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Strengthening climate resilience of rural communities in Northern Rwanda 
(SCRNRP) 
 
We acknowledge the project’s objectives to enhance and strengthen resilience of the communities in 
Rwanda’s Gicumbi district through an integral approach .Taking note of the community needs, we 
recognize that the project activities are relevant to address adaptation gaps in the district which 
comprises of vulnerable and poor groups and further note that various gender considerations including 
gender disintegration have been integrated into the project gender analysis which includes a project-
level gender results framework and gender-responsive activities and the budgetary allocation for each 
activity has been taken into consideration.  
  

The project strongly presents clear country ownership by how it is anchored on and responds to the 
country priorities as set within the country’s NDC, NAMA, NAPA, Green Growth Strategy and provides 
good approach to stakeholder engagement and consultation in project development and 
implementation with designate structures created to facilitate community involvement in project 
implementation units (Project Management Units) and will use local adaptation plans to enhance 
ownership   
 
Although the project is a resilience project, we take note of the mitigation benefits that result to 
reduction emissions where 140,04644 t CO2eq as reduced emissions from forestry interventions and 

59,261t CO2eq through improved efficiencies in tea processing at Mulindi tea factory while enhancing 
livelihood diversification and benefits 
 
We are however concerned that the project in Component 1.9 proposes use of Integrated Pest 
Management and would promote use of approaches that result to emissions which is not within GCF 
principles.  Further, the project indicates that climate services will be offered to tea and coffee farmers 
therefore leaving out the larger vulnerable group which would benefit from such information and is not 
within the tea and coffee growing areas. 
 

We further share in ITAP’s assessment that the sustainability of the project depends mainly on 
ensuring additional resources to upscale the different interventions since the project serves as a pilot. 
Upscaling of various workstreams is therefore at risk of unavailable or inadequate financing as the 
project proposal is silent on future government financial commitment and/or additional financing from 
other sources noting the present low government’s co-financing. 
 
We are as well concerned by the approach to provide as donations items such as bee-hives, water 
tank, a bee-hive, a house, a cow, or a cookstove; to communities without any innovative financing 
mechanism that will a certain commitment of the community members to the various initiatives. Such 

an approach is not efficient and is risky.  We agree with ITAP that it is as well a paternalistic approach. 
 
We are as well concerned that the project demonstrates low cost- efficiency and effectiveness as it 
intends to use much financing to support many activities that might end up to be one-off interventions 
therefore there is still need for consideration of a better programming approach that would a certain 
bankable and sustainable low risk activities. 


