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Executive Summary

Context and rationale

1.

In 2019, the Executive Board approved a proposal for a thematic evaluation of
IFAD’s contribution to smallholder farmers’ adaptation to climate change. IFAD’s
mandate to invest in the rural poor to enhance food production and food security
and to eradicate poverty in rural areas is inextricably linked to supporting
smallholder farmers’ adaptation to climate change.

Smallholder agriculture accounts for 75 per cent of global farmland and provides
more than 80 per cent of the food consumed in the developing world. Rising
temperatures and changing patterns of precipitation, coupled with the increasing
frequency and magnitude of extreme weather events (such as floods, droughts and
cyclones) and changes in the seasonality of weather patterns, are expected to
increase the vulnerability of smallholder farmers to a changing climate. Recently,
the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) warned
that climate change is occurring at a faster pace than previously projected and
that life on earth faces catastrophic consequences unless drastic and immediate
action is taken.!

Assessments that specifically address the vulnerability of smallholder farmers to
climate change remain limited, although extensive information is available on the
projected impacts of climate change on agriculture and on adaptation measures
needed to minimize those impacts. Moreover, financial mechanisms for supporting
adaptation measures to benefit smallholders are also often fragmented and
inadequate.

In this context, during the past 30 years, IFAD projects have assisted poor rural
smallholders living in marginal and/or unfavourable agroecological conditions to
enable them to sustainably manage natural resources and increase agricultural
productivity even under adverse climatic conditions. The Fund formally recognized
climate change adaptation (CCA) as a corporate priority in the Eighth
Replenishment of IFAD’s Resources (IFAD8) (2010-2012). Since then it has
mobilized over US$500 million to finance CCA interventions. Under the forthcoming
IFAD12 (2022-2024), IFAD has committed to ensuring that 40 per cent of its
programme of loans and grants (PoLG) is climate-focused.

IFAD’s long engagement with the climate change agenda, efforts to mainstream
CCA in its operations and expanded climate investments provide a compelling and
timely case for a comprehensive evaluation that takes stock and provides lessons to
improve ongoing and future IFAD interventions to strengthen smallholder climate
resilience in a sustainable manner. IFAD and other actors have nine years to achieve
the CCA-related targets set out under the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development, which is only a project cycle and a half away. There is therefore an
urgent need for this evaluation to provide the evidence that IFAD needs to make any
necessary course corrections.

The objectives of this evaluation were to critically review and assess IFAD’s
performance in the following key areas: (i) strengthening smallholder farmers’
capacity to manage climate change risks; (ii) mainstreaming CCA into IFAD
programmes and projects to strengthen smallholders’ climate adaptation capacity in
an environmentally sustainable manner; and (iii) providing support for scaling up
climate-responsive approaches at all levels.

The overall approach and the key findings and recommendations emerging from
this evaluation are summarized below.

Lpcc, Sixth Assessment Report Climate Change 2021 — The Physical Science Basis (IPCC, 2021).
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Approach and methodology

8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

The evaluation focused on the extent to which IFAD efforts have promoted
climate-resilient livelihoods for smallholders and improved their food security. Three
overarching questions framed data collection, evidence synthesis, analysis and
reporting:

() What difference have IFAD interventions made in the ability of smallholders
and their communities to adapt to climate change, particularly in the case of
those most vulnerable to climate change, such as women, youth and
indigenous peoples? What has worked and why? What opportunities have
been missed?

(i) To what extent has IFAD been able to leverage its operations to strengthen
smallholder farmers’ CCA capacity at the local, subnational and national
levels through partnerships and by scaling up successful interventions and
development results, promoting enabling policies, strengthening institutional
capacities and improving the financial architecture for adaptation? What has
worked and why? What opportunities have been missed?

(iii) To what extent is IFAD equipped to address the existing and projected
adaptation challenges facing smallholder farmers and to meet its
commitments under IFAD11 and beyond?

Scope. The scope of the evaluation was comprehensive. It covered all geographic
regions and countries in which IFAD operates; all related IFAD interventions,
projects and country strategies (country strategic opportunities programmes
[COSOPs] and country strategy notes [CSNs]); and IFAD’s business model related
to CCA (including relevant corporate replenishment commitments, resource
mobilization and corporate strategies, guidance and tools). The evaluation covered
the period since CCA was declared a corporate priority by IFAD in 2010
(2010-2019).

Evaluation criteria. The evaluation applied key criteria, including relevance,
effectiveness and impact. Analysis also included issues related to coherence and
sustainability. A theory of change and evaluation matrix were used to inform the
development of country case studies, desk reviews, evaluation tools and an
interview protocol.

Consultations. Initial discussions with the Evaluation Committee and preparations
for the evaluation commenced in April 2020. They were followed by discussions
with Management as part of the management self-assessment workshop

(June 2020). Two consultations were held with the core learning partnership group
(CLP): first, in April 2021, to discuss emerging messages after the data collection
and analysis and, second, in June 2021, to discuss the draft evaluation report. The
CLP comprises IFAD technical experts in climate and environment and managers
and was established to strengthen IFAD-wide ownership of the evaluation and to
strengthen its relevance to the organization.

Evaluation process. A design workshop was held with the evaluation team and
key IFAD stakeholders to finalize the theory of change and evaluation design in
June 2020. A desk review of all relevant documents and a portfolio analysis were
conducted to assist in the selection and framing for the case studies. The data
collection and analyses were completed between July 2020 and April 2021. The
report was drafted and quality assured through a series of internal and external
interactions between May and August 2021.

Due to significant COVID-19 travel restrictions, data were collected through
extensive desk-based document and portfolio reviews and remote engagement
with IFAD staff, key informants and stakeholders and from secondary sources.
Where country-level pandemic controls permitted, national consultants conducted
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site visits and beneficiary interviews, with remote participation by the international
evaluation team.

Data collection, analysis and reporting. Primary data were collected from

20 country case studies (conducted in 20 countries) covering 35 projects
(representing 14 per cent of IFAD’s climate portfolio), identified via stratified
purposive sampling; a study on IFAD’s readiness to deliver on CCA commitments;
studies on three learning themes (scaling up, knowledge management and
human-ecosystem nexus interactions); analysis of geospatial data from
geographical information systems (GIS) in nine of the case study countries; and
two online surveys. Interviews were held with over 700 stakeholders and
beneficiaries, and 227 survey responses were received from IFAD and project
staff.

Secondary evidence was collected from past IOE evaluations; a rapid evidence
assessment of relevant peer-reviewed and grey literature, which involved scanning
1,338 articles and analysing 91 documents; and GIS data (available for 5 of the
20 case studies).

Methods and sources were triangulated to arrive at evidence. The sources of data
included document reviews, primary data collected by the evaluation team and
secondary data. This evidence base provided the answers to all questions in the
evaluation matrix, which in turn provided the basis for drafting the evaluation
report.

Quality assurance. Feedback on the draft report was sought and obtained from:
(i) a two-member external independent advisory panel; (ii) an IOE-wide peer
review; (iii) IFAD Management, to identify any factual or interpretive errors;

and (iv) the core learning partnership group, to identify any omission of key
evidence that could materially change the evaluation findings and any factual and
interpretive errors.

Main findings

18.

19.

20.

21.

The evaluation focused on the extent to which IFAD-supported initiatives have
helped smallholders adapt to the impacts of climate change. The key findings in
relation to the three overarching questions presented above are summarized below.

Question 1: What difference have IFAD interventions made in the ability of
smallholders and their communities to adapt to climate change, particularly in the
case of those most vulnerable to climate change, such as women, youth and
indigenous peoples? What has worked and why? What opportunities have been
missed?

IFAD’s experience in working with marginalized communities in the rural
agricultural sector, often facing adverse climatic and environmental
conditions, has positioned it well to address the accelerating risks from
climate change and to place CCA as a strategic institutional priority. Over
the past decade, the Fund has achieved important progress in supporting
smallholder CCA. It has made climate response a corporate priority, mobilized
climate finances and focused an increasing share of its PoLG on climate response. It
has also set up a dedicated unit with technical capacities to mainstream climate
responses across all interventions and developed relevant guidance and tools to
support implementation.

IFAD has assessed climate risks in all its country strategies and operations
and integrated climate response in all interventions with a climate risk
rating of "moderate” or “high”. In addition, COSOPs and operations approved
after 2015 were relevant to countries’ nationally determined contributions under
the December 2015 Paris Agreement. All interventions have targeted areas where
the poor were concentrated. The recently revised operational guidelines on
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targeting? have emphasized the importance of including climate vulnerability as a
consideration. Recent projects are beginning to integrate this critical aspect into
their targeting.

22. IFAD’s mainstreaming efforts lack a clear conceptual framework and
operational guidance on how to strengthen smallholders’ climate resilience
together with environmental and socio-economic resilience. Corporate
guidance for objectively assessing climate resilience and tracking resilience
outcomes are not yet in place. This has limited the ability to analyse critical
pathways to achieve climate resilience under country strategies. It has also limited
IFAD’s ability to make resilience an evaluable concept in all project design and
design quality assurance processes and implementation oversight functions (such
as project supervision missions). In the absence of corporate guidance, there is a
risk that ad hoc conceptual frameworks will proliferate, making it difficult to
compare performance across projects and aggregate results. There is also a lack of
clear guidance for identifying CCA responses that go beyond “do no harm” and
serve to restore degraded ecosystems while ensuring their nutritional and economic
security.

23. Insufficient capacity constitutes a major bottleneck to improving CCA
performance. IFAD’s analysis highlights significant gaps in technical capacity to
mainstream and monitor CCA responses at headquarters and project levels; this is
likely to continue until 2024 and beyond. Nevertheless, efforts are under way to
address these skills gaps. The Targeted Capacity Investment Implementation Plan
and the People, Processes and Technology Plan are in the early stages of
implementation. CCA capacity will need to expand further when the climate focus of
the PoLG increases from 25 per cent under IFAD11 to 40 per cent under the
IFAD12. There is currently no evidence to show that an assessment of the
anticipated increase in CCA capacity is being planned.

24. Question 2: To what extent has IFAD been able to leverage its operations to
strengthen smallholder farmers’ CCA capacity at the local, subnational and national
levels through partnerships and by scaling up successful interventions and
development results, promoting enabling policies, strengthening institutional
capacities and improving the financial architecture for adaptation? What has worked
and why? What opportunities have been missed?

25. IFAD is trying to step up corporate support to strengthen non-lending
activities such as fostering knowledge management or partnerships for
scaling up results. The future of IFAD’s ability to successfully strengthen
smallholder climate resilience at scale depends on additional funding to
promote non-lending activities. Resources remain a challenge and performance
of non-lending activities a recurring weakness identified by several independent
evaluations. Given the close interlinkages between climate change and ecosystems,
long-term climate resilience cannot be achieved by focusing only at the farm or
community levels. Moreover, in the absence of resources, systematic pursuit of
scaling up and non-lending activities and provision of the necessary guidance and
human resources for their implementation remain weak. Programme arrangements
such as the Rural Resilience Programme may provide the flexibility to dedicate a
proportion of programme resources to strengthening non-lending activities.
However, this mechanism is yet to be implemented and will mainly be available for
interventions in Africa and selected low-income countries.

26. Question 3: To what extent is IFAD equipped to address the existing and projected
adaptation challenges facing smallholder farmers and to meet its commitments
under IFAD11 and beyond?

2 Revised Operational Guidelines on Targeting, document EB 2019/127/R.6/Rev.1.

Vi
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As it learns from experience, IFAD’s approach to CCA is evolving and
progressing in the right direction. Over the past decade, IFAD has developed
and updated its climate strategy and continues to improve the institutional
environment for CCA responses. For example, it has established a dedicated unit
with technical capacities to integrate CCA in its interventions and continues to
revise policies, strategies, and guidelines (grants policy, operational guidelines for
targeting, knowledge management strategy and guidance on country strategies and
operations). In addition, IFAD has developed mainstreaming guidance (Social,
Environmental and Climate Assessment Procedures of IFAD, 2015) and updated it
twice (2017 and 2020). It introduced new tools to guide CCA, and designed new
tools such as the Adaptation Framework, with a database of adaptation options.
These actions have helped bring into sharp focus the need to move beyond risk
management and to ensure that the benefits of appropriate climate responses for
smallholders are materialized and help IFAD progress in the right direction to
address the bottlenecks hindering performance.

Targeting approaches continue to improve. In addressing gender inequality
and promoting women’s empowerment in climate responses, the majority of earlier
designs were more focused on establishing targets and quotas for women’s
participation in benefits. Recent designs are increasingly addressing the root causes
of gender inequality, such as gender norms and beliefs, income and asset
ownership and access to credit. One in three projects approved in 2019 were
designed to be gender transformative, exceeding the 25 per cent target under
IFAD11. IFAD’s climate responses were focused on geographic areas and
communities where the poor were concentrated. Recent changes to its targeting
guidelines demonstrate IFAD’s recognition of the need also to reach the most
marginalized and climate-vulnerable smallholder farmers and newer projects are
recognizing the role of climate vulnerability in targeting. Climate change contributes
to the tension among marginalized smallholders, particularly in different
productions systems (such as sedentary crop-livestock farming and
nomadic-pastoralism), competing over land use and scarce water resources.
Country operations are increasingly improving their approaches to address this
issue, for instance in the Sahel region. IFAD’s guidance has yet to pay sufficient
attention to providing systematic support to improve the design and
implementation of operations addressing this issue through participatory
community-driven approaches.

IFAD has demonstrated capacities and vision at its disposal to improve the
economic, climate and environmental resilience of smallholders though a
strong suite of appropriate interventions. This evaluation found that climate
responses in 5 of the 20 case studies were performing at or beyond “do no harm”
through their restorative actions at landscape scales. These successful interventions
were landscape-scale integrated interventions targeting natural solutions to
underlying climate threats, and they involved strong engagement with beneficiaries
and stakeholders during design and implementation. These offer important lessons
to improve IFAD’s CCA response, such as those in the six case studies that were
getting closer to doing no harm and in the remaining nine case studies with
interventions that recognized the importance of, but were distant from, doing no
harm to ecosystems.

At the same time, this evaluation found that there were also significant
gaps that need to be addressed for IFAD to deliver on its CCA
commitments under IFAD12. Actions needed to address these gaps include:

() Putting in place mechanisms to ensure systematic organizational learning
from operational experience to reproduce the success achieved by the
climate responses in doing no harm to ecosystems in the five case studies
and ensure that interventions that are closer to doing no harm as well as
those that are distant from this goal learn lessons to build environmentally

vii
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sustainable climate resilience of smallholders. A monitoring system to
identify successes and capture knowledge to replicate these “islands of
success” more broadly is a critical element to achieve this;

(i) Shifting to results-oriented mainstreaming of CCA, with adequate support
and guidance from headquarters;

(iii) Investing adequate time and resources to strengthen the design quality of
CCA responses and to facilitate government buy-in;

(iv) Designing and achieving “do no harm” and “win-win” CCA responses, to the
extent feasible;

(v) Having systematic approaches to leverage project results in order to
generate impact at landscape scales and above through effective
non-lending activities;

(vi) Having a robust results framework and monitoring system to track IFAD's
progress in strengthening climate resilience and identify best practices;

(vii) Addressing the skills gaps in appropriate and adequate CCA technical
capacities within IFAD and project management units; and

(viii) Ensuring a shared vision and commitment of management and staff to

deliver much-needed CCA action.

Ongoing decentralization efforts are necessary to bring IFAD capacities into closer
proximity with clients, beneficiaries and partners to enhance the impact of its
operations, including those linked to CCA response. At the same time, transitioning
to the new arrangements during 2021-2023 is likely to have consequences for
addressing the above bottlenecks and thereby, to deliver IFAD11 and IFAD12 CCA
commitments. The risks involved need to be identified and managed.

Recommendations

32.

33.

34.

As noted earlier, the IPCC has warned that life on earth faces catastrophic
consequences unless drastic and immediate action is taken to address climate
change. Therefore, IFAD needs to address the bottlenecks identified in the
conclusions section of the main report (paragraphs 290-301) urgently. To this end,
a set of actionable recommendations are presented below. These recognize the
interlinkages among these bottlenecks. They also reflect the fact that
mainstreamed CCA responses are not only affected by the challenges to achieving
CCA resilience outcomes but are intertwined with the bottlenecks to overall
operational performance.

Recommendation 1: Update the IFAD Strategy and Action Plan on Environment
and Climate Change 2019-2025 to comprehensively address bottlenecks to CCA
performance, including but not limited to the following:

As part of the update to the strategy, present a resources and results framework
with the estimated financial and human resources needed for each output under the
action areas.

() Drawing from the recent operational experience of IFAD and other
development actors, establish and disseminate a corporate conceptual
framework for climate resilience to guide designs, develop results
frameworks and monitor project-level results. Ensure adequate capacities
within project management units to understand and track the resilience
results. To the extent feasible, such a framework should be consistent with
the practices of other international actors to facilitate joint work and
coherence among country-wide efforts to track CCA resilience outcomes.

viii
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(i) Update the CCA-related corporate key performance indicators to capture
actual changes in relation to climate resilience, in line with this conceptual
framework. Taking stock of the Fund’s experience in implementing and
tracking CCA responses, IFAD should periodically refine the corporate-level
indicators to measure outcome level changes in climate resilience.

(iii) Allocate adequate financial and human resources so that the use of relevant
geospatial information (derived from increasingly available satellite imagery
or spatial databases) can be integrated into IFAD’s results-based monitoring
and evaluation framework for operations in order to systematically track
resilience outcomes and to validate these observations with site visits.

(iv) Getting the CCA design right requires in-depth knowledge of climate change
challenges and practices at the project and national levels. To ensure the
availability of such expertise in IFAD’s quality assurance processes based in
Rome, and in line with the practices of other international financial
institutions, establish an external peer review panel. For each intervention,
the panel should consist of context-specific experts with knowledge of local
conditions, with a view to enhancing and ensuring the relevance of the CCA
response. Panel reviews should be seamlessly integrated into the existing
quality assurance process and should take place at the same time that input
is being sought from all other reviewers. IFAD should ensure that the
necessary time is allocated for this external review. The panels are expected
to reduce the need for and the frequency of substantial modifications to
designs during midterm reviews, thereby enhancing the effectiveness and
efficiency of CCA responses.

Recommendation 2: Expand CCA guidance to include restorative solutions in
order to fulfil IFAD’s commitment to go beyond doing no harm and to restore the
environment. Where feasible, this will include win-win solutions — CCA responses
that achieve economic, climate and environmental resilience.

() The guidance should draw from successful IFAD examples (including those
identified in the case studies). To ensure the relevance and effectiveness of
such guidance, representatives from project delivery teams responsible for
successful projects should participate in drafting the guidance.

(i) In addition, when necessary, IFAD should take concrete steps to promote
government buy-in of win-win solutions. To this end, IFAD should build a
knowledge base of viable restorative CCA solutions, based on its CCA
experience, and ensure that it allocates sufficient capacities, financial
resources and time to advocate at all levels, from local to national.

Recommendation 3: IFAD should undertake an analysis of the staff capacity and
skill sets needed to design, implement and monitor the delivery of climate finance
of 40 per cent of the PoLG under IFAD12. This analysis could build on the recent
human resources study and focus on human resources needs for CCA responses.
The needs assessment should cover not only IFAD staff but also project staff. The
study should fully assess the interim risks that the ongoing decentralization process
poses to delivering the IFAD11 and IFAD12 CCA commitments and to managing
these risks and should determine the capacities and skills required at all levels of a
decentralized IFAD. Based on the findings of this study, IFAD should move to
address the identified capacity deficits.

Recommendation 4: IFAD should systematically prioritize, with dedicated
resources, scaling up and other non-lending activities. The future of IFAD’s
ability to successfully strengthen smallholder climate resilience at scale
depends on additional funding to promote these activities at the country level
and, when feasible, at regional and global levels. To this end, IFAD should:
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Learn from its successful experiences and facilitate government ownership
and partnerships;

Dedicate sufficient resources, capacities and time to pursuing these
activities;

Include these activities in project designs, with goals and targets, and
delineate a strategy to pursue these targets; related activities should
continue throughout project implementation and not just to the end of the
project cycle;

Ensure adequate support and guidance to facilitate non-lending activities, as
agreed under Decentralization 2.0; and

Establish incentives and accountability mechanisms to achieve (or progress
towards) results through these activities.

Recommendation 5: Develop and implement a framework and strategy for
partnerships needed to achieve results identified in COSOPs and related operations.
The framework should: (i) identify specific partnerships needed to scale up, expand
outreach, manage knowledge and strengthen CCA technical capacities of IFAD and
project management units; (ii) propose approaches to establish these partnerships;
(iii) present expected outputs and outcomes of the partnerships; and (iv) estimate
costs involved (if any).

Recommendation 6: IFAD should ensure sustained organizational learning from
operational experience to improve current and future CCA performance.

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

Learning from success requires identifying successful CCA responses; putting
in place mechanisms for holding discussions to understand factors that have
contributed to success; identifying, based on such discussions, design
opportunities where this experience will be relevant and ongoing operations
that could benefit from this experience; and, finally, using the discussions to
take steps to improve relevant designs and strengthen ongoing interventions.

At a minimum, discussions should include relevant project delivery teams,
supervision mission members and relevant staff in the Strategy and
Knowledge Department and the PMD. As needed, other partners and external
subject experts could be included.

Goals and targets should be established at the corporate and unit levels, and
accountability for achieving learning results should be specified. To this end,
IFAD should review progress periodically and update its approaches. Learning
outcomes should be included as part of the results management framework
and reported annually.

At the corporate level, a learning framework should be linked to the Strategy
and Action Plan on Environment and Climate Change 2019-2025 (under
action area 2).
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Adaptation Learning Mechanism

Alliance Mondiale Contre le Changement Climatique
Adaptation Monitoring and Assessment Tool

Agéncia Nacional de Agua e Saneamento

Asia and the Pacific Division

Annual Report on Results and Impact

Arid and Semi-Arid Lands

Adaptation for Smallholder Agricultural Programme
Adaptation for SmallHolder Agricultural Programme
Butana Integrated Rural Development Project
Conservation Agriculture

Community Action Plans

Community Access Roads

Climate Adaptation in Rural Development

Centro Agronémico Tropical de Investigacion y Ensefianza
Convention on Biological Diversity

Community-Based Integrated Natural Resources Management
Project

Community Based Organisations

Climate Change Adaptation

Community-Based Natural Resource Management
Coastal Climate Resilient Infrastructure Project
Convention to Combat Desertification

Community Forest Associations

Climate Investment Funds

Consultative Group for International Agricultural Research
Corporate Level Evaluation

Core Learning Partnership

Caribbean Meteorological Office

Core Outcome Indicator Measurement Guidelines
Conference of Parties
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COSOP Country Strategic Opportunities Programme

CRelLIC Climate Resilient Local Infrastructure Center

CSN Country Strategy Notes

CSPE Country Strategy and Programme Evaluations

DFID Department for International Development

EB Executive Board

ECD Environment and Climate Division

ENRM Environment and Natural Resource Management

ESA East and Southern Africa Division

ESAP Environmental and Social Assessment Procedures

EU European Union

EX-ACT Ex-Ante Carbon-balance Tool

FAO Food and Agriculture Organization

DAC Development Assistance Committee

DFID Foreign Commonwealth and Development Office (FCDO) (Formerly
DFID)

DPLF The Department of Pastures, Livestock and Fisheries

DRM Disaster Risk Reduction and Management

DRR Disaster Risk Reduction

DRRP Disaster Risk Reduction Program

DSF Debt Sustainability Framework

EBA Ecosystem-Based Adaptation

EB Executive Board

ECD Environment and Climate Division

ECG Environment, Climate, Gender and social inclusion division

EDPs Economic Development Poles

ESA Environment and Social Assessment

ENRM Environment and Natural Resources Management

ESIA Environmental and Social Impact Assessment

ESMP Environmental and Social Management Plan

ESMAP Energy Sector Management Assistance Program

EVI Enhanced Vegetation Index

FFS Farmer Field Schools

FTE Full-Time Equivalent

GCF Green Climate Fund

GCF-GGWI Great Green Wall Initiative of Sahel

GEF Global Environment Facility

GHG Green House Gas

GIS Geographic Information System

GoB Government of Bangladesh

GoR Government of Rwanda
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Global Engagement, Partnerships, and Resource Mobilization

Division

Grants and Investments Projects System
Geospatial Technologies

Human Resources

How-to-do-notes

Initiative les Nigériens Nourrissent les Nigériens

Integrated Agricultural and Marketing Development Project
International Center for Integrated Mountain Development

International Centre for Research in Agroforestry

International Crop Research Institute for Semi-Arid Tropics

Inter-American Development Bank
Independent Evaluation

International Financial Institution

Institut Géographique du Burundi

Intended Nationally Determined Contributions
Instituto Nacional de Meteorologia e Geofisica
Independent Office of Evaluation
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
Inclusive Rural Economic and Climate Resilience

Institute of Agricultural Sciences of Burundi
International Union for Conservation of Nature
International Water Management Institute

Kenya Cereal Enhancement Programme Climate
Agricultural Livelihoods Window

Kenya Forest Service

Knowledge Management

Latin America and the Caribbean

Local Adaptation Plans for Action

Least Developed Countries Fund

Local Government Engineering Department
Lowlands Livelihoods Resilience Project

Livestock and Market Development Programme
Livestock Marketing and Resilience Programme
Livestock Farmer Field Schools

Ministries of Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries
Millennium Challenge Corporation

Ministry of Environment, Ecology and Forests IN Mali
Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources in Rwanda
Management Information System

Micro Projects

Resilient

FAQO’s Modelling System for Agricultural Impacts of Climate Change
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Midterm Review

Mountain Societies Research Institute

Monitoring and Evaluation

National Adaptation Plans

National Adaptation Programme of Action

Nationally Determined Contributions

National Drought Management Authority

Normalized Difference Vegetation Index

Northeast Brazil

Near East, North Africa and Europe Division

National Environment Management Authority in Uganda
Non-Governmental Organization

Adapting to Markets and Climate Change Project in Nicaragua
Natural Resources

Nuclear Magnetic Resonance

National Spatial Data Infrastructure

Cereal Enhancement Programme - Climate Resilient Agriculture
Livelihoods Programme

German Credit Institution for Reconstruction

Knowledge Management

Kyrgyz National Agrarian University

Kyrgyz Scientific Research Livestock and Pasture Institute

Kenya Wildlife Service

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
Operational Policy and Results Division

Operational Results Management System

Fostering Agricultural Productivity Project

Project to Improve the Resilience of Agricultural Systems in Chad

Food Security and Development Support Project in the Maradi
Region

Participatory Small-Scale Irrigation Development Programme
Climate Resilient Post-Harvest and Agribusiness Support Project
Participatory Small-Scale Irrigation Development Programme
Performance-based allocation system

Pastoralist Community Development Programme

Project Completion Report

Planting Climate Resilience in Rural Communities of the Northeast
Brazil

Project Completion Report Validation
Project Design Reports
Participatory Integrated Climate Services for Agriculture

Agricultural Production Intensification and Vulnerability Reduction
Project

Sustainable Production, Markets and Institutions Division
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Programme of Loans and Grants

Rural Socio-Economic Opportunities Programme
Project Performance Assessment

Project Performance Evaluation

Project to Strengthen Resilience of Rural Communities to Food and
Nutrition Insecurity

Restoration of Livelihoods in the Northern Region

Family Farming Development Programme in Maradi, Tahoua and
Zinder Regions

Family Farming Development Programme in the Diffa Region
Regional Poverty Reduction Plans
Value Chain Development Programme

Programme for Rural Outreach of Financial Innovations &
Technologies

Promote Resilience of Vulnerable Through Access to Infrastructure,
Improved Skills and Information

Competitiveness & Sustainable Rural Dev Project in South Western
border Corridor

Participatory Scenario Development

Private Sector Financing Programme

Project Technical Lead

Rwanda Development Board

Rwanda Association of Manufacturers

Rapid Evidence Assessment

Rwanda Environmental Management Authority

Rwanda Dairy Development Project

Remote Sensing

Reimbursable Technical Assistance

Rural Finance Intermediation Programme

Ruwanmu Small-Scale Irrigation Project

Rural Youth Action Plan

Savings and Credit Co-operative Organisations
Sustainable Agriculture Investments and Livelihoods
Special Climate Change Fund

Social, Environmental and Climate Assessment Procedures
Sustainable Development Goals

Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency
Sustainable Land Management

Southern Nations and Nationalities People's Region
Sustainable Natural Resources and Livelihoods Programme
Stock Routes

Single Project Implementation Unit

Stock Routes

South-South and Triangular Cooperation/knowledge management
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SUDNAIP Sudan’s National Agriculture Investment Plan

TCI Targeted Capacity Investment

TE Thematic Evaluation

ToC Theory of Change

UCA University of Central Asia

UN United Nations

UNCED United Nations Conference on Environment and Development

UNDP United Nations Development Programme

UNEP United Nations Environment Programme

UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

UTaNRMP Cereal Enhancement Program - Climate Resilient Agricultural
Livelihoods Program

WCA West and Central Africa Division

WFP World Food Program

WSRMP Western Sudan Resources Management Programme

WUA Water Users’ Associations

WWF World Wildlife Fund

2RP Rural Resilience Programme

3S Sustainability, Stability and Security
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Corporate-level Evaluation

I.
1.

N

Background

This section presents the rationale for the evaluation, the conceptual framework
and definitions related to climate change adaptation (CCA), the theory of change,
the evaluation methodology and the constraints faced.

Introduction

In December 2019 at the 128" session, the Executive Board approved the proposal
for a thematic evaluation of IFAD’s contribution to smallholder farmers’ adaptation

to climate change.3 IFAD’s mandate to invest in poor rural people to enhance food

production and food security and to eradicate poverty in rural areas is inextricably

linked to supporting smallholder farmers’ adaptation to climate change.*

Climate change directly impacts on smallholder agriculture® that constitutes 75
per cent of the world’s farms,® 60 per cent of the global agricultural workforce’ and
the source of over 80 per cent of the food consumed in the developing world.8
Rising temperatures and changing patterns of precipitation, coupled with an
increasing frequency and magnitude of extreme weather events (such as floods,
droughts and cyclones) and changes in the seasonality of weather patterns are
expected to increase the vulnerabilities of smallholder farmers to a changing
climate. A recent report from the United Nations Inter-governmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC) warned that climate change is accelerating at a faster pace
than previously projected and that life on earth is poised for catastrophic
consequences unless drastic and immediate action is immediately taken.® A 2018
report of the IPCC!° also drew attention to the impacts of climate change on
ecosystems, to the rapidly narrowing opportunities to act and to the limited
experiences regarding effective adaptation at transformative scales. A global
temperature increase of two degrees Celsius will exacerbate hunger due to climate
change,!! seriously stress marine and terrestrial ecosystems, result in almost two
billion people having to live in water-scarce environments'? and magnify the
inequalities between women and men.!3

In recognition of the urgency of the situation, the goals set out in the UN 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development include CCA and environmentally sustainable
development.!* The formulation of these Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
came in the wake of important international agreements on climate-related issues,
including the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC,
1992), the Kyoto Protocol (1997), the Paris Agreement 2015 and the agreement to
establish the Conference of the Parties.?>

Assessments that specifically address the vulnerability of smallholder farmers to
climate change remain limited even when extensive information is available on the
projected impacts on agriculture and on adaptation measures needed to minimize
those impacts.'® Over half of the world’s undernourished people are rural

31FAD, 2019, p. 31

41FAD, 2016

5IFAD, 2009

5 Lowder et al., 2016

" Fyfe, 2002

8 UNEP and IFAD, 2013

% Ipcc, 2021

01pPCC, 2018

1 World Food Programme, Climate Action Portal, accessed on 23" February 2021: https://www.wfp.org/climate-
action.

2 UN Water Portal, accessed on 23" February 2021: https://www.unwater.org/water-facts/scarcity/.

13 UNFCCC Portal, accessed on 23" February 2021: https://unfccc.int/gender.

14 Sustainable Development Goals 2,12,13,14.

15 See https://www.eesi.org/policy/international for a time line of major United Nations climate negotiations.
16 Donatti et al., 2019
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https://news.yahoo.com/climate-change-tipping-points-are-upon-us-draft-un-report-warns-the-worst-is-yet-to-come-185803244.html
https://www.wfp.org/climate-action
https://www.wfp.org/climate-action
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smallholder food producers.!” Smallholder agriculture is disproportionately
threatened by unpredictable weather patterns, shifting seasons, frequent natural
disasters and other climate risks.®The financial mechanisms for supporting
adaptation measures to benefit smallholders is also often fragmented and
inadequate.!?

6. In this cotext, during the past 30 years, IFAD projects have assisted poor
rural smallholders living in marginal and/or unfavourable agro-ecological
conditions to sustainably manage natural resources and increase
agricultural productivity even under adverse climatic conditions. In 2004,
IFAD became an accredited implementation partner to GEF with financing approved
for CCA marking the point where CCA became an explicit objective of IFAD (IFAD
also became an accredited entity of Adaptation Fund (AF) in 2010 and for Green
Climate Fund (GCF) in 2018). It also recognized CCA as an explicit priority with its
Eighth Replenishment 2010-2012 (IFAD8).? In 2010, a climate change strategy
was adopted and the flagship Adaptation for Smallholder Agricultural Programme
(ASAP I) launched in 2012 to support smallholder investment in climate resilience.®
The Social, Environmental and Climate Assessment Procedures (SECAP), mandatory
since 2015, was an important mechanism to mainstream climate change.
Strengthening environmental sustainability and climate resilience constituted one of
the three strategic objectives in the 2016-2025 Strategic Framework. In 2018, the
IFAD Strategy and Action Plan on Environment and Climate Change 2019-2025
fused climate and environment strategies and committed to reduce exposure and
vulnerability to climate change for 24 million rural smallholder farmers by 202522,
The IFAD11 mid-term review estimated that 34 per cent of IFAD’s total investments
in 2019 (equivalent to US$568 million) was directed towards climate finance.?3 The
key milestones are further elaborated in Chapter 2 (Table 2).

7. IFAD’s long engagement with climate change adaptation, efforts to
mainstream CCA in its operations, and expanded climate investments
provide a compelling and timely case for a comprehensive evaluation to
take stock and learn lessons to improve ongoing and future IFAD
interventions in strengthening smallholder climate resilience in a
sustainable manner. Contributions to CCA have been included in the Independent
Office of Evaluation’s project level evaluations, in the project completion reports
since 2015, in select impact assessments of CCA projects, and in the mid-term
review of ASAP I. Yet, no independent or self-evaluation is available on how well
IFAD interventions, policies, and strategies have acted together to strengthen
climate resilience of smallholders, or more explicitly, on IFAD’s overall development
effectiveness in this area. Hence the rationale for this thematic evaluation.

8. The objectives of the evaluation were to critically review and assess the performance
of IFAD across a number of areas, including a) support for smallholders’ efforts to
manage climate change risks; b) mainstreaming CCA into IFAD programs and
projects to strengthen smallholders’ climate adaptation capacity in an
environmentally sustainable manner, and; c) scaling up successful climate-
responsive approaches.

9. To better contextualize IFAD’s performance in this area, its business model
towards CCA was compared with other IFIs and select UN agencies, as
described later in this chapter.

71FAD, 2011; Lloyd et al., 2018

18 UN General Assembly, 2018

19 UNEP, 2018

20 Annex Il provides a chronology of key climate change milestones for IFAD

21 Budget 298 million (contributions coming from United Kingdom, Canada and Belgium). The programme used

grants to incentivize farmers to adapt climate-resilient practices.

2 |FAD, 2018

2 |FAD adheres to the Multilateral Development Bank’s Methodologies for Climate Finance Tracking ( p.1) to determine
climate finance.

10
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B. Definitions and Concepts

10. According to UNFCCC, the term “climate change” refers to “a change of climate
that is attributed directly or indirectly to human activity that alters the composition
of the global atmosphere and that is in addition to natural climate variability
observed over comparable time periods”.?* The concept of “climate risk” relates to
the potential adverse consequences of a climate-related hazard on people’s lives,
livelihoods, health and well-being; ecosystems and species; economic, social and
cultural assets; services (including ecosystem services); and infrastructure. Climate
risks affect human systems as well as natural systems and are often represented as
the probability of the occurrence of hazardous events or trends, multiplied by the
impacts of these events or trends should they occur. Risk results from the
interaction of vulnerability, exposure and hazards (Figure 1).

11. IPCC defines climate “adaptation” as the process of adjustment to actual or
expected effects of climate change in order “to moderate harm or exploit beneficial
opportunities”®>. The term resilience “resilience” is defined by the IPCC as “the
capacity of social, economic and environmental systems to cope with a hazardous
event or trend or disturbance, responding or reorganizing in ways that maintain
their essential function, identity and structure while also maintaining the capacity
for adaptation, learning and transformation”.2®

Figure 1
Inter dependencies between climate drivers, risks, impacts and responses

IMPACTS &

e g
Natural Socioeconomic
Variability Pathways
Adaptation and
Mitigation
Anthropogenic Actions
Climate Change
Governance

EMISSIONS
and Land-use Change

Source: IPCC (2014).

24 UNFCCC, 1992, p.3
25 |PCC, 2018b, p. 542
2 |PCC, 2018b, p. 557
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While closely interdependent, CCA measures and environmental sustainability
measures are not synonymous and may involve trade-offs. Within the framework of
sustainable development (‘*development that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs’),?” IPCC
(2018b) defines (environmental) sustainability as a dynamic process that
guarantees the persistence of natural and human systems in an equitable manner.
In other words, it is about pursuing goals for the human system (such as equity,
food security) while preserving (or restoring degraded) natural systems. This
sustainability consideration is not automatically embedded in climate adaptation
approaches. Like in any development intervention, efforts to address sustainability
of the natural system need to be brought in as central elements in designing climate
adaptation response. These similarities and differences have long posed challenges
for development interventions and efforts to identify the most appropriate climate
adaptation interventions for promoting and interpreting resultingoutcomes.

It is thus necessary to situate the adaptive responses of smallholders and their
capacities in the context of localized climate risks in order to assess the adequacy
and appropriateness of responses to the identified risks. If the magnitude of climate
risks outstrips the existing response capacity, then smallholders will need external
assistance in recognizing localized risks, identifying existing smallholder responses
and knowledge, and determining the appropriateness and adequacy of the
enhanced adaptation response and its impact on the ecosystem and on the relevant
socio-economic systems. With the rate of climate change accelerating, periodic
reassessments of risks in areas more prone to climate threats are needed to ensure
the adequacy and magnitude of the intended intervention or response. The ability of
the organization to recognize and adaptively respond to changing climate risks is a
critical aspect of this evaluation.

The inhabitants of all locales facing climate risk require adaptive strategies, and this
is particularly relevant for smallholders and the rural poor, for whom disruptions
that affect their food security and livelihoods carry a far greater risk. This implies
that CCA must be scaled to reach all poor smallholders facing climate risks. Where
the impacts of climate change and adaptation responses are at the local scale it is
essential that successful actions are then replicated or up scaled to other locales with
similar conditions to ensure widespread, systematic adjustments to climate change.
Larger scale adaptive responses such as at landscape or watershed scales might
already be at a sufficient scale.

Additional definitions: Transformative change. IFAD12 focuses on achieving
transformative change. Given the urgency of the need to engage with the climate
crisis, climate response needs to be not only effective but transformative. At the
corporate level, IFAD has not yet defined transformative change.?® By reviewing the
literature on the subject, this evaluation presents some key attributes of
transformational change.?® These include, for example, changes in mindset and
behavior of smallholders and duty bearers in recognizing the importance and
investing in CCA. Transformative change catalyzes system level changes to reach
beyond project boundaries, generating multi-level (local, subnational, national and
global), cross sector (agriculture, environment, health, gender, finance) links and
influencing decision-making. Building transformational change also requires sound
root-cause analysis of development and sustainability challenges and taking into
account the intended and unintended consequences of human system actions on
ecosystems.

27|PCC 2018b. The definition of (environmental) sustainability in the IPCC Glossary borrows from the 1987 UN World
Commission on Environment and Development report: ‘Our Common Future’

28 Some IFAD reports refer to transformative change and attempt to provide definition specific to sectors. For
example, Rural Development Report 2016.

2 Blue Marble Evaluation (https://bulemarbleeval.org/), Better Evaluation (https://www.betterevaluation.org),

Centre for Evaluation Innovation (https://www.evaluationinnovation.org), American Evaluation Association’s

Systems in Evaluation (https://www.systemsinevalution.com), to name a few.

12
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16. Scaling up. IFAD’s Operational Framework for Scaling up Results defined scaling up
as expanding, adapting and supporting successful policies, programmes and
knowledge so that they can leverage resources and partners to deliver greater
impacts to a larger number of rural beneficiaries in a sustainable way. Scaling up,
in addition to replicating or expanding approaches or results to improve outreach
can also mean moving a project forward into a more developed, complex phase,
possibly involving new components, configurations and stakeholders. It could also
involve mainstreaming a certain approach into policy.3°

17. Human system - ecosystem nexus. Environmental sustainability requires not only
that global warming is arrested, but also that other critical challenges confronting
the planet such as loss of biodiversity and compromised quality of land, air, and
water do not reach critical thresholds such that the planet cannot sustain life.
Climate change affects smallholder agriculture and ecosystems. The status of
ecosystems in which smallholdings are located affects farm production, its
sustainability and the options available for improving system resilience. At the same
time, smallholder actions affect these ecosystems both positively and negatively
and through their ecosystem interactions, smallholder agriculture also moderates
the rate of climate change. This intended and unintended interaction between the
human system and ecosystem represents the so-called ‘nexus’ and determines the
environmental sustainability of CCA responses.

18. Win-win solution is used in this evaluation to refer to the CCA responses that seek
to collectively achieve climate, economic and environmental resilience. In addition
to strengthening economic and climate resilience, these responses recognize any
negative impact of agricultural practices on ecosystems and aim to restore
degraded environments to ensure environmental sustainability. In other words,
deep adaptation goes beyond the “"do-no-harm” approach and attempts to reverse
the damage to the surrounding ecosystem.

19. Farmers. IFAD operations defines farmers as people engaged in agricultural
activities and/or agricultural related businesses. These activities or businesses
relate to crop production, livestock, capture fisheries and agroforestry. In this
evaluation, pastoralists and agro-pastoralists are assumed to be a sub-set of
farmers.

Measuring climate resilience

20. To date, IFAD does not have a corporate definition or measurement
framework to assess climate resilience.3! Given this context, this evaluation
draws on the necessary elements of a working definition and framework that is
consistent with the current development literature, the practices of other IFIs and
the most recent attempts by IFAD country offices and regions to define and
measure resilience.

21. IFAD recognized that the concept of climate resilience may be applied to
an entire system or its components and to all hazardous events or a subset
of events.32 Resilience applied to particular components or a particular subset of
hazardous events is referred to as ‘specified resilience’ and must be qualified by the
response to the specific questions ‘resilience to what?’ and ‘resilience of whom?’
The IPCC definition corresponds to general resilience, which is relevant to all
systems (social, economic and ecological/environmental) and considers all

S0 IFAD, 2015c

81 As discussed subsequently, in 2015 September IFAD produced a ‘How to Do Note’ on ‘Measuring climate
resilience’ that presented different approaches to measuring resilience without prescribing any specific approach.
Corporate Results Management Framework of IFAD11 provides four core indicators for aggregating climate
resilience results (see paragraph 141, footnote 110 of this report). These indicators, such as number of groups
supported, number of hectares brought under CCA technologies provide critical output level indicators that
contribute to smallholder resilience but do not measure the actual outcome level changes to climate resilience,
such as reduced variations in income over time, or extent to which degraded eco-systems were restored, to name
a few.

32 Walker et al, 2004; Folke et al 2010; EImqvist 2014; Carpenter et al. 2001

13
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hazardous events. IFAD33 recognized the need to work with ‘specific’ resilience that
is applicable to strengthening the well-being and food security of smallholder
farmers and their communities. For instance, the concept note of ASAP (2011)
adopted the IPCC definition as a starting point, and defined specific resilience to
climate shocks and stresses, of smallholders and their communities at farm and
landscape levels. Shocks were understood to be extreme events such as floods,
cyclones, droughts, and stressors covered prolonged low-intensity effects such as
rising temperatures and their consequences.3*

Consistent with the literature on resilience, IFAD treats climate resilience
as a measure of the capacity to adapt to climate change effects. As will be
discussed in the subsequent chapters, corporate framework to conceptualize and
measure climate resilience is yet to be in place. While an IFAD-wide guidance that
is consistent with international practices is absent, a number of efforts are under
way at the regional level to develop such a framework and use it to track
improvements to CCA in projects. The Resilience Scorecard in the LAC region is one
such example3>

Climate Resilience is widely referenced in the literature and practices of
other IFIs such as the World Bank in terms of three types of capacity:
absorptive capacity, adaptive capacity and transformative capacity.
Absorptive capacity is the capacity to absorb shocks and maintain function;
adaptive capacity is the capacity to be prepared for the next event or recover from
one by reorganizing an agricultural production system and learning in order to
adapt; and transformative capacity is the capacity to shift into a new mode of
system behavior when continuing along the same trajectory becomes untenable.3¢
This understanding and definition is also reflected in more recent climate responses
from IFAD (for instance, the World Bank and IFAD joint project in Ethiopia,
Lowlands Livelihood Resilience Project (2019-2026)). Figure 2 summarizes this
conceptual resilience framework for rural agricultural sector.

Figure 2

3 IFAD, 2015d

34 IFAD, 2011a

3% IFAD produced a ‘How To Do: Measuring Climate Resilience’ in 2015 (HDTN) which provided alternative methods to
measure climate resilience, without offering a preferred approach. LAC Region piloted efforts to operationalize one of
these approaches and developed Resilience Scorecards to measure resilience through proxy indicators:
https://intranet.ifad.org/documents/20143/1443189/Understanding+and+monitoring+Resilience+Lac+11+April+2018.ppt
x/e4e85961-3d2b-11f9-c101-6d5d873c1379. This approach was also being tested in APR with ECG support.

36 Boltz et al., 2019; Folke et al., 2010; Helfgott, 2018
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A conceptual framework for climate resilience in rural agricultural sector

Resilience to What: Climate Threats Resilience of whom: Rural

Shocks (droughts, floods, Agriculture Sector
|
fEoeE . *  smallholders and their
*  Stressors (rising temperature, -
communities
pests]

Farms, landscapes, agricultural

Response Pathways

T‘:uppnr‘t to ab_snrbthe d_amage- weat.her indexed Capac'rty Impruved to deal with
insurance, social protection, community sup port,
reducing exposure and sensitivity of production system climate hazards
to hazardous events

+  Strengthen preparedness — Improved financial services,
community networks and environmental capital,
enhanced size and quality of asset base, climate
resilient agro technology as well as infrastructure, early
warning systems and Disaster Risk Management,
diversify and introduce redundancies; integrated
approaches
Enhance leaming and facilitate system change when
likely threats overwhelm existing capacities — switch
from rain-fed agriculture toirrigated system : provide
necessary extension services, enhanced market access

Absorptive capacity — capacity to absorb
climate shocks and maintain function:

|[| Adaptive capacity — capacity to be prepared to
face hazardous events as well as reorganize
and learn to adapt after the event
Transformative capacity — Capacity to shift to
a new mode of system behaviour when
continuing along the same trajectory becomes
untenable

The framework outlined above is consistent with the idea that climate
resilience is intricately linked to overall development resilience. The
pathways above show the importance of other types of resilience in shaping climate
resilience. For instance, climate change related absorptive and adaptive capacities
are in turn, linked to initial asset base (economic), environmental capital and
community support (social capital), to name a few.

Theory of Change

Strengthening smallholder farmers’ adaptation to climate change is a priority for
IFAD. To develop an operational theory of change for IFAD’s CCA response, the
evaluation collected evidence from IOE project performance evaluations from 144
relevant projects that were completed between 200437 and 2018. Based on this
evidence a schematic system-level nested theory of change (ToC) was developed by
the evaluation team and validated by key stakeholders during the design finalization
workshop and by key informants throughout the evaluation. The key elements of
the high-level ToC are presented in Figure 3 and the more detailed theory of
change content including key assumptions and risks is presented in Annex 2.38

372004 marks the first year when IFAD became an implementation agency for GEF and started incorporating
climate adaptation into its operations.

38FAD strategy and action plan on environment and climate change 2019-25 presents a theory of change for the
organization. However, it pertains to both environment and climate change and not specific to climate adaptation.
ASAP does not provide a corporate level ToC for climate adaptation. The ToC of this approach paper draws upon
the results framework and the concept note of ASAP.
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Figure 3
High-Level Theory of Change
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The ToC in Annex II identifies and defines the necessary pre-conditions and steps
to achieve socially and environmentally sustainable CCA of smallholder agricultural
communities. The ToC sets out an ‘outcomes pathway’ by which the process of
change and their causal linkages are related chronologically as well as their
increasing spatial impact. In this TE, five ‘pillars’ or domains were identified. The
first pillar is IFAD’s corporate resources and instruments which ensure that the
organization is fit for purpose. These include having an appropriate priority and
strategy to mainstream and target CCA, the relevant technical and financial
capabilities and tools to manage development programmes in-country and to build
national capacities, the partnerships to foster collaboration with governments and
agencies, and appropriate monitoring and evaluation systems in place to ensure
effective project implementation and learning emerges from the investment.
Collectively, these provide the basis for providing relevant support to smallholders
and ensuring the design and implementation of projects will meet external
scrutiny and required levels of quality.

The second pillar relates to defining and identifying the adaptation needs of
smallholders and their communities, including the most vulnerable and food
insecure. IFAD can ensure that their activities will be effective across key areas.
These include addressing climate risks, ensuring projects are environmentally
sustainable and socially inclusive of the most vulnerable smallholders,
incorporating local knowledge into design and ensuring actions are context
appropriate. Projects are expected to deliver efficiency in terms of time inputs and
resources, seek opportunities to up-scale and promote innovative solutions to
contribute to the wider knowledge base through learning.

Feeding into the third pillar, sound design and implementation by IFAD should
lead to positive programme and project effects for smallholders through
strengthened adaptation responses and climate resilience, with consequences for
livelihoods and income sources (farm and non-farm activities). Smallholders and
their communities will become more resilient, reflected in improved and diversified
smallholder earnings, enhanced food security, and strengthened supporting
institutions and a positive enabling policy environment. Livelihoods for poor rural
populations including landless, youth and others will be addressed through
developing off-farm and on farm-related enterprises in smallholder communities.
A positive enabling environment is achieved through transforming policies and
regulations to support adaptation and sustainability.

It is also important that IFAD funded interventions are targeted to improve or at
least maintain the condition of local ecosystems, by ensuring natural-human
interventions are explicitly addressed, that sustainable land and water
management practices are promoted, that land degradation, deforestation and
biodiversity losses are minimized and opportunities for carbon sequestration are
achieved to limit carbon emissions. IFAD programmes should also support
governments and national institutions to build capacity. This will ensure
integration of CCA approaches into future rural development activities and
advocate ongoing support to smallholders and the rural poor. Dialogue and
learning to strengthen the enabling policy and regulatory environments at sub-
national, national and international levels (e.g. UNFCCC) should also be a key
programme effect.

As reflected in the fourth pillar, successful IFAD programme and project outcomes
need to be considered for different timeframes, both immediate and for the
longer-term. For example, in terms of achieving enhanced resilience to climate
risks, it will be important to expand the knowledge base, with learning and
advocacy platforms at both national and international levels to facilitate CCA for
smallholders including the most vulnerable. There will also be a priority to develop
synergies with international agencies, NGOs and others to disseminate best
practices and to co-design integrated support services to build adaptive capacity.
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This will require a suitable climate-informed knowledge platform with IFAD and
partners as users and contributors at global and country levels to scale successful
adaptation. If the complexity of smallholder-landscape-ecosystem interactions or
the specific vulnerabilities of women and disadvantaged groups are not sufficiently
understood and addressed, then IFAD’s adaptation efforts may adversely affect
the environment and sustained resilience will be at risk.

Finally, as represented in the fifth pillar, the longer-term impact from IFAD
smallholder climate intervention would consequently lead to sustainable
agricultural development. Here, three priority areas are relevant, including (i)
long-term poverty reduction and social equality (improving well-being, livelihoods
and food security and empowerment), (ii) sustainable ecosystems management
(human-natural interventions are explicitly recognised and ecosystem functions
and services protected) and (iii) tangible contributions to society, knowledge and
policy accrue. This includes, for example, informing debates on sustainable and
healthy diets, improved health and education of smallholders and vulnerable
communities, increased national coping capacity and global attention to climate
justice, and greater fiscal justice at national and trans-national levels.

Methodology

Key evaluation issues: This evaluation focused on the extent to which IFAD-
supported initiatives have helped smallholders adapt to the impacts of climate
change by promoting climate-resilient livelihoods and improving their food
security. The over-arching questions were identified from an initial round of
consultations, then validated during the design workshop with IFAD Management
representatives. Three over-arching questions were identified:

(i) What difference have IFAD interventions made in the ability of
smallholders and their communities to adapt to climate change,
particularly in the case of those most vulnerable to climate change, such
as women, youth and indigenous peoples? What has worked and why?
Have opportunities been missed?

(i) To what extent has IFAD been able to leverage its operations to
strengthen smallholder farmers’ CCA capacity at the local, sub-national
and national levels through partnerships and by scaling up successful
interventions and development results, promoting enabling policies,
strengthening institutional capacities and improving the financial
architecture for adaptation? What has worked and why? What
opportunities have been missed?

(i) To what extent is IFAD equipped to address the existing and projected
adaptation challenges facing smallholder farmers and to meet its
commitments under IFAD11 and beyond?

Scope. The scope of the evaluation was comprehensive. It covered all geographic
regions and countries in which IFAD operates; all related IFAD interventions-
project as well as country strategies (COSOPs/CSNs); and IFAD’s business model
related to CCA (including, relevant corporate replenishment commitments,
resource mobilization, as well as corporate strategies, guidance and tools). The
evaluation covered the period since CCA was declared as a corporate priority by
IFAD in 2010 (2010-2019).

Evaluation criteria. The evaluation adopted key criteria including relevance,
effectiveness and impact. Analysis also included issues related to coherence and
sustainability. In conjunction with a ‘theory of change’ and evaluation matrix were
used to inform the development of country case studies, desk reviews, evaluation
tools, and an interview protocol.

Consultations: Initial discussions with Evaluation Committee (EC) and
preparations for the evaluation commenced in April 2020, followed by discussions
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with management through the management self-assessment workshop (June
2020). Two consultations were held with the core learning partnership group
(CLP). First in April 2021 to discuss emerging messages after the data collection
and analysis and the second in June 2021 to discuss the draft evaluation report.
CLP comprises of IFAD technical experts in climate and environment and
managers, and was established to strengthen IFAD-wide ownership of the
evaluation and to strengthen its relevance to the organization.

Evaluation process: A design workshop was held with the team and key IFAD
stakeholders to finalize the theory of change and evaluation design (June 2020). A
desk review of all relevant documents and portfolio analysis was conducted to
assist the selection and framing for the case studies. The data collection and
analyses were completed between July 2020-April 2021. The report was drafted
and quality assured through a series of internal iterations between May-August
2021.

Data collection and Analysis. The evaluation employed multiple lines of
evidence to ensure that all interests were represented. Primary data was
collected through reviews of key program and policy documents, an extensive
and systematic portfolio review of 256 projects, twenty detailed case studies
(involving 20 countries), two e-surveys, and interviews and group discussions
with representatives at headquarters. The evaluation also collected secondary
data through a Rapid Evidence Assessment, collecting available geo-spatial data,
and three learning theme studies.

Primary data

Document review. The evaluation team conducted an extensive review of relevant
documents including: i) IFAD's Strategic Frameworks, Replenishment reports and
other strategy documents related to CCA since 2010; ii) the four versions of
Social, Environment Climate Assessment Procedures (SECAPs) beginning with
2009; iii) country strategic opportunities papers (COSOPs), and country strategy
notes (CSN) approved since 2010; iv) documentation of IFAD’s ongoing efforts
and thinking to improve climate responses, such as the Rural Resilience
Programme (2RP); iv) relevant self-evaluations conducted by IFAD management,
including the seven impact assessments of climate responses conducted as of
2019 (Bangladesh, Chad, Ethiopia, Malawi, Mexico, Rwanda and Tajikistan) and v)
related knowledge products, such as research and evaluative studies on
smallholder adaptation and agriculture conducted by other development partners.

Portfolio Review. Documents for 256 projects identified as addressing climate risk
and approved 2010 to 2019. Chapter II elaborates how projects addressing
climate threats were identified and provides and overview of the portfolio analysis.

Case studies. Altogether 20 case studies were conducted involving 35 projects
(Annex I- Table 1) constituting 14% of the IFAD portfolio of climate responses.
These incolved key informant interviews as well as collection of monitored data.
Interviews were held with government officials, other actors (World Bank, EU, and
FAO), research organizations, Non-Government Organizations, private sector
organizations, farmers’ organizations and other beneficiaries and key civil society
organizations active in CCA. Smallholders and target groups were interviewed
during field visits by national consultants and by evaluation team members.

Due to the COVID-19 outbreak and travel restrictions, the case studies were all
undertaken remotely with field visits by national consultants, wherever possible
(13 of 20 countries). This also necessitated extensive desk-based document and
portfolio reviews and remote engagement with IFAD staff, key informants and
stakeholders, and from secondary sources. When country pandemic controls
permitted, national consultants conducted site visits and beneficiary interviews,
with remote participation by the international evaluation team. In addition, an in-

19



Appendix EB 2021/134/R.12

42.

43.

44,

EC 2021/115/W.P.3

country expert panel was constituted to verify important project claims, when
feasible. The technical experts were chosen from academia or watchdog NGOs.

Sampling strategy for case studies. Country-level case studies were selected using
a purposive sampling strategy to ensure representation across a humber of
criteria including: type and severity of climate risk, agricultural ecologies, typology
of climate adaptive activities, type of agricultural system, income status, and
development context, fragility status, availability of geospatial data and maturity
level of. IFAD was committed to mainstreaming of CCA at project and COSOP
levels so countries were chosen as the unit of analysis. Hence, the sampling
strategy included not only project level characteristics but also relevant country
characteristics. Based on project design documents, each project was scored for
the number of characteristics (types of climate activities, types of climate risks,
agro-ecological conditions, to name a few) it represented, and ranked. Inputs
from IFAD management during management self-assessment workshop and
subsequent communications were used to refine the characteristics used for
ranking and projects were selected based on ranking. It should be noted that,
consistent with the case study approach, the purposive sampling aims not to
simply create a microcosm of the project universe, but aims to capture the key
elements necessary to be analyzed. Highlights of some of the key characteristics
of the cases studied are presented in Table 1 below.

Table 1
Select Descriptive Statistics of Portfolio of CCA Case Studies

Description Statistics

Total number of projects in case studies 35
(14% of the universe of CCA projects)

Total case studies (case study 20
countries)

Share of ASAP funded projects 50%
Share of projects with supplementary 69%
CCA finances

Share of ongoing projects 71%
Share of projects approved after 43%

SECAP was introduced (2015)

Share of projects in countries with 25%
fragility situation

Share of projects in LIC/LMIC 72%
Source: IOE Elaboration of Case Studies

Institutional Readiness Study. Inputs from interviews at IFAD Headquarters was
undertaken to feed into the formative part of the evaluation analysing IFAD’s
readiness to deliver on its future commitments. Semi-structured interviews and
group discussions were held with IFAD senior managers, country directors,
regional programme teams, technical specialists based in IFAD Headquarters as
well as IFAD hubs and country offices, as well as, select Executive Board
representatives. The institutional readiness analysis also benefitted from the case
studies which explicitly assessed the institutional readiness to deliver at the
regional and country level.

Online surveys were used to collect views and experience from IFAD and project
country staff regarding IFAD’s CCA response (see Annex VIII). The surveys were
conducted between February - March 2021 and results used to triangulate
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evidence from the case studies and document review. The surveys drew response
from 136 project staff and 102 IFAD staff- totaling 238 respondents.

Primary data collection involved interviews with 742 beneficiaries and
stakeholders and responses from 238 IFAD and Project staff.

Secondary Data

Geo-spatial data. Given the challenges to collecting primary data, the evaluation
team also considered the availability of geospatial data, in particular geographic
information system (GIS) data to inform case studies. Due to the dramatic
increase in the availability, accessibility and quality of satellite imagery, Earth
Observation and Geospatial Technologies have allowed the study of earth surface
phenomena and features in much greater detail than ever before. Related Earth
Observation and Geospatial instruments are increasingly being used for
monitoring and tracking key aspects of climate resilience interventions. The study
analysed available geospatial information to determine the extent to which the
data could be used for monitoring results, achieving project milestones, and for
geographical targeting in IFAD operations. Five of the 20 case studies benefited
from GIS data.

Evidence from IOE evaluations. The evaluation team also reviewed evaluations
undertaken by IOE including Evaluation Synthesis Reports on Environment and
Natural Resource Management (2016)3° IFAD’s Support to Infrastructure (2020),
40 and Corporate Level Evaluations such as IFAD support to Innovations in
Smallholder Agriculture (2020).%! Case studies also benefitted from ongoing or
recent Country Strategy and Programme Evaluations and from evidence emerging
in recent PPEs.

Rapid Evidence Assessment (REA)*?. An REA was undertaken to supplement the
primary evidence collected from IFAD projects and programmes with key lessons
and recommendations from relevant peer-reviewed (scientific) and grey literature
on building smallholders’ adaptive capacity to climate variability and change.
Altogether 1338 documents were scanned and 91 selected to cull relevant
evidence. This provided a transparent, rigorous and repeatable synthesize from
non-IFAD sources in the areas of knowledge management, scaling up and human
system-ecosystem nexus. It was the first such exercise undertaken by IOE in its
evaluations.

Learning theme-studies. The TE aimed to promote learning from this evaluation.
IFAD12 emphasizes the importance of achieving transformative changes. Among
the many factors contributing to transformative changes, this evaluation identified
three themes critical for successful programming for CCA: i) Effective knowledge
management - strengthening the knowledge base based on experience and using
evidence to improve solutions; ii) scaling up - designing and implementing with an
aim to scale up results and projects or designing projects at scale provide another
key pathway to transformational change; and iii) ecosystem-human system nexus
- sustainability is key to transformation and long term sustainability of climate
response is ensured when ecosystems are restored, or at the least not harmed.
IFAD recognizes the importance of this nexus in the Strategy and Action Plan on
Environment and Climate Change 2019-25.

3ESR on Environment and Natural Resource Management, 2016:
https://www.ifad.org/documents/38714182/39721113/ENRM+ESR.pdf/016771c9-3f3f-4759-b0ec-89b0c52661al
40 https://www.ifad.org/documents/38714182/42473795/ifad_esr_thematic 02.pdf/1f804fa9-9f09-70ea-2d0d-
6c61606ed932

41 https://www.ifad.org/documents/38714182/42473795/ifad_esr_thematic 02.pdf/1f804fa9-9f09-70ea-2d0d-
6c61606ed932

42 Compared to regular literature review, REA provides a much broader and deeper analysis of both peer reviewed
and grey literature and adopts a highly structured sampling protocol to limit the sample biases. It is a recognised
technique for gathering evidence in a robust, transparent and tractable way.
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Data analysis and reporting. Methods and sources were triangulated to arrive at
evidence. The sources of data included document review, primary data collected by
the evaluation team and secondary data. This evidence-base provided the answers
to all questions in the evaluation matrix, which in turn provided the basis for drafting
the evaluation report.

Quality assurance. Feedback on the draft report was sought and obtained from: i)
A two-member external independent advisory panel; ii) IOE-wide peer review; iii)
IFAD management, to identify any factual or interpretive errors; and iv) the CLP, to
identify any omission of key evidence that could materially change the evaluation
findings as well as factual and interpretive errors.

Comparing with other IFIs. The evaluation compared IFAD’s support structure
for CCA responses in other IFIs and UN actors. Only the organizations that had
recently conducted corporate level, independent, climate response related
evaluations were selected. The evaluation findings provided an external frame of
reference with regard to the critical success factors in providing CCA responses.
Based on this comparisons with these organizations were made: World Bank,
Food and Agriculture Organization, Adaptation Fund, Global Environment Facility
and Inter-American Development Bank. The analysis was based on findings from
related independent evaluations conducted by these organizations, combined with
a group discussion with evaluation offices. Table 5 was prepared based on this
information and validated by respective management units.

Evaluation Process and Key milestones

. The TE was initiated in October 2019 and discussed with the Evaluation
Committee in its April 2020 session

o Design workshop, June 2020.
. Management Self-Assessment Workshop, June 2020

o Desk reviews, and interviews with IFAD managers in headquarters, and case
studies, July 2020 - April 2021.

o Rapid Evidence Assessment, March 2021
o Three learning theme studies, December 2020- April 2021

. Data Analysis, February - June 2021. Weekly Zoom meetings of the
evaluation team to discuss relevant issues, identify key messages emerging
from case study data

o Reporting and quality assurance, May - Aug 2021

v Key messages workshop with Core Learning Partnership group (CLP),
April 2021

CLP Discussion on draft evaluation report, July 2021

IOE peer review of draft report, June 2021

AR NI

Management review of draft reprt, July 2021

4 Evaluation Advisory Panel review of draft report, July 2021.

Constraints

The evaluation was planned and started before but largely conducted after the
COVID-19 outbreak so field visits by the evaluation team were not possible. This
made it difficult to gain a comprehensive view of the national context, climate
risks and the adequacy and appropriateness of the project interventions response
relative to local context and climate risks, and to identify unintended and
unexpected effects. Use of national consultants helped address some of these
gaps. To supplement this evidence, geospatial data was collected where feasible,
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and analysed. While these proved to be of limited value in assessing results, they

proved useful in other issues, for instance, assessing the efficacy of geographic
targeting or relevance of IFAD infrastructure to local needs.
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II. Mainstreaming Climate Change Adaptation (CCA) in

54,

55.

56.

IFAD and its Evolution

This section provides an overview of the IFAD Climate Change Adaptation portfolio
and reviews the IFAD Adaptation Business Model. An overview of the key findings
of evaluations of similar entities concludes the section. This section provides the
context and perspectives to inform framing the study and its analysis.

Overview of IFAD Portfolio of CCA
Operations

IFAD smallholder projects have strong CCA focus. The evaluation considered
all IFAD interventions contributing to smallholder adaptation to climate change. To
identify interventions with climate response, two criteria were considered: (i)
Projects faced climate risk(s); and (ii) Project activities plausibly contributed to
smallholders adapting to the climate risks they faced. The climate risks faced by
the projects were determined from the PDR and relevant COSOP. When
information was not available, PDRs of recent projects in the geographical area
were reviewed. To determine plausible contribution of project activities to address
climate risks, the evaluation compiled all CCA activities listed in the PDRs of all 41
ASAP projects and identified relevant categories of activities (see Annex IX for
details) that address specific climate threats. The project activities and climate
risk were compared with this list to determine if the project activity could plausibly
contribute to addressing the climate risk. This approach came from the recognition
that IFAD has a long history of working in areas with adverse and variable climate
conditions, well before CCA became an organizational priority in 2010. IOE
analysis of project design reports shows that even when the intent to address the
climate risks is not explicitly declared, many IFAD interventions facing climate
risks have activities similar to those CCA projects facing similar climate risks in
similar conditions and are deemed to meet Multilateral Development Banks’
criteria. Hence, they likely contribute to CCA.

As discussed in Chapter 1, this evaluation focuses on the climate response during
2010-2019. Of the 294 projects approved by the Executive Board during this
period, 25643 or 87 per cent identified climate risks and provided CCA support as
part of their projects. Figure 4 presents the distribution of project age within the
CCA portfolio of IFAD operations.

43 Review of project design reports.
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Figure 4
Age of Projects in CCA Portfolio
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Source: IOE elaboration.

Engaging with climate risks. Of the projects with risk ratings, 95 per cent
addressed moderate or high climate risk situations. However, it should be noted
that only three quarters of the climate projects (187 of 256) actually provided
ratings of climate risks. This is because formal guidelines to assess risk ratings
became effective under the Social, Environmental and Climate Change
Assessment Procedures (SECAP) in January 2015.44 The risk level ratings were
provided by the project delivery teams based on SECAP guidance.** Figure 5
presents a summary of climate risk rating across projects.

44 SECAP guidelines were updated in 2017 and later in 2020. 44 projects approved prior to 2015, retroactively included
the climate risks.

4 It should be noted that an independent assessment function of climate risks was initiated only when Operational Policy
and Results Division (OPR) was created in mid-2018. It uses standardized international climate risk sources to ensure
accurate classification. While this is certainly a step in the right direction, given the local and context specific nature of
climate risks, it is not clear to what extent quality assurance at headquarters could ensure an accurate classification
without full knowledge of the local context.
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Figure 5
Distribution of Climate Risks in Operations
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Source: IOE Elaboration from Project Design Reports.

Mainstreaming CCA in IFAD involves a wide range of climate threats occurring in
diverse agro-ecological zones and using a range of agricultural production
systems.46

Evolving prioritization of climate change. The importance of CCA actions to
projects was assessed by the evaluation team using the OECD DAC Rio Markers
which focus on whether the objectives of the project were the principal (main)
project objective, significant (one of main) or not significant.#” Figure 6 presents
the distribution of the intensity of project engagement with climate risks, as
described above. There is a shift from significant to principal importance after
2013 following the introduction of ASAP in 2012. After fluctuating, projects
approved in 2018 and 2019 show that nearly half those with climate responses
appear to have CCA as a principal objective.

4 Examples of climate threats include increasing temperature, varying rainfall, increasing frequency and intensity of
weather extremes, glacier melt, and changing onset of seasons. IFAD works in a range of agro-ecological zones
(mountain slopes, valleys, steppe, coastal zones) and with a range of agricultural production systems such as rain-fed
agriculture, irrigation-based agriculture, cropping systems and livestock and pastoralism.

47 https://www.oecd.org/dac/environment-development/Revised%20climate%20marker%20handbook FINAL.pdf.
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Figure 6
Prioritization of Climate Change Adaptation in IFAD Operations (OECD DAC RIO markers)

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

W CCA Not a significant Objective m CCA a Significant Objective  m CCA is the Principal Objective

Source: IOE Elaboration from Project Design Reports.

60. Climate response in different country contexts. Nearly three quarters of the
climate projects (72 per cent) are located in low or lower middle income countries
and remaining share was invested in upper middle income countries*® (Figure 7).
Similarly, based on IFAD’s listing of countries with situations of fragility, 25 per
cent of the portfolio is located in countries with fragility situations at approval,*®
and 88 per cent of these projects are located in low or lower middle income
countries (Figure 7).

Figure 7
Income Status and Fragility Situations in Portfolio Countries
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Source: IOE Elaboration from Project Design Reports, World Bank income classification, and IFAD listing
of countries with situations of fragility.

“8 Income status was determined from the World Bank income classification.
8 Design reports identified the project to be located in countries with fragility situations. This determination of situation of
fragility was made by IFAD in line with the World Bank system of classification.
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ASAP projects are twice as likely to have CCA as a primary objective. ASAP
was the largest smallholder adaptation programme in the world>® and it included 41
projects. The country case studies considered 35 projects in 20 countries with 17
ASAP projects. Figure 5 shows that when climate risk ratings are available, ASAP
and non-ASAP project are located in moderate or high climate risk situations. Two
thirds of ASAP-supported projects have CCA as their primary objective, nearly
double the share of projects in the general portfolio (Figure 8).

Figure 8
Prioritizing CCA: ASAP Supported Projects and Overall Portfolio
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Source: IOE Elaboration from Project Design Reports based on OECD DAC Rio Markers Guide.

Country Strategies

This study reviewed Country Strategic Opportunities Programmes (COSOPs) and
Country Strategy Notes (CSN) approved during the period 2010-2019 to the
country strategies that identified climate risks and prioritized CCA as an objective or
as an area of interest.>!

Nearly half the country strategies approved since SECAP, reported climate
threats. Of the 93 reviewed 46 COSOPs/CSNs identified climate threats and rated
climate risks while 58 identified CCA as a priority. It should be noted that 27 of the
58 (47 per cent) COSOP/CSNs identifying CCA as a priority did not rate the climate
risk. Nearly all COSOP/CSNs with climate risk rating were in medium or high
climate risk situations. As seen from Figure 9, since 2016, there is a steady
increase in the share of COSOP/CSNs identifying climate risks.

S0IFAD — ASAP website: https://www.ifad.org/en/asap, accessed on 13/05/2021
51 Analysis does not include all COSOPs and CSNs released since 2010 as a few were missing from IFAD databases.
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Figure 9
COSOP/CSN - Climate Risk Level and Prioritizing Climate Change Adaptation Response

uhhh

2016 2017 2018 2019

W Num. of approved COSOP/CSN
B Num. of COSOP/CSN with identified Climate Risk
m Num. of COSOP/CSN with Climate Adaptation as Strategic Objective

Source: IOE Elaboration based on IFAD database for COSOPs/CSNSs.

Target Groups in climate response

Majority of CCA response explicitly target women and gender issues.
Among projects and COSOP/CSNs identifying climate risk®? (Figure 10), women
were the primary targeted group (81%) followed by and youth (66%). CCA
response usually has more than one target group. As will be discussed later, this
also means one in five CCA response did not target women and gender issues while
IFAD10 committed to mainstreaming gender issues in all its development activities.

Figure 10
Representaiton of Target Groups in IFAD’s Climate Change Adaptation Response

81%

66%
52%
44%
16%
13% °
| |

Migrants Landless Indigenous Rural Poor Others Youth Women

Source: IOE Elaboration based on Project Design Reports

52 Target groups were identified from the 256 project and 58 COSOP/CSNSs reports that identified climate risk. Results
were validated by comparison to supervision mission reports, mid-term reviews, project completion reports, COSOP
reviews and any independent evaluations where available. Each project or country strategy usually has more than one
target group.
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Development of the IFAD Climate Response Business model

Key milestones of the evolution of IFAD business model for CCA. IFAD’s
approach to prioritizing climate response is to mainstream it into “prevailing
business concepts, strategies and processes so that they can become the norm and
improve the effectiveness of development investments. Along these lines, climate
mainstreaming for IFAD means integrating climate related risks and opportunities
into IFAD investment programmes by establishing the necessary institutional
mindset, expertise, tools and processes.”>3 Table 2 below provides an overview of
the key milestones of IFAD’s climate change adaptation response.

Table 2

Milestones of IFAD's engagement in the climate change adaptation response

Year

Event

Reference Document

2004

2009-2010

2010

2010

2011

2011

2012
2012

2015

2015

2016

2016

2017

2018

2018

As an accredited implementing organization of GEF, IFAD gets
financial approval for its first project to explicitly address CCA

IFAD8 declares combating climate change as an operational
priority

IFAD approves the first climate change strategy.
Environment and climate division (ECD) formed

IFAD strategic framework (2011-15) recognizes resilience to
climate change as an objective. IFAD 9 Commits to address
CCA.

IFAD prepares the concept note for Adaptation of Smallholder
Agriculture Programme (ASAP)

Newly approved IFAD9 has three commitments on CCA.
ASAP-| approved

Newly approved IFAD10 has 4 commitments related to CCA,
including a commitment to mainstream CCA in 100 percent of
project designs. In addition to IFAD9 indicator two new CCA
related indicators introduced in IFAD10.

Social, Environmental and Climate Assessment Procedures
(SECAP) replaces IFAD’s Environmental and Social
Assessment Procedures (ESAP). Recognition of climate change
in the safeguards document. Serves as the primary tool to
mainstream CCA in IFAD operations.

IFAD’s 2016-25 strategic framework recognizes CCA as one of
the three strategic objectives

ASAP |l designed as a technical assistance and knowledge
management window for adaptation;

IFAD10 calls for COSOPs to analyse NDCs and respond to
country CCA needs

Updated SECAP document released to account for the
mainstreaming commitments of IFAD10

Newly approved IFAD11 commits that “project budgets will be
categorized to respond to the Rio markers and, in addition to
ensuring that 100 per cent of projects mainstream climate
concerns, Management will ensure that at least 25 per cent of
IFAD's PoLG is specifically climate-focused”.

New IFAD strategy and action plan for environment and climate
change 2019-25 released integrating CCA and mitigation
strategies with its environment strategy for the first time. Among
other things, reiterates the need for COSOPSs to respond to
related country needs and NDCs

Report on the consultation on Eighth
replenishment of IFAD resources

IFAD Climate Change Strategy 2010

IFAD Strategic Framework 2011-15.
IFAD-9 resource replenishment
consultations report.

ASAP Concept Note

IFAD9 commitments

IFAD10 commitment document

SECAP document 2015

IFAD 2016-25 strategic framework

ASAP Il concept note

IFAD 2017 SECAP document

IFAD11 commitment document

IFAD Strategy and Action Plan on
Environment and Climate Change
2019-2025

53 |FAD, 2016b, p. 4
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2018 Environment, climate, gender and social inclusion division
(known by acronym ECG) formed to mainstream these areas in
IFAD Operations

2019 IFAD began tracking climate finance using Multilateral IFAD11 commitment document

Development Bank methodology (to fulfill its commitments under
IFAD11 to allocate 25 per cent of PoLG to climate response)

2020 SECAP updated and provides standards for assessing CCA SECAP 2020 document; Guidance on
interventions; Rural Resilience Programme formulated to bring scoring adaptation options

all IFAD climate response under one umbrella.

2020 IFAD12 Consultations underway which envisages switching IFAD12 Consultations

from a project-based approach to a programming approach,
which covers climate response as well

Source: IOE Elaboration

Operationally, IFAD launched its first major initiative to promote CCA action
through its Adaptation of Smallholder Agriculture Programme (ASAP) in 2012. This
programme offered a supplementary funding window to finance additional
qualitative and climate resilience dimensions in IFAD projects. In addition, the
Social, Environmental and Climate Assessment Procedures (SECAP) was introduced
in 2015 to integrate social, environmental and climate change assessments into
IFAD investment designs and has been a key instrument for mainstreaming CCA in
IFAD operations.

Corporate-level priorities, strategies

Corporate priorities continue to intensify Commitments to CCA (see Table 3
for details). IFAD declared CCA as a corporate priority with IFAD8 and approval of a
climate strategy in. IFAD10 and 11 continued this prioritization and agreed to
mainstream CCA in 100% of the projects and country strategies (COSOPs). They
also included CCA related indicators in their respective Results Management
Frameworks. IFAD11 committed to focus 25 per cent of the PoLG on climate
response activities.>* This climate focus of the PoLG was increased to 40 per cent in
IFAD12.3>

5 IFAD 2015, IFAD 2018b
5 IFAD, 2021
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Table 3
Corporate CCA Priorities
IFAD8 IFAD9 IFAD10 IFAD11 IFAD12
2010-2012 2013-2015 2016-2018 2019-2021 2022-2024
Stresses the Stresses the RMF integrates RMF CCA related RMF CCA adds
importance of importance of CCA related indicators refined. an indicator;
addressing Climate addressing Climate indicators. o .
Change Change Biodiversity
Adaptation(CCA) Adaptation(CCA) strategz)gg)l/
Develop
specific agro-
biodiversity
initiatives to
improve
management

and restoration
of water or land
ecosystems by

2022
CCA is one of the CCA continues to  Climate risks will Mainstreaming  Mainstreaming
operational priorities be an operational be mainstreamed commitment commitment
priority in 100% of IFAD’s continues continues

operations
Required a corporate Dedicated funding All new country Invest 25% of Invest 40% of
climate strategy window for  strategies include PoLG (2019- PoLG in climate
adaptation analysis of 2021) in climate- response
established (ASAP countries’ NDCs focused activities activities

Trust Fund) under the Paris

Agreement

Source: IOE Elaboration from IFAD replenishment reports (IFAD8 through IFAD12).

Similarly, IFAD’s Strategic Frameworks 2011-2015 and 2016-25 prioritized CCA.
The 2011-2015 Framework recognized climate change as a critical factor in
addressing food security and made climate response one of the nine thematic areas
of focus.”® The next Framework (2016-2025) made CCA as one of the three
strategic priorities of the Fund.>’

Corporate climate strategy is also evolving with the intensifying
commitments to CCA. The first climate strategy was approved in 2010. It called
for all operations, resource mobilization as well as knowledge, innovation and
advocacy to be climate smart. It recognized the need for strengthening the
organizational structure and capacities as well as leveraging partnerships for
advocacy and results. To facilitate climate smart operations, the Strategy
advocated for all new COSOPs and programme documents to systematically reflect
climate and environmental risks and opportunities. It targeted improving the
guidelines for formulating COSOPs to include climate change issues and
strengthening Environment and Social Assessment (ESA) tools. It emphasized the
importance of partnerships with local communities and using local knowledge in
designing projects. It prioritized enhancing knowledge management along with
global and national advocacy for climate responses. To finance climate smart
operations, it sought additional supplementary fund through strategic partnerships
with GEF, AF, UNFCCC, BioCarbon fund and others. It also saw the need to create
an Environment and Climate Division (ECD), ensure modest increase in the climate
related technical capacity in the organization in the form of climate and
environment experts, including regional environment and climate specialists.>®

IFAD Strategy and Action Plan on Environment and Climate Change (2019-2025)
integrates IFAD's strategies to address the environmental and climate challenges

6 |FAD, 2010
STIFAD, 2016
8 IFAD, 2010b
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facing smallholder farmers. The new strategy aims to address the rapidly expanding
scope of climate response within IFAD to meet the replenishment commitments and
the climate objectives of IFAD’s Strategic Framework 2016-2025. It continues and
extends the approach of the first strategy in focusing on resource mobilization,
knowledge management, strengthening environment and climate interventions,
enhancing organizational capacity, refining the guidance and tools (SECAP) and
leveraging partnerships for policy engagement and more effective interventions.>°
Both strategies emphasized the need to integrate climate considerations from the
very early stages of design.

Climate Resources - Complementary and Supplementary Funds

IFAD continues to expand its partnerships and mobilized over US$500
million as climate finance during 2010-2019. As described under IFAD climate
strategy (2010, 2019), expanding the resource base for climate responses has been
a priority since it became an organizational priority. IFAD has several dedicated
complementary and supplementary funds for CCA. Supplementary funds are
provided mostly on a grant basis®® to boost incentives to integrate climate response
into wider smallholder development programmes and policies in partner
organisations and governments. These funds are received from external donors
(e.g. international organizations and funds, bilateral partners, foundations and the
private sector). The conditions of managing the funds are bilaterally agreed
between IFAD and the financing partner. Supplementary funds are allocated outside
IFAD’s performance-based allocation system (PBAS) and grant allocation systems.
These funds seek to leverage the financing from IFAD’s core resources through
loans and DSF grants. The sources of these funds are briefly discussed below.

Adaptation for Smallholder Agriculture Programme (ASAP). The Adaptation
for Smallholder Agriculture Programme (ASAP) is a multi-year programme launched
in 2012 with support from 12 donors to mainstream CCA in IFAD. Under the
programme, a trust fund was set up to provide grants linked to IFAD loans that
promote CCA in small-scale agricultural sector.

Adaptation for Smallholder Agriculture Programme II (ASAP II). In 2016,
IFAD started a technical assistance window known as ASAP II. The focus of ASAP II
was on tool development, capacity building and technical assistance to mainstream
climate change concerns into overall IFAD operations. Unlike IFAD grants, ASAP II
grants can be used for activities which are usually financed through IFAD’s
administrative budget.

Adaptation for Smallholder Agriculture Programme Plus (ASAP+). For
IFAD12, IFAD has established ASAP+ window as a follow up to ASAP. In ASAP+, 5-
10 per cent of the funds could be set-aside within the programme to support the
development of project designs, participatory consultations, backstop project
monitoring and implementation supervision, research and innovation, develop
technical tools to enhance delivery of results,®! just as in ASAP II.

Adaptation Fund (AF). IFAD was first accredited to the Adaptation Fund in 2010
as a Multilateral Implementing Entity (MIE) and re-accredited in 2016 and 2020.
The Adaptation Fund has supported five IFAD projects totalling US$35.5 million as
of 2020 December.52 AF support is directed to countries that are party to the Kyoto
Protocol and in need of resources to meet urgent adaptation needs related to rural
agricultural development and disaster risk reduction.

Global Environment Facility (GEF), Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF)
and Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF). The first IFAD CCA project was
approved in 2004 and climate activity was funded by GEF. Since then 62 GEF

SIFAD, 2018
5 Green Climate Fund provides a mix of loans and grants.
51Rural Resilience Programme: https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/131R/docs/EB-2020-131-R-INF-4.pdf

%2Ibid. The five projects were in Georgia, Irag, Lebanon, Moldova and Sierra Leone.
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projects were approved totalling US$256.5million for activities such as sustainable
land and water management, watershed/ecosystem management and rangeland
management. The funding for adaptation mainly comes through through Least
Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) and Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF).%3

Green Climate Fund. IFAD became an Accredited Entity to GCF in 2016 and
signed the Accreditation Master Agreement in September 2018 which opened the
door for IFAD to submit funding proposals. IFAD is accredited to apply for both
loans and grants for medium-sized projects up to US$250 million (inclusive of
cofinancing) with a category B or C environmental risk rating.®*

The supplementary funds mobilized during 2010-2019 for climate response from
these sources amounts to US$518 million.

Financial Instruments

IFAD uses loans, debt sustainability grants and IFAD grants to finance its
operations. The resources for these finance instruments are drawn from the core
resources of IFAD mobilized through replenishments from member states.®>

Loans. IFAD provides loans on highly concessional, blend and ordinary terms. Each
of these terms carry varying terms of maturity, grace period, concessionality and
amortization schedule.

IFAD grants. IFAD has a grants programme financed through its core resources
(replenishment). Under the current grants policy approved in 2015 up to 6.5 per
cent of Programme of Loans and Grants (PoLG) can be made available for grants to
be used for non-lending activities such as partnerships, knowledge management
and policy dialogue. IFAD grants cannot be approved and used for activities that
IFAD would normally undertake with its own administrative budget.®® The grants
policy was revised and becomes effective in 2022 January. There are notable
changes to the existing policy as discussed in Section C.

Debt Sustainability Framework grants. IFAD introduced the policy on Debt
Sustainability Framework (DSF) in 2007. DSF allowed IFAD to lend to debt
distressed countries on grant basis. Based on a classification done by International
Monetary Fund and World Bank, countries are classified as Green, Yellow or Red.
Green countries are lent on a loan basis, yellow countries are lent money on a 50
per cent highly concessional loan and 50 per cent grant basis while countries
classified as red are lent money on full grant basis.

Dedicated institutional setup and management arrangements for
mainstreaming climate response

IFAD set up a dedicated unit to mainstream CCA response in its country
strategies and operations and piloted programming arrangements. The
Environment and Climate Division (ECD) was formed in 2010, following CCA
becoming an operational priority under IFAD8 and the first climate change strategy
approved in 2010. ASAP was established in 2012 as a dedicated financing window
to mainstream climate response in IFAD operations. ECD became the nodal division
to implement IFAD’s adaptation agenda and to manage climate supplementary
funds such as ASAP and GEF (see the previous section for details).

ECD housed the expertise related to environment and climate change while the
Policy and Technical Advisory division housed other thematic expertise such as

53Flexcube System, accessed on 12th March 2021.

64 Categories of ratings for environmental risks (A, B or C) correspond to those established on ESAP and SECAP 2015.
With the introduction of SECAP 2017 and updates in SECAP 2020, the Fund shifts from a three-tier risk rating (A, B or
C) to a four-tier rating (high, substantial, moderate, or low).

% Another instrument called Reimbursable Technical Assistance (RTA) was approved by the Executive Board in 2012.
However, this product is yet to gain traction. As of 2020, there are two ongoing RTAs in Saudi Arabia and Mauritius.

% |FAD, 2015b
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rural finance, gender, youth, livestock, water management, fisheries, value chains,
institutions etc.

In 2018, an organizational change introduced changes and ECD was converted into
Environment, Climate, Gender and Social Inclusion Division (ECG). It was assignhed
the responsibility of mainstreaming all four priority themes of IFAD - Climate
Change, Gender, Youth and Nutrition. It also continued to be responsible for
managing the ASAP financing window. All other technical expertise was grouped
into another newly formed division, Sustainable Production, Markets and
Institutions Division (PMI).

IFAD’s mainstreaming approach envisages ECG’s involvement in design and
supervision missions. The IFAD project design guidelines require setting up project
delivery team which is responsible for design and supervision of each operation.
The project delivery team is headed by a project technical lead (PTL) from ECG or
PMI, with ECG providing technical lead in cases such as when Environment and
Social Risk is rated as A (high risk) or in projects with high climate risk or in
blended IFAD/Climate Fund projects. The PTL is an integral part of the project
delivery team designing and supporting a project. While the CD is accountable for
the project design and carries primary responsibility, PTL contributes to the design
— the Project Concept Note (PCN), Project Design Report (PDR) and the President’s
Report. During implementation, PTLs ensure backstopping of ongoing projects
through participation in supervision missions.®” Monitoring framework, including for
climate response component, is setup in the Project Implementation Manual, and
implemented by the Project Management Unit. Core indicators related to CCA,
along with other project results are uploaded in the corporate online database,
Operational Results Management System.

Together with the Global Engagement, Partnerships, and Resource Mobilization
Division (GPR), ECG is responsible for mobilizing climate resources for IFAD. Since
2019, it is also responsible for producing the annual climate action report that
reports on IFAD’s progress towards climate mainstreaming and the results achieved
on the ground.

Human resources — Capacities and Capabilities

Recent studies find that IFAD’s capacities and capabilities fall short to be
able to deliver on existing and future CCA commitments. In the context of
ongoing reforms in terms of People, Process and Technology, IFAD commissioned a
three-phase study of human resources. The study, conducted by an external
agency (McKinsey & Company, 2019-2020), assessed IFAD’s current workforce
composition, capacity (staff headcount) and capabilities (skills) as well as the future
requirements. Relevant findings are summarized in Table 4 below. The study was
not intended to identify gaps in specific priority areas (such as Climate change) and
deals with broad categories (such as programme management, technical
specialists). It should be recognized that while changes to PoLG under different
replenishments may be very limited, the composition of delivery is dramatically
shifting towards climate response - climate focus was 25 per cent of PoLG under
IFAD11 and increased to 40 per cent under IFAD12. As such, the overall gaps and
needs may not fully reflect the specific needs in this area

Table 4
Skill mapping overview, differences between skill groups®®
Category of staff Average
Ave_rage needed PUEIECE Gap foreseen Gap foreseen
proficiency level o . needed h .
: proficiency in - in 2020 in 2030
in 2019 2020 proficiency 2030

57 IFAD, 2020
%8 Rated on a scale 1 to 5 with 1 being the lowest capacity and 5 the highest.
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Cross-cutting theme of

Environment and Climate 2.51 3.65 3.65 1.14 1.14
Change

Technical Specialists 2.23 3.00 3.46 0.76 1.23
Programme Management for 2.69 3.06 3.38 0.37 0.69
Agricultural Development

Ecanamists and Results 2.89 3.33 3.61 0.44 0.72
Specialists

Communication and 3.26 3.34 3.66 0.07 0.39

Knowledge Management

Source: McKinsey Human Resource Study (2019).

Taking a closer look at the capacities available for mainstreaming CCA, this
evaluation reviewed the data from Human Resource Division on the sanctioned
number of fixed term positions in Environment, Climate, Gender and Social
Inclusion division of IFAD (ECG). In ECG, staff are categorized by clusters, one of
which is environment and climate change cluster (ECC). ECC has seen its positions
increase from 17 in 2016 to 22 in 2020. McKinsey study finds that the Fund needs
33 more FTE staff in Programme Management, Technical specialists to meet the
current demand and predicts that the gap will widen in 2024.

Guidance and Tools

IFAD put in place guidance and tools to mainstream CCA and adaptively
updated them in line with evolving corporate priorities and lessons from
experience. IFAD recognized that the environment was particularly important for
rural poor people as they were largely dependent on the natural resource base for
their livelihood and hence more vulnerable to natural resource degradation and
environmental pollution. IFAD adopted Environmental and Social Assessment
Procedures®® in 2009 to ensure that its operations avoid adverse impacts on
people and the environment.

ESAP Procedures were updated and expanded in 2015 to realize IFAD’s new
commitment to achieve 100 per cent climate mainstreaming for all new projects by
2018 and to better align with safeguard requirements across Multilateral Financial
Institutions such as the Global Environment Facility (GEF). Social, Environmental
and Climate Assessment Procedures (SECAP) became effective since 2015
January.’® It provided the information necessary to formalize IFAD’s approach to
assess the nature and degree of (social, environmental and climate) risks, potential
impacts, and opportunities relevant to IFAD interventions. In addition, it calls for
specifying the risk mitigation measures to be taken and tracked throughout the life
cycle of the intervention. It provided supporting material to guide IFAD missions in
systematically introducing necessary mitigation measures into all operation as well
as in developing RB-COSOPs and use this assessment in the quality enhancement
and decision-making processes. SECAP made it mandatory for all projects under
IFAD10 onward to undertake climate risk screening and was seen as the primary
instrument to mainstream climate considerations in all IFAD’s interventions -
COSOPs, CSNs, programmes and projects.”?

SECAP was updated in 2017 to better clarify the mandatory elements,
improve the alignment of the procedures with those of other IFIs, and to
better reflect IFAD’s complementary policies’? and climate mainstreaming agenda.”?
Notable changes introduced includes improved tools and methods to assess and

5 ESAP was issued in December 2008 as a President’s Bulletin (PB/08/23) and reviewed by the EB in April 2009.

0 Approved by EB in December 2014

"1 IFAD, 2014

2 Including, but not limited to, polices on targeting (2016), gender equality and women’s empowerment (2012),
indigenous peoples (2009).

7 IFAD10 (IFAD, 2015), IFAD Strategic Framework (2016-2025) (IFAD, 2016).
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document risks, clarifying and expanding mandatory requirements, and
strengthened monitoring systems. (Grants and Investments Projects System
(GRIPS), Operational Results Management System (ORMS) to reflect project cycle
entry points and compliance monitoring and reporting).”# In terms of environmental
and social risks, it made it mandatory for all category B projects to have SECAP
review note including a matrix for Environmental and Social Management Plan
(ESMP) at design. Required all category A projects to have a Environmental and
Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) at design. For project with moderate climate risk
classification, it required a basic climate risk analysis at design, and required an in-
depth climate risk analysis for projects with high climate risk classification.”®

In addition to SECAP, IFAD has produced several guidance notes on specific issues.
A partial list of ‘How to’ Notes related to climate resilience is presented in Annex III.

Ongoing Evolution of IFAD Climate Response Business Model

Programming arrangements, policies, guidance and tools are rapidly
evolving and briefly summarised here. At the core IFAD12 reflects a stronger
commitment to climate responses by increasing the climate focus of PoLG from 25
per cent under IFAD11 to 40 per cent.”’® IFAD’s revised Operational Guidelines to
Targeting emphasized social inclusion and integration of the mainstreaming
themes. Targeting strategies were intended to provide an entry point to effectively
mainstream its thematic priorities, thereby improving the quality of mainstreaming
and measurement of results in mainstreamed themes.””

The Fund has committed to mobilize US$500 million in supplementary climate and
environment finance by 2025 with at least US$200 million in IFAD11,78
envisaging more collaboration with the GCF. In addition, to attract more climate
resources IFAD12 envisages new programmes, such as the Private Sector Financing
Programme (PSFP) and the Rural Resilience Programme (R2P) is discussed below.

IFAD again updated SECAP in 2020 to better address the Fund’s evolving business
model, to improve its relevance to identifying and integrating transformational
climate responses, to better align with international best practices, and to cover
new and emerging social and environmental issues relevant to IFAD operations. In
addition to guiding risk management, the updated SECAP aimed at providing
guidance to maximizing the gains of interventions through scoping, assessing and
selecting the climate themes to be integrated in IFAD’s interventions. The updated
SECAP includes other new features such as a climate change standard, changes to
social and environmental risk, and an automated integrated management system to
track compliance and results.”

In 2020 IFAD developed an Adaptation Framework to help projects identify
feasible adaptation options to climate risks identified through the SECAP process.8°
It is accompanied by an Adaptation Options database populated with 120
adaptation options synthesized from good practices and lessons learned from
adaptation actions from past IFAD climate response, including ASAP. The selected
options can be assessed using tailored multi-criteria analysis.?!

74 Grants and Investments Projects System (GRIPS) to better reflect project cycle entry points and Operational Results
Management System (ORMS) to improve compliance monitoring and reporting.

S IFAD, 2017

8 |FAD12 climate adaptation targets include: 1.9 million hectares of land brought under climate-resilient management;
11, 500 groups supported to sustainably manage natural resources and climate related risks; develop specific initiatives
for enhanced IFAD engagement in the Sahel and Horn of Africa regions.

" IFAD, 2021

8 IFAD, 2019b

" IFAD, 2020b

8 https://www.ifad.org/en/web/knowledge/-/publication/adaptation-framework-tool

8 In addition, a few tools were recently developed through ASAP II. For instance, Climate Adaptation in Rural
Development (CARD) resilience tool, first launched in March 2019 is continuing to evolve (currently applied in North Africa
region). This helps predict crop yields of established varieties under different climate risk scenarios. This has been used
in six projects and four country strategies as of October 2019 (IFAD, 2019b). Another tool jointly developed with FAO is
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The Rural Resilience Programme (R2P) is a new Programming arrangement
(IFAD 2020e). This umbrella programme brings together IFAD’s existing and new
key climate and environmental initiatives under a common coordinating
framework.8? It is composed of three pillars: Enhanced programme for Adaptation
to Smallholder Programme (ASAP+) that builds on the lessons from ASAP1 and
ASAP2, the Initiative for Sustainability, Stability and Security in Africa (3S
Initiative), and the Green Climate Fund umbrella programme for the Great Green
Wall Initiative of Sahel (GCF-GGWI). The three pillars state the aim to go beyond
do-no-harm and restore degraded ecosystems and provide climate adaptation and
mitigation responses. They also face different primary challenges,® have different
geographic focus, and involve different sources of funding.®* The day-to-day
management will be undertaken by an inter-divisional coordination unit comprised
of experts across a number of IFAD Divisions. An Advisory Committee will oversee
the strategic directions of the programme. The programme Trust Fund is already
approved and it will dedicate resources to provide technical assistance to projects
to strengthen the design and pursue non-lending activities.

This all takes place within the context of improvements to complementary policies
and strategies of IFAD, such as Decentralization 2.0 (2021-2023), the Knowledge
Management Strategy (2019), revised Operational Guidelines for Targeting (2019),
the revised Project Restructuring policy (2018) and the revised Grants Policy (if
approved will become effective in January 2022)

Review of Experience of Other Organizations

In identifying the practices of other relevant actors to compare with IFAD’s CCA
response, the report sought first practices with evaluative evidence. To identify
such evidence, this study reviewed all recent evaluations conducted by major IFIs,
climate funds and UN agencies on their CCA responses. This study identified the
following actors with recent evaluations: Adaptation Fund, Global Environment
Facility, Green Climate Fund, Inter-American Development Bank, the World Bank
and Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO). Based on a review of evaluation
documents and focus group discussions with the managers of these evaluations,
this review identified markers in the areas of institutional and technical capacity,
sustainability and exit strategies, mainstreaming CCA in operations, alignment with
safeguards and policies and related monitoring and evaluation. The following
paragraphs compares the experience of key IFIs and FAO among UN agencies. In
addition, the evaluation conducted document review and used interviews to identify
more comprehensive markers of the CCA business model: such as having a climate
strategy/policy in place, dedicated units set up to guide CCA mainstreaming,
guidance, tools and safeguards made available, ear marked climate resources, and
communities of practice operational to promote knowledge-exchange, These details
are provided in Table 5. It can be seen that in all these aspects IFAD
compares well with other IFIs considered in this study.

Institutional and technical capacity. Which capacity, where and when are
important questions related to technical capacities. Adequate climate expertise is
needed. However, it has to be available when it is needed most - during critical
times such as all phases of design, including the very early phase, and during
implementation. It should also be available at the right level - for instance,
capacities are needed at the project level during implementation and within the

the Ex-Ante Carbon-balance Tool (EX-ACT) that is a land-based accounting system measuring carbon stocks and GHG
emissions per measure of land. This aims to help projects to estimate their potential mitigation benefits.

82 The programme will address the commitments of the three Rio conventions —the UN Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC), Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and Convention to Combat Desertification (CCD) while
contributing to 15 of the 17 SDGs.

8 ASAP+ faces climate threats, 3S faces food insecurity and migration and the Great Green Wall Project faces
environmental degradation and water shortages as primary challenges.

84 3S and GGWI will focus on Africa (GGWI will be focussed on the 13 contiguous countries from West Africa to Horn of
Africa), while ASAP+ has no geographical focus.
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units designing projects during project design. The Inter-American Development in
its evaluation titled “Climate Change at the IDB: Building Resilience and Reducing
Emissions” highlighted the importance of technical capacity within the organization
on climate change and recommended that the institution invest heavily in building
capacity in the organization through creation of dedicated ‘group’ with a cross-
cutting mandate across departments.8> Similarly, FAO’s evaluation on CCA found
gaps in capacities in country offices of FAO to engage with government on CCA and
recommends that FAO build staff capacity at the country level in the area of CCA.8°

Sustainability and exit strategies. The Adaptation Fund evaluation found that
sustainability strategies were not sufficiently taken into account in the project
design phase. The same evaluation found that project teams sought to address this
issue during implementation, as the majority of projects had developed exit
strategies.®” Similarly, GEF's evaluation of Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF)
found that a higher-level impact in the form of scaling up was constrained, mainly
due to difficulty in securing sufficient resources and/or mainstreaming the work
within national budgets.88

Mainstreaming of climate change into operations. The evaluation of the
Adaptation Fund observed that the project designs do not closely analyse the
adaptation logic.8? FAO evaluations noted that climate smart agriculture has served
as a high level concept in FAO for its interventions in CCA and mitigation. However,
the same is not sufficiently reflected in operations in the field, through its projects.
FAQ's operations were also found to have insufficiently mainstreamed gender
concerns, with substantial gaps in gender mainstreaming, particularly at country
level.?® World Bank evaluation recommended developing reference guidelines for
incorporating climate risk management into project and program design, appraisal,
and implementation.®!

Alignment with internal guidelines, policies and national policies and
coherence. The projects developed by the Adaptation Fund were not uniform
regarding the application of the Fund’s Environment and Social Policy. GEF found its
projects to be strongly country driven and well aligned with national environmental
and sustainable development policies. The evaluation, however, found that the
relevance of GEF’s support to other, non-adaptation GEF focal areas—and to GEF’s
global environmental benefits—was limited.®> GCF’s evaluation of adaptation
interventions found that Project-level interactions between GCF proposals and
projects of other climate funds, multilateral partners and the private sector were
not yet systematically identified nor actively pursued. However, the evaluation also
noted that there is increasing coordination in the recent years.®3

Monitoring and Evaluation. All evaluations (Adaptation Fund, IDB, GEF, GCF,
FAO, World Bank) have highlighted the need to strengthen M&E systems. The IDB
evaluation recommends structuring an M&E system that “deepens IDB’s ability and
incentive to track its activities and results related to climate change mitigation and
adaptation.”®* GEF’s evaluation found the data available on M&E system to be
inaccurate. In the World Bank, the evaluation recommended that to track progress,
the Bank Group should mobilize resources and collaborate with national and
international partners to create and test practical, sensitive, and specific indicators
that capture the following dimensions of vulnerability, resilience, and

8 |DB - OVE, 2014

8 FAO, 2015; FAO, 2021

8 Tango International, 2018

8 GEF IEO, 2018

8 Tango International, 2018

% FAQ, 2015; FAO, 2021

91 EG, 2013

92 Tango International 2018; GEF IEO, 2018
% Binet et al., 2021

9 1DB — OVE, 2014, p. Xii
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adaptive capacity. It suggests that the World Bank should create indicators that
measure various dimensions of vulnerability, resilience and adaptation. Similarly,
the GCF evaluation noted that the institution does not have a specific approach
regarding adaptation or achieving and measuring impact in its adaptation portfolio.
As such, the impact of adaptation interventions cannot be monitored with the
current set of indicators.®>

% GEF IEO, 2018; IEG, 2013; Binet et al., 2021
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Table 5

Comparison of CCA Policy, Strategy, Guidance and Institutional Setup of Other Organizations

Criteria IFAD World Bank Asian Inter-American FAO GCF Adaptation Global
Development Bank  Development Bank Fund Environment
Facility
Is there a corporate YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
climate response Climate Climate Change Climate Change FAO Strategy on  Updated Strategic Medium-Term  Climate Change
policy/strategy in place? IFAD Strategy and - cpange Action Operational ~ Action Plan 2021 - Climate Change 2017 Plan for the Green  strategy 2018 - Focal Area
Action Plan for Plan 2021 - Framework 2025 and Climate and an action plan Climate Fund: 2022  Strategy (part of
Environment and 2025 2017- Change Sector with results framework 2020-2023 GEF-7
Climate Change 2030;Operational Framework Programming
(2019-2025) Plan for Operational Document Directions)
Priority 3 - Tackling
Climate Change,
Building Climate and
Disaster Resilience
and Enhancing
Environmental
Sustainability
Does the organization Social, YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
have safeguards for Environmental, World Bank Environment Environment and Environment and GCF Environment Environment and Policy on
interventions related to Climate and Climate Environment  Safeguards: A Good Safeguards Social Management  and Social Policy Social Policy Environmental
climate change Assessment and Social Practice Sourcebook  Compliance Policy.  guidance (2015) and (amended March and Social
adaptation (CCA) and Procedures(SECAP) policy (Draft Working  (new Environmental newly published 2016) Safeguards
environment and natural Document) and Social Policy FAOQO’s Framework for
resources management Framework will take Environmental and
(ENRM)? effect in Sept 2021) Social Management
(FESM)
Does the organization YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
have dedicated funds for . * Climate Change . . . . *GEF is mostly
Climate Investments? (Supplementary « Climate Fund _ Canadian Climate Multi-donor Trust 100% of GCF e Single country focused on
Funds) Investment « Urban Climate Fund for the Private  funds to support clime funding is for  project window mitigation efforts

Funds (which
includes Clean
Technology
Fund (CTF)
Strategic
Climate Fund
(SCF))

Change Resilience
Trust Fund

Irish Trust Fund for
Building Climate and
Disaster Resilience

Sector in the
Americas; NCD
Accelerator Fund;
UK Sustainable
Infrastructure
Program, and
accredited to a
variety of financial
intermediary funds
(Green Climate
Fund, CIFs, etc.)

response related
projects/programmes

climate response

eRegional
project window
e Innovation:
large and small
projects
window

e Enhanced
direct access
eReadiness
program
eLearning grant

with the exception

of the following
two CCA
windows:

Least
Developed
Countries
Fund
(LDCF)
*Special
Climate
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https://www.adb.org/documents/strategy-2030-op3-climate-change-resilience-sustainability
https://www.adb.org/documents/strategy-2030-op3-climate-change-resilience-sustainability
https://www.adb.org/documents/strategy-2030-op3-climate-change-resilience-sustainability
https://www.adb.org/documents/strategy-2030-op3-climate-change-resilience-sustainability
https://www.adb.org/documents/strategy-2030-op3-climate-change-resilience-sustainability
https://www.adb.org/documents/strategy-2030-op3-climate-change-resilience-sustainability
https://www.adb.org/documents/strategy-2030-op3-climate-change-resilience-sustainability
https://www.adb.org/documents/strategy-2030-op3-climate-change-resilience-sustainability
https://www.adb.org/documents/strategy-2030-op3-climate-change-resilience-sustainability
https://publications.iadb.org/en/inter-american-development-bank-group-climate-change-action-plan-2021-2025
https://publications.iadb.org/en/inter-american-development-bank-group-climate-change-action-plan-2021-2025
https://publications.iadb.org/en/inter-american-development-bank-group-climate-change-action-plan-2021-2025

(44

Does the Results and
Resources Framework of
corporate
strategies/priorities
include indicators related
to strengthening climate
resilience (or
strengthening climate
adaptive capacity)?

Is there a dedicated unit
to support climate
response/ENRM?

Are there adequate
capacities in place?

Is there dedicated
guidance to identify
climate resilience needs
to analyse pathways to
strengthen climate
resilience in countries?

IFAD Strategic
Framework 2016-
2025; Resources

Management
Framework of
IFAD11

YES

YES YES YES
Operational Results Framework IDB Group
Guidance for  Indicators (women’s Corporate Results
Monitoring and  resilience to external Framework 2020-
Evaluation shocks strengthened, 2023 (Beneficiaries
(M&E) in people with of enhanced disaster
Climate and strengthened climate and climate change
Disaster and disaster resilience, Habitat
Resilience- resilience, etc.) that is sustainably
Building managed using
Operation ecosystem-based
approaches,

Installed power
generation capacity
from renewable

sources)

YES YES YES

Climate Climate Change and Climate Change and
Change Group Disaster Risk Sustainable
Management Division Development

in Sustainable Division with 22 staff;
Development and

Climate Change Environmental and

Social Solutions Unit

Department
and the
Environmental and
Social Risk Unit also
have key functions
on climate issues
YES YES YES
Resilience ADB-WB are A Framework and
rating system  currently developing Principles for

country climate risk  Climate Resilience
profiles to inform  Metrics in Financing

country partnership Operations and
strategies in countries Disaster and Climate
Change Risk

Assessment

Methodology

YES

FAO Strategy on
Climate Change

- Primary indicator's
FAO's role

(Number of countries
that

identify institutional
capacity needs and/or
develop

capacity for CCAM
delivery, Amount of
finance

targeted at CCAM in
food and agriculture
that is mobilized with
FAOQ support, etc.)

YES

Office of Climate
Change, Biodiversity
and Environment

YES

Climate resilient
practices

Typology and guiding
material for climate
risk screening;

Making climate
sensitive investments
in agriculture-
approaches, tools and
selected experiences

e Project scale- Change

up grant Fund

(SCCF)

YES YES YES.
Mitigation and Strategic Results

adaptation Framework The LDCF/SCCF

performance (Increased has its own

measurement adaptive ) Results

frameworks capacity of Archltectur_e for

communities to Adaptation. .

respond to the While GEF

impacts of Results

climate change, Framework is not

Increased  focused on CCA

ecosystem (only one of the

resilience in 11 indicators

deals with
resilience at the
eco-system level)

response to
climate change-
induced
stresses)

YES YES YES
Entire GEF is
dedicated to
ENRM and
Climate
Response.
Specifically, there
is a CCM unitin
the GEFSEC, and
there is a
dedicated unit for
LDCF/SCCF.

YES YES NO

Adaptation: This was noted
Accelerating action Proposal 5 5 deficiency,
towards a climate development . ¢y,ding by the

resilient future _ Quidance STAP
specifies the use

of country
strategies,
development
plans; adaptation
reasoning and
risk screening
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Is there a community of
practice for climate
response or knowledge
platform for successful
climate responses?

Has the organization
developed adequate
processes, instruments
and tools to promote
climate change and
adaptation strategies in
its operations?

YES YES
WB Climate
Change
Knowledge
Portal for
Development
Practitioners
and Policy
Makers

YES
SECAP, How to Do

YES
* World Bank
Urban Risk

Notes, EXACT,
Adaptation
Framework

Assessment

* Energy
Sector
Management
Assistance
Program
(ESMAP)
Hands-on
Energy
Adaptation
Toolkit

» World Bank's
Resilient Cities
Program,
CityStrength

» Confronting
Climate
Uncertainty in
Water
Resources
Planning and
Project Design
: The Decision
Tree
Framework

NO

YES

*Climate Risk
Management
Framework: Climate
risk screening and
assessment of
projects (Screening
through online tool
AWARE for Projects,
sector-specific
technical guidance on
climate proofing
infrastructure,
capacity building
course for ADB staff)

YES

Technical working
groups and
communities of
practice for
sustainable
infrastructure,
disaster and climate
risk management,
etc.

YES

» Regulatory
framework quality
indexes for private
investment
(Climatescope)

* Promotion of good
practices (e.g.
Infrascope and
Envision)

Climate Change
Sector Framework
document

YES

The Technical
Network on Climate

YES
iLearn Green
Climate Fund

Change
YES YES
FAO Adapt GCF Programming
(Framework Manual -

Programme on
Climate Change
Adaptation) - 2011

- FAO’s Modelling
System for Agricultural
Impacts of Climate
Change (MOSAICC)

Self-evaluation and
Holistic Assessment of
Climate Resilience of
Farmers and
Pastoralists (SHARP),
Global Agro-
Ecological Zoning
(GAEZ), Agua-Crop
water productivity
model, Agro-
ecological zoning
(AEZ)

An introduction to
the Green Climate
Fund project cycle

and project
development
tools for full-size
projects

* GCF readiness
and preparatory
support
programme

YES
Community of
Practice for
Direct Access
Entities

YES

Operational
Policies and
Guidelines
including how
projects are
assessed
against
adaptation
reasoning

Medium-term
strategy 2018-
2022

YES/NO.

The following
platforms exist
but are not
dedicated to
CCA or even
climates The
International
Waters Learning
Exchange and
Resource
Network (IW:
LEARN)

* Global
Platform for
Sustainable Cities
(GPSC)

YES

GEF projects are
country driven
and developed at
the request of
country focal
points (with the
exception of small
grants that are
mostly CSO
driven and pure
private sector
projects). There
are tracking tools
in use at the
project level.
Also, there are
the RAPTA
guidelines
developed by
STAP.
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https://www.thegef.org/documents/tracking-tools-results-frameworks
https://www.stapgef.org/resources/advisory-documents/rapta-guidelines
https://www.stapgef.org/resources/advisory-documents/rapta-guidelines
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Has the organization Procedures and
developed internal Guidance for
guidance coherent with Country Strategies
the national (2019)

environmental and
sustainable policies?

YES

World Bank
Reference
Guide to
Climate
Change
Framework
Legislation

YES YES
Environmental Implementation
Assessment Guidelines for the
Guidelines Environment and
Safeguards

Compliance Policy

NDC Invest
(mechanism to
support LAC
countries to develop

and implement
NDCs)

YES

Addressing
agriculture, forestry
and fisheries in
national adaptation
plans

* Agriculture, Forestry
and Fisheries

in National Adaptation
Plans (NAP-Ag
Guidelines)

* Forest and
Landscape
Restoration
Mechanism

* Blue Growth
Initiative

YES
National adaptation
plans

YES YES

Guidance All GEF projects
document for are country driven
Implementing and developed at
Entities on the request of
compliance with country focal

the Adaptation points (with the
Fund exception of small

grants) with

guidance on GEF

priorities,

strategies and

procedures.

Source: IOE Elaboration based on interviews with agency evaluation units and units related to climate response, and review of evaluations
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III.Relevance of IFAD response to Climate Change

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

Adaptation

This section presents the findings related to the relevance of IFAD’s CCA response.
An overall summary of the assessments of relevance in the 20 case studies is
summarized in Annex I Tablel. The analysis presents IFAD’s comparative
advantage in providing CCA response. This is followed by assessments of the
relevance of CCA response to i) national climate priorities, ii) CCA related demand
and needs of target groups, and iii) IFAD’s mandate, priorities and practices. The
evidence base for this chapter comes from analyses of relevant IFAD corporate
documents, the portfolio of 256 projects and 93 COSOPs/CSNs with CCA response,
two E-Surveys conducted among IFAD staff and project staff, and the 20 case
studies.

IFAD Comparative Advantage in CCA and its prioritization

IFAD is the only IFI with the specific mandate to eradicate poverty and hunger by
investing in poor rural people through financial and technical assistance to
agriculture and rural development projects. To fulfil its mandate, during the past
four decades IFAD acquired experience and expertise in working with the rural
agricultural sector around the globe, mostly facing challenging agro-ecological
conditions. This experience positions the Fund well to address the worsening
threats from climate change and to place climate change and adaptation at the core
of its strategy. It established a dedicated unit to provide technical support to design
its climate response and provide implementation support. Moreover, during the
past decade, it mobilized over US$500 million as climate finances to support
smallholder farmers adapt to climate change. Finally, in addition to its mandate and
record of accomplishment of supporting CCA efforts within the rural agricultural
sector, IFAD is seen as a neutral trusted partner for the governments, farmer
organizations and the rural poor.

CCCA is a significant or principal objective in 92 per cent of the portfolio of 256
projects incorporating climate response that were approved during 2010-2019. The
proportion of projects declaring CCA as a principal objective showed a noticeable
increase from 11 per cent in 2013 when ASAP was introduced, to 48 per cent in
2019

Relevance of CCA operations to country CCA priorities
(Nationally Determined Contributions, National Adaptation
Plans)

Overall, IFAD’s interventions related to CCA were well aligned with the
Nationally Determined Contribution (NDC) commitments of host countries.
IFAD has recognized the need to support Member states in addressing the effects of
climate change. IFAD9, committed that all new operations and country strategies
(COSOPs and CSNs) would be aligned with national CCA priorities including the
NDCs (as per Paris Agreement 2015), and identify climate risks. IFAD11 committed
to incorporate an analysis of the CCA-related NDC commitments in all country
strategies. By doing so, IFAD alighed its interventions with the international
priorities on climate change adaptation, such as those of the Paris Agreement®®.
Table 1 in Annex IV shows that all COSOPs and operations in case studies
contributed to the NDCs.

All interventions in the case studies were relevant to the NDCs, including some with
very high relevance. Nepal’s ASHAP project sought to operationalize the National
Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPAs) at the local level, thereby directly

% |FAD, 2018b

45



Appendix EB 2021/134/R.12

110.

111.

112.

113.

114,

EC 2021/115/W.P.3

contributing to Nepal’s NDCs. The project supported preparing and implementing
Local Adaptation Plans for Action, which were local level iterations of NAPAs based
on local level analysis of risks, vulnerabilities and interventions required. Similarly,
Chad’s PARSAT project was designed as one of the building blocks of Chad’s
National Strategy Against Climate Change (2017). PARSAT regions of interventions,
Batha, Guéra and Hadjes-Lamis were identified by the NDC®? as among the most
climate vulnerable regions of the country and it chose the two NDC priorities of land
and water conservation and implementation of soil restoration works as its focus.
Bolivia’s ACCESOS Program was highly relevant to the country’s NDC focus on
structural solutions to climate crisis. Moreover, the ACCESOS Program was
developed through a community-based approach and supported investments aimed
at reducing vulnerabilities related to water scarcity.

Relevance (maintaining relevance) of CCA interventions
facing climate threats and changing contexts

The continued relevance of the selected CCA case studies was
demonstrated in those cases where project areas were affected by actual
climate threats during the implementation period. This allowed for a real-time
testing of both the relevance and the effectiveness of the selected climate-related
solutions in these projects. The affected project countries include Bangladesh
(cyclone and floods), Cape Verde and Moldova (drought), Nicaragua and Honduras
(heavy tropical storms and rain in late 2020). In general, these practical
experiences have demonstrated a high relevance of the climate and resilience
elements included in these projects to face climate risks.

An ASAP Midterm Review conducted by external consultants found that ASAP
projects strengthened smallholder capacities to deal with shocks and stressors and
were flexible to adopt multiple changes to deal with changing climatic conditions.®8

A note of caution should be made here regarding the longer-term relevance of the
supported interventions. While the climate threats tested the immediate relevance
of IFADs operations, the longer-term relevance of the project interventions should
be assessed taking into account longer-term effects of interventions such as
ecosystem sustainability. This is discussed under nexus between human and the
ecosystems (see discussion of this elsewhere in this report).

In cases that faced political instabilities or changing climate priorities
during implementation, the projects accommodated significant
modifications after a Midterm Review to ensure continued relevance of
their CCA components such as Mali (PAPAM) and Bolivia (ACCESOS). At the start
of PAPAM in Mali, in 2011, the interventions covered areas with development
potential for the targeted production systems across the country. However, after
the 2012 political turmoil and the armed conflicts in the northern regions of the
country, the project area was restricted to the southern regions of Kayes and
Sikasso. As such, the eventual intervention area was limited to the Sudanian and
Sudanian-Guinenan agro-climatic zones in the country. In Bolivia, the country
signed on to the Paris Declaration and introduced NDCs in 2015 in the midst of
ACCESOS implementation (2013-2019). The project faced other challenges as well
and the MTR recommended realignment of the project with the country’s NDCs,
which led to significant modifications as, outlined in the previous section to
maintain relevance to country’s CCA priorities.

Relevance of CCA designs to local contexts was uneven. In over 25 per cent
of the case studies, interventions (projects with climate response) needed
substantial revisions to the original design to ensure the relevance of CCA
responses to local contexts even when external context had not changed since the

9 Republic of Chad, 2015
% |eavy et al., 2020
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design. In an E-survey of project staff of IFAD operations, 61 per cent reported that
significant modifications had to be made to the design to implement properly. If the
modifications were not identified at the beginning of implementation, such revisions
were undertaken following a Midterm Review (MTR). While such adjustments
demonstrated a flexibility to effect changes, they also indicated a recurring issue of
designs not getting the local or country context right. Invariably, these changes
came at the cost of implementation delays and reduced time window to deliver
results. Design weaknesses included weak conceptualization of climate and
resilience (for example, PRO-LENCA project in Honduras), weak integration of
climate activities with other project components (for example, ACCESOS
programme in Bolivia which faced not only changing priorities of the country but
also design issues), existing social conflict/tensions not originally recognized by the
project design (for example, PRODEF-II in Burundi).

In the PRODEFI-II in Burundi, the MTR found that the benefits of reduced water and
soil erosion mostly went to the less poor segments of the target group and benefits
to the poorest were at best, temporary. The project adjustments following the MTR
addressed the targeting issue and adopted anti-erosive measures that protected
downhill areas and stabilized and enriched the hillside. The MTR of LMRP (Sudan)
identified the challenges faced the project during implementation to address the
social tensions and recommended a shift from developing Community Adaptation
Plans as envisaged by the project design to developing Climate Resilience
Community Village Plans to ensure a bottom-up approach, integrated landscape
planning and climate resilience focus that were necessary to address the existing
tensions between pastoral and agricultural systems.

Long duration of COSOPs with extensions limit their relevance to fast
changing IFAD priorities, approaches and country priorities. COSOPs and
operations were designed for a six-year period and were often extended. This
means the evaluation period of 2010-2019 amounted to a cycle and a half, while as
noted earlier IFAD’s business model had evolved rapidly during this period. Yet,
case studies showed that projects approved during the course of COSOPs were
designed in full alignment with IFAD’s evolving priorities and approaches even when
COSOPs were not. In addition, as discussed, the existing operations were modified
to ensure alignment after a MTR. The high relevance scores of the vast majority of
the case studies showing nearly 90 per cent of case studies showing moderately
satisfactory or better relevance (Figurell) is a testament to this flexibility of
operations to adopt to changes.

Relevance to climate vulnerable target groups

In general, Project designs focused CCA interventions in geographical areas
where the poorest and most vulnerable population groups were
concentrated. However, the projects were less consistent in reaching,
addressing the needs of the most marginalized, and climate vulnerable
smallholder farmers. Case studies showed that nearly a third of the climate
responses made attempts to use climate vulnerability for targeting.®® Of these, 50
per cent were in projects approved after the introduction of SECAP. Case studies
also showed that projects used climate vulnerability for targeting but most often
climate vulnerabilities associated with different agro-ecological zones and
production systems in selected geographic areas were not considered to refine
targeting (see details in Annex V Table 5).

A good example of including climate vulnerability in targeting among the “older”

projects was the ACCESOS in Bolivia (2013-2019). The overall ACCESOS identified
52 municipalities based on poverty maps. For the ASAP funded climate component,
the following two additional criteria were included to narrow the selection to 15-16

9 Recent revisions to IFAD’s targeting guidelines (IFAD 2019 (d)), includes climate vulnerability as one of the criteria to
target
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municipalities: i) municipal level vulnerability to climate change, integrating
variables of exposure, sensitivity and adaptive capacity, using future climate
scenarios suggested by the IPCC; and ii) a criterion on territorial continuity between
municipalities and a hydrographic basin, allowing for mitigating of environmental
problems associated with climate change. The selection involved a highly
participatory design process with close involvement of target groups (mainly
indigenous peoples) within the selected municipalities and communities. In
summary, the final targeting involved a combined use of poverty maps,
vulnerability assessment tools and comprehensive field consultation observations
by the IFAD design team.

Recent projects that included climate vulnerability in their targeting include Belize,
Burundi, Cape Verde, Chad, Honduras and Mali, with Belize providing a good
example of the use and periodic update of climate vulnerability maps. In Burundi, it
became clear during implementation of PRODEFI-II that it had overlooked and
marginalized a large number of very climate and economic vulnerable households
on the hills; the project activities were focused on the marshland areas. As a result,
a more inclusive and integrated watershed management approach was adopted
that targeted the entire community land base including the hills and the
marshlands.

The information base for determining local climate risks and vulnerability
requires a mix of local knowledge with external/scientific data'??, as
evidenced from the findings of the rapid evidence assessment (REA), a review of
existing literature.1®* Among the case studies, some of the successful climate
responses were found to involve community-based targeting. For instance, the
ACCESOS in Bolivia, working with communities jointly developed geo-referenced
community ‘talking maps’ (mapas parlantes)®? on the basis of scientific data,
satellite maps and traditional knowledge to identify key climate risks and adaptation
priorities within the communities. In other projects, comprehensive consultation
processes with target groups during the design process added a high level of local
knowledge into the design stage (for example, the projects in Belize, Bangladesh,
Kyrgyzstan and Nepal). However, the majority of case studies lacked this
bridging between scientific and local knowledge.

Relevance to social inclusiveness (women, youth, indigenous
peoples)

The analysis of this section focuses on the extent of inclusion of women, youth,
indigenous peoples, as well as marginalized segments in community-based
approaches in IFAD interventions. The inclusion analysis takes into consideration
not only the outreach to these targets but also how well their needs were addressed
by CCA activities.

Overall, the evaluation found the projects were continuing to improve their
social targeting. The challenges were in the design as well as implementation of
IFAD operations. Most designs did not have differentiated and integrated analyses
of targets, particularly the marginalized ones (such as, women, youth, indigenous
peoples, pastoralists, landless people, migrants and other vulnerable groups) [see
Annex V Table 5 for details]. There were significant gaps in integrating relevant
targeting capacities and strategies in project design and implementation. IFAD’s

100 | ocal knowledge relates to smallholders’ experience from successful agricultural practices in dealing with past
climate events, including indigenous practices. External/Scientific Knowledge relates to: 1) Knowledge of (present and
future) climate risks facing smallholders from climate modelling; 2) Solutions to these risks from past experiences
elsewhere that may not be available at the local level.

101 |OE-IFAD, Building adaptive capacity of smallholders to climate variability and change: key findings from REA 2021.
Final Technical Report 06 April 2021, background document to this thematic evaluation.

192 Talking maps or “mapas parlantes” in Spanish, is a participatory mapping methodology which depicts layers of
information documenting past, present and future scenarios that reflect the most important aspects of the local territory
and the management of natural resources. See IFAD (2009): “Good practices in participatory mapping”.
https://www.ifad.org/documents/38714170/39144386/PM_web.pdf/7cleda69-8205-4¢31-8912-3c25d6f90055
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Revised Operational Guidelines on Targeting (2019) 193 calls for future projects to
have dedicated social inclusion/targeting expertise and clear targeting strategies in
project implementation units.

In addressing gender inequality and women’s empowerment in climate
responses, IFAD's performance is mixed. Majority of the project designs did
consider how gender-related interventions were expected to shape women’s and
men’s different vulnerabilities to climate change impacts and their capacities to
adapt to those impacts. The full portfolio of CCA responses (approved during 2010-
2019) showed that three quarters of the projects aimed to include women
smallholder farmers. Moreover, after IFAD placed greater focus on having gender
transformative projects under IFAD10 (2016-2018), one in three climate projects
approved in 2019 were designed to be gender transformative higher than the
IFAD11 target of having 25 per cent of the projects gender transformative.

At the same time, analysis of project design reports show that there was
inadequate focus on capacity-development processes through which women, men,
producer groups, community leaders and other institutions could develop robust
gender-responsive climate vulnerability and capacity assessments in support of CCA
plans and adaptive management. One in five CCA interventions in the full portfolio
(and nearly a third of interventions in the case study portfolio) did not adequately
consider gender inequality issues and women’s empowerment. Thereby, fail to
meet the IFAD10 commitment to include in all development activities gender
inequality issues.

In the designs, there was strong emphasis on establishing of targets and quotas for
women’s participation, either in project activities or in leadership roles in producer
groups and/or community committees. Efforts were made to promote participation
of women in CCA activities, such as receiving relevant training or access to loan
services. These are necessary steps. However, they did not always translate into
addressing the root causes of gender inequality nor did they present the expected
changes to their conditions resulting from their participation. Consequently, many
projects did not really engage with gender norms, roles and relations and how the
CCA activities were expected to promote gender equality and women’s
empowerment. This would also require stronger efforts to engage with men (for
example, community leaders), as well as partner institutions with strategic gender
positions (such as service providers, institutions with responsibilities for land and
labour allocation).

Recent IOE evaluations of all projects share these findings. The ARRI 2020
concluded that beneficiary inclusion was being built into project designs but the
focus was more on ensuring participation through quotas (on the principle that
equal opportunities will reduce economic inequalities) and less on transformative
approaches.%* IOE Evaluation Synthesis Report on Gender Assessment and
Learning Review (2018) found that many stakeholders in projects may intuitively
understand transformations in the ways that gender roles and behaviours are
critical to the success of projects, it was difficult to conceptualize ‘gender-
transformative’ looks without sufficient guidance. 1%

Exceptions to this pattern were noted in case studies. In Moldova, the
Supervision Mission (2020) recognized the need to go beyond the share of women
participation as a measure of women’s empowerment and the project agreed to
collect qualitative data from women on their perceptions regarding their social,
economic empowerment, access to programme resources and opportunities on an
equal basis as men, and the contribution of the project to these. In Burundi, the
MTR of PRODEFI-II noted that those with little or less access to land, such as

1931FAD, 2019d
104 |OE-IFAD, 2020c
195 |OE-IFAD, 2017
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women and youth, were mostly left behind and as a corrective measure small
livestock/short cycle animal raising activities were included to better target both
women and youth.

Targeting of youth is still at an early stage in IFAD projects and the
evaluation found only weak or indirect targeting of youth in the country
case studies. Even though 62 per cent of the portfolio of projects with climate
response had youth as target groups, there was little evidence to see the content of
activities address the specific needs of the youth. In the E-survey of Project Staff,
37 per cent reported that their CCA project did not have a youth strategy and when
there was a strategy, only 55 per cent addressed the CCA needs of the youth.
Findings from ARRI 2020 (see IOE-IFAD 2020c) echoed this observation and noted
that the livelihoods of young people were facing two main challenges: i) access to
assets, goods and services; and ii) a lack of opportunities to acquire new skills. In
December 2018, IFAD Executive Board approved a Youth Action Plan (RYAP) that
commits to mainstreaming youth in all COSOPs and 50 per cent of future projects
under IFAD11.1% This confirmed the need for a more specific approach to youth
targeting in IFAD projects to address these two challenges.

Indigenous peoples were targeted well in the case studies from LAC
region. Out of the portfolio of 256 projects with CCA response, 15 per cent
targeted the indigenous peoples. LAC and APR regions accounted for 88 per cent of
these projects. None of the case studies in APR region included targeting
indigenous communities. In the case studies in LAC region, the projects in Bolivia
and Honduras included a very high share of indigenous communities. The
NICADAPTA in Nicaragua was less explicit in targeting indigenous peoples. The
experience from the project cases show that, when indigenous communities exist in
countries, the decision to target indigenous peoples or not was closely linked to the
national policy and priority setting.

Relevance to the competing interests among the marginalized

Project designs did not always pay sufficient attention to assessing the
potential competing interests of different types of stakeholders/production
systems over the use of land and water resources to avoid exacerbating
existing social tensions. In most case studies in the Sub-Saharan Africa, project
designs and implementation approaches lumped different target and user groups
together and lacked differentiated analyses and engagement strategies with these
groups. Specific IFAD guidance on community based approaches to address social
conflicts and tensions in project designs would have helped.

For example, deep social tensions exist between sedentary crop-livestock systems
and (semi-) nomadic pastoralists in almost over the entire Sahel region of Africa.
The conflict is fuelled by the contest over the use of land and water resources.
Although, project design documents in these cases do refer to the existing social
tensions over natural resources access, no clear guidance or transparent
mechanism was provided on how to respect and/or secure these competing
interests during implementation. This was observed in the Chad, Mali, Niger and
Sudan case studies, where the projects aim at enhancing water access and
management for sedentary mixed crop-livestock systems in regions that technically
would also be of interest to dry season access to water and fodder for (semi-)
nomadic pastoralists.

In the cases of Chad, Mali and Niger, the project design documents noted the
existence of transhumant pastoralism in the intervention areas but did not put in
place a transparent mechanism to address their competing interests concerning

106 |OE-IFAD, 2020c, RYAP defines “youth-sensitive” project as one that (i) describes youth and its context-based
challenges and opportunities in the project design analysis; (ii) informs a targeting strategy that explicitly targets youth
with concrete objectives and activities to achieve impact in priority areas; and (iii) allocates resources to deliver
activities targeting youth
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access to water and land resources. In Sudan, the implementation of the LMRP
project ignored the experience under previous WSRMP (funded by IFAD in Sudan),
which promoted a more inclusive approach to natural resource governance, such as
co-management of stock routes. This approach contributed to more equitable
access to natural resources, improved NRM as well as to reducing tensions between
pastoralists and settled farmers. This oversight was corrected by the MTR (2018)
which recommended instituting co-management mechanism to ensure sustainable
Stock Route management, share resources and minimize conflict between
pastoralists and farmers.

It should be noted that the recent Lowlands Livelihoods Resilience Project (LLRP) of
Ethiopia (approved in 2019) recognized and addressed the longstanding contest
over rangelands and access to pasture and water as a source of conflict that added
to the challenges of sustaining climate resilience and livelihoods.

Relevance of financial instruments

As described in Chapter 2, the grant related financial instruments (supplementary
and complementary funds, DSF, grant instruments such as ASAP, AF, GEF and GCF)
used to integrate climate responses in loan services were considered in this
analysis. The relevance of these instruments are considered from two perspectives:
Were the instruments deployed to address high climate risks? And were the
instruments solely used to promote and mainstream CCA responses in IFAD
operations?

The relevance of the deployment of the financial instruments was high.
Nearly all (37 of 39) projects supported by these instruments had climate
responses to either a moderate or a high risk context (Table 6). In addition, the
relevance of the different sources of CCA supplementary funds to IFAD practices is
summarized in Table 7.

Table 6
Cross tabulation of climate risks with climate finance instruments in the CCA portfolio

Level of climate risk assessed

1 High 2 Moderate 3 Low Riskidentified
without rating

Grant num. of num. of num. of projects num. of projects Total number of projects
Financing projects projects
Adaptation 3 3
Fund
ASAP 4 24 1 12 41
GEFY’ 4 1 9 14
GCF 2 1 3
Total 6 31 2 22 61

Source: IOE Elaboration.

Table 7

197 One project in Sudan was approved prior to 2010 and hence, was not included here.
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Comparison of key sources of supplementary funds for CCA

GEF (LDCF, SCCF) ASAP, ASAPII, ASAP+ GCF

Duration of IFAD9-Present IFAD11
Partnership IFADG-Present

(2004-Present) (2012-Present) 2016 - Present

(*GCF Board Approved IFAD
as an accredited entity in
October 2016 and the AMA
was signed in 2018)

Contribution to IFAD’s First to fund CCA response in . . .

CCA Response IFAD operations (2004). To Fully integrated into I‘FAD Inadequate evidence-base to
promote climate response, operations. GRS,
supports stand-alone CCA

projects as well as
mainstreaming CCA into
operations.

Total GEF projects 62 totaling
US$256.5 million)
Extent of integration GEF funded components are

into IFAD operations approved separately from the Fully integrated into IFAD  Similar to GEF. GCF-funded

rest of the project and subject to operations components are approved
GEF approval processes. (For separately from the rest of the
instance, a third of GEF funded project and subject to GCF
projects had a lag of more than approval processes.
one year between approval by
IFAD and approval by GEF

Council
Fiduciary According to PMUs, reporting . , )
requirements requirements were heavy and Integrated into IFAD’s  Inadequate evidence-base to

monitoring and reporting assess as but early reports
suggest that the fiduciary

requirements are more

strenuous than GEF

required dedicated capacities
and considerable time
investment.

Financing for design Provides accesst to project

preparation grants to all projects Resources could not be  Normally, project preparation

used for design in ASAP; grants are not standard. IFAD

ASAP Il provided the received 1 project preparation

flexibility to use funds for grant for an exceptionally

design; ASAP+ envisages complex project
technical assistance funds
to support design

Source: IOE Elaboration.

136. The relevance of the use of the climate finance instruments were positive
with few exceptions. Grant instruments were instrumental in giving the flexibility
for IFAD to undertake activities for mainstreaming CCA. They demonstrated
additionality in terms of financing climate response activities for which governments
hesitated to use loan funds.1% For instance, ASAP grant was used for development
of a spatial vision of land use planning at the landscape level, to promote climate
resilient agriculture; in LMRP and SNRLP in Sudan, ASAP and GEF financing
supported participatory approaches to strengthen community resilience and natural
resource management plans; in LMDP I and II in Kyrgyzstan, SAIL in Egypt, and
PARSAT in Chad, ASAP grants were used for developing Early Warning Systems and
climate information services to target groups; in PRODEFI II in Burundi, ASAP
resources enabled the project to take a landscape view of the project area and
enabled inclusion of marginalized populations living in the hills in the watershed
area; in the follow-on PAPARV-B project, this landscape approach was replicated

108 strengthen individual and institutional capacities, knowledge management, policy dialogue for climate adaptation,
conserve or rehabilitate environment and natural resources, increase availability of water and efficiency of water use,
diversify sources of livelihoods, climate resilient rural infrastructure, disaster risk management, and provision of financial
services.
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through DSF grants; and in ASHA Nepal, ASAP and DSF grants enabled IFAD to
directly operationalize the NAP for Action.

However, climate finance instruments also carry the risk of weak
integration of climate activities and results into project(s), particularly when
CCA is not the primary objective, as these activities are tied to governance systems
external to IFAD.1% Case studies noted instances where financing instruments were
retrofitted into an ongoing project, such as the PAPAM project in Mali and POSER in
Cape Verde. This is partly because of the lag between project approval by IFAD and
approval of climate component financing from one of the financial instruments. Five
out of 14 projects with GEF financing had a lag of more than one year between
approval of IFAD and approval of GEF financing.

Other case studies demonstrated examples of projects where the climate
finance funds went towards components and activities, which were largely
standalone in nature, lacking integration with rest of the project. In IRECR in
Moldova, the CCA financing by GEF largely functioned in isolation from rest of the
components of the project with no integration with other activities. This was sought
to be better addressed in the follow-on RRP project with financing from Adaptation
Fund. Similarly, in ACCESOS Bolivia, ASAP component was initially implemented in
a standalone manner before being successfully integrated with rest of the ACCESOS
programme.

In some cases such as the SAIL in Egypt, part of GEF and ASAP funding
was used for activities without clearly establishing their contribution to
CCA. For instance, vocational training to women funded by ASAP contributes to
livelihood diversification but it was not clear if and how the new vocation(s) would
help women mitigate their exposure to the specific climate threats they faced
(water scarcity and rising temperature).

Case studies did not find clear articulation of these risks and risk management
strategies presented in project design reports and project implementation manuals.

Relevance of IFAD’s Results and Conceptual Framework to
Measure Climate Resilience

IFAD11 included four more project indicators related to CCA in its Results
Management Framework with indicators 2.3.11, 2.3.13, 2.3.14 and 2.3.16.11° The
Impact Assessments and RIDE 2020 reported that IFAD is on track to achieving
these targets. The case studies which had completed projects confirmed that in the
majority of cases (84 per cent) the country level CCA targets were met (see Figure
12).

These results constitute important steps towards strengthening
smallholder adaptation to climate change but did not show to what extent
their resilience was improved. Analysis showed that all four corporate indicators
mentioned above were at the output level and did not provide a measure of
changes to smallholder resilience. Climate resilience takes time to build and IFAD11
came into effect just a project cycle since ASAP began implementation. It may be
too soon to identify full fledged climate resilience outcomes, intermediate steps
towards outcomes should be identified and measured.

Corporate and project documents make frequent reference to the term
‘climate resilience’ without explicitly defining how to interpret and

109 ASAP is an exception as it is fully integrated in to IFAD mechanisms of approval.

110 |FAD, 2018b. These indicators are:

2.3.11. Number of groups supported to sustainably manage natural resources and climate-related risks

2.3.13. Number of persons/households reporting adoption of environmentally sustainable and climate resilient
technologies and practices

2.3.14. Number of hectares of land brought under climate resilient management

2.3.16. Number persons whose ownership or user rights over natural resources have been registered in national
cadasters and/or geographic information management systems
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measure it at the project level. Strategic Objective 3 of IFAD’s Strategic
Framework 2016-2025 was to “Strengthen the environmental sustainability and
climate resilience of poor rural people’s economic activities”. However, a corporate
guidance to conceptualize and measure resilience is yet to be implemented. Climate
responses and resilience are highly context dependent, for example depend on
agro-ecological conditions (coastal zones, semi-arid regions, flood prone areas),
agricultural production systems (livestock, cropping) and other socio-economic and
environmental factors. At present, differing approaches are being pursued at
regional and country levels to quantify resilience outcomes. Identifying relevant
indicators would be a challenge without a shared understanding and a framework to
measure resilience. Chapter 1 presented a framework for conceptualizing and
measuring resilience that is widely accepted by other IFIs, UN agencies including
FAO and WFP and used by IFAD when collaborating with Rome-Based Agencies and
the World Bank.!! Despite this experience, in many case studies, particularly those
that had the earlier projects, there was little real consideration of resilience in
terms of the robustness of the agricultural system (absorptive capacity), how the
interventions would contribute to the preparedness for, or recovery from a climate
shock or disturbance (adaptive capacity), and whether a shift or reorientation would
then be beneficial (transformative capacity) [See Table 8 for illustrative examples
of IFAD’s actions that strengthen these resilience measures]. Nor was there a clear
interpretation of resilience ‘of what’, ‘to what’ and ‘to whom’. Consequently, the
designs of the projects assessed in this evaluation lacked an adequate lens for
integrating climate resilience in their Theories of Change and their results
frameworks.

11 FAO, IFAD and WFP (2015). RBA Collaboration for Strengthening Resilience, Niger Case Study, p.4:
https://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/newsroom/wfp278361.pdf
Lowlands Livelihood Resilient Project Design Report, World Bank and IFAD, 2019
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Table 8
Examples of Climate Responses Addressing Resilience
Absorptive capacity Adaptive capacity Transformative Capacity
(the capacity to moderate or (the capacity to learn, adjust (the capacity to fundamentally alter the
buffer the impact of shocks in and adapt in response to a social, ecological and economic
order to persist) [applies during disruption) [applies before or processes that make a system untenable]
crisis] after crisis] [applies after crisis]
Example 1: Strengthen . ) Example 1: Transitioning from solely rain-fed
community organizations to Example 1: Raising rural incomes agriculture to include irrigated agriculture
provide support during crisis through pro-poor value chains [Niger, all projects; Ethiopia, PASIDP II
[Niger, PPIl- RUWANMU (2012- ~ development (Moldova, IRECRP  (5016-3024) and LLRP; Madagascar, AD2M.
2018) & PASADEM (2011-2018)] and RRP; Rwanda, RDDP;
Sudan, LMRP)

Example 2: Improving size and . .
quality of asset base [Niger, _ Example 2: Raising road Example 2: Investments in watershed
PASADEM & PRODAF-MTZ infrastructures to manage flood management to address the nexus of rural
(2015-2024)] water (Bangladesh, CCRIP, poverty, environmental degradation and

2013-2019) climate change (Honduras, PRO-LENCA).
Example 3: Weather indexed or Example 3: Early warning .
Hazard insurance systems and climate risk Example 3: Transformation of resource
[Ethiopia, PASIDP Il (2016- management; Egypt, SAIL, _governance from a State- managed
2024); RUFIP Il (2011- 2021)]; (2014-2023); Ethiopia, PASIDP || ~ centralized approach to a community-based
Niger, PRECIS. (2016-2024), PCDP IIl (2013- local self-governance model (Kyrgyzstan,

2019)] LMDP).

Example 4: Communities Example 4: Nutritional . .
integrating DRR in their diversification; Madagascar Example 4: Maintenance/restoration of
development activities to AD2M; Niger PRODAF and environment and ecosystem integrity
address climate change risks PRECIS; Ethiopia PASIDP II. (Ethiopia, LLRP)
[Bolivia, ACCESOS-ASAP (2013-
2019))

An exemplar of all three resilience capacity attributes: LLRP in Ethiopia (2019-2026) was a joint project with the
World Bank. Its design aimed to build climate resilience by strengthening: (i) absorptive capacity through
strategic investments and improved basic social service delivery, which will help communities and PAP
systems to absorb drought shocks and reduce asset losses; (ii) adaptive capacity, through helping
beneficiaries adopt climate-smart agriculture as well as rangeland and natural resource management, and by
investing in research systems that help identify adaptation solutions; and (iii) transformative capacity through
small-scale irrigation, livelihood diversification, and enhancing market links. These provided a basis for socio-
economic advancement and enabled beneficiaries to shift away from rain fed agricultural systems.

Source: IOE elaboration.

Conceptualizing and measuring CCA resilience is challenging because resilience and
the approaches used by projects vary widely depending on smallholder vulnerability
contexts as well as the nature and intensity of climate threats. For instance,
recurrent droughts and other weather-related extreme events affect the capacity of
rural households to accrue assets and sustain their livelihoods. Firstly, CCA is highly
context specific and interventions or responses are largely influenced by the ‘type’
of climate risk (for instance, floods or droughts), the agricultural production system
(cropping or livestock), agro-ecological zones (windy and dry plains, or hill slopes
prone to flooding), the extent of community networks for support, the quality of the
initial asset base of the smallholders, and the extent of access to resources (social
marginalization). Secondly, the initial vulnerability undermines their ability to cope
with the hardship of the "période de soudure," i.e., the lean hunger season, and to
face drought shock the following year, resulting in increased vulnerability and a
higher level of food and nutritional insecurity. Thirdly, the structural vulnerabilities
would be further exacerbated if smallholders adopted negative coping strategies,
such as unsustainable tree cutting on communal land for firewood or charcoal
making, selling their livestock assets, reducing their food consumption, or
borrowing money at excessive interest rates, thereby further undermining their
wellbeing and long-term resilience capacity. These inter-related contextual
factors shaping their specific climate resilience therefore require more
complex analysis of project level experiences to identify suitable
performance indicators to reflect improvements in overall climate
resilience.
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145. A few recent IFAD project designs began taking steps to measure climate resilience
at the country and local level - for instance, the Lowlands Livelihood Resilience
Project in Ethiopia (2019-2025).11?2 That design laid out the resilience framework as
outlined in Chapter 1 and identified indicators to track resilience outcomes. In this
context, it would be appropriate and timely for IFAD to introduce corporate
guidance to ensure all IFAD CCA responses measure and track progress towards
resilience outcomes even if the full extent of outcomes may not materialize
immediately upon completion of a project.

Based on the discussion above, the evaluation team assessed the overall relevance
of each country case study to the CCA priorities of programme country, target
groups and IFAD and presented below in Figure 11.

Figure 11
Relevance of IFAD Interventions in the 20 Case Studies
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Source: IOE Elaboration based on the assessment of the evaluation team.

112 see discussion in Chapter | for regional efforts underway to pilot conceptual framework and monitoring systems
(resilience scorecard) that is based on a vulnerability assessment to arrive at resilience.
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Key Points:

e COSOPS and operations are well aligned with national climate priorities
including the NDCs

e Due to their long duration and extensions, COSOPs were likely to lose their
relevance to fast evolving and emerging IFAD climate approaches. However,
projects designed well into the COSOP cycle were alighed with IFAD
approaches and priorities despite this longevity of COSOPs

e Grant instruments were well aligned with IFAD priority to mainstream CCA,
particularly in countries where rules prevented them from investing in CCA
or climate change responses are yet to become a priority. However, case
studies show instances where the modalities of financial instruments affect
the coherence/synergies among CCA and other project components and
cause delays.

e While most climate responses address community and geographic targeting,
IFAD was less consistent in addressing the needs of the most climate
vulnerable smallholders (a third of case studies attempted to include
climate vulnerability targeting and one succeeded). Formal guidance on this
became available in IFAD’s 2019 revised operational guidelines on targeting

o CCA responses prioritized establishing targets and quotas for women'’s
participation in benefits but are beginning to address root causes of gender
inequality such as gender norms and beliefs, income and asset ownership
and access to credit

e IFAD guidance and operations did not pay sufficient attention to assessing
the potential competing interests among marginalized smallholders,
particularly in different production systems (for instance, a third of the
case studies facing conflicts between sedentary crop-livestock system and
nomadic pastoralism, addressed the issue satisfactorily).

e IFAD’s conceptual and results framework provide little guidance to track
progress in strengthening climate resilience. Country offices are making
efforts to address this gap without waiting for relevant corporate guidance to
be put in place.

e Overall, the case studies show strong relevance of CCA projects to the
climate threats, country priorities and needs of target groups, with 89 per
cent of case studies showing moderately satisfactory or better ratings
(Figure 11).
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Performance of IFAD response to CCA

This section presents the findings of analysis related to performance of IFAD’s
response to CCA, based on the theory of change presented in Annex II, which
identifies four key milestones of results chain- fitness of corporate resources
and instruments for promoting CCA (column 1 of the ToC) and quality of
design and implementation (column 2) contribute to the climate resilience
outputs (column 3) and outcomes (column 4 when key assumptions are met,
such as the collaboration and commitment from key partners, national and
local government commitment to CCA, strong institutional governance and
regulatory framework to support CCA. The immediate effects of lending and
non-lending activities are discussed. This is followed by an analysis of the
long- term effects of IFAD operations in terms of scaling up CCA results
beyond farm level and the long-term effect of CCA response on ecosystems.
The chapter also presents an analysis of the effectiveness of IFAD’s climate
response reaching the most marginalized climate vulnerable smallholders.
The evidence base for this chapter comes from a review of related IFAD
corporate documents, analysis of a portfolio of 256 projects and 93
COSOPs/CSNs with CCA response, two online surveys conducted among IFAD
staff and project staff, lessons from the three learning notes (on knowledge
management, scaling up and human-ecosystem nexus interactions) and case
studies in 20 countries. The analysis focuses on interventions approved
between 2010-2019. An overall summary of the assessment of effectiveness
of the 20 case studies is presented in Annex V-Table 1.

Effectiveness of IFAD Interventions

At the corporate level, CCA related commitments and development
results of IFAD11 (2019-2021) were achieved or are on track to being
achieved (Table 9). Portfolio analysis in Chapter 2 showed that the earlier
commitment under IFAD10 (2016-2018) to mainstream CCA in all new
Country Strategies and operations was also met. All COSOPS in 2019 analysed
their respective NDCs to align their climate interventions with NDC priorities.

Table 9

Achieving IFAD 11 CCA Commitments

CCA attribute IFAD11 commitment 2020 progress towards commitment
Country 100 per cent of country strategies 100 per cent of country strategies approved in 2019
strategies analyse NDCs. analysed NDC of their respective country
Climate finance 25 per cent of IFAD11 PolLG is As of 30 September 2020, IFAD11 reported committing

"climate-focused". US$736 million in climate finance across 47 approved
projects. 36 per cent of the IFAD11 PoLG approved between

1 January 2019 and 30 September 2020 was reported as

climate finance. Of this, US$665 million was identified as

adaptation finance and US$71 million as mitigation

finance!!® 114

Performance of 90 per cent of projects completing in 100 per cent of projects completed during IFAD11 were rated

projects in IFAD11 rated 4+ on Environment by IOE for Environment and National Resources
relation to CCA and National Resources ~ Management (ENRM) as Moderately Satisfactory or better.
and ENRM5 Management (ENRM) at

completion.

90 per cent of projects completing in 92 per cent of projects completed during IFAD11 were rated

IFAD11 rated 4+ on Adaptationto by IOE for CCA (CCA) as Moderately Satisfactory or better.
Climate Change (ACC) at
completion.

Source: IOE Elaboration and Operations, Policy and Results Division (OPR).

113 Progress Report on Applying the Multilateral Development Banks’ Methodologies for Climate Finance
Tracking, p.1

114 More recent data show that cumulative climate finance for 2019-2020 (up to the end of the year) amounted to
USD 873 million, or 35% of the PoLG relative to the same period (source: MDB Climate Finance Tracking page,
OPR).

115 Based on ratings from ARRI Database.
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As noted earlier, IFAD lacks a conceptual and results-orientated
framework to measure the impact of its interventions in building
climate resilience. Not having results that demonstrate changes in resilience
poses a challenge to assessing IFAD’s actual effectiveness in strengthening
climate resilience of smallholders. Case studies in this evaluation pursued the
conceptual approach to measure resilience outlined in Chapter 1. This
approach, as discussed, is aligned with the one pursued by IFAD’s joint
regional interventions with Rome-based agencies to assess changes to
resilience (2014/2015). This conceptual framework to measure climate
resilience was adopted by case studies.

The assessments of effectiveness of CCA responses in all case studies is
summarized in Table 1 in Annex V. This assessment considered the following:
the effectiveness of targeting the most climate vulnerable, progress towards
resilience outcomes from lending activities and performance in terms of
contributions to scaling up, KM, partnerships, capacity development and policy
engagement. The assessment focused on projects that were close to
completion or those that were already completed; considered progress
towards and likelihood of achieving resilience related results; and in doing so,
the assessment considered the results presented in the project results
frameworks as well as additional information on resilience outcomes.

There was tangible progress towards resilience outcomes in 15 of the
20 case study countries with the likelihood of CCA responses and
results scaling up evident in nine countries. These were rated
‘moderately satisfactory’ or better in terms of effectiveness in
building climate resilience. The ratings were summarized below.

Figure 12
Effectiveness of IFAD CCA Response - Case Study Assessments and IOE Evaluation Ratings

Case studies with ratings =18
IOE Evaluations of portfolio = 14

50%

Number of cases
I

29%
21%

0
Moderately Unsatisfactory Moderately Satisfactory Satisfactory
Ratings
# Percentage - TE Case studies u Percentage - IOE Evaluations

Source: IOE Elaboration

The evaluation also analysed evidence from the project level evaluations (PPE
and PCRV) conducted by IOE of all projects in the climate portfolio that were
completed. All IOE project level evaluations rate project contribution to CCA.
From IOE database 14 such evaluations were identified. The CCA performance
ratings are summarized in Figure 12 above. As can be seen, these two distinct
sources provide remarkably similar assessment of effectiveness of climate
responses.
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Factors contributing to effectiveness

The evaluation conducted a Rapid Evidence Assessment of peer-reviewed and
grey literature to analyse approaches to building adaptive capacity of
smallholders to climate change. It sought to provide additional and
complementary learnings to inform the evaluation by assessing interventions
that were successful in strengthening building smallholder climate resilience.
Specifically, in trying to understand the factors contributing to smallholders
switching to climate friendly practices, to scale up approaches, to strengthen
knowledge management and to better understand the human-eco system

nexus. The key findings of this study related to adoption of climate change
responses are summarized in Box 1.
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Box 1
Key factors contributing to smallholders switching to climate adaptation-friendly practices

A number of factors determine smallholders’ choice to uptake adaptation.
Awareness of the risks and available options to address them is important. This awareness
draws on their own local knowledge and expertise, on access to sound scientific and
technical advice, and on the availability of timely, easy-to-use weather information.

Access to knowledge alone may not be sufficient for farmers to uptake adaptation
actions that require investment of time and resources. In fact, quality and extent of asset
base, access to land and ownership of other productive assets significantly influence
smallholders’ decision to pursue adaptive measures. Experimentation and peer learning
from demonstrations greatly facilitate farmers’ uptake of new approaches and technologies
necessary for adaptation. Their level of education (fundamental to use and trust the
information they receive), their technical skills and farming experience are other important
factors.

Another important factor is their social capital - the degree of participation in
community networks and membership into groups and organisations. This functions as a
safety net as well as an enabling agent - enhancing and validating the knowledge base while
sharing experiences. It also supports the farmers face multiple threats (economic, health,
food security, to name a few)

Behavioural changes at individual and community levels should ultimately address
the necessary trade-offs and barriers to longer-term, sustainable results. External
institutions such as government and development actors can act across three scales -
household, community and landscape levels — and also, importantly, provide the right
economic incentives to compensate smallholders for investments that don’t have immediate
returns (such as in agroforestry).

Adaptation support. At the household level: i) capacity building through training,
knowledge exchange and peer-peer learning though participatory action research (PAR) and
learning platforms; ii) efficient extension and advisory service; iii) access to usable weather
information; and iv) financial support through targeted subsides, economic incentives and
payments for ecosystem services. The latter is especially important to encourage farmers to
invest in ecosystem-based adaptation (EBA).

At the community level: Form Informal and semi-formal groups are critical to strengthen
community-based adaptation (CBA). Stimulate social learning by supporting local groups
and institutions such as Farm Field Schools. Sustain local governance and collective action;
Promote knowledge management and collective action.

At the landscape level: Planned adaptation should consider the landscape as its scope.
External actors can act to preserve the actions implemented at individual and community
levels against risks and vulnerability, for example though watershed development, forest
and landscape restoration or by building irrigation and other infrastructures. Investments
towards restoration can take longer and it is important that the short-term needs of
smallholders are addressed while the longer term investments mature. They can also
provide institutional and financial support to EBA and CBA practices, and bring the two
combined approaches to scale. Finally, adaptation interventions promoted at community and
landscape levels should also consider creating / enhancing off-farm economic opportunities.

For adaptation pathways to be transformative and inclusive, the current policy making
process must become holistic along with the research to provide the necessary evidence -
breaking silos between different disciplines (and especially advocating for stronger
integration of agricultural and ecological studies) and developing and testing appropriate
analytical tools for monitoring and evaluating adaptation in agriculture. A key role for
international development organisations is to support institutional mainstreaming of
knowledge and innovation, ensuring that project outcomes and best practices reach out to
policies and underpin new, integrated policy targets.

Source: Rapid Evidence Assessment conducted by IOE — Building Smallholder Climate Resilience (Review of peer-
reviewed and grey literature on CCA).
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153. These findings complement the findings from case studies. The theory of
change (Figure 3 of Chapter 1 and Annex II) and the conceptual framework
for climate resilience (Figure 2 of Chapter 1 and Table 8 of Chapter III),
provide a systematic basis to identify the pathways to strengthen climate
resilience. These pathways were distilled from IFAD’s CCA activities in case
studies and contribute to the adaptive, absorptive or transformative aspects of
climate resilience. The following section presents these pathways and IFAD’s
effectiveness in enhancing smallholder climate resilience through these
pathways drawing from the experience with the 20 case studies.

154. Strengthened community networks and organizations (social
capital).!'® A number of case studies successfully strengthened smallholder
community organizations. Here, social capital was key to support smallholders
to face lean periods, helping them gain awareness of climate issues and
providing the essential support base to enable switching to more climate
resilient agricultural practices. In short, social capital helps reduce smallholder
vulnerabilities. Moreover, addressing eco-system restoration and
environmental sustainability happens at the community or trans community or
above. In Niger, PASADEM and PRODAF addressed the structural problems of
food security caused by recurring droughts and lean hunger seasons by
forming smallholder cooperatives for the production and distribution of
improved (climate resilient) seeds, and water user’s associations and advisory
support groups were introduced as social engineering practices including the
village women’s granaries to build gender responsive social capital. In Bolivia,
the ACCESOS-ASAP built community capacity to map climate vulnerabilities,
identify priority issues, and engage with policy makers on managing climate
risks. In Madagascar (AD2M II) and in Rwanda (PASP) formed smallholder
organizations such as Farmer Field Schools and Water Users’ Associations to
strengthen community networks at the project level to promote CCA
technologies. In Rwanda, PASP also demonstrated empowerment of
smallholder organizations through creation and support for farmer
organizations linked to business hubs.

155. Community networks often go beyond project boundaries and when coalesced
become a key instrument in influencing national development agenda, policies
while strengthening the bargaining positions of communities in negotiating
prices for their products. For example, PASIDP in Ethiopia, organized farmer
cooperatives and through bulking and joint marketing helped them achieve
greater efficiencies in product collection and delivery, improved market access
as well as predictable and better prices. In the example mentioned earlier,
PASADEM in Niger strengthened the technical, organizational and logistical
capacities of farmer umbrella organizations, partner NGOs and the Regional
Chamber of Agriculture, linking farmer organizations to decision-makers and
service providers.

156. Enhanced quality and size of asset base and financial services. One of
the intervention areas of PASADEM and PRODAF in Niger was the distribution
of the small ruminant stock for vulnerable households. Small ruminants are
well adapted to the Sahelian environment, as they can provide sustenance
from diverse feed sources. The provision of small ruminants to poor
households served to strengthen their absorptive resilience capacity as these
animals can easily be raised and sold when money was needed. For the poor,
these animals were comparable to a living savings bank account. The projects
distributed goats in revolving funds to reconstruct vulnerable households'
stocks. Unfortunately, the action suffered from shortcomings in the
implementation procedures and lacked follow-up by administrative and animal

116 More often, the community level engagement focused on strengthening the human systems and tend to
overlook ecosystem based approaches to community building.
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health services. In addition, some of the projects’ shortcomings were due to a
lack of preparatory studies on developing value chains for small ruminants.
The support to vulnerable households through the distribution of “poultry kits”
was ineffective due to high mortality rates. The main reason for this was
insufficient attention to animal health measures in areas where animal
diseases were prevalent.

An area where these projects succeeded in Niger was in supporting women’s
granaries to enhance food and nutrition security for the poor and vulnerable
households. They enabled women to access food during difficult times and
contributed to food security. The project constructed 53 women's granaries,
for a supply of 530 tons in project areas. However, this activity lacked
synergies with other project interventions.

Supporting land tenure enhances the asset level necessary to face challenging
times. Lack of land tenure could also lead to land degradation, as was the
case in Lake Tana watershed targeted by CBINReMP in Ethiopia. Lack of land
tenure discouraged investments in land improvements and in the absence of
societal arrangements to manage communal land and natural resources,
encouraged their over-exploitation!”. The project supported Amhara National
Regional State Land Service to issue land certificates!!® that included husband
and wife’s names or women’s names in the case of women-headed
households and linked land certification to natural resources management
interventions. This significantly strengthened gender equality within household
and community as well as reversed the land degradation. In addition, small
landowners were able to use the title deed as collateral to access credit. In
Madagascar, land certification to the landless led to significant economic gains
for the poor.

Climate resilient technologies adopted. Nearly all case studies involved
one or more of technology-based solutions. These involved introducing climate
smart cropping (Belize, Burundi, Chad, Ethiopia, Honduras, Kenya, Moldova,
Nicaragua, Niger), climate resilient livestock (Ethiopia, Kenya, Kyrgyzstan,
Madagascar, Niger, Rwanda, Sudan), value chain development (Nicaragua,
Rwanda), and infrastructure (Bangladesh, Burundi, Cape Verde, Chad,
Ethiopia, Mali).

IFAD support to climate resilient cropping systems at the farm and community
levels involved supporting farmers adopt CCA practices such as short-season
and drought-tolerant crop varieties, crop diversification, soil and water
conservation methods and natural resource regeneration. In many cases, such
efforts were coupled with strengthening farmer organizations along with
mechanisms to create awareness of the need for climate adaptive technology
and disseminate it broadly among beneficiaries.

In addition to strengthening extension services, IFAD effectively used Farmer
Field Schools (FFS) in a number of climate responses in case studies. The FFS
provided a tested platform to bridge farmers’ own local experiential
knowledge with sound scientific and technical advice and helped IFAD expand
its outreach. For example, projects in Ethiopia, Madagascar and Niger were
effective in supporting the increase in agro-pastoral production and the
restoration of degraded lands using FFS.

Unlike extension services, FFS offered sustained support and through
demonstrations, allowed farmers to visually experience and justify how
different CCA options worked. IRECR in Moldova promoted conservation

117 Deininger et al. 2006

118 At completion, the project had issued first-level certifications to 287,704 landholdings (64 per cent of the
appraisal target), and 9,577 second-level certifications. In addition, 25,370 cadastral surveys were completed.
(Source: PCR)
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agriculture (CA) as an agro-technology suited for the steppe agro-ecology that
faced frequent droughts and wind erosion. The project supported 11 FFS that
performed controlled experiments involving different crops (wheat, sunflower
and maize) with select plots using conservation agriculture and others with
regular tilling (control group). Farmers were able to see the comparative
performance between CA and regular agricultural practices and also learn the
techniques and required steps associated with CA. The extent of community
ownership and inclusiveness varied across different case studies. For instance,
women constituted 16 per cent of the beneficiaries of the FFS in Moldova. This
low number mostly reflected the low demand for the technology among
women. This was because the project promoted a mechanized no-till
approach, which required more powerful machinery that was also significantly
more expensive.

IFAD support to livestock focuses on pastureland management, livestock
health and production, and value chain development. IFADs strategy and
activities to promote climate resilience ranged from strengthening
communities and community organizations such as cooperatives, supporting
climate resilient fodder production, to mixing in resilient breeds of high-
yielding livestock and strengthening value chain links, such as milk cooling
centers.

In Kyrgyzstan, IFAD was successful in supporting the efforts of government to
decentralize the governance of pasturelands. In 2009, the country decided to
shift from centralized management and administration of pastureland to a
locally managed system with community participation. The project promoted
ecosystem restoration of pastureland with the overall goal to reduce pressure
on pasture resources by improving access to remote pastures and
rehabilitation of grazing land close to villages. This resulted in increased herd
size with inadequate consideration of the consequences for landscape
resilience.

Livestock depend on secure access to suitable pasture land and water.
Throughout the Sahelian region conflicts existed between the agro-pastoralists
and nomadic pastoralists due to competition for these competing natural
resources. Case studies in Chad, Mali and Niger showed that inadequate
attention was paid to this issue in IFAD’s earlier designs. In some of the older
projects and most recent projects in the region, inclusive community-based
approaches were used to resolve or mitigate the conflicts between these
groups. LMRP in Sudan integrated addressing this conflict, within the broader
issue of managing natural resources sustainably. Community Adaptive Plans
were developed that included the priorities of all groups and investments in a
community based natural resource management addressed stock route
restoration which minimized the conflicts between settled and nomadic
pastoralist communities. This provides a good example of using community-
based approaches to integrate managing natural resources with addressing
tensions among different agricultural systems. This community-based stock
route restoration was also being scaled up across the country. Most recent
projects in the region addressed this issue well in their designs (for example,
the recent LLRP in Ethiopia).

In addition to supporting pasture land management, IFAD introduced climate
resilient fodder varieties and upgraded the gene pool of livestock to boost
productivity in nearly all its livestock related interventions (and thereby
contributing to reducing the number of livestock and hence greenhouse gas
emissions).

Value chain development support was effective only when IFAD follows a
comprehensive strategy that includes end-user focus, empowers farmer
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organizations, makes production systems more climate resilient and
strengthens value chain links, as the positive experience identified in Rwanda.
Absence of such strategy limited the value chain effectiveness of IFAD in
Kyrgyzstan.

Climate resilient infrastructure in place to ensure sustained
functioning and market access. IFAD’s infrastructure support included
repairing or constructing access roads to markets, rangeland roads, storage
facilities, market facilities, and irrigation infrastructure such as canals. New
irrigation infrastructure helped to reduce water losses, climate resilient
storage helped minimize postharvest losses, whilst roads and market buildings
minimized disruption to business functioning and enabled continued access to
services.

As discussed in Box 2, the CCRIP was a joint infrastructure project involving
Government of Bangladesh (GoB) along with IFAD, the Asian Development
Bank (ADB), and German Credit Institution for Reconstruction (KFW). The
project was among the first to address climate threats in the design of
infrastructure the south-western coastal belt of Bangladesh (project area)
which was prone to recurrent cyclones and floods that were increasing in
frequency and intensity causing significant damage and disruption to
livelihoods. CCRIP constructed 462.3 km of roads and 184 markets. According
to the PPE, after the project was completed in 2019 the area experienced
Cyclone Amphan and subsequent flooding in May 2020. It found that the
CCRIP roads and markets faced minimal damage and continued functioning
after Amphan and the floods that resulted in minimal disruption to the flow of
goods and services to the rural markets and localities.

Diversified livelihoods and agricultural systems (Ethiopia, Madagascar,
Sudan) LLRP in Ethiopia targeted the dry lowlands Regions of Afar, Somali,
Oromia, SNNP, Gambella, and Benishangul-Gumuz that faced more frequent
and intense droughts. The project supported livelihood diversification and
small-scale irrigation to shift the rural poor away from rain-fed agricultural
systems. In Madagascar, effective development of complimentary systems of
rain-fed agriculture on the Tanety and flood and recession agriculture in the
floodplains (only when seasonal flooding allows). Effectively diversified
household activities in targeted areas ensured that each user adopts two
cropping systems to promote climate resilience. Positive resilience results
were observed at household and community levels. In Sudan, LMRP
diversified livelihoods to improve climate resilience by contributing to a range
of income generating activities (fattening process, saving and lending,
agriculture, forestry, rangeland, alternative energy and water service
provision) by strengthening capacities in these areas.

Improved capacities to manage climate risks (Disaster Risk Reduction
and Management'!?). One of the common situations related to slow onset of
climate threats was increasing water scarcity. This is a significant issue in the
LAC region and Sahel. The most successful DRM practices and technologies
supported by the IFAD were the interventions that related to water
mobilization and management. Small-scale irrigation intervention and water
harvesting in Ethiopia, Madagascar and Niger were most effective in building
adaptive capacities. For instance, the irrigation schemes of PASIDP II in
Ethiopia,!?° were effective in providing sustainable irrigation water
management and increased crop yields.

119 Disaster risk management involves identifying, reducing and transferring out risks. Disaster risk reduction is
about minimizing the exposure and sensitivity to hazards, which involves actions such as early warning systems,
contingency planning, and training responsible people.

120 pASIDP Il supported 61,625 households to increase incomes by constructing 116 irrigation schemes in 82
woredas and 120 kebeles in drought-prone areas, covering a total irrigable land area of 13,808 hectares. To
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DRM practices are community based and demand from communities and the
local government are key to success. ACCESOS-ASAP project addressed the
issue of water scarcity in Bolivia. The Government of Bolivia enacted several
laws and regulations that tied budget allocation to municipal level
interventions to identify and propose solutions to manage various risks,
including climate. IFADs response included supporting 16 municipalities with
tools and methods to map climate vulnerabilities and strengthened their
capacities to use these tools. These maps were used to identify and prioritize
mitigating actions to address climate threats. Once it overcame the initial
issues in fully integrating the ASAP component into all project components,
the project became responsive to community demands and took into account
the local agro-ecological conditions due to the participatory, community-based
approach that was inclusive of indigenous peoples and integrated local
knowledge with scientific information on climate change.

This approach was used to develop vulnerability maps called ‘talking’ maps.t?!
Based on these maps, the communities and municipalities were able to
successfully submit to the Government funding proposals for projects that
addressed their climate priorities.'?2 The project was successful in expanding
the climate knowledge base of communities to gain new experiences, learn
about new technologies to build climate resilience.

This experience and tools were replicated within the project municipalities and
adopted by other municipalities. The climate expertise needed was acquired
through partnerships with HELVETAS, an international NGO. The project
achieved the level of youth participation it had targeted, however, women
participation and their representation within communities remained weak.
Notwithstanding this limitation, DRR capacity building for community
adaptation achieved 123 per cent of the targeted outreach.

The community-based DRM efforts in PCDP-III project in Ethiopia were less
successful due to the ad hoc manner in which community-based disaster risk
management was introduced.

IFAD is investing in hazard insurance to help vulnerable smallholder farmers
to cope with climate-related shocks and stresses when their assets and
livelihoods are threatened. Even though this was tried in a few case studies
(for example, PASSIP II in Ethiopia collaborated with Micro Insurance Center
to pilot the agricultural insurance, PRECIS in Niger), evidence on their
effectiveness is yet to materialize.

Degraded environment restored, Integrated Watershed Management
and Sustainable Land Management. Restoration of degraded land in
integrated watershed management remains a critically important pathway to
achieve climate-resilient food security. Restoration of degraded land is a
measure of soil and water conservation and a pathway to replenish the land's
potential to provide a wider range of ecosystem goods. A focus on sustainable
land management (SLM) and restoration of the land base is the central tenet
of a better and sustainable future, where poverty is reduced, food and water
are secured, biodiversity is safeguarded, and sustainable livelihoods are
promoted (UNCCD123 2017).

Case studies showed examples where climate responses addressed
environmental fragility through relevant actions, such as the development of

ensure the schemes' sustainable operation, 175 Water Users’ Associations (WUAs) were established and
supported by the project.

121 Taking Maps is a participatory mapping methodology that depicts layers of information documenting past,
present and future scenarios that reflect the most important aspects of the local territory.

122 ACCESOS-ASAP produced 55 Talking Maps, and resulted in 4231 families increasing their natural and physical
assets to manage climate risks.

123 Global Mechanism of the UNCCD and CBD, 2019
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micro-watersheds, assisted natural regeneration, and rehabilitation of
rangelands. Each micro-watershed interfaced with wider landscapes. However,
these interventions were not included in the master plans for integrated
watershed management. In Ethiopia, CBINReMP focused on rehabilitation of
degraded land and natural resources in Lake Tana Watershed based on the
assumption that this would address the challenges of food insecurity, declining
soil fertility due to soil erosion and loss of vegetation cover, and vulnerability
to the impacts of climate change and climate variability.?*

Kenya’s UTaNRMP project constitutes another successful example of an
integrated approach which managed the Upper Tana catchment area of the
country. The project rehabilitated 28 river basins with support from
community forest associations (CFAs) to sustainably manage forest resources,
and supported the elaboration of 61 sub-catchment management plans;
rehabilitated 77 water resources to provide clean water for 94, 550
households and 75,000 school children, and brought 1576 ha under irrigation
benefitting 39,400 farmers; introduced energy saving cook stoves and biogas
allowing a 50 to 60 per cent reduction in fuelwood costs; solar-powered
wildlife control fence reduced human-wildlife conflicts by 97 per cent and
deaths and injuries by 99 per cent.

Key Points

e IFAD is achieving or showing demonstrable progress towards resilience outcomes in
its operations but corporate level indicators are not yet equipped to capture and
quantify this progress.

e Disseminating climate resilient agro-technology is important but success depends on
a host of other factors, including strengthening social, economic socio-technical and
human capital, managing climate risks (DRR) and diversifying agricultural systems
and livelihood options.

e The integrated approaches offer an effective means to not only address
environmental sustainability, but also CCA and the economic needs of smallholders.

124 CBINReMP in Ethiopia supported community-driven participatory planning and implementation of 650 micro-
watershed plans, treating 227,500 ha of land as per the target. A total of 104 million fruit and forest seedlings were
produced and 17,600 ha of tree plantations on degraded communal lands were established.
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Performance of Scaling Up and Non-lending Activities

As noted by ARRI 2016, non-lending activities are mutually reinforcing actions
to complement IFAD’s investment projects (lending activities). They are
increasingly recognized as essential instruments in promoting transformation
at the country level and in scaling up the impact of IFAD operations for deeper
results in rural poverty reduction. Non-lending activities such as establishing
and strengthening partnerships for results knowledge management, capacity
development and policy dialogue also contribute to scaling up of IFAD
supported results and interventions. The main purpose of non-lending
activities is to leverage project results to influence subnational and national
level decision-making to the benefit of smallholder agriculture. In this report,
we focus on mutually reinforcing activities to scale-up and knowledge
management 125

Scaling-Up Climate Responses

IFAD recognized that scaling-up the results of successful development is at
the heart of what it does and defines it as “expanding, adapting and
supporting successful policies, programmes and knowledge so that they can
leverage resources and partners to deliver larger results for a greater number
of rural poor in a sustainable way”.'26 IFAD guidance also explicitly states that
scaling-up does not simply mean replicating or transforming small projects
into larger projects, but rather how its interventions should focus on how
successful local initiatives could leverage changes in policy, and secure
additional resources to bring results to scale.!?’

The degree of success in scaling up climate responses from the
individual project level to deliver tangible national impact was
generally low. Whilst there are exemplars of success from the case studies
on how scaling up can be effectively incorporated into design and
implementation as discussed below (and in Annex V Table 2), for the majority
of cases the ambition or potential for scaling up has not been realized. As
noted in Chapter 2, nearly half of the climate response designs did not include
the intent or pathways to scale up.

The country case studies highlighted that there was no one approach
to scaling up that works for all climate threat and project contexts.
Annex V-Table A2 shows the different ways in which scaling up is likely to
occur. Of the 35 projects in the 20 case studies, nine were scaled up or
showed strong likelihood of scaling up (23 per cent). This could be interpreted
as promising or problematic, depending on the standards that the
organization sets itself. In either case, the evidence points to room for major
improvement. Possible factors contributing to successful scaling up are
described below.

Success in scaling up depended to a large extent on the ownership of
the government, strength of strategic and high-profile partnerships,
and engagement from the outset (design). Two examples illustrate this 