP SS CP IP SS CP IP SS 

CP SS CP SS CP SS 

CP IP CP IP CP IP CP IP 

CP IP CP IP CP IP CP IP 

CP IP SS 
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The co-design of supply (all four countries) and demand (Tanzania only1) interventions took 
place amongst core, implementing, and strategic stakeholders. Implementing and core 
partners organized capacity sharing activities across the different domains (described further 
in a separate brief), and FRESH partners also participated in capacity-sharing efforts led by 
other stakeholders. Core and implementing partners in each country also participated in 
monthly virtual coordination meetings to discuss ongoing activities and foster coordination 
across the E2E domains. In addition, they met twice a year in person to review research 
progress, share findings, and jointly prioritize upcoming activities. 

In Benin and Tanzania, FRESH engaged stakeholders across food system domains through 
existing multistakeholder platforms. In Sri Lanka and the Philippines, where such platforms 
were not available, FRESH organized multistakeholder convenings in 2023 and 2024 (Sri 
Lanka) and 2024 (Philippines). These meetings introduced the end-to-end approach and 
provided opportunities for stakeholders from different sectors to discuss its relevance, identify 
linkages and gaps across food system domains, and share perspectives on the planned 
research. The meetings complemented domain-specific engagement activities by facilitating 
cross-sectoral dialogue.  

In 2024, FRESH organized science meetings or conferences in Tanzania, Sri Lanka, and the 
Philippines to bring core and implementing partners, strategic stakeholders, and other in-
country actors, including students working on food systems or F&V, together to share 
evidence, innovations, and experiences related to improving the desirability, intake, 
availability, and affordability of F&V. A comparable event was not organized in Benin, given 
its smaller portfolio of activities and funding and time constraints. 

Lessons learned 
A mixed-methods engagement study examining FRESH’s progress on its intended 
stakeholder engagement and capacity sharing strategies was conducted from February to 
September 2025. The study sampled core partners, implementing partners, and strategic 
stakeholders, and consisted of an online survey (n=59; 39% response rate) and key 
informant interviews (KII) (n=30; 77% response rate) (Table 2). Both the survey and KIIs 
focused on core themes that cut across the “Inputs-Processes-Outputs” of the engagement 
TOC (Figure 2), with KIIs allowing more in-depth exploration of themes. This section 
summarizes the high-level findings of the study, including stakeholder perceptions of 
successes, barriers, and areas for improvement that have informed the continued 
implementation of engagement activities under BDN AoW3. The study received ethics 
approval from the IFPRI Institutional Review Board (No. 00007490). 
 

Table 2:  Study sample by partner type 
Partner type Survey Key-informant interviews 

 N(%) N(%) 
Core  25 (42) 10 (33) 
Implementing 18 (31) 11 (37) 
Strategic 16 (27)2 9 (30) 

Total 59 (100)1 30 (100) 
 

 
1 The co-design of demand-side interventions was planned in Sri Lanka but had not yet begun at the time of the FRESH 
Initiative (2022-2024). 
2 Three strategic stakeholders out of the 16 reported not knowing FRESH and did not complete the relevant modules; therefore, 
analyses of FRESH-related questions are based on a sample of 56 respondents. 
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High-level findings 
Engagement increased over time, with implementing partners and strategic 
stakeholders becoming more actively involved. All implementing partners (100%) 
reported their involvement in FRESH in 2023 and 2024, with a broader range of engagement 
activities mentioned in 2024. Strategic stakeholders’ involvement also increased over time 
(from 62% reporting engagement in 2023 to 85% in 2024). Implementing partners reported 
involvement in co-developing research ideas and implementing activities and trainings, while 
strategic stakeholders highlighted participating in FRESH stakeholder meetings and 
presentations, bilateral discussions, and field visits.  

FRESH was perceived as aligned with country priorities, with opportunities to 
strengthen alignment further. Over 90% of survey respondents and most interviewees 
found that FRESH was well-aligned with country policy and program priorities. Most core 
(92%) and implementing (83%) partners and over two-thirds of strategic stakeholders who 
responded to the survey felt that FRESH was informed by local priorities through in-country 
Initiative launch events, close working relationships between partners and local stakeholders, 
and the co-design of interventions. 
 

 The beauty of FRESH is to lean on the stakeholders already involved in the activities […] even if [this 
phase of] FRESH is finished, we do not feel that it has ended because [it] aligned well with the policies 
and activities in the country. And if you align yourself with ongoing activities, you make more impact than 
if you come suddenly with something new … And even if it has ended well, the actions, the impacts are 
still ongoing. (Implementing partner, Benin). 

 
A small number of survey respondents (n=3/56), representing both implementing partners 
and strategic stakeholders, perceived that FRESH was not informed by local priorities, citing 
limited engagement at the beginning of the Initiative, targeting a select group of stakeholders, 
and insufficient sharing of research results. In KIIs, implementing partners and strategic 
stakeholders also recommended greater institutionalization of FRESH findings within country 
policies and programs to support sustainability.  

Collaboration was viewed positively, particularly between core and implementing 
partners. Many actors, however, also reported room for improvement. Most core 
partners (88%) reported excellent or above average collaboration with implementing 
partners. Meanwhile, all implementing partners and 85% of strategic stakeholders reported 
excellent or above-average collaboration with FRESH, noting positive working relationships 
and close alignment of FRESH with existing institutional or project objectives. The small 
number of strategic stakeholders (4%) who reported below average or poor collaboration in 
the survey cited that this was due to poor communication. 

 … the FRESH Initiative worked well in fostering collaboration among diverse stakeholders, promoting 
knowledge-sharing, and providing actionable insights on integrating fruits and vegetables into food 
systems. The interactive sessions and expert contributions were particularly valuable in addressing real-
world challenges and identifying opportunities for improvement (Strategic stakeholder, Tanzania). 

Despite the positive views on collaboration, many implementing partners (61%), core 
partners (72%), and strategic stakeholders (77%) noted in the survey that there was room for 
improvement, including strengthening integration across E2E domains, longer 
implementation timelines, more frequent and sustained engagement to maintain momentum, 
and strengthened knowledge sharing and feedback mechanisms. 
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Stakeholder engagement through FRESH contributed to strengthened networks, 
capacity, and learning. Eighty-three percent of implementing partners reported that their 
involvement in FRESH led to other collaborations in research, intervention planning, policy 
discussions, capacity development, and manuscript writing. Around a third of strategic 
stakeholders reported similar benefits. All core and implementing partners and 92% of 
strategic stakeholders also reported learning new information through their engagement in 
FRESH, particularly technical content (e.g., sustainable agricultural practices), new 
technologies (e.g., soil moisture detection), data collection and analysis methods (e.g., 
photovoice, food consumption indices), as well as project management and stakeholder 
engagement approaches. In KIIs, some partners and stakeholders (n=6) emphasized the 
multi-directionality of capacity sharing, as partners/stakeholders learned from one another. 
Some partners and stakeholders (n=7) recommended more intentional integration, clearer 
definition, and stronger monitoring of capacity-sharing activities.  

 … there's all the kind of technical type capacity that we seek to strengthen [...] with research partners, 
with vegetable value chain actors. And then there's the idea of the end-to-end approach, strengthening 
capacity through people to be working in this sort of interdisciplinary multi sectoral coordinated way. I 
feel like that's key, to my understanding, the contribution that FRESH is seeking to make. So, we're not 
just building capacity in individual components of the food system, but we're building capacity in systems-
based approaches to food related issues (Core partner). 

Engagement led to jointly produced outputs, such as research publications and training 
materials, for 92% of core and 75% of implementing partners who responded to the survey. 
Reflecting their more direct roles in research and implementation, joint production was more 
common among these partners than among strategic stakeholders. Only three strategic 
stakeholders (23%) interviewed reported being involved in joint production of outputs.  

Stakeholders identified several facilitating factors that supported effective 
engagement, while also highlighting challenges that limited it. Implementing partners 
and strategic stakeholders emphasized FRESH’s participatory approach, systems approach, 
multisectoral collaboration, integration of research and policy, and opportunities for 
networking and knowledge sharing as key facilitators. Core partners also emphasized the 
value of regular coordination meetings such as country monthly meetings, biannual 
meetings, and country-specific science meetings for sharing ideas and findings, as well as 
the commitment and positive relationships with in-country partners. On barriers or what did 
not go well, implementing partners and strategic stakeholders highlighted delays in funding 
transfers that impacted implementation and tight activity timelines. Core partners similarly 
highlighted funding transfer delays and, particularly, coordination of activities across the 
different E2E domains, which limited the full integration of the E2E approach as was intended 
by design. Some strategic stakeholders also recommended engaging a broader range of 
stakeholders from the outset and maintaining more consistent communication and follow-up 
throughout implementation. 

Applying the lessons: Adaptive actions for BDN AoW3 
The perspectives shared by core partners, implementing partners, and strategic stakeholders 
provide an opportunity for reflection and strengthening of the stakeholder engagement 
approach. Although the assessment was conducted after the first two years of FRESH, when 
partnerships, research activities, and engagement processes were still being established 
across the four contexts, the findings highlight important lessons that remain relevant for the 
continuation of the work under BDN AoW3. The context of funding and governance changes 
in the CGIAR must be noted, as this affected funding flows and, therefore, collaboration and 
implementation with implementing partners in-country, a key challenge for these partners as 
shown by the results.  
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A key strength of the assessment is that it was conducted during an ongoing research 
program, allowing findings to inform and strengthen stakeholder engagement as activities 
evolve. By combining an online survey with key informant interviews and engaging actors 
across the different stakeholder groups represented in the program, we were able to capture 
diverse perspectives on stakeholder experiences. The online survey, however, had a low 
response rate. The survey was available only in English, which may have posed a barrier for 
respondents for whom English was not their first language. Lastly, while the findings reflect 
the context of a single research program, they offer insights that may be relevant to other 
research programs that integrate stakeholder engagement throughout the research process.  

Based on these findings from the FRESH experience, BDN AoW3 has identified the following 
priority adaptive actions to strengthen stakeholder engagement, support the co-production 
and exchange of knowledge, and ensure that research and interventions remain responsive 
to country priorities. While some challenges, such as funding cycles and disbursement 
processes, remain beyond the program's control, these actions focus on areas where BDN 
AoW3 can strengthen collaboration, communication, and engagement. 
 

1. Strengthen the integration of E2E domains (demand, food environment, supply, and 
enabling environment): While integration is a core feature of the E2E approach, findings 
highlight the need for stronger operationalization in practice. AoW3 will promote closer 
coordination and co-location of activities as interventions roll out in the focus countries.  Integrated 
country plans and meetings, rather than domain-specific plans, will be used to address the co-
location and integration of activities, target populations, and opportunities for collaboration across 
domains, where appropriate.  

2. Broaden types of actors engaged and strengthen collective engagement: As AoW3 advances 
in the co-creation and implementation of demand and food environment interventions, and 
continues implementation of supply-side activities, the team will adopt a more intentional and 
systematic approach to engage a broader range of stakeholders, including consumers and 
communities, farmers, vendors, media, private sector (e.g., input suppliers), and other actors 
identified as essential to the E2E approach. It will also aim to create more opportunities for 
collective engagement across these different stakeholder groups (e.g., science meetings, 
collaboration through multistakeholder platforms). For science meetings, country-level science 
meetings are a lower-cost, more replicable format, while a cross-country science conference 
requires more planning and funding and is likely to be feasible less often. The team will also seek 
to more actively include community representatives (e.g., farmers, vendors, women), including by 
using context-appropriate engagement approaches such as meetings in local languages or 
seeking community feedback in advance and integrating these perspectives into convenings, 
where feasible. 

3. Develop and share a stakeholder engagement strategy and annual plans to support 
communication and coordination: BDN AoW3 will develop detailed stakeholder engagement 
strategies and annual country engagement plans that identify priority stakeholder groups, the 
objectives of engagement, and appropriate engagement approaches based on stakeholder roles 
and intended outcomes. These plans will guide coordinated engagement and communication 
activities, support regular sharing of progress and research findings with stakeholders (as funding 
allows), and strengthen alignment across core and implementing partners. Sharing these plans 
across the AoW3 team (core and implementing partners) will also help to strengthen coordination 
and alignment across domains and country teams. 

4. Strengthen mechanisms for capturing, sharing, and using stakeholder feedback: AoW3 will 
try to establish more systematic processes for documenting and sharing stakeholder perspectives 
across the program. This will help ensure that the insights from different stakeholders are 
communicated to research teams, even when individual researchers are unable to participate 
directly in engagement activities outside of their bilateral engagement activities. Practical 
mechanisms may include developing and sharing concise memos of stakeholder feedback 
following key engagement activities to the AoW3 team, including during biannual meetings. 
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Strengthening these feedback loops will help ensure that stakeholder perspectives are considered 
throughout the research process and across E2E domains.  

5. Clarify and consistently communicate the capacity sharing approach. Develop and regularly 
share a simple framework that defines the capacity sharing approach of AoW3, how the activities 
are monitored, and share results on this with the different partners. This approach would help 
ensure that there is a shared understanding of capacity sharing across partners and stakeholders 
and improve the visibility of the activities and results. 

Conclusion 
We found that integrating stakeholder engagement into research can strengthen alignment 
with country priorities, improve collaboration, and support shared learning through the co-
production of evidence and interventions. At the same time, complex funding and 
administrative processes, tight timelines, and the challenge of coordinating across multiple 
partners and institutions can create many challenges. The findings also highlight that 
operationalizing the E2E approach requires strong coordination across diverse domains and 
sustained efforts over time. In addition to program monitoring and evaluation, including 
implementation research, specifically assessing stakeholder engagement throughout a 
research program, and from the perspective of stakeholders themselves, is important for 
identifying what is working, where adjustments are needed, and how engagement strategies 
can be strengthened and shared to inform future implementation. Meaningful stakeholder 
engagement in food systems research requires time, sustained commitment, and ongoing 
reflection to strengthen shared understanding of roles, improve coordination across partners, 
and adapt engagement approaches as implementation evolves and new lessons emerge. 



Page 12 of 13  

REFERENCES  

1. Afshin A, Sur PJ, Fay KA, et al. Health effects of dietary risks in 195 countries, 1990–2017: a systematic analysis for 
the Global Burden of Disease Study 2017. The Lancet. 2019;393(10184):1958-1972. doi:10.1016/S0140-
6736(19)30041-8 

2. Global Panel on Agriculture and Food Systems for Nutrition. Food Systems and Diets: Facing the Challenges of the 
21st Century. 2016. 

3. World Health Organization. Healthy Diet. Published online 2026. https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-
sheets/detail/healthy-diet 

4. Koyratty N, Azupogo F, Smith TJ, et al. Impact of Intervention Strategies on Fruit and Vegetable Intake in Low-, 
Middle- and High-Income Countries: A Scoping Review. Food Nutr Bull. 2025;46(1_suppl). 
doi:10.1177/03795721251350208 

5. Bliznashka L, Pather K, Mitchodigni IM, Hess SY, Olney DK. Diets, fruit and vegetables consumption, and nutritional 
status in Benin: A scoping review. Maternal & Child Nutrition. Published online December 10, 2024:e13747. 
doi:10.1111/mcn.13747 

6. Azupogo F, Arnold CD, Bliznashka L, et al. Dietary Intake and Nutrient Adequacies among Women of Reproductive 
Age in Northern Tanzania: A Cross-Sectional Study. The Journal of Nutrition. 2026;156(1):101238. 
doi:10.1016/j.tjnut.2025.11.008 

7. Mitchodigni-Houndolo IM, Iruhiriye E, Egah J, et al. The future of fruit and vegetables in Benin’s food system: 
visioning alternative scenarios toward 2060. Published online 2024. 

8. Mwombeki W, Dijkxhoorn Y, Piters B de S. The future of fruit and vegetables in the food system of Tanzania: a 
visioning exercise. 

9. Venance MS, Reeve E, Alokpaï N, et al. Mainstreaming a gender perspective into food system policies for healthy 
diets in low- and middle-income countries: a policy landscape analysis. Global Health Action. 2025;18(1):2557651. 
doi:10.1080/16549716.2025.2557651 

10. Borazon EQ, Perera S, Alokpaï N, et al. Policy landscape analysis for fruits and vegetables in four low- and middle-
income countries through a food systems approach. Raposo A, ed. PLoS One. 2025;20(9):e0331287. 
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0331287 

11. Research Institute (Ifpri) IFP. Global Nutrition Report. 0 ed. International Food Policy Research Institute; 2014. 
doi:10.2499/9780896295643 

12. Oxman AD, Lavis JN, Lewin S, Fretheim A. SUPPORT Tools for evidence-informed health Policymaking (STP) 1: 
What is evidence-informed policymaking? Health Res Policy Sys. 2009;7(S1):S1. doi:10.1186/1478-4505-7-S1-S1 

13. Motani P, Van De Walle A, Aryeetey R, Verstraeten R. Lessons learned from Evidence-Informed Decision-Making in 
Nutrition & Health (EVIDENT) in Africa: a project evaluation. Health Res Policy Sys. 2019;17(1):12. 
doi:10.1186/s12961-019-0413-6 

14. Field P, Gauld R, Lawrence M. Enhancing evidence use in public health nutrition policymaking: theoretical insights 
from a New Zealand case study. Health Res Policy Sys. 2016;14(1):84. doi:10.1186/s12961-016-0154-8 

15. Shroff Z, Aulakh B, Gilson L, Agyepong IA, El-Jardali F, Ghaffar A. Incorporating research evidence into decision-
making processes: researcher and decision-maker perceptions from five low- and middle-income countries. Health 
Res Policy Sys. 2015;13(1):70. doi:10.1186/s12961-015-0059-y 

16. Aryeetey R, Holdsworth M, Taljaard C, et al. Evidence-informed decision making for nutrition: African experiences 
and way forward. Proc Nutr Soc. 2017;76(4):589-596. doi:10.1017/S0029665117001082 

17. Piwoz E, Rawat R. Strengthening the Nutrition Data Value Chain for Accountability and Action: Progress, Gaps, and 
Next Steps. DNM-2019. 2019;2019(1):38-44. doi:10.52439/HDXT8911 

18. Scott-Barrett J, Marshall-Brown A, Livingstone-Banks M, Chrisinger B, Scher B, Hickman M. Participatory 
Research: Researcher Insights. Published online 2023. https://www.ox.ac.uk/research/using-research-
engage/public-engagement/participatory-research/researcher-insights/introduction 

19. Turnhout E, Metze T, Wyborn C, Klenk N, Louder E. The politics of co-production: participation, power, and 
transformation. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability. 2020;42:15-21. doi:10.1016/j.cosust.2019.11.009 

20. Kujala J, Sachs S, Leinonen H, Heikkinen A, Laude D. Stakeholder Engagement: Past, Present, and Future. 
Business & Society. 2022;61(5):1136-1196. doi:10.1177/00076503211066595 

 

 



Page 13 of 13  

AUTHORS 
Elyse Iruhiriye (e.iruhiriye@cgiar.org) is a Research Fellow at the 
International Food Policy Research Institute based in Washington, 
DC, USA  

Mara van den Bold (vandenbold.consulting@gmail.com) is an 
Independent Consultant based in Washington, DC, USA 

Mohamed Aheeyar (m.aheeyar@cgiar.org) is a Regional Researcher 
at the International Water Management Institute based in Colombo, 
Sri Lanka 

Imelda Angeles-Agdeppa (iangelesagdeppa@yahoo.com.ph) is an 
Independent Consultant and former Director of the Department of 
Science and Technology – Food and Nutrition Research Institute 
based in the Philippines 

Irene M. Mitchodigni (irene.mitchodigni@worldveg.org) was the BDN 
AoW3 Country Coordinator at the World Vegetable Center based in 
Benin  

Wiston Mwombeki (wiston.mwombeki@worldveg.org) is the BDN 
AoW3 Country Coordinator at the World Vegetable Center based in 
Arusha, Tanzania 

Deanna Olney (D.Olney@cgiar.org) is the Director of the Nutrition, 
Diets, and Health Unit at the International Food Policy Research 
Institute based in Washington, DC, USA  
Anne-Marie Thow (annemarie.thow@sydney.edu.au) is a Professor 
of Public Policy and Health at the University of Sydney based in 
Sydney, Australia 

 

 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
We would like to thank all study participants who took the time to respond to 
the study survey and key informant interviews. We would also like to thank 
all funders who support this research through their contributions to the 
CGIAR Trust Fund: www.cgiar.org/funders. 

 
Copyright © IFPRI 2026 
This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (CC BY 4.0).  

Cover photo: FRESH Science Conference in Arusha, Tanzania, August 2024.  

 

 

 

 

About BDN 

The CGIAR Science Program on 
Better Diets and Nutrition (BDN) 
identifies, co-designs and tests 
consumer-oriented solutions to 
ensure sustainable healthy diets 
for all while enhancing livelihoods, 
social equity, and environmental 
sustainability. Through evidence-
based research and collaboration, 
BDN supports country-led food 
system transformation in low- and 
middle-income countries. To learn 
more about BDN, please visit 
https://www.cgiar.org/cgiar-
research-porfolio-2025-
2030/better-diets-and-nutrition/. 

 

Disclaimer 

This publication has been 
prepared as an output of BDN and 
has not been independently peer 
reviewed. Any opinion(s) 
expressed here belong to the 
author(s) and are not necessarily 
representative of or endorsed by 
CGIAR. 

 

We would like to thank all funders 
who support this research through 
their contributions to the CGIAR 
Trust Fund: www.cgiar.org/funders.  

 

 

 

 

mailto:e.iruhiriye@cgiar.org
mailto:vandenbold.consulting@gmail.com
mailto:m.aheeyar@cgiar.org
mailto:iangelesagdeppa@yahoo.com.ph
mailto:irene.mitchodigni@worldveg.org
mailto:wiston.mwombeki@worldveg.org
mailto:D.Olney@cgiar.org
mailto:annemarie.thow@sydney.edu.au
http://www.cgiar.org/funders

