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Executive summary

A.

1.

Background

In 2017, the Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE) undertook the first
country strategy and programme evaluation (CSPE) for the Kingdom of Cambodia.
The CSPE reviewed the evolution of the strategy, results and performance of the
partnership between IFAD and the Royal Government of Cambodia since the Fund
started operations in 1997, but with a focus on the last decade, particularly with
respect to the investment portfolio. The CSPE covers the investment portfolio
(seven projects that were approved between 2000 and 2016), complementary
(non-lending) activities (knowledge management, partnership-building and policy
dialogue, including grants), as well as country programme strategy and
management.

Objectives. The CSPE had two main objectives: (i) to assess the results and
performance of the IFAD-financed strategy and programme; and (ii) to generate
findings and recommendations for the future partnership between IFAD and the
RoyalGovernment of Cambodia for enhanced development effectiveness and rural
poverty eradication.

CSPE process. The CSPE was conducted in several phases. The first stage
involved a preparatory mission to Cambodia between 23 January and 3 February
2017, a desk review of available documentation and preparation of the CSPE
approach paper. Between the preparatory mission and the main mission in May
2017, a project performance evaluation on the Rural Livelihoods Improvement
Project in Kratie, Preah Vihear and Ratanakiri (RULIP) was undertaken in March
2017 to feed into the CSPE. The main CSPE mission was fielded from 1 to 23 May
2017 and involved meetings in Phnom Penh, as well as field visits to 10 provinces
by two teams.

Evolving country context. IFAD started its operations in the country in 1996, at
a time of reconstruction and rehabilitation following almost two decades of war.
Since then, the country and rural context have changed dramatically. The Kingdom
of Cambodia has experienced strong economic growth. Poverty fell from 50 per
cent in 2007 to 13.5 per cent in 2014. Rural household incomes have risen and
their composition has changed considerably: poor rural households have become
increasingly engaged in salaried work in the domestic garment industry and
construction, or through migration to Thailand, creating labour shortages in rural
areas. Steady agricultural growth, although it has slowed in the past couple of
years, has also contributed to rural poverty reduction. Most villages have much
better access to infrastructure and financial services.

IFAD in Cambodia. Cambodia became a member of IFAD in 1992, soon after the
Paris Peace Agreement was signed in 1991. IFAD approved the first loan in 1996 to
cofinance a project with the World Bank, and to date IFAD has supported nine
investment projects for a total value of US$353.9 million with financing of
US$179.5 million, including US$50 million in grants.! The total number of
beneficiaries estimated at design stage in these nine projects is about 5.69 million
people (1.28 million households).

IFAD has had three country strategies in the form of country strategic opportunities
papers/programmes (COSOPs) prepared in 1998, 2008 and 2013. The country
programme focus and approach has evolved in response to emerging needs and
IFAD’s experience in the country. The 1998 and 2008 COSOPs focused on
agriculture and rural development through a decentralized approach, thereby
contributing the government policy on decentralization and deconcentration (D&D).
The 2013 COSOP called for a transition from a livelihoods approach to a market

! Grants under the Debt Sustainability Framework and the Adaptation for Smallholder Agriculture Programme (ASAP).
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orientation, from promoting decentralization of public services to a broader concept
of pro-poor rural service delivery involving non-government actors, and a more
explicit focus on the resilience of poor rural households.

Investment portfolio performance

Relevance. Overall project orientation has been aligned with government and
IFAD policies, focusing on improved productivity and diversification and the
Government’s D&D policy. In particular, support to decentralization was arguably
the most visibly consistent element in the earlier portfolio and highly relevant to
the Government’s D&D policy.

At the same time, portfolio design was somewhat late in recognizing major
changes in the rural context such as: (i) rapidly evolving non-agricultural income
sources and migration, which created labour shortages in villages and made it
more relevant to pay attention to returns on labour rather than crop yields; and
(ii) a rapid increase in the provision of financial services, which has led to the
availability of microfinance services in most villages. The latter change meant that
the support for group revolving funds (GRFs) replicated across many projects
became less relevant over time. Little attention was paid to market access in
earlier projects despite its inclusion in the Government’s policy and strategy.

Except for the two most recent projects, the projects applied a rather narrow and
detailed approach to targeting the rural poor, but the identification of prospective
beneficiaries was not necessarily followed by appropriate support.

Effectiveness. The projects promoted improved agricultural technologies mainly
through training and extension services, often accompanied by GRF support. Lower
than expected uptake of improved techniques by farmers was in part due to
weaknesses in the training and extension approach, in addition to the lack of
enabling conditions, e.g. a lack of access to water and/or labour shortages. An
emphasis on the demand-driven nature of extension services and training has
consistently been at the core of projects, but training was frequently top-down and
supply-driven, largely based on standard packages. However, there have been
improvements in the approach to extension and training in recent projects.

The GRF loans are likely to have supported the adoption of improved agricultural
technologies, but this linkage has weakened with the changing context. With
growing incomes, remittances and other loan sources, the GRF loans have become
just one of several sources of household liquidity for many households.

The portfolio has sought to improve local-level service delivery and infrastructure
within the D&D framework. Commune extension workers hired by the projects have
filled the gap left by the extremely limited government workforce in extension. The
projects have also supported advanced farmers in providing advice to other
farmers, with varying degrees of effectiveness. The key point to highlight is that
the projects, by channelling investments through decentralized structures, have
provided provincial departments of agriculture, women’s affairs and rural
development and sub-national administrations with opportunities for "learning by
doing". Overall, the support for investments in rural infrastructure has achieved the
physical targets while also contributing to the decentralization process, but there
were also issues of design and quality of civil works such as irrigation schemes.

Efficiency. The portfolio has generally performed well on efficiency indicators
related to timing and disbursement, but not very well on project management and
implementation processes, including procurement and monitoring and evaluation
(M&E) systems. Some projects, notably the Tonle Sap Poverty Reduction and
Smallholder Development Project (TSSD) and Agriculture Services Programme for
Innovation, Resilience and Extension (ASPIRE), suffered from slow start-up and
implementation. With a few exceptions, the estimated economic internal rates of
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return achieved were in the acceptable zone but lower than design projections and
re-estimations reported in project completion reports.

Rural poverty impact. The portfolio contributed to higher household incomes and
assets, primarily as a result of improvements in agricultural productivity and
diversification and in some cases investments in roads and irrigation. However,
with growing income opportunities in non-agriculture sectors, the project impact in
this regard may not have been a substantial or decisive factor in higher household
incomes for beneficiaries overall. Likewise, although it is difficult to estimate the
extent of project contribution given the national trend of significant poverty
reduction and improvement in food security, it is highly plausible that the portfolio
contributed to improved food security. Despite this positive indication, however,
malnutrition remains a major issue in the country and the projects’ contribution in
this regard is not evident.

In terms of human capital, many beneficiaries have obtained new skills and applied
at least some of them, including improved agricultural practices taught or non-
land-based income-generating activities such as mat-making. The training provided
in various areas also led to some behavioural changes, as in leadership skills and
better nutritional feeding of children. The impacts on social capital and
empowerment are modest, but there are cases of project support facilitating
networking and the emergence of rural organizations.

The projects have contributed to strengthening the capacity of national-level
government and sub-national administrations in the project areas, but this has not
meant sustainable improvement. IFAD’s portfolio has contributed to some aspects
of policies and institutions — with substantial support from other development
partners — in relation to areas such as: the promotion of participatory and demand-
driven approaches and pluralistic agricultural extension services, with the
participation of private service providers; and the introduction of new extension
“institutions” such as village animal health workers. On the other hand, although
field-level extension service providers such as commune extension workers are
now part of the Government’s extension policy, their presence has largely
depended on donor-funded projects, and the presence of these extension agents
has not been institutionalized at the operational level.

Sustainability of benefits. Many areas of the portfolio face sustainability
challenges. One may argue that farmers are likely to continue applying improved
technologies and practices if the enterprise provides returns on labour that are
higher than or comparable to alternative opportunities. But if farmers are to remain
up to date on skills and knowledge around new varieties, disease or pest
management practices, they need advisory and extension services, and functioning
regulatory services, neither of which have been well established. Public budgets for
agricultural extension and support services constitute only a fraction of the
resources provided by the projects during the project period.

All projects have supported the formation of beneficiary groups, mostly to serve as
recipients of agricultural training and extension services and GRF support. Project
designs were not clear as to whether such groups were to be a temporary project
service delivery mechanism or were to serve as the basis for long-term
development and empowerment. Thousands of GRF groups have been established,
but only late in implementation was any thought given to how they could be
sustained. The projects have tended to pay little attention to organizing farmers to
enhance their bargaining power vis-a-vis other market actors. Notable exceptions
are the agricultural cooperatives formed under RULIP in Preah Vihear, also due to
the emerging market opportunities for organic rice.

In terms of rural infrastructure, which was supported under two closed projects,
there are concerns about sustainability due to limited funding for operation and
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maintenance, in the case of irrigation schemes and roads, or initial poor design, in
the case of irrigation schemes.

Innovation. The portfolio has brought in some innovations, often introduced by
the private sector or non-governmental organizations (NGOs) into the government
system, and innovations from the early projects were replicated in subsequent
projects. Earlier in the portfolio, the Agricultural Support Project to Seila (ADESS),
which was approved in 1999 and is not part of the CSPE portfolio assessment,
ventured into supporting D&D and local governance for pro-poor agriculture and
rural development as one of the first large-scale externally funded projects, and
this line of support was replicated and maintained in subsequent projects.

One innovation emerging from the Community Based Rural Development Project in
Kampong Thom and Kampot (CBRDP, 2001-2009), with contributions from other
development partners, relates to the poverty targeting approach using a
participatory wealth ranking exercise, which has now been institutionalized as the
Government’s IDPoor programme. Intentions to apply innovative participatory
approaches to extension services and training have not been fully achieved, but
some improvements and innovations can be seen in recent projects. These include
efforts to tailor training modalities to indigenous peoples and ethnic minorities
(RULIP), and more focused training through common interest groups, farmer-to-
farmer training and a public-private partnership model in agricultural service
provision through farm business advisors who would sell agricultural inputs,
provide advisory services and buy agricultural produce (Project for Agriculture
Development and Economic Empowerment, PADEE). Moreover, in the recent
projects, some nutrition-focused activities were also introduced into beneficiary
training, mainly for mothers of infants, including some innovative approaches such
as cooking competitions, champion mothers, and mother-to-mother social
marketing.

Scaling up. Scaling up beyond the IFAD portfolio has been modest. Many of the
innovations have been replicated within IFAD-supported projects, although in
modified versions. Only a few cases have been more widely scaled up and applied,
such as village animal health workers. However, it is probable that the design and
efforts of IFAD’s portfolio since 1996 have contributed, together with support by
other development partners, to two important facets of the government policy on
agricultural extension: for extension service delivery to be both demand-driven and
pluralistic (i.e. including government contracting of NGOs and private enterprises to
provide services). If implemented, this would represent a major scaling up that in
the future could be credited to past activities of IFAD and other development
partners.

In general, inadequate M&E and knowledge management have limited the potential
for scaling up, but the country programme management team is now making every
effort to improve them.

Gender equality and women’s empowerment. The portfolio’s track record on
project support and contribution in this area has generally been strong.
Collaboration has been good between the Ministry of Women’s Affairs and the
Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF), as well as their respective
provincial departments, contributing to achievements. Attention has been paid to
gender issues in project designs throughout the portfolio, where gender concerns
have been integrated into targeting, training, activities, capacity-building and sex-
disaggregated data. There have been concerted gender mainstreaming efforts
across projects and at different levels: national and sub-national administration,
service providers and beneficiaries’ groups. Women’s participation in project-
supported activities has been high, although this may be attributable in part to
contextual issues such as migration.
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The portfolio’s consistent attention to gender issues has contributed to enhancing
women’s participation in the public sphere. Through IFAD-financed projects
providing training and promoting women'’s leadership in groups, women gained
experience in and exposure to groups and public platforms. The projects have also
worked closely with commune council focal points on women and children,
providing them with training to equip them better to promote gender awareness
and to monitor project activities from a gender perspective in their localities. The
projects have supported women'’s access to economic opportunities, such as
chicken-raising, vegetable gardens, and non-land-based activities such as bean
sprout production and mat- and basket-weaving.

Environment and natural resources management. The negative impact on the
environment of IFAD’s financing of rural infrastructure investments (e.g.
rehabilitation and some construction of minor village and agricultural structures
such as irrigation schemes, village access roads, drinking water facilities, dykes
and drainage systems) has been negligible. Several of the projects have supported
organic production or production using Good Agricultural Practices, which is
positive. Support for management of natural resources — forest and fisheries
resources, or those in fragile environments — has overall had limited weight, in
spite of their importance to livelihoods and ecosystems.

Adaptation to climate change. The portfolio has made modest contributions to
adaptation to climate change, in particular to enhancing resilience with
infrastructure works, even though the interventions were not explicitly defined as
part of a climate change adaptation strategy. In the current ongoing portfolio,
there are explicit climate change-related interventions — in TSSD and to some
extent PADEE, while major support is included in ASPIRE.

Non-lending activity performance

Knowledge management. Knowledge management — linked to pro-poor policy
dialogue — was identified in the 2008 and 2013 COSOPs as a key element to
enhance the effectiveness of the country programme. Increasing efforts have been
made to capture and systematize project experiences and lessons, and package
and disseminate them. A considerable number of reports and communication
materials have been made available, although access to or retrieval of these
documents is not always easy. Major efforts are under way to improve M&E
systems within investment projects, linked to COSOP progress monitoring. Country
programme reviews and other activities have provided opportunities for project
implementers and stakeholders to share experience and network with each other.
There are some examples of grants facilitating knowledge management and
contributing to innovations and improved effectiveness in investment projects, but
it is only recently that greater attention has been paid to developing stronger
linkages between the regional grant programmes and the investment portfolio.

Partnership-building. Collaboration between IFAD and government agencies has
generally been good — for example, in connection with COSOP development and
country programme reviews, or in terms of MAFF hosting the IFAD country
programme officer at its premises until the proper country office space was set up.
The Government’s appreciation for IFAD’s role in supporting pro-poor agriculture
and rural development was confirmed by its request for IFAD to play a more
important role at the policy level through the Technical Working Group on
Agriculture and Water and to consider establishing a country office.

Beyond government agencies, the partnership-building strategy and approach has
evolved and diversified, from seeking opportunities for cofinancing and partnering
with organizations that could complement IFAD’s lack of experience and presence
in investment projects in the initial period, to promoting, with substantive
contributions to technical content, broader partnerships within and outside the
investment portfolio. Within the investment portfolio, partners have diversified

Vi
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from cofinancing aid agencies to include NGOs and other actors. Partnerships with
farmer organizations and indigenous peoples’ organizations are a unique feature of
IFAD, and have developed out of regional grants and corporate initiatives.

In-country policy engagement. Experience in a number of investment projects,
along with support by other donors, has contributed to informing and shaping
agricultural extension policy and gender mainstreaming in government initiatives
for rural and agricultural development. IFAD’s contribution to supporting the
participation of farmer organizations in the Technical Working Group on Agriculture
and Water, which can be considered an indirect form of policy engagement, is
noteworthy. But strategic and structured support and actions for policy
engagement beyond the project level have been relatively limited, owing to limited
human resources in the country office and little proactive and strategic use of
grants.

Performance of partners

IFAD. IFAD has in general invested adequate resources and time in design,
supervision and implementation support for the portfolio and consistently
demonstrated its willingness to support implementation issues that arose. The
Fund also worked closely with other development partners (i.e. cofinanciers) in
design and implementation support. On the other hand, the adequate investment
and good intentions did not always translate into good design and effective
implementation support. There were some weaknesses and delays in incorporating
lessons learned, catching up with the rapidly changing context, and detecting and
acting on design and implementation issues. Until the late 2000s the IFAD portfolio
remained rather static, repeating the same or similar approaches and models in
different areas. The limited country presence has constrained IFAD from
meaningfully engaging in non-lending activities.

Government. The Government’s performance in relation to overall project
management, coordination and oversight has been mixed. Some aspects of
efficiency that are influenced by the Government’s performance are positive:
timeliness, disbursement and management costs. On the other hand, project
management performance has varied. Given that the project support unit at MAFF
has existed since ADESS and has presumably accumulated experience in managing
IFAD-financed and other donor projects, the historical ratings on project
management are lower than one would expect. M&E and procurement are among
the weakest areas. The Ministry of Economy and Finance has been generally
collaborative at different stages of projects.

Inter-agency coordination in the Government has been challenging, but the
collaboration between MAFF and the Ministry of Women'’s Affair and between their
respective provincial departments has worked well, contributing to effective gender
mainstreaming into projects.

Country programme strategy performance

Relevance. The overall focus on the rural poor and agricultural development —
with more emphasis on production in earlier years — was aligned with a series of
government strategies. At the outset, in a country with many donors, IFAD had to
look for opportunities and partners it could work with. From the second project
(ADESS), IFAD then pursued a consistent focus and approach of supporting D&D
through investment in decentralized structures and demand-driven agricultural
services, while the choice of partners and project areas was likely to be driven by
opportunities arising.

After a decade of operations with similar projects in different areas, the opportunity
to critically reflect on future strategic direction for the 2008 COSOP was missed.
The 2008 strategy lacked clarity and strategic direction. The 2013 COSOP
formulation process was elaborate and highly consultative, and the document was

vii
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more analytical, although there were still inconsistencies — for example, on the
geographical focus.

Effectiveness. Poorly formulated strategic objectives and indicators in the
COSOPs make it difficult, and not particularly meaningful, to assess achievements
against them. Based on the intention of strategic objectives, the areas where the
IFAD country programme has made contributions relative to historical strategic
thrusts include: improved agricultural productivity, although not to optimal levels;
D&D processes, especially in relation to agriculture and rural development
initiatives; and gender equality and women’s empowerment. Part of the portfolio
also contributed to improving access to markets and services through investment
in rural infrastructure. Access to agricultural extension services has improved
within the project spheres, but there is little evidence of its institutionalization and
sustainability.

Conclusions

Against the backdrop of a rapidly evolving country and rural context, the country
programme has made contributions to a number of important aspects of rural
transformation. These include support to D&D processes as one of the first major
financiers channelling investments through emerging decentralized structures and
frameworks, as well as gender equality and rural women’s empowerment. The
portfolio has also contributed to improving agricultural productivity for poor rural
households, but higher adoption rates for improved technologies could have been
achieved if weaknesses, e.g. in the extension and training approach, had been
addressed and other constraints such as labour shortages and other means of
production duly considered.

After a series of similar projects, IFAD’s strategy and design for the projects it
supports shifted to adapt to the contextual changes, but with some delays. The
portfolio remained largely static until around 2010 amid the evolving rural context,
with the repetition of largely similar approaches — identification of poor households,
group formation, agricultural training and extension services combined with GRF
support — in different geographic areas. Only since 2010-2011 have projects
started to pursue more focused market-oriented approaches, with some
encouraging results.

The portfolio did not fully take into account the implications of increasing non-
agricultural income opportunities and labour shortages for rural households. For
example, the projects continued to provide training in labour-intensive technology.
Recent projects started considering the concept of "return to labour" instead of
land productivity, but still implicitly assumed that rural households view agriculture
as the only, or the most important, income generator — not adequately recognizing
that these households would seek to maximize the returns to labour of family
members on-farm or off-farm or outside the village.

Although on a limited scale, support to poor households to engage in non-land-
based activities or high-value production has had some positive results, including
poultry and handicrafts. Exceptionally, the Rural Poverty Reduction Project in Prey
Veng and Svay Rieng (RPRP) included minor support for vocational training to help
youth leave agriculture.

Support to demand-driven agricultural extension services has been a consistent
theme in the portfolio, with mixed results. Earlier projects tended to offer a
standard menu of training to groups of farmers formed, but improvements have
been made in recent projects to make training more specific and demand-driven.
The presence of extension agents such as commune extension workers has mainly
depended on donor financing and has not been institutionalized, even though they
are now part of the Government’s extension policy. However, the portfolio did
contribute to the introduction of user-paid private service provision such as village
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animal health workers. Furthermore, the consistent focus of IFAD’s portfolio on
improved agricultural extension service delivery is likely to have contributed to key
elements in the Government’s extension policy of demand-driven and pluralistic
extension services.

Improved and sustainable agriculture and commercialization require not only sound
advice on crop and animal husbandry but also effective regulatory services. In the
absence of proper phytosanitary and veterinary control, an entire crop or livestock
industry and important agricultural exports can be at risk. The quality of
agricultural inputs and of agricultural produce and processed products needs to be
regulated and controlled. Effectiveness of support for value chain development, as
promoted under the latest Accelerated Integrated Markets for Smallholders Project
(AIMS), could be constrained unless adequate regulatory services are available.

More focused and concerted efforts might have been made to support
empowerment of beneficiaries and their organizations. Thousands of GRF groups
have been established, but only late in implementation has any thought been given
to how to sustain them. The projects have paid little attention to organizing
farmers to enhance their bargaining power vis-a-vis other market actors. Positive
exceptions are the agricultural cooperatives that arose from RULIP in Preah Vihear,
due in great part to emerging market opportunities for organic rice.

Strategic partnerships with other development partners in the projects have
contributed to improving effectiveness and bringing in innovations, specifically in
PADEE — such as farmer training to common-interest groups, multistakeholder
platforms and Lors Thmey, a social enterprise that recruits and trains local
entrepreneurs to become farm business advisors, who then serve their local
communities by selling agricultural products and services. Given capacity issues in
the public sector, securing quality technical assistance continues to be a valid
strategy to improve the effectiveness and impact of the country programme.

Ongoing efforts to improve M&E offer opportunities to upgrade knowledge
management, policy engagement and scaling up. On this basis, the latest
generation of projects, ASPIRE and AIMS, could serve as a vehicle to facilitate and
mobilize additional support by other partners in two important areas of smallholder
agriculture development: agricultural extension and pro-poor agricultural value
chain development.

There are some good examples of linkages with grants (such as ROUTASIA? with
PROCASUR and 4FGF? with the International Center for Tropical Agriculture
[CIAT]), but in general proactive planning and use of grants has been limited.
Partnerships with farmer organizations and indigenous peoples’ organizations that
emerged from corporate initiatives and regional grants are one of the positive
features related to IFAD’s mandate and strengths. More could be done to improve
coordination and synergies between grants and investment projects.

2 strengthening Knowledge-Sharing on Innovative Solutions Using the Learning Routes Methodology in Asia And the
Pacific.

% Programme for Linking Smallholder Livelihoods of Poor Smallholder Farmers to Emerging Environmentally
Progressive Agro-Industrial Markets.
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Recommendations

Outlined below are key recommendations for consideration by IFAD and the Royal
Government of Cambodia.

Recommendation 1: Develop and operationalize a two-pronged strategy
for the portfolio with support to: (i) agricultural commercialization, with a focus
on relatively advanced smallholders; and (ii) coping strategies of poor households.
This is largely in line with the orientation of the 2013 COSOP, which recognized the
need for "distinct development pathways and intervention modalities... for the food-
insecure, the rural poor at the subsistence level, and vulnerable rural households
just above the poverty line". It is important to develop and operationalize tailored
strategies in light of the profiles of the target group and specific contexts, e.g.
agricultural potential and market opportunities in specific geographical areas.

For the first category, support for primary production may need to be more
specialized and of higher technical quality than that provided to date in the
projects, and also shaped by buyers’ priorities. While group-based training may be
relevant for some subjects, individual technical advice may also be needed.
Advisory services should also be complemented by support for access to means of
production including appropriate labour-saving technologies (including
mechanization), as well as market infrastructure. Strengthening of farmer
groups/organizations to facilitate marketing will be an important element. While a
value chain approach may be pursued, it should be flexible and dynamic in order to
exploit changing market opportunities, rather than being of a long-term
bureaucratic planning nature.

Support to coping strategies of poor households may cover productive activities
such as feasible non-land-based activities and simple labour-saving tools, or
providing safe drinking water facilities nearby or a good village access road. For
many of these poor households, emphasis may be on income-generating
agricultural activities that are complementary to non-agricultural or off-farm
activities. For young people from poor households who have decided to leave the
village, the IFAD-Government partnership could explore ways to help them earn
better incomes, possibly including vocational training or advice on contracts and on
how to invest their surplus income in the form of remittances back in the village.

This two-pronged strategy should not be pursued by separating households into
different groups, as was the case in earlier projects, but rather by defining different
flexible support menus, which would also need to be tailored to the contexts in
different geographic locations.

Recommendation 2: Balance investment in human capital and rural
organizations supported by strategic partners, with tangible items. The
investment in "soft" aspects such as skills development, human capital and
organizational strengthening continues to be critical, should be balanced with
investment in tangible items such as infrastructure, post-harvest facilities and
access to finance that could enable beneficiaries to put the skills and knowledge
acquired into practice. Investment in human capital could cover not only productive
skills but also broader subjects such as gender issues (as has been done),
nutrition, adult literacy, and information on relevant laws and regulations. At the
same time, it should be recognized that a long-term perspective is needed for
investment in human and social capital and empowerment. This is particularly
relevant in Cambodia, given its history, and calls for caution against making an
investment decision based only on traditional economic rates of return.

In supporting the formation and strengthening of organizations of the target
population, e.g. farmer groups, careful consideration should be given to the main
purposes and roles of different types of organizations with different member
profiles, and a realistic exit strategy should be built into the design.
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To ensure quality support specifically for "soft" aspects and innovations, given
limited capacity in the public sector, IFAD and the Government should seek
opportunities for strategic partnerships with experienced institutions that could
provide crucial technical assistance and could support the Government, with IFAD
cofinancing or financing.

Recommendation 3: Pursue more strategic planning and use of grants and
investment financing to deepen partnerships with farmer
organizations/associations. Support to and partnerships with farmer
associations/organizations and indigenous peoples’ organizations should be
continued and strengthened. So far, the corporate initiatives and regional grants
have facilitated linkages between these institutions at national level and the
country programme. There is a need for more strategic planning and use of IFAD
financing, both grants and within the framework of investment projects, to work
with these organizations of different types and at different levels. Enhancing
partnerships and strengthening their capacity can contribute to: (i) empowerment
of these organizations and their members; (ii) better country programming and
project design reflecting the priorities of the target group; (iii) relevant inputs to
supervision and implementation support; and (iv) influence on policy engagement
through partner organizations that represent their members and IFAD’s target

group.

Recommendation 4: Explore options for supporting regulatory services in
agriculture in future pipeline development. It is likely that the various value
chain platforms to be established under AIMS will point to a lack of regulatory
services — such as phytosanitary and veterinary control, standards and quality
control, certification and food safety issues — as a constraint, and some ad hoc
regulatory services may be financed. Given the low starting point, a more systemic
and programmatic approach will be required, which in turn assumes mobilizing
financing from various sources.

Recommendation 5: IFAD to work with the Government to strategize and
facilitate mobilization of other partners to invest in smallholder
agriculture. In addition to potential support to regulatory services
(recommendation 4), ASPIRE and AIMS could serve as a platform to bring in other
partners for two important areas: agricultural extension and pro-poor agricultural
value chain development. IFAD’s financing and role should help leverage other
partners and resources.

Xi
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Kingdom of Cambodia
Country Strategy and Programme Evaluation
Agreement at Completion Point

A.
1.

Introduction

This is the first country strategy and programme evaluation (CSPE) in the Kingdom
of Cambodia by the Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE). The main
objectives of the CSPE were to: (i) assess the results and performance of the IFAD-
financed country strategy and programme; and (ii) generate findings and
recommendations for the future partnership between IFAD and the Royal
Government of Cambodia (RGC) for enhanced development effectiveness and rural
poverty eradication.

The CSPE reviewed the evolution of the strategy, results and performance of the
partnership between IFAD and the Royal Government of Cambodia since the Fund
started operations in 1997, but with a focus on the period 2007-2017 particularly
for the investment portfolio. The CSPE covers the investment portfolio (seven
projects that were approved between 2000 and 2016), non-lending activities
(knowledge management, partnership-building and policy dialogue, including
grants), as well as country programme strategy and management.

This agreement at completion point (ACP) contains recommendations based on the
evaluation findings and conclusions presented in the CSPE report, as well as
proposed follow-up actions as agreed by IFAD and the Government. The signed
ACP is an integral part of the CSPE report in which the evaluation findings are
presented in detail, and will be submitted to the IFAD Executive Board as an annex
to the new country strategic opportunities programme for the Kingdom of
Cambodia. The implementation of the recommendations agreed upon will be
tracked through the President’s Report on the Implementation Status of Evaluation
Recommendations and Management Actions, which is presented to the IFAD
Executive Board on an annual basis by the Fund’s Management.

Recommendations and proposed follow-up actions

Recommendation 1: Develop and operationalize a two-pronged strategy
for the portfolio with support to: (i) agricultural commercialization with a focus
on relatively advanced smallholders; and (ii) coping strategies of poor households.
This is largely in line with the orientation of the 2013 COSOP, which recognized the
need for "distinct development pathways and intervention modalities ... for the
food-insecure, the rural poor at the subsistence level, and vulnerable rural
households just above the poverty line". It is important to develop and
operationalize tailored strategies in light of the profiles of the target group and
specific contexts, e.g. agricultural potential and market opportunities in specific
geographical areas.

For the first category, support for primary production may need to be more
specialized and of higher technical quality than that provided to date in the
projects, and also shaped by buyers’ priorities. While group-based training may be
relevant for some subjects, individual technical advice may also be needed.
Advisory services should also be complemented by support for access to means of
production including appropriate labour-saving technologies (including
mechanization), as well as market infrastructure. Strengthening of farmer
groups/organizations to facilitate marketing will be an important element. While a
value chain approach may be pursued, it should be flexible and dynamic in order to
exploit changing market opportunities, rather than being of a long-term
bureaucratic planning nature.

Support to coping strategies of poor households may cover productive activities
such as feasible non-land-based activities and simple labour-saving tools, or
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providing safe drinking water facilities nearby or a good village access road. For
many of these poor households, emphasis may be on income-generating
agricultural activities that are complementary to non-agricultural or off-farm
activities. For young people from poor households who have decided to leave the
village, the IFAD-Government partnership could explore ways to help them earn
better incomes, possibly including vocational training or advice on contracts, and
on how to invest their surplus income in the form of remittances back in the
village.

7. This two-pronged strategy should not be pursued by separating households into
different groups, as was the case in earlier projects, but rather by defining different
flexible support menus, which would also need to be tailored to the contexts in
different geographic locations.

Proposed Follow-up: Agreed. IFAD and the Government will adopt inclusive
productivity improvement and upscaling smallholder commercialization and market
linkages in a more strategic and programmatic approach going forward with clear
objectives to cater to the varied contexts of the target population. This will be done
in current and future projects, while being cognizant of the fact that implementing
a two-pronged strategy will lead to more challenging project designs with
implications on the size, duration, structure of costs, managerial capabilities to be
installed and level of technical assistance required, in particular.

At the country programme level, in order to align with the timelines and priorities
of the Government’s next National Strategic Development Plan (NSDP 2019-2023),
the current COSOP will be extended and updated in the interim taking on board the
recommendations made through the evaluation and the RGC strategic shift towards
greater focus on commercialization and provision of enabling market infrastructure.
The new COSOP will be informed by a COSOP completion review, learning from
CSPE, this RGC shift in focus and aligned with the new NSDP.

The preparation of a new project concept note between RGC and IFAD will
provide an opportunity to reflect on and elaborate the two pronged strategy
building on the demand-driven, pluralist service provision approach initiated
in ASPIRE. Other opportunities for support such as contract farming
mechanisms, local market infrastructure (e.g. small irrigation schemes, local
market infrastructure, roads, etc.), small and medium enterprise
development will also be explored and accommodated.

COSOP monitoring system online will be strengthened and produce annual
note on country programme progress. Annual portfolio review workshop
(AcPOR) and tripartite quarterly meetings between MEF, IFAD country office
and project teams will be strengthened.

IFAD participation to national think tanks (i.e. policy makers and project
implementers) and thematic working groups will be strengthened.

At the project level, in order to improve the performance (delivery, disbursement
and quality outputs) of the current portfolio, each project under portfolio will
reinforce the two-pronged strategy to upscale agricultural commercialization of
advanced smallholders and support to resilience of poor households. For the
ongoing projects:

ASPIRE and SRET will prioritise their interventions through the revision of the
Agriculture Strategic Development Plan (ASDP) and Provincial Agriculture
Strategic Development Plan (PASDP), including a refined integrated provincial
zoning of (i) areas with favourable market conditions for agricultural
commercialization of advanced smallholders and (ii) areas with potential to
promote integrated farming system as a cooping strategy of poor households.



Appendix | EC 2018/100/W.P.2/Rev.1

10.

TSSD additional financing will help LIG members to better respond to markets
through Market Improvement Groups (MIGs) and promote LIG Associations in
favour of poor households.

AIMS will help Farmer Organizations and groups to better response to
markets and at the same time bring poor households to be part of the
organization

Responsible partners: all projects/programmes, line agencies (MEF; MAFF, MoWA;
MOC, etc.) and IFAD

Timeline: 2018 onward. COSOP will be updated and extended taking on board the
CSPE recommendations, in the interim, in order to align the new COSOP with the
Government’s upcoming NSDP

Recommendation 2: Balance investment in human capital and rural
organizations supported by strategic partners, with tangible items. The
investment in "soft" aspects such as skills development, human capital and
organizational strengthening continues to be critical, and should be balanced with
investment in tangible items such as infrastructure, post-harvest facilities, and
access to finance that could enable beneficiaries to put the skills and knowledge
acquired into practice. Investment in human capital could cover not only productive
skills but also broader subjects such as gender issues (as has been done),
nutrition, adult literacy, and information on relevant laws and regulations. At the
same time, it should be recognized that a long-term perspective is needed for
investment in human and social capital and empowerment. This is particularly
relevant in Cambodia, given its history, and calls for caution against making an
investment decision based only on traditional economic rates of returns.

In supporting the formation and strengthening of organizations of the target
population (e.g. farmer groups), careful consideration should be given to the main
purposes and roles of different types of organizations with different member
profiles, and a realistic exit strategy should be built into the design.

To ensure quality support specifically for "soft" aspects and innovations, given
limited capacity in the public sector, IFAD and the Government should seek
opportunities for strategic partnerships with experienced institutions that could
provide crucial technical assistance and could support the Government, with IFAD
co-financing or financing.

Proposed Follow-up: Agreed: In line with Government development strategy and
Debt sustainability Strategy, IFAD and the Government will balance soft and hard
investments in IFAD funded projects. Investments in hard elements and market
infrastructure will be coupled with soft investments in building partnerships with
private sector, service providers and technical assistance to improve the capacity of
the small holder farmers for better linkage with market and sustain post-project
investments.

The portfolio will improve its targeting strategy by working with all groups of
farmers from the poverty scale (below and above national poverty line) and
adapt activities to small and medium farmers in that scope with the central
focus on sustainability of livelihoods.

On hard investments, IFAD and the Government will work towards IFAD
operations investing more in rural infrastructure including in the field of
irrigation, market infrastructure which includes road to market, village
markets and production linked market facility, rural energy and microfinance.

On soft investments, in addition to the soft components of the ongoing
portfolio, as part of the partnership strategy of each project through service
providers, partners will be identified to provide support during project
implementation towards strengthening the human capital aspects. Technical
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assistance will also be sought from the academe, research institutions, as
well as experienced partners to promote innovation in existing projects SRET,
ASPIRE, AIMS, TSSD as demonstrated by PADEE. The key focus will be
coupling skills development with provisions for enabling the application of the
acquired skills to improve and sustain livelihoods.

Responsible partners: MEF and all projects/programme
Timeline: 2018 onward

Recommendation 3: Pursue more strategic planning and use of grants and
investment financing to deepen partnerships with farmer
organizations/associations. Support to and partnerships with farmer
associations/organizations and indigenous peoples’ organizations should be
continued and strengthened. So far, the corporate initiatives and regional grants
have facilitated linkages between these institutions at national level and the
country programme. There is a need for more strategic planning and use of IFAD
financing, both grants and within the framework of investment projects, to work
with these organizations of different types and at different levels. Enhancing
partnerships and strengthening their capacity can contribute to: (i) empowerment
of these organizations and their members; (ii) better country programming and
project design reflecting the priorities of the target group; (iii) relevant inputs to
supervision and implementation support; and (iv) influence on policy engagement
through partner organizations that represent their members and IFAD’s target

group.

Proposed Follow-up: Agreed.Each project under the portfolio will further engage
and deepened partnership with existing Farmer Organizations (FOs),
Cooperatives/Advance Smallholder Groups and their national federations
representing smallholders, Indigenous Peoples’ Organizations (IPOs) and their
network and youth/women organisations. For the current portfolio:

ASPIRE / SRET: (i) will further bring FO. Cooperatives/Advance Smallholder
Groups and IPO representatives to engage with all policy discussion forum;
(ii) will further help them to fully engage with Extension Hub; (iii) will engage
farmers (for farmer-to-farmer (F2F) training), as well as FOs and IPOs and
Cooperatives/Advance Smallholders Group to implement GESS (Grant for
Extension Service for Smallholders) under Instrument #3 (Support to
Agricultural Cooperatives and other farmers’ organisations/federations
representing smallholders).

TSSD AF: will further strengthen the LIG national association and connect
them to the existing Farmer Organization Network.

AIMS: is partnering with National Farmers’ Organization Federations Forum
(NF3) and others and will extend their scope of work help their members to
engage better with the market.

Support of regional grant MTCP2 in support to smallholder farmer organisations co-
financed by IFAD, Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC) and
European Union (EU) will be continued and where possible, beneficiary targets
modified to address the RGC strategic thrust for commercialization and
sustainability of livelihoods aspects. With regard to the new project, and building
on the progress of AIMS, IFAD and the Government will explore the possibility to
engage with agro-industry and agribusinesses as a way to involve farmers
organisations in value chain development and organisation. Learning from the
strengthened partnerships with smallholder farmers organizations will be
embedded into future designs of projects and the country programme.
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13.

Responsible partners: all projects/programmes, line agencies (MEF; MAFF, MOWA;
MOC etc.) and IFAD

Timeline: 2018 onward

Recommendation 4: Explore options for supporting regulatory services in
agriculture in future pipeline development. It is likely that the various value
chain platforms to be established under AIMS will point to a lack of regulatory
services - such as phytosanitary and veterinary control, standard and quality
control, certification, and food safety issues - as a constraint, and some ad hoc
regulatory services may be financed. Given the low starting point, a more systemic
and programmatic approach will be required, which in turn assumes mobilizing
financing from various sources.

Proposed Follow-up: IFAD and the Government agree with the recommendation
to strengthen regulatory services, especially in what concerns the implementation
of the existing regulatory framework as compared to the creation of new
regulations.

Under the framework on technical working groups (coordinated by
Government and DPs), Sub-Working Groups will include members from all
IFAD supported project to develop and implement an action plan to support
phytosanitary and veterinary control, standard and quality control,
certification, and food safety as well as nutrition. The activities will be co-
funded by all projects in partnership with other development partners.

ASPIRE will continue developing extension services and more specialised
advisory support like phytosanitary, and veterinary services with the Ministry
of Agriculture.

AIMS will strengthen food safety and standards with the Ministry of
Commerce.

Responsible partners: all projects/programmes, line agencies (MEF; MAFF, MOWA;
MOC etc.) and IFAD

Timeline: 2018 onward. Action plan to be developed under the Technical Working
Groups.

Recommendation 5: IFAD to work with the Government to strategize and
facilitate mobilization of other partners to invest in smallholder
agriculture. In addition to potential support to regulatory services
(Recommendation 4), ASPIRE and AIMS could serve as a platform to bring in other
partners for two important areas: agricultural extension; and pro-poor agricultural
value chain development. IFAD’s financing and role should help leverage other
partners and resources.

Proposed Follow-up: IFAD and the Government agree with the recommendation
to increase rural development partnerships in the country.

All IFAD funded projects will mobilize more private sector investment in
support of commercialization of small holder agriculture through the VC
Innovation Fund (AIMS), PPP instrument (ASPIRE), and Market Infrastructure
(TSSD). The projects will support the creation of an enabling environment for
the engagement of the private sector.

ASPIRE and AIMS will mobilize more development partners (DPs) to support
Extension Services, Programme Budgeting and Markets.

More partnerships MoUs at the corporate and project level with DPs will be
materialized by ongoing IFAD funded projects. At the country programme
level, after USAID signed a MOU with IFAD in 2017, European Union, Agence
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Francaise de Développement, World Bank and others will be approached to
that effect.

All IFAD funded projects will ensure improved coordination including through
thematic working groups.

IFAD will increase its participation in national think tanks and thematic
working groups to ensure greater visibility for smallholder agriculture in the
country with the aim at strengthening partnerships and mobilizing greater
financing.

Responsible partners: all projects/programmes, line agencies (MEF; MAFF, MOWA;
MOC etc.) and IFAD

Timeline: 2018 onward

Signed by:

L

H.E. Yongsey Vissoth
Secretary of State
Ministry of Economy and Finance
Royal Government of Cambodia

Date: 5§ MAR 2010

84 o

Mr. Perin Saint Ange
Associate Vice-President, Programme Management Department
International Fund for Agricultural Development

Date: 05 MAR 2018
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Map of IFAD-supported operations since 1996 in the
Kingdom of Cambodia
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IFAD-supported investment projects after 2000 covered
in the CSPE portfolio assessment
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Map of Cambodia: poverty incidence
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Population density map of Cambodia
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Cambodia timeline since 1991: country events and IFAD
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Kingdom of Cambodia
Country strategy and programme evaluation

I. Background
A. Introduction

1. In line with the International Fund for Agriculture Development (IFAD) Evaluation
Policy4 and as approved by the 119" session of the IFAD Executive Board in
December 2016, the Independent Office of Evaluation (IOE) undertook the first
country strategy and programme evaluation (CSPE) in the Kingdom of Cambodia.

2. The Kingdom of Cambodia became a member of IFAD in 1992, soon after the Peace

Agreement in 1991 which followed almost two decades of suffering from wars and
social upheaval (see also the timeline presented in page ix). Since 1996, as of
November 2017, IFAD has supported nine investment projects for a total project
cost of US$353.9 million with financing of US$179.5 million. The total number of
beneficiaries estimated at design stage in these nine projects is about 5.69 million
people (1.28 million households.>

Table 1
A snapshot of IFAD operations since 1996 (as of November 2017)

Investment projects approved 9 (first loan approved in 1996)

Total amount of IFAD investment financing US$179.5 million (including US$35 million DSF grants and US$15
million ASAP)

Count_e!’pe'lrt funding (Government and US$75.7 million

beneficiaries)

Co-financing amount (main co-financiers) US$98.7 million (ADB, World Bank, Germany, Finland, UNDP, FAO)

Total Portfolio cost US$ 353.9 million

Number and IFAD financing amount of
ongoing projects

Focus of operations 1% COSOP (1998-2007): Agriculture and rural development within

Seila programme

2" COSOP (2008-2012): Agriculture and rural development within

Decentralization and Deconcentration framework

3" COSOP (2013-2018): Access to markets, resilience to climate

change and shocks, strengthened rural service delivery

Main common thread: agricultural training and extension services,

support for decentralization and rural service delivery, rural financial

services, rural infrastructure

4 (with US$128.7 million)

Country strategies 1998; 2008-2012; 2013-2018
IFAD country presence Since 2008. Currently one country programme officer. Host country
agreement signed in 2015. Service level agreement with UNOPS.

Country programme managers Benoit Thierry (May 2014-); Khalid El-Harizi (April 2011-); Yougiong
Wang (1997-2011)

Lead agencies and key implementing partner Ministry of Economy and Finance; Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry
agencies and Fisheries; Ministry of Interior - National Committee for Sub-

National Democratic Development Secretariat; Ministry of
Commerce; Ministry of Rural Development; Ministry of Women'’s
Affairs

ASAP: Adaptation for Smallholder Agriculture Programme
COSOP: Country strategic opportunities paper (1998) /programme (2008 and 2013)
DSF: Debt sustainability framework

B. Objectives, methodology and processes

CSPE objectives. The main objectives of the CSPE are to: (i) assess the results
and performance of the IFAD-financed strategy and programme in the Kingdom of

w

*IFAD (2011) Evaluation Policy.
® Based on the IFAD database (Oracle Business Intelligence).
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Cambodia; and (ii) generate findings and recommendations for the future
partnership between IFAD and the Royal Government of Cambodia (RGC) for
enhanced development effectiveness and rural poverty eradication. The findings,
lessons and recommendations from this CSPE will inform the preparation of the
new IFAD’s country strategy.

4. The broad evaluation questions for the CSPE are as follows: (i) to what extent has
the country strategy and programme achieved intended results and impact, what
are the explaining factors for performance, satisfactory or not satisfactory?; (ii) to
what extent have the strategies, approaches and interventions deployed been
appropriate to pursue rural poverty reduction and to achieve the desired results?;
and (iii) what lessons and issues are identified for future direction for the IFAD
country strategy and programme for the Kingdom of Cambodia?

5. CSPE scope. The CSPE reviews the evolution of the strategy, results and
performance of the partnership between IFAD and the Royal Government of
Cambodia since the Fund started operations in 1997; however, the performance
assessment, particularly with respect to the investment portfolio, is focused on the
last decade (between 2007 and 2016). The CSPE covers investment financing, non-
lending activities (knowledge management, partnership-building and policy
dialogue, including grants), as well as country programme strategy and
management. The CSPE is informed by an analysis of wider issues related to IFAD-
government partnership, such as IFAD’s strategic positioning in the country vis-a-
vis evolving country context, government priorities and the work of other
development partners.

Table 2
Evaluability of projects covered by the 2016 CSPE

Financing Board Entryinto  Completi Status/ Evaluation
Project name terms?® approval force on Disburs.% " criteria °

Community-Based Rural o
Development Project in Kampong HC 07/12/2000 29/03/2001 31/12/2009  (closed) All criteria
Thom and Kampot (CBRDP)

Rural Poverty Reduction o
Programme in Prey Vengand ~ HC 18/12/2003 14/04/2004 30/06/2011  (closed) All criteria
Svay Rieng (RPRP)

Rural Livelihoods Improvement

Project in Kratie, Preah Vihear ?izﬁgi’:f 18/04/2007 31/08/2007 30/09/2014  (closed) Al criteria

and Ratanakiri (RULIP)

Tonle Sap Poverty Reduction DSE grant o

and Smallholder Development Hc%oan 17/12/2009 15/02/2010 31/08/2017 100 All criteria

Project (TSSD)

Project for Agricultural

Development and Economic DSF glrant 03/04/2012 08/06/2012 30/06/2018 92° All criteria

Empowerment (PADEE) +HC loan

23rlirﬁagtj/:tliloiiwgicglii):?c%rzr:trin ° HC | 16/12/2014 05/03/2015 31/03/2022 wofoan) — Relevance,
: oan o

Extension (ASPIRE) 33 (asap)  efficiency

Accelerating Inclusive Markets 0 141012016 28/02/2017 31/03/2023 O Relevance

for Smallholders (AIMS)

#Financing terms: (i) HC — highly concessional; (i) DSF — debt sustainability framework.

P As of August 2017. Additional financing combined if not indicated.

¢ See Chapter 3 of the Evaluation Manual (second edition, IFAD 2015) for more information on the definition of the
evaluation criteria.

4Not including a Global Environmental Facility (GEF) grant (SDR 4.6 million) approved in 2016 for a project integrated
under PADEE, "Building Adaptive Capacity through the Scaling-up of Renewable Energy Technologies in Rural
Cambodia (S-RET)

6. The investment portfolio included for performance assessment and rating (section
I11) includes seven projects (table 2), with the oldest loan approved in 2000. These
projects can be grouped into four as follows: (i) three completed projects that have
been subjected to project specific evaluation by IOE (CBRDP, RPRP and RULIP);

(ii) two projects at an advanced stage of implementation (TSSD and PADEE);

18



Appendix 11 EC 2018/100/W.P.2/Rev.1

10.

(iii) ASPIRE at an initial stage of implementation; and (iv) AIMS approved in
December 2016 with start-up/early implementation phase.

While the oldest two projects (Agriculture Productivity Improvement Project [APIP]
and Agricultural Development Support to Seila [ADESS]) do not form part of the
"portfolio performance assessment” (i.e. they are not rated for standard evaluation
criteria), the design, implementation experience and lessons under these two
projects have been reviewed to better understand the evolution and the current
state of the IFAD country strategy and programme.

Annex V contains a list of grants which covered Cambodia under implementation
after 2010. In Cambodia, there have been no stand-alone country-specific grants
(i.e. not forming an integral part of the investment projects), apart from a small
grant under the NGO/extended cooperation programme in mid-1990s. As part of
the CSPE, about ten (out of 36) regional/global grants that covered Cambodia were
sampled and reviewed, in particular to inform the assessment of non-lending
activities (section 1V), while the performance of grants is not rated separately.
These grants were selected in consultation with the IFAD’s Asia and the Pacific
Division (APR) with a view to: (i) covering different types of grants (e.g. recipients,
key themes/areas); and (ii) looking into indications of linkages with the investment
portfolio.

Methodology. The CSPE followed the IFAD Evaluation Policy® and the IFAD I0E
Evaluation Manual (second edition 2015).’ The approach paper for this CSPE,
including the evaluation framework and key issues for focus, served as a further
and specific guidance for the exercise.

Three key dimensions of the country strategy and programme are assessed in the
CSPE?®: (i) investment portfolio performance, based on the standard IOE evaluation
criteria for each project (such as relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, rural poverty
impact, sustainability of benefits); (ii) knowledge management, partnership
building and country-level policy engagement (each area rated); and

(iii) performance of IFAD and the Government (both at project level and at the
level of overall country programme management and related process). Building on
the analysis on these three dimensions, the CSPE assesses the relevance and
effectiveness at the country strategy level.

Figure 1
Schematic overview of CSPE building blocks

® http://www.ifad.org/pub/policy/oe.pdf

! http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/process_methodology/doc/manual.pdf

& For more information, refer to the Evaluation Manual (second edition, IFAD 2015), in particular, Chapters 3 and 6.
http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/process_methodology/doc/manual.pdf
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The performance in each of these areas is rated on a scale of 1 (lowest) to 6
(highest)®, which then informs an overall achievement rating for the IFAD-
Government partnership.

In general terms, the principles of theory-based evaluation are applied in an
attempt to evaluate plausible causal relationships between different components
and activities within and across each investment project, as well as different
elements of the country strategy and programme. Given the time and resource
constraints, no large-scale quantitative survey was conducted for the CSPE. The
evaluation has been based on a combination of a desk review of existing data and
documentation (including available demographic, socio-economic and welfare
statistical data), interviews and focus group discussions with stakeholders,
beneficiaries, other key informants and resource persons, and direct observations
in the field.

Triangulating the evidences collected from different sources, the evaluation gauges
the veracity of reported results and impact, for example, by assessing to what
extent intended results chains under the projects are corroborated by available
evidence, or examining broader contextual issues and potential alternative factors
for results and impact reported and reassessing the plausibility of results chains
and key assumptions.

To guide the CSPE, an evaluation framework was developed as part of the CSPE
approach paper. The evaluation questions, mostly derived from the IFAD IOE
Evaluation Manual but some also adapted or added, guided data collection. In the
context of IFAD’s strategy and programme in Cambodia, as indicated in the CSPE
approach paper, the following issues were given particular attention: (i) group
development and producers organizations; (ii) access to finance and group
revolving fund; (iii) agricultural advisory services for improved agricultural
production; (iv) nutrition; (v) enhancing local institutions’ capacity in service
delivery; (vi) project management set-up; and (vii) partnerships.

Sources of evidence. The evidence for this CSPE was derived from multiple
sources: (i) investment project-related documentation and records (e.g. project
design review records, project design documents, supervision mission reports, mid-
term reviews (MTRS), project completion reports (PCRs), M&E data, baseline
survey and impact assessment reports where available, project status reports,
project-specific knowledge products); (ii) documentation on selected grant projects
(e.g. design reports, supervision reports, grant completion reports); (iii) country
programme related documents (e.g. COSOPs, COSOP MTR, annual country
programme review workshop reports, client survey, knowledge products);

(iv) relevant IOE reports (in particular, CBRDP, RPRP and RULIP project evaluations,
but also other evaluations); (v) country background documentation and research
studies on relevant issues; (vi) Government data and statistics; (vii) self-
assessments conducted for the CSPE (by the Government and IFAD); and (viii)
findings and observations obtained during field visits, stakeholder meetings and
interviews. The data from various sources have been triangulated to inform the
CSPE assessment.

In Cambodia, there is a wealth of studies and secondary data on socio-economic
and poverty situations, also up to the commune and also village level.'® These were
collected, reviewed and analysed to better contextualize and cross-check available
baseline and impact data from the projects.

Data collection in the field (project sites) was undertaken in three stages which
were all interlinked. First, field visits were conducted in the context of the RULIP
project performance evaluation (PPE) in three provinces. Second, prior to the CSPE

® The standard rating scale adopted by IOE is: 1 = highly unsatisfactory; 2 = unsatisfactory; 3 = moderately
unsatisfactory; 4 = moderately satisfactory; 5 = satisfactory; 6 = highly satisfactory.
% Including the ID Poor site (http://www.idpoor.gov.kh/en/home/1/1).
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main mission, data collection was conducted by a national consultant through
interviews and focus group discussions in connection with two closed and evaluated
projects (CBRDP and RPRP) with a focus on the sustainability issue. Thirdly, the
CSPE main mission undertook field visits with a focus on ongoing PADEE and TSSD.
The sites for field visits were selected based on consultations with project
stakeholders and also based on a number of considerations such as coverage of
diversities and different contexts balancing with time constraints and overlap of
interventions under different projects.

Evaluation process. The CSPE was conducted in several phases. I0E fielded a
CSPE preparatory mission from 23 January to 3 February 2017. This was organized
to overlap with the IFAD country portfolio review workshop held in Sihanoukville
from 24 to 26 January 2017, where the IOE mission was provided a slot to provide
a briefing on the CSPE. Between the preparatory mission and the main mission in
May, the following activities were undertaken: (i) a desk-based review of available
documentation; (ii) preparation of the draft approach paper and its finalization
based on the comments by IFAD; (iii) self-assessment of project performance (by
project staff/government) and non-lending activities (by IFAD and the
government); (vi) data collection in the field in connection with the closed projects
(CBRDP and RPRP); (v) collection of additional documentation and information,
project monitoring and evaluation (M&E) data, and survey data/reports; and (vi)
consultations with project staff on field visits scheduling.

The main CSPE mission was fielded in Cambodia from 1 to 23 May 2017.** It
started off with a kick-off meeting in Phnom Penh on 2 May 2017 convened by the
Ministry of Economy and Finance (MEF) with participation from relevant agencies.
Between 3-9 May and 12-17 May 2017, the CSPE team conducted field visits (split
in two groups) in 10 provinces.'? In each province, the team interacted with key
stakeholders (including staff of the Provincial Department of Agriculture, Forestry
and Fisheries [PDAFF], Provincial Department of Women’s Affairs [PDoWA], sub-
national administrations, commune councillors, service providers and rural
community members) and visited project activities. In Phnom Penh, the team had
meetings with government officials, project staff and implementing partners, IFAD
staff, consultants who have been involved in the IFAD country programme,
development partners, farmers’ organizations, microfinance institutions, etc. The
CSPE mission also had the opportunity to interact with the ASPIRE implementation
support mission fielded by IFAD from 16 May 2017. Annex VI presents a list of key
people met.

The team presented emerging findings at a wrap-up meeting on 22 May 2017
chaired by MEF Under Secretary of State and attended by representatives of
relevant agencies and IFAD staff.

Following the main mission, the team continued with a further documents review
and analysis of primary and secondary data obtained, including data from the field
visits, project M&E data as well as official statistical data. The resulting draft report
was then peer reviewed within IOE. It was thereafter shared with IFAD’s Asia and
the Pacific Division and the Royal Government of Cambodia. The comments by
IFAD and the Government have been taken into account in the final report.

" The CSPE team also conducted focused interviews with key government agencies to provide inputs to the ongoing
corporate level evaluation (CLE) on IFAD's financial architecture undertaken by IOE. The approach paper for the CLE
can be found at: https://webapps.ifad.org/members/ec/96/docs/EC-2017-96-W-P-3-Rev-1.pdf

12 Between 3 and 9 May, the field visits covered Pursat, Banteay Meanchey, Siem Reap, Kampong Cham, Kampong
Thom, and Preah Vihear provinces. This leg was mainly to cover the Tonle Sap Poverty Reduction and Smallholder
Development Project (TSSD) and the Agricultural Services Programme for Innovation, Resilience and Extension
(ASPIRE). Between 12 and 17 May 2017, the team visited to project sites of the ongoing Project for Agricultural
Development and Economic Empowerment (PADEE) in Takeo, Kampot, Kandal, and Prey Veng provinces. In some
places, the field visits and discussion also covered the projects which closed several years ago, namely, the
Community-Based Rural Development Project in Kampong Thom and Kampot (CBRDP) and the Rural Poverty
Reduction Project in Prey Veng and Svay Rieng (PRRP).
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Limitations. The major limitation was related to the availability and the quality of
data on outcomes and impacts, also due to inadequate M&E frameworks and
inadequate definition of indicators. Where participatory impact assessments or
periodical surveys in attempt to assess impact were conducted, not always were
the data found to be reliable - with inconsistencies, uncertainty on the
comparability of data collected at different times of the project period (baseline,
mid-term and end-line), as well as the comparability between the treatment group
and the control group.

The CSPE has drawn data and information from different sources to the extent
possible (other available data, interviews and discussions and direct observations)
to be triangulated with the survey findings to make an informed assessment. When
available and accessible, the CSPE also revisited and reviewed the project database
and original raw data sets from surveys. Furthermore, abundance of general data,
statistical data, research and study reports by other institutions and the
Government has helped contextualizing the project-specific data and information
and the CSPE analysis.

Key points

This is the first CSPE in the Kingdom of Cambodia. IFAD has so far supported nine
investment projects for a total project cost of US$353.9 million with financing of
US$179.5 million, including US$50 million in grant.

The main purpose of this CSPE is to assess the results and performance of the IFAD-
financed strategy and programme, and generate findings and recommendations for
the future partnership between IFAD and the Royal Government of Cambodia.

The CSPE reviews the evolution of the strategy, results and performance of the
partnership between IFAD and the Royal Government of Cambodia since the Fund
started operations in 1996; however, the performance assessment, particularly with
respect to the investment portfolio, is focused on the last decade (between 2007 and
2016). While the oldest two projects are not rated for standard evaluation criteria,
their design, implementation experience and lessons have been reviewed to better
understand the evolution and the current state of the IFAD country strategy and
programme.

The CSPE assesses the results and performance of the investment portfolio and non-
lending activities, the performance of IFAD and the Government.

The evaluation was faced with the challenge of inadequate and inconsistent data,
especially about outcomes and impacts. The CSPE team drew data from multiple
sources, including revisiting project database and original raw data sets where
possible, and triangulate them to inform the assessment.

22



Appendix 11 EC 2018/100/W.P.2/Rev.1

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

Country context and IFAD’s strategy and operations
for the CSPE period

Country context
Geography, population, economy and political system

Geography. Cambodia, with a total area of 181,035 km?2, shares borders with
Thailand, Lao People’s Democratic Republic (Lao PDR) and Viet Nam. Together with
these countries and China and Myanmar, Cambodia shares the Mekong river basin.
Water surfaces, including Lake Tonle Sap, occupy approximately 2.2 per cent of the
total area of the country. About 33 per cent of the country’s total land area is
agricultural lands and 54 per cent forest.®* Cambodia is reported to have one of the
world’s highest rates of deforestation.

Cambodia has a tropical monsoon climate with two seasons: the dry season from
November to April and the wet season from May to October. Average annual rainfall
is an estimated 1,400 mm, but varies widely from year-to-year and regionally.
Cambodia is vulnerable to natural disasters, in particular floods (annual river
flooding during the monsoon season), droughts, windstorms, and seawater
intrusion and was ranked 15" on a list of countries most exposed to natural
disasters worldwide for the past 45 years.*

Population. The population of Cambodia was reported as 15.76 million in 2016,
with 79 per cent living in rural areas and 11 per cent in the capital. The population
density varies significantly in different provinces, ranging from less than 20 in
plateau/mountain areas to more than 200 or 300 in the plain region (see
population density map in page viii and annex XIl). The average annual population
growth rate was stable at 1.6 per cent in the period of 2005-2016, a remarkable
decline from 3 per cent in 1996 and 2.2 per cent in 2000.*®> Khmer people make up
about 90 per cent of the Cambodia’s population. Ethnic minorities are grouped into
indigenous and non-indigenous (mostly Chinese, Viethamese and Cham).
Indigenous peoples (of about 24 groups) are estimated to number about 200,000,
1.2 per cent of the country’s population. Indigenous populations, also known as the
Khmer Leou (“upper Khmer”), mainly live in sparsely populated areas of the north
and northeast as well as the mountainous massifs in Koh Kong, Pursat, Kampong
Speu and Sihanoukville.*®

Economy. In the past two decades, Cambodia has made significant progress in
reconstruction and development. The country has recorded strong economic
growth with its gross domestic product (GDP) growing at an average of 7.6 per
cent per year between 1994 and 2016.'" During 2009, real GDP growth was almost
nil as a result of the global financial crisis, but recovered to 6 per cent in 2010. The
gross national income (GNI) per capita grew from US$300 in 1995 to US$1,140 in
2016,'8 putting Cambodia as a lower middle income country. Factors contributing to
this economic growth, among the fastest in Southeast Asia in terms of GDP,
include: restoration of peace and security; large public and private capital inflows;
fairly stable macroeconomic conditions; and dynamic regional markets.

Since around 2000, the services sector has been the biggest contributor to GDP,
accounting for 41.6 per cent in 2016. The agricultural sector’s contribution to GDP
gradually declined from 46.6 per cent in 1993 to 31.5 per cent in 2006 and 26.7
per cent in 2016. The ratio of industry increased from 23.2 per cent in 2011 to

2 World Bank Databank.

4 United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific. 2015. Overview of Natural Disasters and
their Impacts in Asia and the Pacific, 1970-2014.

5 World Bank Databank

16 Asian Development Bank (ADB), Indigenous Peoples / Ethnic Minorities and Poverty Reduction, Cambodia, 2002.
7 World Bank Databank.

'8 Atlas method, current US$, World Bank Databank.
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31.7 per cent in 2016.*° Growth is mainly driven by the garment, construction and
tourism sectors. Cambodia’s export sector has played a vital role in the country’s
emergence. In 2015, garment exports accounted for 73.7 per cent of total
exports.?°
Figure 2
Cambodia GDP growth and composition (1993-2016, billion US$)
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Source: World Bank Databank

The US dollar is used extensively in payments and deposits in Cambodia. A high
degree of dollarization constrains the effectiveness of monetary policy in cushioning
shocks, leaving fiscal policy as the main tool for safeguarding macroeconomic
stability.

Labor market. Labor force participation in Cambodia is high and unemployment
low. Between 2000 and 2010, the percentage of the working-age population
increased by from 58 to 68 per cent and it is estimated to reach 72 per cent by
2020.?* The unemployment rate decreased from 2.5 per cent of total labor force in
2000 to 0.3 per cent in 2016.%? Nonetheless, the share of self-employed and
unpaid family workers (at 59.4 per cent in 2013) remains high and most of the
working population is in the informal economy or engaged in vulnerable forms of
employment. High employment-to-population ratios®® (74.5 per cent in 2013)
indicate the low enrollment rate in secondary education.

The proportion of people working in agriculture has shown a declining trend, falling
below 60 per cent by 2009 and below 50 per cent by 2013. By 2013, industry
accounted for 20 per cent of employment and services for 32 per cent.?* Sectoral
movements of labor have not led to greater employment in higher-skill
occupations: indeed, there have been falls in the proportion of people working in
higher-skill jobs.

Internal and external migration further influenced the labor market. Though data
are limited, the stock of Cambodian emigrants was about 1.12 million people or 7.3
per cent of the population in 2013, with about 750,000 Cambodian migrant
workers in Thailand. The inward flow of remittances has been constantly increasing
over the last decade, estimated to be around US$304 million in 2014, increasing
from US$121 million in 2000.?° The volume of internal migration is even larger,
with more than two million Cambodians living away from their original homes,
following a net rural-to-urban pattern. Both internal and external migration appears
to be clustered in low-skill segments of the labour market.

Lack of skilled human capital presents a challenge. The Global Human Capital
Report 2017 ranked Cambodia at 92" out of 130 countries, the lowest in Southeast

9 World Bank Databank.

2 Ministry of Economy and Finance 2016. Cambodia Macroeconomic Monitor — Mid-year Assessment 2016.

2 ADB, International Labour Organization (ILO), Cambodia Addressing the skills gap, employment diagnostic study,
2015.

2 World Bank Databank.

% The employment-to-population ratio is the proportion of employed people in the working-age population.

2 ADB, ILO, Cambodia Addressing the skills gap, employment diagnostic study, 2015.

% ADB, ILO, Cambodia Addressing the skills gap, employment diagnostic study, 2015.

24



Appendix 11 EC 2018/100/W.P.2/Rev.1

34.

35.

36.

37.

Asia after Myanmar (89" and Lao PDR (84").2° Cambodia has the lowest literacy
rates among ASEAN countries (78.3 per cent in 2015%"), and the average
educational attainment of the labor force is currently at primary education level or
even lower.?® While Cambodia’s public expenditure on education as a percentage of
GDP has risen in recent years, it still compares unfavorably — at 2 per cent of GDP
in 2013 - with that of emerging ASEAN economies such as Lao PDR, Thailand and
Viet Nam (3.4, 4.1 and 5.6 per cent of GDP in 2013, respectively).

Political system and administration. The present state of the Kingdom of
Cambodia came into existence in 1993 after almost two decades of suffering from
wars and social upheaval. A military coup in 1970 launched Cambodia into civil war.
The Communist Party of Kampuchea, known as the “Khmer Rouge”, renaming the
country as Democratic Kampuchea, was in power from 1975 to 1979 reportedly
costing the lives of up to two million people. During this period, millions of mines
were laid, causing thousands of deaths and disabilities since the 1980s. The Khmer
Rouge government was overthrown in 1979 by invading Viethamese troops, but
conflicts and instability continued during the 1980s in the newly named People’s
Republic of Kampuchea (1979-1989) backed by Viet Nam. The signing of the Paris
Peace Agreement in October 1991 set the country into a process of reconstruction
and elections were held in May 1993, followed by adoption of democracy and
market economy.

Administratively, the country has 24 provinces and the special administrative unit
of Phnom Penh as capital city. Each province is divided into districts (srok), and
each district into communes (khum). Each municipality, which surrounds each
provincial capital, is divided into sections (khan), each section into quarters
(sangkat).?® Over the last 20 years, Cambodia has embarked on several major
initiatives for decentralization reform. Provinces, municipalities, districts and khan
are administered by councils as boards of governors at each territorial level, and
national ministries have their “general departments”, and "departments" at the
national level and provincial level departments (for example, Provincial Department
of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, PDAFF), under which, their staff are also
placed at district level. Each commune/sangkat has a commune/sangkat council
elected every five year in a party proportional system. The first commune council
elections were held in 2002.

Cambodia ranked 112 out of 113 countries surveyed globally and the worst in the
East Asia and Pacific region for the perceived rule of law.3® Similarly, in 2016 the
Corruption Perception Index (CP1)*' placed Cambodia at 156" out of 176 countries,
the lowest-ranked among Southeast East Asian countries on the list.*?

Agriculture

Growth trend. The annual growth rate for agriculture value added®® between 2006
and 2009 averaged 5.4 per cent. This growth, among the highest in the world, was
largely driven by crop production, mainly of paddy rice,3* and also supported by

% The Global Human Capital Repot 2017 prepared for the World Economic Forum. “Human capital” is explained as "the
knowledge and skills people possess that enable them to create value in the global economic system".

" World Bank Databank. Except for Cambodia and Lao PDR, adult literacy exceeds 90 per cent in other ASEAN
countries.

% UNDP, Human Capital Dynamics and Industrial Transition in Cambodia, 2014.

® The capital city (Phnom Penh) is divided into khans, which are then subdivided into sangkats. Provinces are divided
into municipalities and districts. While municipalities are subdivided into sangkats, districts are subdivided into
communes and sangkats.

% The World Justice Project: Rule of Law Index Report 2016. The Rule of Law Index relies on over 100,000 household
and expert surveys to measure how the rule of law is experienced in everyday life around the world. Performance is
assessed through 44 indicators organized around 8 themes: constraints on government powers, absence of corruption,
open government, fundamental rights, order and security, regulatory enforcement, civil justice, and criminal justice.

% The Corruption Perceptions Index aggregates data from a number of different sources that provide perceptions of
business people and country experts of the level of corruption in the public sector.

% Transparency International, Corruption Perception Index 2016.

% Based on constant local currency

% World Bank, Cambodia Economic Update, Adapting to Stay Competitive, 2015.
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foreign investments, public expenditures in infrastructure, credit and global and
regional markets boosted by the food price spike after 2008. The production of
main crops experienced a dramatic increase over the past decade, due to both
yield increase and expansion of cultivated areas (table 3). However, starting from
2010 the annual percentage growth rate for agriculture value added decreased
from 4 to 0.2 per cent in 2015 "due largely to stagnant yield as the country
confronted less favourable conditions and constraints on expansion of cultivated
areas."®® The sector’s share of GDP decreased from 36.7 per cent in 2011 to 26.7
per cent in 2016.

Table 3
National data on rice, cassava and vegetables: production, area and yields (2002 and 2012)
2002 2012 Annual average growth rate,
2002—2012 (%)
Production  Cultivated Yield Production Cultivated Yield Production  Area Yield
(ton) Area (ha) (ton/ha) (ton) Area (ha) (ton/ha) (ton) (ha) (ton/ha)
Rice 3,822,509 1,994,645 1.916 9,290,940 2,980,297 3,117 9.3% 4.1% 5.0%
Cassava 122,014 19,563 6.237 7,613,697 337,800 22,539 51.2% 33.0% 13.7%
Vegetables 163,175 34,433 4,739 411,435 54,155 7,597 9.7% 4.6% 4.8%

Source: World Bank, May 19 2015: Cambodian Agriculture in Transition: Opportunities and Risks (based on MAFF data)

Access to credit increased for farmers from various financial service providers (such
as commercial banks, microfinance institutions [MFIs], community savings groups
and money lenders) improved significantly. The World Bank study noted that this
increased availability of financial services was one of the main changes in rural
Cambodia, with the proportion of villages having access to credit increasing from
25 per cent to above 90 per cent.®®

Cambodia’s main agricultural commodity is rice, accounting for about 60 per cent
of the agricultural sector’s value addition in GDP.®" In 2010, the government
outlined a plan aimed at becoming a major rice exporting country ("Paper on the
Promotion of Paddy Production and Rice Export"). Rice production increased from
7.6 million metric tons in 2009 to about 9.4 million in 2013. Official rice exports
dramatically increased from 12,610 tons in 2009 to about 378,850 tons in 2013,%
when Cambodia accounted for more than 3 per cent of the total worldwide rice
exports.®® In addition, it has been reported that substantial amount of unmilled rice
gets exported informally.*® Beyond rice, the sector has also seen some
diversification with a rapid growth in the production of maize, cassava, vegetables
and soybeans. Fisheries and livestock (e.g. cattle, poultry) further contribute
significantly to national food security accounting for 7.3 per cent and 4.5 per cent
of GDP in 2010.*

Public agricultural extension system.*? The government budget for and its
workforce in agricultural extension has been extremely limited. According to the
ASPIRE design report (working paper 3), in 2011 on average there was over one
extension worker per district. This situation does not seem to have changed: there
are average 4-5 staff at the level of district agricultural offices and normally only

% World Bank 2016. Cambodia Economic Update.

% World Bank. 2015. Cambodian Agriculture in Transition: Opportunities and Risks.

" Word Bank 2016. Cambodia Economic Update.

% Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, Agricultural Sector Strategic Development Plan 2014-2018.

% FAO, Cambodia Country Fact Sheet on Food and Agriculture Policy Trends, April 2014.

“* The World Bank reported that total rice export in 2014 was conservatively estimated at 2.86 million (metric) tons in
paddy equivalent, of which 2.3 million tons informally exported in the form of paddy rice and 0.37 million ton (or 0.56
million ton paddy equivalent) was formally exported in the form of milled rice.

“L ADB, Country Partnership Strategy: Cambodia, 2011-2013.

“2 Non-public extension service providers include village animal health workers (VAHWSs, which have been supported
by a number of IFAD-financed and other donor-supported projects), private agents in the form of input suppliers and/or
output buyers through some sort of contract farming arrangements or farmer organizations/cooperatives which provide
services to their members.
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one of them is an extensionist. Where donor-funded projects have come in, there
have been many commune extension workers (CEWSs) and village extension
workers (VEWS) as field-level extension agents, but their presence has been almost
entirely dependent on externally funded initiatives.*

The recently adopted extension policy provides that extension staff members at the
provincial level are called agricultural extension specialists with bachelor’s degree
in agriculture and/or an extension diploma. District level tends to have agricultural
extension advisors with a 2-year agricultural diploma and a course in extension
skills. In addition there are subject matter specialists from MAFF, research
institutions and universities to support the system.

Constraints in agriculture. Despite the progress made in recent years there is
still scope for further gains in rice productivity, in crop diversification and improved
livestock production. Constraints faced by Cambodian farmers include lack of
access to quality inputs including improved seeds, lack of access to finance
(particularly for poorer households), lack of functional producers groups and
cooperatives, inefficient production techniques, high post-harvest losses, unreliable
access to water and extreme or irregular climate events.** Poor road infrastructure
is also a constraint. The energy sector is challenged by heavy dependence on
imported fossil fuels, high energy costs and lack of access to electricity, particularly
in rural areas. Electricity tariffs are higher than those in neighbouring countries*®,
reflecting the high cost of petroleum-based generation and the fragmented power
supply system in the country, as well as inefficiencies in power generation and
transmission infrastructure.*® The rural electrification ratio is at 16 per cent,
making Cambodia the country with the lowest access to electricity in rural areas
compared with the other ASEAN countries.*’

Overall, the above-mentioned issues affect Cambodia’s agricultural sector’s
competitiveness in the global and ASEAN markets, as reflected in the vegetables
subsector. In 2014, the limited production capacity, high production costs and high
seasonality of domestic vegetable supply resulted in 56 per cent of the demand
being filled by imports that are mainly from Vietnam through informal channels.*®

Land. Land remains a contested issue in Cambodia. During the Khmer Rouge
regime, all cadastral records were destroyed, private property was abolished and
large parts of the population were forcibly resettled or forced to flee due to the
conflict. During the 1990s largescale refugee repatriation programmes were
implemented. Over the next decades, mainly due to population growth,
spontaneous settlements developed on land that was either formally part of the
state domain, or of which the legal status was unclear. In 2001, a new Land Law
provided the legal basis for the management and administration of land use and
ownership rights. Under the framework of Land Management Policy and Land Law
of 2001, the government reinforced initiatives of land titling and distribution. In
particular, measures were taken to improve the management of economic lands

43 According to the World Bank 2017 Agriculture Public Expenditure Review, in 2015 the MAFF/RGC budget allocated
3.4 billion riel for extension services and farmer organizations whereas all development partners combined provided
52.5 billion riel for extension services through projects.

“** The proportion of irrigated land in Cambodia is significantly lower than neighbouring countries such as Viet Nam and
Lao PDR, although different sources present different figures. For example, the 2015 World Bank report indicated that
the actually irrigated areas in 2011-2012 in Cambodia was 8 per cent of arable land, while equipped full control
irrigation areas in Myanmar, the Philippines and Viet Nam were 19, 35 and 70 per cent of arable land, respectively.
Since 1960, Cambodia’s mean surface temperature has increased by 0.8°C and it is continuing its rise. According to
the International Rice Research Institute (IRRI), rice grain yields decline by 10 per cent for each 1°C increase in
minimum night temperatures during the growing period in the dry season.

> For example, the average electricity prices for industrial consumers range from US¢11.71 to US¢14.63 per kilowatt-
hour which is the highest among the ASEAN economies (e.g. in Viet Nam the range is between 2.30 and 8.32). Source:
Economic Research Institute for ASEAN and East Asia (ERIA), Energy Market Integration in East Asia: Theories,
Electricity Sector and Subsidies, ERIA Research Project Report, 2011

“6 Source: ADB, Cambodia Solar Power Project.

47 ASEAN Energy Market Integration (AEMI) Initiative, Working Paper AEMI and ASEAN Energy Poverty, 2013

48 Nuppun Institute for Economic Research. A Policy Study on Vegetable Subsector in Cambodia, 2015.
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concession, aiming to develop intensive and industrial agriculture and to settle land
disputes between concessionaire companies and land occupants. In addition, since
2003 the poorest have also benefited from the allocation of social land concessions
for farming and residential purposes.*®

According to the 2013 "Rectangular Strategy” for Growth, Employment, Equity and
Efficiency Phase 11l (see also paragraph 59), the RGC had issued more than 3
million land titles to Cambodian people and granted social land concessions to
31,000 families of the poor, soldiers, and veterans. The Government also allocated
land to about 500,000 families under the “Old Policy-New Action” framework.>°

Despite some progress on land registration and titling, poverty and land rights,
remain a serious issue. Land exploitation and speculation, and weak land
governance have led to an increase in the landless population and the number of
land conflicts, which have involved demonstrations, forced evictions or violence.>*

The majority of Cambodian farmers are smallholders with less than two hectares
per household,? but the average land ownership, as the population density, varies
greatly between different areas. In the lowland area, a growing number of
households live with less than 0.5 ha of land, which is not enough to sustain a
family throughout the year.*?

Poverty

Rapid growth processes made Cambodia one of the best performers in poverty
reduction worldwide. The United Nations Development Program (UNDP) Human
Development Indicator ranked Cambodia as the country with the best improvement
in the region from 2000 through 2010 - above countries such as China, Lao PDR,
and Vietnam. Poverty rate fell from 53.2 per cent in 2004 to 20.5 per cent in 2011
(figure 3) and to 13.5 per cent in 2014. Food poverty has also decreased
substantially from 16 per cent in 2004 to 3.8 per cent in 2011.%* Rural poverty
incidence has also fallen from 27.5 per cent in 2009 to 20.8 per cent in 2012.°°
Poverty reduction in rural areas was driven by the substantial increase in rice
prices, increased rice production, better rural wages, and improved income from
non-farm self-employment.®® In fact, the share of agriculture incomes for
households in rural areas has dropped from 34 per cent in 2009 to 22 per cent in
2015, whereas the share of wage and salaries increased significantly from 33 per
cent in 2009 to 48 per cent in 2015.°’ The Gini coefficient increased from 0.326 in
2004 to 0.374 in 2007, but it decreased every subsequent year to 0.282 in 2011.

Cambodia’s Human Development Index (HDI) value for 2014 is 0.555 putting the
country in the medium human development category and positioning it at 143" out
of 188 countries and territories. Between 1990 and 2014, Cambodia’s HDI value
increased on average by about 1.77 per cent yearly, positioning the country among
the 40 countries in the South that have had greater gains in HDI in the period.>®

9 FAO, Cambodia Country Fact Sheet on Food and Agriculture Policy Trends, April 2014.

* This is a massive land registration campaign on untitled former forest land initiated by the Prime Minister in June
2012 under the motto “old policies - new action”.

*! International Land Coalition. National Engagement Strategy: Promoting People Centred Governance in Cambodia
2014-2015).

gz FAO, Cambodia Country Fact Sheet on Food and Agriculture Policy Trends, April 2014.

% Agence Francaise de Développement (AFD). The fragmentation of land tenure systems in Cambodia: peasants and
the formalization of land rights, June 2015.

** World Bank, Where Have All the Poor Gone? Cambodia Poverty Assessment 2013.

*® World Bank Databank.

% World Bank, Where Have All the Poor Gone? Cambodia Poverty Assessment 2013.

57 Cambodia Socio Economic Surveys from 2009 to 2015.

8 UNDP, Human Development Report 2015. Work for human development. Briefing note for countries on the 2015
Human Development Report. Cambodia.
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Figure 3

Poverty headcount ratio at national poverty lines*® and GDP per capita (2004 - 2011)
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Source, World Bank, Where Have All the Poor Gone? Cambodia Poverty Assessment 2013,
and World Bank Databank

50. Cambodia has also made good strides in improving maternal health, early
childhood development, and primary education programs in rural areas. The
maternal mortality ratio per 100,000 live births decreased from 472 in 2005 to 170
in 2014, and the net primary school admission rate increased from 81 per cent in
2001 to 95.3 per cent in 2014.%°

51. Despite these achievements, a large share of the Cambodian population has moved
only very slightly above the poverty line, leaving many highly vulnerable to slipping
back into poverty at the slightest shock (figure 4).°* There are significant
movements in and out of poverty (annex XIIl). Malnutrition rates remain high with
almost 40 per cent of children under 5 chronically malnourished (stunted), over 28
per cent underweight and 10.9 per cent acutely malnourished (wasted).®” The
prevalence of stunting is one of the highest in Southeast Asia after Timor Leste and
Lao People’s Democratic Republic. Low wealth and mother education as well as
rural residence were the main explanatory factors.®® Nearly half of the population
(6.3 million) lack access to safe water,® and some 3.9 million of them live in rural
areas. With inadequate access to safe water and adequate sanitation and hygiene,
children (41 per cent of the population) are especially vulnerable to water-borne
diseases.

% The country’s food poverty line is based on the cost of a basket of basic food items sufficient to provide 2,100 calories
per person per day. The overall poverty line includes a very small nonfood allowance that is derived from the observed
consumption of nonfood items in households whose total consumption is equal to the food poverty line. The average
national poverty line for Cambodia in 2007 was KR2,473 per capita per day, or about US$0.62. In 2013, the Ministry of
Planning (MOP) introduced new poverty lines including: (i) a food poverty line based on 2,200 calories per person per
day; (ii) a nonfood component that is estimated separately for Phnom Penh, other urban, and rural areas; (iii) no
imputed expenditures (such as for housing); and (iv) a token allowance for the cost of safe water. The new method
remains conservative as it calculates the poverty line from the observed expenditure patterns of only the very poorest
families. Please also see: Royal Government of Cambodia, Poverty in Cambodia — A new approach. Redefining the
g)overty line, April 2013.

World Bank 2016.
> ADB, Cambodia Country Poverty Analysis 2014.
2 World Food Programme.
% persistent Inequalities in Child Undernutrition in Cambodia from 2000 until Today. Greffeuille and etc.;
Nutrients. 2016 May; 8(5): 297. Published online 2016 May 16.
* UNICEF, 2014
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Figure 4
Poor and near poor people (million) (2004-2011)

Source: World Bank, Australian AID, 2015. Cambodian Agriculture in Transition: Opportunities and Risks.

Poverty remains mainly in rural areas: 89 percent of poor households lived in rural
areas in 2004 and 91 percent by 2011.°° Main rural development challenges include
ineffective management of land and natural resources, which have eroded the
coping capacity of food-insecure people in recent years, environmental
sustainability, regional disparity between the urban population and the rural poor,
weak public service delivery. Landmines and explosive remnants of war also
continue to pose obstacle especially in the countryside despite progress made in
clearing them during the last two decades.®®

Gender

Available data on gender-related indicators show contrasting picture for different
areas. The Gender Gap Index Report®’ indicates that while the indicator on health
and survival is positive ranking the country as the first (with high scores in terms of
sex ratio at birth and healthy life expectancy), the gender gaps have remained the
same or worsened in many areas over the years also with low ranking for some
indicators such as education attainment (table 4). With overall low employment
rate (paragraphs 30), the country’s rankings on the following indicators are much
better than the other indicators: labour force participation (44™), wage equality for
similar work (20™) and estimated earned incomes (38"™); but the gender gaps are
much wider for skilled, technical or intellectual work (ranked over 100™). Women in
Cambodia remain under-represented in decision-making positions in politics, the
public sector and the judiciary.®® Gender-based violence remains a serious issue.

Table 4

Gender Gap Index data (Inequality: 0.00; Equality: 1.00)
Gender  Gap Overall Economic Educational Health and Political
Index Participation Attainment Survival Empowerment

Rank  Score Rank  Score Rank  Score Rank Score Rank  Score

2006 (115
countries) 89 0629 29 0675 105  0.809 1 0980 94  0.053
2014 (142

countries) 108 0652 77 0654 124  0.883 1 0980 110  0.091
2016 (144

countries) 112 0658 77 0659 128  0.987 1 0980 108  0.098

Source: World Economic Forum, the Global Gender Gap Report 2016.

While under-represented in decision-making in politics and formal spaces, rural
women’s participation in decision-making at household level is reportedly very
high: 98 per cent of married women aged 15-49 in rural areas participate in the
decision, alone or jointly with their husband, on how their owned earned money is

¢ ADB, Cambodia Country Poverty Analysis 2014.

® Source: UNDP.

®” The Global Gender Gap Index examines the gap between men and women in four fundamental categories
(subindexes): Economic Participation and Opportunity, Educational Attainment, Health and Survival and Political
Empowerment.

% Ministry of Women Affairs, Policy brief 8, Leaders, Women in public decision-making and politics, Cambodia gender
assessment, 2014.

30



Appendix 11 EC 2018/100/W.P.2/Rev.1

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

spent, and 94 per cent participate in household decision-making on major
purchases and for daily household needs.®® These data are indeed striking, one of
the highest for both indicators globally, and with hardly any difference from urban
areas unlike many other countries.

An ADB report’® listed the following as the main obstacles to further advancing
women’s economic empowerment in Cambodia: (i) the amount of time required to
fulfil responsibilities in unpaid domestic and care work; (ii) women’s low levels of
literacy, education, and skills; and (iii) a lack of access to resources necessary for
economic empowerment, e.g. in agriculture, business development, and wage
employment.

Government’s development policy framework

After the period of conflict, genocide and devastation, Cambodia has undergone
several national development plans including the Socioeconomic Rehabilitation and
Development Programmes (SRDPs, 1986-1990 and 1991-1995) which were
designed to guide a centrally planned economy. The Socio-Economic
Development Plans Phase | (SEDP 1) 1996-2000 and SEDP phase Il 2001-
2005 were an important step further. Building on the progress in the preceding
years, SEDP | presented for the first time an integrated medium term programme
of national development within the context of a market economy.

The National Strategic Development Plan (NSDP) 2006-2010, NSDP Update 2
2009-2013 and NSDP 3 2014-2018 are five-year national development plan which
coordinates the government strategies/policies and spending towards the
attainment of overall development goals of Cambodia.

In 2002, during the implementation of SEDP Il, National Poverty Reduction
Strategy 2003-2005 and Cambodian Millennium Development Goals based on
the localization of the Millennium Development Goals were developed. In this
sense, Cambodia had three national-level overarching frameworks for the same
period for both promoting economic growth and reducing poverty.

The Rectangular Strategy for Growth, Employment, Equity and Efficiency
was adopted in 2004 as an economic and political platform of the third legislature
of the national assembly and has been periodically updated in 2008 and 2013. The
current Rectangular Strategy (Phase 111 2013-2018) focuses on four key areas:
agriculture, infrastructure, the private sector, and capacity-building and human
resources development, while good governance is placed at its core. The four
strategic objectives of the strategy are: (i) ensuring an average annual economic
growth of 7 per cent; (ii) creating more jobs for people especially the youth
through further improvement in Cambodia’s competitiveness to attract and
encourage domestic and foreign investment; (iii) achieving more than one
percentage point reduction in poverty incidence annually; (iv) further strengthening
institutional capacity and governance, at national and sub-national levels, and
ensuring the effectiveness and efficiency of public services to better serve people.

The current National Strategic Development Plan (NSDP) Update (2014-2018)
is the framework to operationalize the Rectangular Strategy. It identifies the
priorities, indicators and timeframe for the implementation of the Strategy and sets
the responsibility of the line ministries and agencies in order to gain high benefits
from ASEAN economic integration and to become an upper middle income country
in 2030. The Plan aims to transform the agricultural sector from primarily
depending on expanded use of available and traditional agricultural inputs, into one
which primarily depends on the application of techniques, new technologies,
mechanization and irrigation to improve the yield rate, and diversify activities into
high value crops, livestock, and aquaculture.

% United Nations Statistics Division. The World’'s Women 2015: Trends and Statistics.
™ Asian Development Bank. 2015. Promoting Women's Economic Empowerment in Cambodia.
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Agricultural development is currently led by the Agricultural Sector Strategic
Development Plan 2014-2018, a medium-term plan that specifies the policy
goals and objectives, indicates development outcomes, expected outputs and
activities of the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF) for a 5-year
period. The Plan reflects the policy direction stipulated in the Rectangular Strategy
Phase 11l and also aligns with the NSDP. The overall goal of the Plan is to increase
agricultural growth to around 5 per cent per annum through the enhancement of
the agricultural productivity, diversification and commercialization; the promotion
of livestock and aquaculture; sustainable fisheries and forestry resources
management; strengthening the institutional capacity and increasing efficient
supporting services and human resource development.

The 17 goals of Sustainable Development Goals 2016-2030 are a universal set
of goals and targets that UN Member States will use to frame their national
agendas and development policies from 2016 to 2030. They seek to build on the
Millennium Development Goals and complete what they did not achieve. They are
integrated and indivisible and balance the three dimensions of sustainable
development: the economic, social and environmental, with the aspiration for
peaceful and inclusive societies. Cambodia has started its mission since 2016 to
localize the SDGs into Cambodia Sustainable Development Goals with 18 goals,
though the final and formal set of those goals have not yet released.

Official development assistance

After the Paris Peace Accords in October 1991, Cambodia received significant global
support for post-conflict rehabilitation, reconstruction and development. A total of
about US$2.3 billion was pledged by the international community for the 1992-
1995 period. Main assistance was directed at the rehabilitation of roads, the
rehabilitation and upgrading of water and electricity supply, health, education,
refugee resettlement, demining, and agriculture. Technical assistance featured
prominently in all assistance programmes, reflecting the acute shortage of skills in
Cambodia and the country’s limited absorptive capacity for traditional investment
projects.”* Between 1992 and 2006, almost US$7 billion was reportedly disbursed
by development partners to Cambodia.’?

In the period from 2010 to 2014 Cambodia received on average US$781 million
annually in net ODA, ranked as the third largest aid recipients among South East
Asia countries after Viet Nam and Myanmar. Between 2006 and 2015, the biggest
bilateral donors in terms of committed aid were Japan, Korea, the United States,
Australia and France. The main development multilateral agencies were the Asian
Development Bank (ADB, 40 per cent of total multilateral funds committed), the EU
institutions, the United Nations institutions and agencies, the Global Fund and the
World Bank. IFAD was the 14" donor overall, contributing 4 per cent of total
committed multilateral funds.”® Sixty-seven per cent of committed funds within the
period were in the form of grants and 32 per cent loans. The loan share has been
increasing over the period.

Not captured in the above-mentioned data is aid from China. According to the
Royal Government of Cambodia, China provided almost US$400 million annually
over the last four years (2012-2015) and remains the single largest provider of
external development cooperation, disbursing US$348.8 million in 2015
representing 26 per cent of total resources.’*

> ADB, Country Operational Strategy Study for the Kingdom of Cambodia, Developing the Capacity for Reconstruction
and Development, 1995

2 Cambodian Rehabilitation and Development Board (CRDB) Council for the Development of Cambodia (CDC). The

Cambodia Aid Effectiveness Report, 2007

™ OECD Stat 2017

™ Royal Government of Cambodia, Development Cooperation and Partnership Report, 2016.
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Within the agricultural sector (including fisheries and forestry), donor flows”
averaged 10 per cent of total aid between 2006 and 2015. Nonetheless, donor
flows in the sector varied significantly on a yearly basis, e.g. US$28.8 million in
2007, US$56 million in 2010 and US$ 242.2 million in 2014. Main donors in the
sector have been the ADB, IFAD, European Commission, France, Australia, Japan,
USA and China

The Government’s policy on managing development partner assistance, as well as
for strengthening partnerships with all development actors, is articulated in the
Development Cooperation and Partnership Strategy 2014-2018. This establishes
the Cambodia Rehabilitation and Development Board as the national aid
coordination and development effectiveness focal point.

IFAD’s strategy and operations for the CSPE period

Overview of IFAD country strategy evolution’®

Soon after Cambodia became a member in January 1992, IFAD fielded a short
(about a week) reconnaissance mission at the end of March 1992. This mission
produced a document called "A Strategy Report"”, which represented the
institution’s attempt to identify where and how it could support the country in the
phase of reconstruction amid pouring donors and aid. Subsequently, IFAD has had
three country strategies (country strategic opportunities paper/programme,
COSOPs) prepared in 1998, 2008 and 2013. The focus and approach in the country
programme has evolved, adapting to emerging needs and IFAD experience in the
country as discussed below and shown in figure 5. Key elements of these three
COSOPs are also summarized in annex VII.

Figure 5
Evolution of IFAD country strategy and programme

Source: Presentation by IFAD at the 2017 country portfolio review workshop.

1998 COSOP. The IFAD strategy developed in 1998, after the 1996 approval of
the first project APIP co-financed with the World Bank, was based on a community
based area development approach. Given IFAD’s little knowledge of the country,
IFAD’s financing was to build on, upscale and add value to the successful
experiences, approaches and models of NGOs and other bilateral and multilateral
donors operating in Cambodia. Three IFAD funded interventions (ADESS, CBRDP
and RPRP, approved in 1999, 2000 and 2003) were designed in the context of the
1998 COSOP. They focused on selected provinces and the main focus of the
projects was to support pro poor agriculture and rural development within the Seila
decentralization programme of the Government.’”’

> Committed equity investments, ODA grants and loans, and other official flows.

"® Largely drawn from an IFAD publication, IFAD and Cambodia: 1992-2015.

" The Government's Seila programme, initiated in 1996, was a funds mobilization and coordination framework to
support the deconcentration and decentralization reform agenda of the Government. Seila is a Khmer word meaning
"foundation stone".
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2008 COSOP. The two main strategic objectives of the 2008 COSOP were:

(i) sustainable improvement of the livelihoods of rural poor through community
empowerment, productivity improvement and improved access to assets,
productive resources, rural services, rural infrastructure and markets; and

(ii) promotion of D&D and local governance for pro-poor agricultural and rural
development. The targeting strategy focused on female headed households,
unemployed rural youth, returnees, internally displaced persons and mine victims
in the areas with a high poverty concentration. Potential target areas included the
more remote border provinces (mountain/plateau regions). The 2008 COSOP
provided the framework for RULIP, TSSD and PADEE (approved in 2007, 2009 and
2012, respectively). These projects presented the beginning of a transition from
the focus on rural livelihoods and support to decentralized services towards a more
market-oriented approach in the present 2013 COSOP."®

2013 COSOP."”° The current COSOP (2013-2018) underlines transitions: (i) from
emphasizing a livelihoods approach to a clearer focus on expanding poor farmers’
access to market opportunities; (ii) from promoting decentralization of public
services to a broader concept of pro-poor rural service delivery that targets not
only government agencies but also civil society and the private sector; and

(iii) towards a more explicit focus on the resilience of poor rural households. It also
has a strengthened focus on evidence-based policy work.

While continuing to address issues of the chronically poor, the COSOP also focuses
on addressing challenges to the rapidly increasing group of smallholders who are
just above the poverty line but are vulnerable to shocks and at risk of dropping
back into poverty. The document was explicit about the need for "distinct
development pathways and intervention modalities ... for the food insecure, the
rural poor at the subsistence level, and vulnerable rural households just above the
poverty line." The needs of special groups, such as the recipients of social land
concessions, were to be specifically targeted through tailor-made interventions.®°

The 2013 COSOP has provided the framework for ASPIRE (approved in 2014) and
AIMS (approved in 2016); as well as Building Adaptive Capacity through the
Scaling-up of Renewable Energy Technologies in Rural Cambodia (S-RET) financed
by the Global Environmental Facility (GEF, approved in 2016) and integrated into
PADEE.

Overview of IFAD operations

Investment portfolio. Since 1996, IFAD has supported nine investment projects
with the financing of US$180 million (see annexes 1V, VIII and IX for a complete
list and more details), of which about US$130 million in loans on a highly
concessional terms, US$35 million in grants under debt sustainability framework
(DSF) and US$15 million in grant from the Adaptation for Smallholder Agriculture
Programme (ASAP). Currently, IFAD investment financing to Cambodia is on highly
concessional terms. The amount of the project cost and the IFAD investment
financing increased substantially and co-financing level fluctuated over the period
(see figure 6).

8 IFAD, Government of the Kingdom of Cambodia, IFAD and Cambodia 1992-2015, 2015.

™ The COSOP preparation process began with informal discussions in late 2011 and early 2012, leading to a scoping
mission in July 2012. Background studies for the programme design were presented at a series of thematic seminars,
hosted by Supreme National Economic Council (SNEC) in late September 2012. Detailed design was carried out by a
mission fielded by IFAD in December 2012 and the outline design was presented to a stakeholder workshop at this
time. Following review by IFAD mana%ement, the final design of the COSOP was presented to a Validation Workshop
hosted by MEF in Phnom Penh on 29" April 2013.

8 According to IFAD, such support was envisaged through collaboration with the World Bank but has not materialized
due to unexpected issues on the side of the World Bank.
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Figure 6
Financing patterns
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IFAD financing include: loans, DSF grants, GEF grant (PADEE) and ASAP grant (ASPIRE).

The IFAD resource envelope for Cambodia based on the performance-based
allocation system (PBAS) is US$39.8 million for the period 2016-2018 (about 3.9
per cent of the total allocation in APR). In terms of the portfolio size, at present
Cambodia ranks 10" in the APR region.

Project cost by component (figure 7, for the seven projects after CBRDP) indicates
that bulk of the project costs has been allocated for agricultural development and
rural/microfinance.

Figure 7
Project costs by components81
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The main implementing government agencies across a number of investment
projects have been the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF) and
the Ministry of Women'’s Affairs (MOWA). The National Committee for Sub-National
Democratic Development Secretariat (NCDDS)®? under the Ministry of Interior has
been the executing agency along MAFF for TSSD and one of the main implementing
agencies for ASPIRE (for which MAFF is the lead programme agency). The Ministry
of Rural Development was involved only in one project (CBRDP) and the Ministry of
Commerce is the new entry in the most recent project (AIMS). In most projects,
provincial departments under the national-level ministries (e.g. Provincial

8 nsub-component type" as classified as IFAD are numerous and there are many entries with small allocations, the
CSPE team aggregated some of these categories, for example, sub-component types of "input supply" and "technology
transfer" into an aggregated category of "agricultural production, research and extension".

8 NCDD, established in 2008, is the inter-ministerial mechanism for promoting democratic development through D&D
reforms.
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Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, Provincial Department of
Women’s Affairs) and sub-national administrations, including commune councils in
some projects, have been the important leading agencies for implementation.

Grants. The IFAD database shows only five IFAD grants (not including DSF grants)
that were exclusively and specifically for Cambodia since the beginning and they
have all been in small amounts (with the largest one in the amount of
US$115,000%% and a total of US$300,000), but according to the 1998 COSOP there
was also a small grant to two NGOs before the loan-operations started.®

The CSPE desk review identified thirty-five regional and global grants operational
after 2010 that cover(ed) or might cover Cambodia (see annex V). Many of them
involve knowledge management and capacity building initiatives, including the
IFAD-financed project staff, as well as the IFAD target groups such as farmers’ and
indigenous peoples’ organizations.®®> Main thematic areas of these grants include:
(i) agricultural production and market linkage for smallholders, including a
knowledge component to promote information exchange and facilitate dialogue
among stakeholders; (ii) access to financial services by poor rural people; and (iii)
natural resource management. The other category of grants is those for impact
evaluations in IFAD-financed projects.®®

Key points

Over two decades preceding the Paris Peace Agreement in 1991, Cambodia suffered
from wars and social upheaval. During the Khmer Rouge period in 1970s, reportedly
one quarter of the county’s population died.

Cambodia has made significant progress in economic growth and poverty reduction.
The poverty level went down from 50 per cent in 2007 to 13.5 per cent in 2014.
However, about half of the Cambodia population is slightly above the poverty line and
are at the risk of slipping back to poverty. Malnutrition rate also remains high.

Outmigration from rural areas has been on an increasing trend. Garment factories
and the construction industry, as well as Thailand are the major destinations. While
the importance of non-agricultural incomes for rural households has increased
drastically, this has also created labour shortage in rural areas.

Lack of skilled human capital is a challenge. Cambodia has the lowest literacy rate
(78.3 per cent in 2015) among ASEAN countries.

Cambodia’s agriculture faces challenge in terms of competitiveness in the global and
ASEAN markets, given high production costs compared to other neighbouring
countries and cheaper imports from other countries such as Viet Nam.

Cambodia has received substantial support from development partners for post-
conflict rehabilitation, reconstruction and development. During the past decade,
China has emerged as the largest donor.

IFAD has prepared three country strategies and has supported nine investment
projects with the financing of US$180 million.

8 This was to the Government in association with the loan-financed project, Community-Based Rural Development
Project in Kampot and Kampong Thom (CBRDP). The grant-financed activities ran towards the end of CBRDP only for
1.5 years and closed in 2009.

8 *To demonstrate our [IFAD] support of the increasing use of NGOs in Cambodia, in 1995, IFAD provided a
NGO/Extended Cooperation Programme grant to two NGOSs to support the animal control and vaccine production in the
country." (1998 COSOP). This was a grant of US$75,000 (effective on 13 October 1995 and closed on 31 January
1997) provided to Church World Service (CWS) and American Friends Service Committee (AFSC).

# For example, Medium-Term Cooperation Programme | and II, Farmers’ Fighting Poverty, and Indigenous Peoples
Assistance Facility.

% |n association with RULIP (2007-2014) as part of the IFAD commitment made for the ninth replenishment process
and as part of the corporate-level exercise of thirty impact evaluations led by the IFAD Strategy and Knowledge
Department.
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The investment portfolio

In broad terms, the investment portfolio has sought to address the following main
rural/agricultural development challenges which Cambodia faced after starting to
return to normalcy in 1993: (i) low agricultural productivity and low levels of
technology; (ii) negligible capacity of public agricultural extension services and
private services to support farmers; (iii) limited access to agricultural finance; (iv)
limited rural infrastructure; and (v) need to strengthen local governance and rural
service delivery through D&D. These have remained as common areas of focus
throughout but with somewhat changing weight over the period. Up to around
2010, major efforts were directed at improving demand-driven public service
delivery within the D&D framework and improving agricultural productivity. Since
then, the portfolio has shown more attention to market-oriented agriculture
through improved service delivery with public and non-public actors as well as
climate resilience.

Out of the nine investment projects approved since 1996, seven approved during
2000-2016 are assessed in this section. Among these seven, the first three in the
chronology (CBRDP, RPRP, and RULIP) have been independently evaluated by IOE.
A brief review is provided below for the first two loans approved in 1996 and 1999,
as they had implications for subsequent designs.

Agriculture Productivity Improvement Project (APIP, 1997-2006). IFAD’s
first loan approved in 1996 (US$4.75 million) co-financed this World Bank initiated
project, specifically the animal health and production component. This component
was, as the much later ASPIRE, designed with a systemic sub-sector approach to
(i) develop the capacity of the Department of Animal Health and Production and
selected provincial offices; and (ii) promote private veterinary services.

The PCR specifically on IFAD-financed component of APIP®” found that the support
had improved public capacity but had no systematic data to demonstrate a change
in livestock mortality. The project trained 2,800 farmers to become private village
animal health workers (VAHWS), a concept which later on has been scaled up. APIP
was the only project so far where IFAD support exclusively focused on the livestock
and animal health sub-sector.

Agricultural Development Support to Seila (ADESS, 2000-2006). The second
IFAD loan approved in 1999 (US$8.6 million) was for an area-based project which
included many elements and models which have been replicated in modified
versions in several of the subsequent projects. The project was aligned to the
Government’s Seila framework for decentralization planning, financing and
implementation. ADESS included an agricultural technology transfer component
and a rural finance component, and applied a decentralized participatory
implementation approach. To support ADESS implementation, a project support
unit (PSU) was established in MAFF and this unit has continued to play this role in
some of the later IFAD-financed projects.

For agricultural technology transfer, ADESS targeted: (i) very poor food insecure
households with limited land; and (ii) poor households with adequate land. For the
first group (very poor), the project, through "the production start-up programme”,
provided intensive support for three years and also inputs, for which the farmers
had to repay to establish a group revolving fund (GRF). The GRF model (later
through cash transfers instead of inputs and in kind) has been widely used in the

8 |FAD prepared a PCR focusing only on the component it financed. The project performance assessment undertaken
by the Independent Evaluation Group of the World Bank (for the entire project) rated the project’s overall outcome as
"moderately unsatisfactory", but it also presented some positive findings on the IFAD-financed component that it had
contributed to improvement in animal health, particularly in the control of contagious diseases, and productivity.
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portfolio. In ADESS, while the GRF was considered to be relevant and important by
the beneficiaries, its “sustainability was still at risk" at project completion.®®

For the second target group (poor households with adequate land), the project
through the "agricultural improvement programme" promoted crop and livestock
diversification through demonstrations, training, field days and village livestock
assistants.?® Many of the technology packages have been repeated in the later
projects. The beneficiaries in this second group were expected to access credit
from MFIs participating in the rural finance component, to which funds were to be
channelled through government’s Rural Development Bank. A similar institutional
arrangement is applied for value chain financing in the most recent AIMS project.

The ADESS self-assessment at completion®® noted that the rural finance component
was over-ambitious and had a slow start-up, highlighting explanatory factors such
as “limited experience of the Rural Development Bank”. It also indicated that “most
farmers [the second group without GRF support] have used their own funds to
apply the technology they had been taught and...achieved major increases in
production” - and this was more than 10 years ago when the financial deepening
process was in its early stage. On the distinction of two groups — "very poor" and
"poor" households - with different support activities, the self-assessment found
that this “turned out to be an artificial separation and made both groups miss some
opportunities”.

In the self-assessments by IFAD®!, APIP and ADESS performance was rated
as moderately satisfactory. Though this CSPE or any other independent evaluation®
has not analysed and rated these projects in detail, this seems, based on document
reviews, to be a fair overall assessment.

Project performance and rural poverty impact

The five projects (CBRDP, RPRP, RULIP, TSSD and PADEE) were area-based and had
main thematic elements in common as follows (see also annex 1X): (i) support for
agricultural technology transfer often combined with GRFs; and (ii) support for
government’s D&D policy though developing capacity at sub-national levels for
managing service delivery, and rural infrastructure (CBRDP, RPRP and TSSD).
Where appropriate, the assessment for the five projects is presented according to
these thematic elements. Market linkages and non-land-based income generation
activities were introduced in PADEE and TSSD. The two most recent projects,
ASPIRE and AIMS, have a design and focus that is different from each other and
from the earlier five projects, and therefore, their design is assessed on a project-
basis.

Relevance

Relevance looks at the extent to which the objectives of a development
intervention are consistent with beneficiaries’ requirements, country needs,
institutional priorities and partner and donor policies. It also entails an assessment
of project design and coherence in achieving its objectives, including the relevance
of the strategies and approaches applied to achieve the objectives.

Alignment to policies, strateqgies and priorities. Overall, projects’
orientation has been aligned with the RGC and IFAD policies and

strategies. The early projects referred to RGC’s Rectangular Strategy where
IFAD’s support in particular was designed to support: (i) agriculture with focus on
improved productivity and diversification; (ii) RGC’s D&D policy; and (iii) transport
infrastructure and management of water resources and irrigation. In particular,

% ADESS project completion digest, 2008.

8 Many village livestock assistants later on became village extension workers (VEWSs), after some training in crops
% ADESS project completion digest, 2008.

°! PCR Digests prepared by IFAD based on the respective PCRs.

2 However, during implementation of ADESS, IFAD undertook a case study of ADESS in connection with the 2004
Thematic Evaluation on Promotion of Local Knowledge and Innovations in Asia and the Pacific Region
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support to decentralization was arguably the most visibly consistent element in the
earlier portfolio and highly relevant to the Government’s D&D policy. ADESS
represented one of the first externally-funded projects to specifically support
“investments through decentralized structures” as opposed to “decentralized
governance with some investments attached” and similar approach was followed in
the subsequent projects. On the other hand, attention to access to markets, which
was already discussed in the Government’s Rectangular Strategy of 2004 and the
Agricultural Sector Strategic Development Plan 2006-2010 as one of the strategic
goals, was weak in earlier projects.

In 2010, the Government introduced a Policy on Promoting Paddy Production and
Rice Export with the goal to achieve exports of 1 million tons of milled rice by
2015. The agricultural technology components of the older projects were
supporting this goal by supporting increase in rice yields. The later projects, as
from PADEE, give more attention to diversification and commercialization in line
with Programme 1 of the Agricultural Sector Strategic Development Plan 2014-
2018 and the National Strategic Development Plan 2014-2018, which emphasise
orientation towards the market and commercialization of agriculture.

Overall lack of attention to fisheries®® and forestry in the portfolio could be
guestioned, given their relevance to rural poor’s livelihoods, even though
IFAD with limited resources would not be in a position to support the entire
agricultural agenda of RGC. IFAD’s portfolio has primarily supported crops and
livestock whereas only marginal support has been provided in these areas, also
including land management. Fisheries, mainly inland, provide livelihoods to many
poor (about 2 million) and fish is the main source of animal protein (70-80 per
cent). Forests still cover some 50 per cent of the land area, though down from
more than 70 per cent in the 1970s, and could provide incomes from non-timber
forest products for the rural poor® as well as “environmental protection services”.%®
At the same time, the experience of other donors suggests that working on land
and forest related issues, which could be highly political and sensitive, would have
been challenging.®®

The earlier projects did not strictly follow the IFAD regional strategy, but
the deviation is deemed appropriate. The IFAD’s Regional Strategy for Asia and
the Pacific (2002) focused on indigenous peoples and remote and mountainous
regions. While RULIP did include indigenous peoples as part of the target group,
most projects targeted the poor irrespective of where they lived and their ethnicity.
This deviation is assessed as justified given the Cambodia context and the wide
prevalence of poverty at the time. Also it is in line with IOE’s recommendation in
the 2006 evaluation of the regional strategy®’ to apply a wider approach for
targeting the rural poor.

Attention to climate change has become visible. Climate change issues were
not on the agenda in the 1998/2008 COSOPs or in the design of earlier projects but
were added on to the gender training in TSSD and included as a priority in
technology transfer in PADEE. The 2013-2018 COSOP and the recent ASPIRE
designed thereunder have an explicit emphasis on climate change. As with IFAD,

% Support for fishery-related activities is now expected in the TSSD additional financing phase and ASPIRE.

° There are reportedly also cases where rural community members themselves may be involved in illegal logging,
which is mostly driven by large-scale operations.

 For example, forest cover helps to mitigate against flooding and droughts, and reduce siltation in hydropower dams
% The country assistance evaluation (1999-2006) by the World Bank’s Independent Evaluation Group noted that "the
Bank’s efforts to support reform of the forest concession system, which threatened total loss of Cambodia’s timber
resources, has not resolved the problem and resulted in civil society protests and an Inspection Panel investigation,
which faulted the Bank on application of safeguards". There was an investigation by the World Bank Inspection Panel in
2009 with regard to land titling issues in urban areas in relation to the Bank-financed Land Management and
Administration Project. Following an inquiry by the Bank’s Inspection Panel, the government unilaterally decided that
the Bank should cancel the undisbursed balance of the credit and sent the request for cancellation. (World Bank. 2010.
Cambodia - Land Management and Administration Project: inspection panel investigation report.)

7 After this evaluation, IFAD stopped preparing regional strategies.
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climate change issues gradually moved to the top of RGC’s agenda over the period
and in 2013, RGC issued the Cambodia Climate Change Strategic Plan 2014-2023.

Targeting approach. The earlier projects generally exhibited a poverty
focus with similar approaches to identify prospective beneficiaries.
Targeting has been done by selection of project areas, definition of processes and
criteria for establishing beneficiary groups, and selection of activities and
investments eligible for support. Within the project provinces, the early part of the
portfolio selected the poorer/poorest districts, communes and villages, and then
identified the poorer/poorest households based on wealth ranking exercise (later
the IDPoor list, see box 1), to be formed into groups. Group-based approaches in
different projects are described in annex X. The process of identifying prospective
beneficiaries was developed and refined, for example, in efforts to make it more
participatory and easier for the results to be accepted by villagers.

Box 1
CBRDP, the Identification of Poor Households Programme ("IDPoor Programme") and poverty
targeting

Around mid-2000s, the Government, with support by development partners, developed
the approach of identifying the poor households in a participatory manner under the
leadership of commune councils, so that certain public support can be channelled to those
needy households. This resulted in "most vulnerable family list" at local level. During
CBRDP, as a pilot programme supported by GTZ (collaborating on CBRDP), a "most
vulnerable family fund (MVF Fund)" was also established, which apparently provided
donations to community-based organizations (rather than directly to most vulnerable
families) to support the most vulnerable families to start or improve income generating
activities (e.g. chicken raising, cash crops, small trade).

The approach and methodology for identifying the poor was applied in CBRDP, adopted by
the Government around 2006 and refined over time. Now called "the Identification of Poor
Households Programme (IDPoor Programme)", it classifies household income level using a
proxy means test, which assigns a household “poverty score” based on a range of
information which are easily observable and verifiable, such as socioeconomic
characteristics of household, construction materials, main income activity, household asset
ownership, and dependency ratio. The measurement exercise covers one third of the
country every year and therefore, in one location, this exercise is undertaken every three
years.

The households identified as "poor" are provided with ID cards or "priority access to
service cards" to allow them to have free (or lower cost) access to some public services
like health services. There are two categories: so-called "IDPoor 1" (the poorest —
considered as the most vulnerable) and "IDPoor 2" (poor but somewhat better off). The
list of most vulnerable families in earlier years and the IDPoor information (aggregated
level and individual household level) have been used by various development partners to
target their support (geographic areas and household level). In CBRDP, the list of most
vulnerable families was also used to provide agriculture-related training, starting
agricultural inputs and capital for revolving fund.

The relevance of using the most vulnerable family list (in the past) or the IDPoor card
holding status as a tool to target development assistance needs to be looked at with
caution. Identifying the needy households is one step, but how to assist them is another.
The IDPoor card holding status has been used mainly in relation to public social services
(health, education). Support related to economic and productive activities requires more
careful consideration for it to be relevant and effective.

Source: Grant agreement (grant no. DSF-8011-KH, dated 27 December 2007): Support to Most Vulnerable Family
Fund for Community-Based Organizations. Internal memo for grant proposal clearance.

The identification of the rural poor (prospective beneficiaries) was not
necessarily followed by appropriate support. In particular, the approach of

separating beneficiaries into different categories of groups based on poverty status

has a number of deficiencies. This approach was used in ADESS, CBRDP, RPRP and
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RULIP with some differences®, despite the fact that ADESS at completion had
questioned this separation (paragraph 87). The projects identified and separated
the very poor (most vulnerable families, those with no or little land, who would be
later classified as IDPoor-1), and the poor but less poor (e.g. households with some
land). The groups of the less poor were generally not provided with GRF support in
cash or in kind.

There were a couple of issues with this "categorization and separated groups"
approach. First, a rather rigid and top-down approach of placing the households (of
fixed numbers) into different categories of groups was, as noted in the ADESS,
somewhat "artificial”. It also did not serve as a foundation for group development
with sense of ownership. It was generally not made clear as to whether groups
were to be a temporary project service delivery mechanism or a longer-term
vehicle for development and empowerment, but the expectation for the latter has
tended to emerge during project implementation. Second, it separated the very
poor/poor from the better-off, literate and educated farmers who in Cambodia as in
other countries are the drivers of change and contribute to the management of
groups, for example by serving as leaders and treasurers of GRF groups.

The case of CBRDP was somewhat different in that the project design did not
propose a separate category of the poor for GRF nor training as such, but rather
discussed various types of groups for different purposes (e.g. self-help groups,
water user groups, road maintenance groups). It was during the course of
implementation that more attention was placed on targeting and supporting the
most vulnerable families, based on the realization that a number of project
activities (e.g. irrigation, training on rice cultivation, etc.) were not appropriate for
the very poor. The support (in kind and cash) was to be channeled through
community-based organizations (see box 1). In this sense, CBRDP support to most
vulnerable families was focused and was to be built on mutual help and social
capital. In some other projects, however, there was some mismatch between the
notion of identifying the needy households and the tools and activities to support
them.

In later TSSD and PADEE, the separation of households into distinct categories of
groups based on poverty status was discontinued.?® The profiles of group members
in these two projects are quite different. In TSSD, IDPoor card holders are the
majority (about 80 per cent reported) and given their small or little landholding,
chicken production has been among the major project support activities. On the
other hand, in PADEE, with more support for market-oriented agriculture, IDPoor
card holders are about or less than 20 per cent, while the project also introduced
non-land-based activities such as handicrafts, which is in particular relevant for the
land-poor and women. Albeit such differences, the groups in both projects include
non IDPoor card holders, possibly also because of declining poverty rate. Visits to
TSSD- and PADEE-supported groups confirmed the importance to management,
technology development, market access and sustainability of having the better
educated and socially better-off as members of the groups.

% For example, RULIP had three categories of beneficiaries, placing the poorest households in most vulnerable family
groups, poor households in livelihood improvement groups (LIGs), and medium households in farming systems
improvement groups (FSIGs). However, support for the latter was discontinued after the MTR. In CBRDP, the approach
of placing identified poor households into different categories of groups based on poverty status was less systematic,
perhaps also because that the project was co-financed with GTZ and building on GTZ interventions, rather than
designed mainly by IFAD. CBRDP design still proposed the identificafication of the poor and the most vulnerable
families based on participatory processes, wealth ranking and other methods, but the project design did not propose
placing them in separate groups. It is after MTR the project introduced a separate grouping of "most vulnerable
families" to be provided with training and revolving fund support with additionally mobilized IFAD grant, but this was a
small portion and only for the very poor/poorest.

% The original TSSD design envisaged two possible types of LIGs along the lines of the previous projects: one with a
little land with farming activities and the other with no land who wish to engage in non-agricultural activities. But in
actual implementation, there was no such separation of different types of groups.

41



Appendix 11 EC 2018/100/W.P.2/Rev.1

101.

102.

103.

104.

The recent shift in targeting approach is relevant, although it came with
some delays considering the developments in the rural context. The target
group of ASPIRE is defined as farmers who can produce for the market and own
consumption, as "IFAD’s comparative advantage lies in assisting this group rather
than chronically poor people with no productive resources, the land-poor who
cannot produce for the market or better-off farmers (as out-growers)”.*®® AIMS
focuses support on farmers with interest in and capacity for participating in value
chains, including the poor, as well as on a secondary target group of value chain
actors comprising cooperatives, small and medium enterprises (SMESs),
agribusinesses, etc. The aim is to make value chain integration attractive to the
younger generation of farmers by turning farming into a profitable business, with
competitive returns to labour so that the young do not leave in mass for better-
paid jobs in the towns. Such focus is relevant as massive migration due to salary-
earning opportunities (e.g. garment factories) has reduced the importance of
agriculture as a main income source and resulted in labor shortages in rural areas.

Design issues and adaptations. The initial design of several projects had to
be revised during implementation in order to address design deficiencies or
changes in institutional context that were unforeseeable at design stage. In the
latter case IFAD should be commended for its flexibility. For example, in CBRDP,
the Provincial Department of Rural Development was initially responsible for
implementation of the rural infrastructure component but after introduction of
elected commune councils in 2002, the project established in 2005 a Rural
Infrastructure Fund, which transferred contributions to the communes for
prioritization and implementation by commune councils.

There have been flaws in some designs, such as mismatch between the budget and
expected outcomes (e.g. for natural resource management in RPRP*°Y), numerous
challenges owing to original design in TSSD,'%?excessive number of monitoring
indicators (CBRDP PPA), implicit flawed assumptions on access to water or labour
availability for trained farmers to apply improved technologies (RULIP PPE). Some
design issues were however also addressed during implementing through annual
work planning and budgeting processes, supervision missions or mid-term reviews.

Some designs suffer from the “Christmas tree syndrome” with weak internal
coherence between different components/elements where one project has a highly
diverse menu and attempts to address many different policy concerns with a
limited budget, resulting in resources being thinly spread and a large number of
implementing partners, thus with coordination challenges. The feasibility and
implementation procedures for these “add-ons” are often not properly assessed at
design stage, for example, for e-kiosks in TSSD, low-cost bio-digesters in PADEE,
numerous "non-core activities" in RULIP (e.g. young farmers’ clubs) which were
discontinued at MTR.'®® When these are included in design without adequate
preparation as small add-ons not directly related to the main project focus, major
results and outcomes become less likely. However, while the original plan to roll out
bio-digesters in PADEE was dropped, a low-cost design is being explored under S-
RET.

100 ASPIRE president's report.

%The RPRP PPA noted that with only one per cent of the budget allocated to natural resources and environmental
management it was not realistic that “the target households would be able manage their natural resources in a
sustainable manner”

192 Memorandum of understanding, TSSD project review mission led by ADB (July 2011): "The major implementation
challenges in the original project design include: (i) ambitious decentralized implementation; (ii) imbalanced budget
allocation and limited direct beneficiary coverage for production enhancement support; (iii) complex implementation
arrangements; (iv) complex fund flow management; (v) inappropriate packaging of consulting services; and (vi)
inadequate indicators.

1% For the pilot project to establish e-kiosks in TSSD, initial design underwent several changes but no significant
outcomes were produced. PADEE design included a pilot programme of introducing low-cost (<US$300) bio-digesters
but it was a problem to identify such. RULIP design also included what was called by later IFAD missions as "non-core
activities" — such as young farmers’ clubs, women'’s groups, law awareness - which were discontinued based on MTR
recommendation.
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Another contributing factor to the complexity of more recent designs could
be the significant increase in IFAD-financing. Initially the IFAD financing per
project was less than US$10 million but is now close to US$40 million for the last
three projects. This, coupled with less concessional financing terms (with non-
availability of DSF grant) and the Government’s increasing attention to grant
element, may explain the concern to balance the allocation between "software"
(e.g. training, technical assistance) and "hardware" (e.g. infrastructure) and why
ASPIRE comprises two highly different programmes with unclear linkage: (i) an
ambitious national policy-oriented sub-sector programme for agricultural training,
education and extension; and (ii) investment in climate-resilient and climate-
adaptive productive agricultural infrastructure (e.g. irrigation, dykes, drainage).

Not always did project designs fully capture the experiences and lessons
from previous projects for better implementation. Support for linking farmers
and GRFs to MFIs was repeated three times, in the design of RULIP, TSSD and
PADEE, however without major results. The issue of GRF sustainability has
emerged in ADESS, CBRDP, RPRP, TSSD and PADEE when the projects approached
completion rather than being addressed at design stage. The PADEE design
reflected on lessons from the previous project experience on GRF and introduced a
number of measures to address weaknesses identified'®* (hence, the term
"improved" GRF=IGRF), but still, the design was short of a clear vision with regard
to what should happen to IGRFs and groups after project closure — whether they
are to be a basis for a long-term development path or an intermediate (and
temporary) step (see also paragraph 98 and the section on sustainability).

Agricultural development support with GRFs. Consideration of labour
availability for agriculture came into project designs belatedly. The

agricultural components have been designed with the objective to improve
agricultural productivity and diversification. Agricultural productivity has been
defined as crop yield per hectare with the exception of PADEE and AIMS with an
explicit notion of "return to labour", which for some years has been relevant to the
changing rural context where many households face labour shortages due to
outmigration. This issue was not adequately considered in earlier projects, which
included the promotion of labour intensive production methods, like transplanting
(instead of broadcasting), with limited adoption due to labour shortages.

Approach and modality of farmer training and extension has had
weaknesses, but have improved over time. Agricultural technology transfer is
generally sought by inviting GRF/LIG members to participate in training (often in
the form of farmer field schools, FFS'°®). The menu of training topics (products and
technologies) was largely fixed by the projects and, though needs assessments are
conducted in some cases, a standard package is generally offered to the entire
project target group, without adequately taking into consideration agro-ecological
and socio-cultural differences. However, over time the portfolio has introduced
more tailor-made and demand-driven service provision also taking into
consideration marketing issues, notably in PADEE but also in TSSD.

GRF support had some relevance in the rural context in the early projects,
but increasingly less so. The earlier projects separated the targeted beneficiaries

1% These included conditional cash transfer in three tranches based on performance, use of external service providers

to carry out record keeping, accounting and reporting, increased size of the group to 50 members for economies of
scale. It has been noted from interviews with IFAD and key informants that initial concept for PADEE did not include the
GRF support but it was included in the design based on a strong request by the Government with its emphasis on
farmer organizations/agricultural cooperatives as a key entry point (letter dated 22 March 2010 from MAFF to IFAD
country programme manager containing comments on the aide memoire of the World Bank/IFAD joint project
Preparation mission). The design team then sought to address some of the weaknesses identified in earlier projects.
% What is called "FFS" in Cambodia mostly comprises establishment of a demonstration plot at the field of a more
advanced farmer who receives inputs and materials for the demonstration and, according to the CSPE's field visits, all
training takes place at the demonstration plot. This approach is different from the FFS approach applied in some other
countries, where training on a rotating basis is delivered in the farms of all or most of the students, allowing for
development of context-specific solutions and engaging farmers in “action-research”.
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for agricultural training into different categories and only the groups of very poor
received GRF support. The rationale was that the very poor households could not
borrow from MFIs or others to buy the inputs and materials that were required to
adopt the technologies they had learned in the training. GRFs were also expected
to cater for emergency needs. These had some relevance and validity in the rural
context at the time of design of early projects. However, with increasing availability
of microfinance services and remittances, the relevance of GRFs as a source of
liquidity and agricultural input finance for the poor has declined, as was also noted
in the ASPIRE design.'®®

The second rationale for providing the GRF support only to the groups of very poor
was that this was needed to incentivize households to participate in the groups and
training.'’ This rationale can be debated. In fact, the risk is that it may create a
situation where farmers participate in training because of the GRF subsidy rather
than their being truly interested in the content of the training.

Project designs have given little consideration to the GRFs’ fate after
projects. Even though in earlier projects GRFs were seen as a means to promote
agricultural technology adoption and not as a main objective, supervision mission
and review reports have shown concerns for the sustainability of GRF. Project
designs were silent on what should happen to GRFs after the project (e.g. should
they be "written off" and left to the groups?), nor did they present a vision for a
long-term development path for GRFs or for access to finance. Institutional
development activities are considered only when the project is about to end.
Project designs generally gave little consideration to savings mobilization in
conjunction with GRF, despite the fact that the importance of integrating savings in
the community-based lending model had already been well-recognized from earlier

years.'%®

The early projects provided agricultural inputs to be repaid to establish the GRF.
Later projects changed to cash transfers based a fixed amount per member (e.g.
US$240 in PADEE) and this has created the perception among members that they
have an “entitlement” to borrow at least this allocated amount and for this reason
members are generally reluctant to accept new members since this could reduce
their “entitlement”. Thus, groups are bound to remain small. The majority of GRFs
have a capital increase during the project period, but overall the loan amounts
remain small and insufficient to meet the needs of successful expanding
smallholders. Partnership with formal financial institutions is limited to safekeeping
of funds and no groups have accessed loans from MFIs to leverage their own
resources.

Recently introduced approach of training smaller farmer groups in specific
topics is relevant. The model of “technology transfer + GRF” was discontinued in
recent projects, ASPIRE and AIMS. Already in PADEE the linkage was relaxed. It
was recognized that the 50 members of the improved GRF (IGRF)**° group seldom
would have common technology support priorities and after the MTR, common
interest groups (CIGs) were introduced. A CIG is a smaller group of farmers (5-15)
with a common interest, e.g. cultivation of mushrooms, and often an interest in

1% The ASPIRE design document noted that the project "moves on from previous country programme practice in one

important respect in that it does not include a component of finance for agriculture inputs. Although the poor have less
access and pay higher interest rates than better off farmers, the range of credit options open to them has increased and
includes tailored MFI products such as mutual guarantee group loans (avoiding need for collateral), increasingly
formalised credit from input suppliers and a significant presence of savings groups and credit cooperatives as well as
the traditional informal money market"
97 This rationale was clearly expressed in discussions with project staff though not always explicit in design documents.
108 Eor example, CGAP's 2006 brief noted that while recognizing promising results of community-managed loan funds
and savings-based groups in remote or sparsely populated areas, financing them with external capital at the outset
goeg.g. revolving loan funds) would often lead to poor repayment rates and the collapse of the fund (CGAP 2006)

In PADEE, presumably in order to emphasize the change and improvement in how GRFs are set up and to
differentiate it from earlier groups such as livelihoods improvement groups, the term "improved GRF" (IGRF) was
introduced.
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joint marketing. CIG members may include farmers who are not members of the
IGRF.

The fundamental issue with "training plus GRF" was ambiguity of the
purpose of project-driven groups and rigid approach to group formation.
The main role of the groups has been to receive the projects’ technical support and
financial support for GRF. The group size — except for PADEE and other cases — was
more or less fixed at around 25-30, mainly to keep the group size manageable for
training, and possibly also to manage the physical targets (i.e. number of
beneficiaries and groups). The group configuration (i.e. very poor vs. poor) was
also fixed. Project designs lacked reflection, in the given and evolving rural
contexts, on the potential of rural organizations over a long-term, or whether
groups were to be only temporary mechanisms to channel project support.

Support for RGC’s D&D policy: The project designs have been relevant in
supporting the RGC’s evolving D&D policy. The support has not been in the
form of general free-standing capacity development component/activities for the
D&D process but rather through giving the responsibilities for project-financed
service delivery and infrastructure investments (“"learning by doing™), which
gradually have been transferred from central ministries to their provincial and
district units (deconcentration) and to elected commune councils (decentralization).
Support for local infrastructure, such as rural roads and drinking water facilities,
within the D&D framework (CBRDP, RPRP, TSSD), has also been highly relevant
given limited access to rural infrastructure and potential impact on rural livelihoods.

The portfolio has been flexible in adapting to the evolving D&D process. The
responsibility for managing infrastructure investments was during implementation
of CBRDP transferred to the newly elected commune councils in 2005. The
engagement of commune councils in the formation and oversight of project groups
and in contracting/appointing of service providers such as CEWs and VAHWSs has
also contributed to developing the local capacity, which provides the basis for the
increasing RGC allocations to sub-national units. The involvement of commune
councils has been more direct and close in TSSD, also given that support to
beneficiary groups (livelihoods improvement groups) has been managed directly
under NCDDS and sub-national administrations, unlike other projects where
commune councils are involved through PDAFF.

Design of ASPIRE. The design is complex and ambitious in terms of the
different nature of interventions and institutional set-up. Similar comment was
made in the IFAD internal design quality assurance process.''° The design applies a
programmatic approach as a comprehensive sub-sector programme. It comprises:
(i) three components with seven sub-components, supporting the development of
the national agricultural education, training and extension system, implemented by
MAFF centrally and through the PDAFF in 10 provinces in two phases by sub-
national entities; and (ii) one component providing funds for decentralized
investments in climate-resilient infrastructure, implemented by NCDDS through the
districts. In addition there is a component for management and a steering
committee, chaired by both MAFF and MEF, providing oversight and coordination.

The design envisages that ASPIRE will help establish a resource mobilization
framework to support a programme-based approach to extension where other
development partners will provide financing for the extension policy and model,
with an assumption that government’s financing for agricultural extension will
significantly increase. *** These are part of MAFF’s 2015 Policy on Agricultural

119 The IFAD quality assurance meeting, 10 October 2014 noted: “The current design is an unfortunate mixture of
institutional change and action on the ground which adds greatly to the complexity and threatens what at heart could be
an extremely good project".

11 Historically, the Government budget is only a fraction of the aid-financing of extension services. According to the
World Bank 2017 Agriculture Public Expenditure Review, in 2015 the MAFF/RGC budget allocated 3.4 billion riel for
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Extension, but they are based on uncertain assumptions: ASPIRE design is not the
result of a joint effort by several development partners aiming for a programme
approach and a significant increase in the government budget allocation is a
uncertain proposition — at least at the moment. The complexities of design,
resulting in coordination challenges, and the relative modest capacity of MAFF to
receive such large support, have challenged the implementation so far.

Design of AIMS. The overall objective and direction is highly relevant to
the Government policy and current contextual needs, but flexibility and
adaptations in implementation will be important. The design tends to
approach value chain development through well-coordinated planning where all
relevant stakeholders develop and agree on “a value chain development plan”,
whereas the reality is that private enterprises and farmers often taken individual
decisions driven by (unforeseen) market opportunities and dynamics rather than
detailed plans. Probably partly because of the emphasis on planning and
coordination, the design is highly staff-intensive which could create sustainability
challenges, in particular for the Ministry of Commerce with the lowest share of
government budget. Some deficiencies and risks suggest the need for flexibility to
make design adaptations during implementation.

Summary. Overall for the evaluated portfolio, relevance is assessed as
moderately satisfactory (4). This considers a satisfactory definition of project
objectives and focus, overall aligned to IFAD and RGC policies and relevant to the
rural context albeit with some delays, and at the same time some deficiencies in
design, proposed strategies and approaches for achieving the objectives and
intended outcomes (such as targeting approach, complexity, weak internal
coherence).

Effectiveness!?

The effectiveness criterion assesses the extent to which the interventions have met
(or are expected to meet) their objectives. This section focuses on outreach, and
outcomes and initial effects of the projects, whereas broader and longer-term
effects and impact will be discussed in section on rural poverty impact. The
assessment is organized around the following main objectives or elements of the
portfolio: (i) improved agricultural technologies and practices (including
investments in irrigation); (ii) improved access to finance (mostly linked to
agricultural production support); and (iii) improved local services and infrastructure
within the D&D process.

Outreach. The assessment has found inconsistencies in the outreach targets (e.g.
between basic project documents®*®) and uncertainty on how the counting was
done for targets and reporting except for the number of group members (targets
and actual). The targets were revised downward in RULIP and PADEE at MTR to
reflect what was deemed realistic at the time. RPRP, PADEE and TSSD have almost
exactly achieved their initial targets for project-created groups and their members
(table below and table (a) in annex XI). While this is positive, it can be argued that
the emphasis on physical targets may have indirectly encouraged a top-down and

extension services and farmer organizations whereas all development partners combined provided 52.5 billion riel for
extension services through projects.

12 |OE’s evaluations of the first three projects all assessed the effectiveness as moderately satisfactory (4). For
CBRDP, the IOE rating was better than the self-rating by IFAD (moderately unsatisfactory) based on lack of
comprehensive assessment of effectiveness in the PCR. For RPRP and RULIP, IOE rating was lower than the self-
assessment by IFAD, "satisfactory".

3 For example, the RULIP appraisal report provided the target of 22,600 households as direct beneficiaries and
11,300 as indirect beneficiaries, whereas the financing agreement refers to 60,000 poor households. In case of TSSD,
the summary section of the design report as well as the financial agreemen indicates 630,000 households but the
appendix on economic analysis in the design report mentions 500,000.
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inflexible approach to group formation, requiring all groups to be of a certain size
and neglecting different social dynamics of the various locations.

Table 5
Objectives, main elements and planned and actual outreach by project

Main project elements Targeted beneficiaries Reported/estimated number of
beneficiaries

CBRDP Agriculture, D&D capacity, 49,600 HHs (text) or 39,150 HHs 165,575 HHs (NB. Labelled "direct" but

rural infrastructure (logframe) this seems to include those who would be
considered as "indirect" beneficiaries)
RPRP Agriculture, D&D capacity, 120,600 HHs, including 50,400 Direct: 50,400 HHs (exactly the original
rural infrastructure  HHs through groups and indirect target for groups, through 2,016 groups
beneficiaries of about 37,000) equally divided to two categories)
Indirect: 90,210 HHs
RULIP Agriculture, D&D capacity, 22,600 HHs (direct). Target for ~ Direct: 15,669 HHs (meeting the revised
policy analysis  direct beneficiary HHs revised to target but not the original)
14,8000 at MTR Indirect: 8,500 HHs
TSSD Agriculture, infrastructure, Through groups: 30,975 HHs 30,000 HHs through 1,241 groups (i.e.
D&D capacity, access to (1,239 groups, 25 members each) met the target for group formation).
MFls, e-kiosks and ICT, policy In total 630,000 resource poor ~Commune infrastructure [ADB financed)]:
& regulations  HHs (mainly from infrastructure) — 373,092 HHs (direct + indirect)
PADEE Financial services, access to 90,000 rural HHs (49,000 HHs 88,986 HHs (incl. 49,200 HH members of
technology and markets (incl. through IGRF groups to be IGRFs) (according to data submitted by
non-land-based activities), established in the project, but also MAFF, December 2017)

pro-poor bio-digesters included existing farmer

organizations, etc.) The target
changed to 68,200 at MTR

TOTAL Low estimate (direct): Low estimate (direct): 239,700 HHs °

203,550 HHs* High estimate: 782,646 HHs °
High estimate: 912,800 HHs

Source: PPAs, PPE, PCR, supervision/implementation support mission reports.

& Targets for direct beneficiaries and/or revised (downward) targets

® For CBRDP, one third of reported number considered, for TSSD, not including the beneficiaries from infrastructure.
¢ Including indirect beneficiaries and those from infrastructure.

CBRDP, RPRP and TSSD have rural infrastructure components for which it is more
difficult to define the number of beneficiaries, more so for access roads, as
compared to, for example, irrigation schemes. Nonetheless, CBRDP and RPRP
appear to have reached the targeted number of beneficiaries from their
infrastructure investments whereas the ADB-financed infrastructure component of
TSSD is below initial targets. For rural roads, the beneficiaries are often labelled
“indirect”. However, the impact of having all-weather access to markets and
services can be significant.

Improved agricultural technologies and practices. The projects promoted
improved agricultural technologies mainly through training and extension services
channelled through beneficiary groups established under the projects, often
accompanied by GRF support. To put the project interventions into perspective, it
should be underlined that Cambodia’s agricultural development started at low
level: very low productivity and negligible agricultural extension service delivery.
"Improved technologies and practices” were not something particularly advanced,
but rather relatively simple and basic good production practices, which however
Cambodian farmers had not been sufficiently exposed to, particularly in earlier
years. These include, for example, housing and better feeding for chicken, animal
vaccination, making and use of composts, improved seeds, proper fertilizer
application and weeding, etc. For rice, the training generally followed the methods
under the system for rice intensification, known as SR1.** Some projects have also

114 The system of rice intensification is a climate-smart, agro-ecological methodology for increasing the productivity of
rice and more recently other crops changing the management of plants, soil, water and nutrients. The SRI methodology
is based on four main principles: (i) early, quick and healthy plant establishment; (ii) reduced plant density;

(iiif) improved soil conditions through enrichment with organic matter; and (iv) reduced and controlled water application.
(Source: Cornel University, http://sri.ciifad.cornell.edu/aboutsri/methods/index.html)
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supported irrigation infrastructure (CBRDP, RPRP and TSSD) aimed to increase
yields, crop intensity and cultivated area.

The portfolio has contributed to improving agricultural production
practices by targeted farmers, although the extent has varied influenced by
various factors including the relevance of technologies, training modality/approach
and effectiveness, prevailing conditions (e.g. access to inputs, water, markets) and
capacity of farmers. Technology adoption and the data on adoption rates (usually
measured as the proportion of trained farmers adopting certain techniques
disseminated in training) are discussed below but some caveats should be kept in
mind (see box 2). Contribution to agricultural production and productivity (beyond
technology adoption) is discussed mainly in the section "rural poverty impact” later.

Box 2
Issues in measuring adoption rates and estimating production increase

Caution is needed in discussing adoption rates. For example, during the project all 25 LIG
members may have participated in two or more training modules (e.g. rice, chicken,
vegetables), each of which may include four or more "improved practices/technologies".
Thus, a LIG member may during the project have been exposed to some 15-20
practices/technologies and it is likely that most, if not all, members would have adopted at
least one of these practices. IOE’s PPA of CBRDP presented project data indicating that
55,000 farmers had adopted one technology while only 11,000 had adopted more than
three technologies. For some modules, it is seldom that farmers adopt all technologies, or
they only do it partly, for example, they may use less fertilizer than recommended or only
buy improved seeds every second year. There are often also synergies between some
technologies: for example, an improved seed variety only achieves its yield potential if
adequate fertilizers and water is applied. All these considerations indicate that one cannot
use the crop budget based on the training module (where all improved practices are
applied correctly and in right quantities) to estimate productivity and production changes.
On the other hand, it is likely that some non-LIG members learn from the LIG members
and adopt some technologies but data on this is not available.

The CBRDP PCR (and PPA) reported that: (i) the target indicator (16,000 adopters)
was fully achieved if "adoption” means having adopted an average of 2-3 CBRDP
recommended innovations; and (ii) estimated 100,000 farmers adopted at least
one innovation. In the case of CBRDP, "adoption rate" as such was not presented
and the three technologies with highest adoption rates were “cattle vaccination”,
followed by “use of compost” and “use of improved seeds”. For RPRP, IOE’s PPA
found that the adoption rate of 78 per cent stated in the PCR was most likely
inflated and re-estimated it to be around 55 per cent.

The RULIP PPE by IOE also found the adoption rates reported in the PCR (ranging
between 77 and 85 per cent, except for cassava around 40 per cent) to be over-
estimated, while the low figures reported in the end-line survey (not mentioned in
the PCR) were based on inaccurate formula and too low. According to the PPE
team’s focus group discussions, for example for chicken raising which has been
popular, 70 per cent of the participants had been adopters and 63 per cent
continued being adopters. As for vegetable growing, 33 per cent had been adopters
but that only 22 per cent continued. Vegetable growing was mostly limited to a
small area around the house. A typical barrier for engaging in vegetable production
was lack of access to water.

While all projects have promoted the system of rice intensification or SRI, few
farmers have replaced the practice of broadcasting with transplanting, due to
labour shortages, while more farmers apply improved seeds and composting/
fertilizer.

In TSSD as in RULIP, the top three training topics have been chicken, rice and
vegetables. The CSPE mission’s field visits to TSSD sites indicated a picture of
adoption similar to that of RPRP and RULIP as found in the evaluations but also
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noted that TSSD during implementation has started to give priority to more tailor-
made training and technical support, which may have resulted in higher adoption
rates. Agricultural training and extension activities for LIG members in TSSD were
largely focused on livestock enterprises (first and foremost chicken, but also pigs),
facilitated by a service provider (a consulting firm), which has also supported
training of VAHWSs. The focus on livestock was relevant also given the high
proportion of IDPoor**® with little or no land and given increasing market demand.

Less than expected uptake of improved techniques were in part due to
weaknesses in the training and extension approach, apart from lack of
enabling conditions (e.g. lack of access to water or labour shortage). The emphasis
on "demand-driven" nature of extension services and training has consistently been
at the core of the projects, but the IOE evaluations of three projects found that
often the training provided by the projects tended to be top-down and supply
driven (e.g. largely based on standard packages, little consideration for markets),
although some adjustments were introduced during the implementation (e.g.
RULIP). Lack of follow up, mentoring and refresher training for farmers were also
mentioned during the RULIP PPE focus group discussions.

In the recent projects, there are further improvements in the approach to
extension and training. After the MTR, PADEE introduced "common interest
groups" (CIGs), e.g. 7-15 farmers interested in growing mushrooms and doing
joint marketing. Farmers who are not members of the IGRF groups may also
participate in a CIG. Thus, there is no obligation or other pressure on farmers to
participate in IGRF, and the technical support is designed according the demand of
farmers and the market, and may also involve technical assistance to individual
members. Therefore, adoption rates are likely to comparatively higher which is
confirmed by the end-line survey finding adoption rates in the range of 63-100 per
cent.

The support to irrigation infrastructure in some projects''® was not always

effective. RPRP constructed 463 km irrigation canals across 16 districts and
CBRDP built seven irrigation schemes covering about 1,150 ha (for wet season
In these projects, the physical targets for rehabilitation and construction of
irrigation schemes were achieved overall, but as found in both CBRDP and RPRP
PPAs, due to poor hydrological and engineering designs, farmers were only able to
practice wet season supplemental irrigation and limited in dry season irrigation,
which suppressed farm profitability and resulted in farmer dissatisfaction with
services and unwillingness and incapacity to pay irrigation service fees with
negative consequences on maintenance.

117
)-

Improved access to finance. This objective was in many projects implicit and
subsumed under agricultural production support, while it was also not necessarily
limited to financing of agricultural inputs. Only in PADEE this outcome was explicit
with a stand-alone component. The portfolio has sought to improve access to
finance of the target group in two ways: (i) subsidies for establishing GRFs; and (ii)
linking beneficiaries and their groups to formal sector finance (MFIs and banks).
The latter was part of TSSD and PADEE but no substantial activities were
implemented. This may partly be explained by lack of a clear strategy in the design
on how to do it but also by the fact that contextual developments (i.e. increased
financial services in rural areas) reduced the need for this intervention.

The GRF loans are likely to have supported the adoption of improved
agricultural technologies, but this linkage has weakened with the context

15 According to the 2016 project review mission, 25 per cent was ID Poor 1, 56 per cent ID Poor 2, and 19 per cent

non-ID Poor card holders.

18 The ongoing TSSD has constructed irrigation structures covering 55,000 ha, which has been entirely funded by
ADB.

17 |n CBRDP, the irrigations schemes in Kampot covered 400 ha in both seasons (wet and dry) and in Kampong Thom
they covered 750 ha in the wet season and 70 ha in the dry season. (CBRDP PPA).
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change. With growing incomes, remittances and other loan sources, the GRF loans
have become one of several sources of household liquidity for many households. In
addition, common GRF operating modality for the purpose of simplicity — the
same/similar amount for 6 or 12 months, with the entire principal being paid by
the end of the term — also inevitably posed limitation to direct linkage with
agricultural activities, as the loan period in most cases does not match the crop or
livestock production cycles. This also raises a question on the relevance of
"business planning" and cost-benefit analysis in the loan application process
promoted by some projects (TSSD, PADEE), even if the intention may be good.**®
Generally high repayment rates in most GRFs have been reported and this is
positive. At the same time, caution is needed in interpreting this as an indication
that loans have been used for profitable investments, because all members know
that soon after the end of the loan period and repayment, a new loan is released
again — and also because of increasing other sources of incomes and remittances.

PADEE design differed from earlier projects and defined objectives and target
indicators™? for the improved GRFs (IGRFs) which were more of a financial
character: (i) financial literacy; (ii) increase in IGRF capital (30 per cent after 3
years); (iii) payment of the services supporting IGRF operations; and (iv) 24,500
IGRF members have doubled their savings in their MFI/bank. The planned financial
literacy training has been delivered but the majority of IGRFs will still need support
from contracted "mobile field agents” when PADEE closes and there is at this stage
uncertainty about whether IGRF groups will pay for the full costs (see section on
sustainability). Overall the IGRF capital will increase though perhaps less than 30
per cent. The outcome target related to MFI/bank savings is likely to be met not
because of the project, but perhaps for other reasons, such as remittances and
work in textile factories.

Improved local services and infrastructure within the D&D framework. The
projects have financed service delivery at commune and grassroots level through

D&D system. In several cases, this has been done through contracting private/NGO
service providers who have employed for example field extension agents or
commune extension workers (CEWs) while engaging commune councils in the
selection and oversight.

CEWSs hired by the projects have filled the gap left by the extremely limited
government workforce in extension, but capacity issue remains. The
CEWs'?° have acted more as facilitators, assisting farmers to access services and
manage their groups such as livelihoods improvement groups or cooperatives.
Many of the CEWs are young and do not have any agricultural education or
background but in principle they need two months of training in agricultural
extension. They are supposed to receive specialized technical support from district
agricultural offices or the service provider that engaged them. Capacity gap
remains a critical issue at this level. At the same time, across the projects, their
roles and required qualifications do not seem to be always clear, i.e. whether their
main roles are facilitation and mobilization, support for non-agricultural activities
(e.g. bookkeeping, group development), or agricultural advisory services.

The projects have also supported advanced farmers to provide support and
advice to other farmers at village level but their effectiveness varies. They
are appointed and trained as "farmer promoters" (the term used in CBRDP), village

8 The CSPE mission met LIGs in Prey Veng province, which had been supported by RPRP and which after project

closure had simplified the paperwork and abolished the written business plans. Instead they interviewed the borrower
about the purpose; all business was allowed, weddings and similar not.

19 president's Report, 3 April 2012

120 according to the General Directorate of Agriculture, MAFF, there are some 1,000 CEWs in the country funded by
different projects (including non-IFAD).
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extension workers (VEWs)*?* and/or VAHWs.*?? Support for VAHWSs has been a
common element in the portfolio and but they are often not provided with refresher
training, good diagnostic backstopping, technical supervision and good vaccines. If
they fail to generate an attractive income from the fees they charge their
neighbours, they often stop serving as VAHWSs. In RULIP, building a group of VEWSs
was difficult as they lacked capacity (most likely also due to lower capacity in
project provinces compared to other provinces) and incentives.

PADEE has been piloting a different approach for "farmer-to-farmer" learning based
on a study tour to Thailand in collaboration with an IFAD regional grant programme
Routasia with PROCASUR, with “community learning centres” — basically at the
farms of advanced and skilled farmers opened for other farmers to visit and learn
from, against a fee. This may present an innovative approach but more research is
needed to assess the effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability.

The projects have provided the provincial departments (PDAFF, PDoWA,
and rural development) and sub-national administrations with
opportunities for "learning by doing". This was done mainly through support
for facilitation (transport, per diem etc.) and staff training: basically, the portfolio
has not included any systematic and comprehensive capacity building support. The
commune councils have been involved in village orientation meetings, farmer
selection and group formation, solution of problems in groups, and monitoring
agricultural training and other development activities such as: annual social audit
or public hearing on GRF activities. Impact on these institutions is discussed in the
section on rural poverty impact.

The support for investments in rural infrastructure has overall achieved
the physical targets while also contributing to the decentralization
process. In particular the portfolio (CBRDP, RPRP and TSSD) has made
contribution to upgrading rural roads (a total of 2,686 km in three projects, see
also table (b) in annex XI) which have improved access to markets and services, as
observed during the CSPE field visits. After the MTR CBRDP, the prioritization and
implementation oversight for rural road works was transferred from provincial level
to the newly elected commune councils. However, there have been issues of quality
and operation and maintenance, the latter especially in view of (perhaps
unexpected) heavy traffic on rehabilitated roads.**?

Summary. Overall the portfolio performance with regard to the effectiveness
criterion is assessed as moderately satisfactory 