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Evaluación subregional de los países en situaciones de 

fragilidad en África Occidental y Central 

Resumen 

A. Antecedentes  
1. Introducción. En 2021, la Oficina de Evaluación Independiente del FIDA (IOE) 

llevó a cabo una evaluación subregional de la actuación del Fondo en los países en 
situaciones de fragilidad dentro de la División de África Occidental y Central del 

FIDA, que abarcó el período de 2010 a 2021. Las evaluaciones subregionales se 
introdujeron en 2021 con el fin de contribuir al aprendizaje basado en datos 
empíricos. En ellas se evalúan los problemas intrarregionales y los retos de 
desarrollo comunes dentro de una zona geográfica definida para poder extraer 

enseñanzas estratégicas y programáticas comunes.  

2. Países seleccionados. La evaluación subregional abarcó los países del G5 del 
Sahel —Burkina Faso, Chad, Malí, Mauritania y Níger— y las operaciones del FIDA 
en el norte de Nigeria. Estos países, a los que en lo sucesivo se hará referencia 

como “G5+1”, fueron seleccionados teniendo en cuenta los problemas de 
fragilidad similares a los que se enfrentan, que amenazan la consecución de los 
Objetivos de Desarrollo Sostenible. La Organización de Cooperación y Desarrollo 
Económicos (OCDE) consideró que, en 2020, los países del G5 del Sahel y Nigeria 
estaban en situación de fragilidad (mientras que Chad estaba en situación de 

extrema fragilidad). El Banco Mundial (2020) consideró que Burkina Faso, Malí, 
Níger y Nigeria se encontraban en situaciones de fragilidad debida a conflictos, y 

que el Chad sufría fragilidad social e institucional.  

3. Justificación. El Programa Especial del FIDA para Países en Situaciones de 
Fragilidad (2019)1 parte del hecho de que “la fragilidad plantea una seria amenaza 
para la aplicación de la Agenda 2030 para el Desarrollo Sostenible”. Al respecto, el 
apoyo del FIDA ha dado lugar al Programa Conjunto para el Sahel en Respuesta a 
los Desafíos de la COVID-19, los Conflictos y el Cambio Climático (SD3C), que fue 

aprobado por la Junta Ejecutiva en diciembre de 2020 y se aplicó en colaboración 
con la Organización de las Naciones Unidas para la Alimentación y la Agricultura 
(FAO), el Programa Mundial de Alimentos (PMA) y la Secretaría del G5 del Sahel. 
Este programa subregional conjunto, al ser el primero de este tipo, suscitó un 
gran interés en el FIDA por usar la evaluación subregional como fuente de 

aprendizaje basado en datos empíricos para una aplicación efectiva. 

B. Diseño y metodología de la evaluación 
4. Objetivos y alcance. El objetivo de esta evaluación subregional era evaluar las 

operaciones del FIDA entre 2010 y 2021, con un análisis centrado en la fragilidad 
que permitiera extraer enseñanzas útiles y pertinentes. En cuanto a su alcance, 

pretendía determinar: i) en qué medida los objetivos y los resultados 
operacionales del FIDA habían contribuido a hacer frente a los factores de 
fragilidad y las causas fundamentales conexas en la subregión, y ii) si los 
instrumentos y enfoques aplicados habían sido adecuados, teniendo en cuenta las 
circunstancias inestables creadas por los factores económicos, naturales y de 

inseguridad.  

5. Teoría del cambio. El diseño de la evaluación subregional se basó en un marco 
teórico y se ajustó a las directrices de evaluación de la IOE. Se centró en explorar 

si la actuación había sido eficaz o no en contextos de fragilidad y por qué motivos. 

                                     
1
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El equipo de la evaluación subregional elaboró una teoría del cambio basada en el 
marco de resultados del SD3C y en los frutos de la interacción con las principales 

partes interesadas (tanto en la Sede como sobre el terreno).  

6. Marco analítico. La evaluación subregional parte de un marco analítico que 
destaca la necesidad de fomentar la resiliencia. En ese marco se incluyen cinco 
grupos de factores de fragilidad relacionados con las siguientes cuestiones: i) los 

problemas socioeconómicos; ii) las perturbaciones sociales; iii) los retos 
medioambientales y del cambio climático; iv) las debilidades institucionales y de los 
contratos sociales, y v) los problemas de inseguridad y conflicto. El objetivo del 
FIDA es contribuir a la mejora de la resiliencia rural mediante el desarrollo de 

capacidades de asimilación, adaptación y transformación a nivel comunitario.  

7. Metodología. La evaluación subregional aplicó un enfoque mixto, que combinaba 
la recogida de datos cualitativos y cuantitativos mediante exámenes documentales, 
entrevistas con las partes interesadas (en grupos y con los principales informantes) 

y la recogida de datos primarios sobre el terreno. También se realizaron entrevistas 
virtuales con diversas categorías de partes interesadas en la Sede del FIDA y a 
escala subregional y nacional. Debido a las restricciones de la COVID-19, los 
consultores nacionales llevaron a cabo misiones sobre el terreno en los seis países. 
En general, las conclusiones se basaron en la triangulación de datos probatorios 

procedentes de diversas fuentes.  

C. Principales hallazgos 

Pertinencia 

8. Los programas sobre oportunidades estratégicas nacionales (COSOP) 
fueron pertinentes para respaldar el fomento de la resiliencia rural, que es 
un objetivo esencial en las situaciones de fragilidad. Los COSOP constituyen 
el marco de actuación del FIDA para la transformación rural inclusiva y sostenible, y 

en ellos se presenta claramente el desarrollo de la resiliencia en el contexto 
saheliano. En la evaluación no se encontraron muestras de un uso flexible y 
adaptable de los COSOP en esos contextos de fragilidad imprevisible. Tampoco 
proporcionaron orientación estratégica suficiente sobre cuestiones de fragilidad 

transfronteriza, como el comercio transfronterizo y la trashumancia.  

9. Las estrategias y operaciones examinadas comprendieron análisis contextuales, 
que analizaron ampliamente tres factores de fragilidad respecto a los que el FIDA 
realiza una contribución directa. Los análisis se centraron en el contexto económico 

y la pobreza, la gestión de los recursos naturales y la adaptación al cambio 
climático, y la desigualdad social. En general, no se dio un análisis en profundidad 
de los otros dos factores (instituciones públicas débiles e inseguridad y conflictos 

graves).  

10. Falta claridad sobre cómo realizar análisis de fragilidad integrales y sobre 
los beneficios de hacerlo, en comparación con los análisis realizados en la 
fase de diseño. La revisión reveló un análisis insuficiente de las interacciones 
dentro de cada categoría y entre las distintas categorías de factores. Aunque las 

enseñanzas extraídas han sido útiles para el diseño de los programas, no se hace 
referencia explícitamente a la manera de abordar los factores de fragilidad de 
forma integral. De hecho, faltaron análisis de fragilidad integrales y hubo muy 
pocos casos en los cuales el diseño de proyectos fuera sencillo, algo que es 

fundamental en esas situaciones.  

Coherencia 

11. La cartera de préstamos del FIDA fue coherente entre los proyectos 
consecutivos y en el seno de cada uno de ellos durante el período 
examinado, aunque sin una intención explícita de abordar la fragilidad de 
forma integral. La coherencia interna era evidente en todas las operaciones 

financiadas mediante préstamos del FIDA, y había sobradas pruebas de que se 
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perseguía en las operaciones de préstamo consecutivas en las mismas zonas 
geográficas. Los datos sugieren que, excepto en el caso de Nigeria, las actividades 
de gestión de los conocimientos y actuación normativa no pudieron mejorar 

ampliamente la eficacia al trabajar en un contexto frágil, ya que no se centraron en 
las enseñanzas o medidas destinadas a una actuación más eficaz en dichos 

contextos, en particular con los gobiernos.  

12. Se observó una amplia complementariedad entre las operaciones del FIDA y las 
prioridades programáticas de otras instituciones financieras internacionales 
(concretamente el Banco Africano de Desarrollo y el Banco Mundial) en los países 
del G5+1. Sin embargo, aún faltan datos que indiquen en qué medida dicha 
complementariedad se tradujo en mecanismos formales destinados a reforzar las 

respectivas ventajas comparativas o sinergias sobre el terreno. Se determinaron 
oportunidades de asociación entre los organismos con sede en Roma, pero no hay 
pruebas sólidas de que esas oportunidades se hayan aprovechado con vistas a 
obtener mejores resultados. La evaluación subregional concluyó que el SD3C 
constituía una buena oportunidad para reforzar la colaboración y las asociaciones 

entre los organismos con sede en Roma. 

De la eficacia a los impactos en los contextos de fragilidad 

13. En esta sección se analiza en qué medida las intervenciones apoyadas 
contribuyeron a hacer frente a los factores de fragilidad, se ajustaron al marco 
analítico, respondieron a las repercusiones de la COVID-19 y dieron lugar a 

enseñanzas extraídas. 

Factores de fragilidad socioeconómica  

14. La promoción de actividades generadoras de ingresos contribuyó a reforzar 
la capacidad de absorción y adaptación de los beneficiarios en contextos de 
fragilidad. La mejora de las prácticas agrícolas se tradujo en un aumento de los 
rendimientos y una reducción de su variabilidad, la promoción de nuevos cultivos y 

técnicas ganaderas y la adopción de estrategias de creación de activos. Entre estas 
últimas se cuentan i) el recurso a las políticas de subvenciones públicas en algunos 
países; ii) los créditos en especie para que los más vulnerables puedan acumular 
activos primarios y iii) el ahorro en especie (relativo a semillas e insumos). Estas 
estrategias ayudaron a aumentar la capacidad de los productores para afrontar las 

crisis.  

15. La creación de capacidad y el apoyo no financiero han sido fundamentales 

para desarrollar el capital humano y social necesario para que las personas 
y los grupos puedan hacer frente a las situaciones de fragilidad. En la 
mayoría de los proyectos se elaboraron paquetes integrales de apoyo a 
microproyectos y empresas rurales, centrados en tres categorías principales de 
medidas: capacitación, apoyo en los distintos segmentos de la cadena de valor —
incluido el acceso a los mercados— y promoción de servicios financieros rurales 

inclusivos.  

16. El apoyo a los grupos tradicionales de crédito y ahorro fue decisivo para el 

desarrollo de estrategias de resiliencia de los pequeños agricultores. A falta 
de sistemas formales de financiación, el apoyo a los mecanismos locales facilita la 
expansión de los activos productivos de los pequeños agricultores pobres (por 
ejemplo, insumos agrícolas y equipos de procesamiento en Chad, bombas de riego 
y vallas para los huertos de oasis en Mauritania). También promueve inversiones 

rentables y refuerza la capacidad de absorción y adaptación de los productores.  

17. Los bancos de cereales contribuyeron a mejorar la capacidad de absorción al poner 
alimentos al alcance de los pequeños agricultores pobres, reducir el hambre en la 

temporada de escasez y proporcionar un colchón contra las variaciones de los 
precios de los alimentos. El apoyo del FIDA se centró en dotar de conocimientos 
técnicos, de gestión y de gobernanza a los miembros de los comités de los bancos 
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de cereales que gestionaban la recogida, el almacenamiento y la redistribución de 
los granos depositados por los agricultores. Esto fue especialmente importante en el 
Chad y el Níger, donde se daban tanto fenómenos climáticos imprevisibles como 

inseguridad.  

Factores relacionados con el medio ambiente y el cambio climático que 

fomentan la fragilidad  

18. Promover prácticas de conservación de suelos y aguas en los contextos 
áridos y semiáridos del Sahel resultó fundamental para mejorar la 

resiliencia de los pequeños agricultores. Los proyectos apoyados por el FIDA 
han acumulado un importante acervo de conocimientos sobre intervenciones 
eficaces de conservación de suelos y aguas, restauración de la cubierta vegetal y 
planes de riego a pequeña escala (en Burkina Faso, Chad, Malí, Mauritania y Níger). 
Estas intervenciones se combinaron con métodos de intensificación agrícola 
sostenible a fin de mejorar la productividad y la adaptación al cambio climático. De 

hecho, la mayoría de las intervenciones que incluían un componente de 
conservación de suelos y aguas resultaron estar en consonancia con las prácticas 

agrícolas climáticamente inteligentes.  

19. Apoyar a los beneficiarios y a los responsables de la toma de decisiones para que 
den prioridad a las prácticas eficaces y sostenibles de gestión de los recursos 
naturales ha sido fundamental para mejorar la resiliencia. Un buen ejemplo de ello 
es la asimilación de la conservación de suelos y aguas y la ampliación de la 

regeneración natural asistida en el Níger mediante un programa nacional apoyado 

por el Gobierno y otros asociados.  

20. El apoyo con fondos del Fondo para el Medio Ambiente Mundial (FMAM) y 

el Programa de Adaptación para la Agricultura en Pequeña Escala (ASAP) 
ha sido fundamental para promover estrategias eficaces de adaptación de 
los pequeños productores al cambio climático. La financiación del FMAM 
promovió la diversificación de los medios de vida de los pequeños agricultores, 
fomentando las fuentes de ingresos de actividades no agrícolas, algo que 

contribuyó a una adaptación eficaz (ejemplos de ello son el Proyecto de Ordenación 
Participativa de los Recursos Naturales y Desarrollo Rural en las Regiones Norte, 
Centro-Norte y Este (Proyecto Neer-Tamba) en Burkina Faso y el Proyecto de 
Apoyo a la Seguridad Alimentaria y el Desarrollo en la Región de Maradi 
(PASADEM) en Níger). El apoyo a través de las donaciones del ASAP promovió 

eficazmente la planificación comunal participativa, que contribuyó a las estrategias 
de adaptación al cambio climático y fomentó las empresas sensibles al clima (como 
en el Proyecto de Fomento de la Productividad Agrícola (PAPAM) en Malí y el 

Proyecto de Mejora de la Resiliencia de los Sistemas Agrícolas (PARSAT) en Chad). 

21. Lograr buenos resultados en la gestión de los recursos naturales en el 
contexto saheliano requiere la plena participación de todas las partes para 
gestionar los diferentes intereses de las comunidades en materia de 
recursos hídricos y de pastoreo. La disponibilidad y el acceso al agua son 

fundamentales para mejorar la gestión de los pastos naturales en las condiciones de 
aridez del Sahel, como demuestra el Proyecto de Gestión del Agua para el Pastoreo 
en las Zonas Sahelianas en el Chad. En Mauritania, el apoyo a través del 
componente del proyecto financiado por el FMAM permitió establecer tres 
corredores entre zonas de pastoreo con pozos para favorecer la trashumancia. En 

general, la evaluación subregional constató que el apoyo del FIDA a los pastores ha 
sido modesto, limitándose al desarrollo de corredores de trashumancia a pequeña 

escala.  



EC 2022/119/W.P.4 

vii 

Fragilidad institucional: el papel de las organizaciones de agricultores  

22. Capacitar a las organizaciones de productores y a las organizaciones de 
agricultores para que hagan una labor eficaz y sostenible ha sido 
fundamental con vistas a crear capacidades de absorción y adaptación, y 
puede conducir al desarrollo de una capacidad transformadora. La 
colaboración con las organizaciones de agricultores y de productores ha sido una 

esfera en la que el FIDA ha tenido una ventaja comparativa en esta subregión. 
Entre las etapas clave han figurado la mejora de sus capacidades de prestación de 
servicios para perfeccionar el suministro de insumos y la comercialización de 
productos; la vinculación del fortalecimiento institucional y las capacidades de 
cabildeo con el desarrollo económico local y comunitario, y la ayuda para federarse 

en organizaciones centrales. Se obtuvieron resultados positivos a nivel nacional en 
todos los países evaluados y a nivel regional con la organización central regional, la 
Red de Organizaciones Campesinas y Productores Agrícolas de África Occidental 

(ROPPA). 

23. El apoyo del FIDA a las cámaras de agricultura mejoró la gobernanza en los 
procesos de desarrollo local y creó capital social. Los proyectos de Burkina Faso y el 
Níger desempeñaron un papel importante en diversos aspectos: fomentar la 
participación de las cámaras regionales de agricultura en la ejecución de los 

proyectos y la participación de las organizaciones de productores de primer nivel en 
el diálogo sobre políticas; apoyar las intervenciones en materia de seguridad 
alimentaria y la prestación de servicios promovida por el gobierno, y elaborar 
diagnósticos de comercialización participativos. En muchos de estos casos, una 
externalidad positiva fue que se generó confianza entre los beneficiarios y el 

gobierno. 

24. Se obtuvieron resultados dispares en cuanto a la funcionalidad de los 
sistemas de riego a pequeña escala gestionados por las asociaciones de 

usuarios de agua, en los que los comités de gestión local tuvieron que 
desempeñar un papel importante, pese a los tremendos esfuerzos desplegados 
por los proyectos (en Burkina Faso, Chad, Malí y Níger). Se encontraron algunos 
factores explicativos, como la divergencia interna de intereses, la asignación no 
equitativa de derechos, la escasa capacidad de las asociaciones para prestar 

servicios de mantenimiento que permitieran mantener las inversiones operativas, la 
falta de tiempo para establecer comités de gestión funcionales, las bajas cuotas de 
mantenimiento de los sistemas de riego y el insuficiente apoyo a las asociaciones de 

usuarios centrales. 

25. La experiencia sugiere que ha resultado eficaz el fomento de convenios locales2 
para la gestión de los recursos naturales con vistas a fomentar la cohesión social y 
la confianza dentro de las comunidades y entre ellas. Hay varios casos de proyectos 
apoyados por el FIDA que promueven este tipo de enfoques (en Burkina Faso, Malí 

y Mauritania) que resultaron eficaces y demostraron su pertinencia y capacidad 

para una gestión consensuada de los recursos naturales.  

26. El apoyo del FIDA creó unas condiciones favorables para que las 
organizaciones de agricultores participaran en los debates sobre políticas 
pertinentes. La evaluación subregional encontró casos en los que las 
organizaciones de agricultores influyeron en las decisiones sobre la política de 
seguridad alimentaria, lo que supuso una contribución positiva al desarrollo de la 

resiliencia. Un buen ejemplo de ello es el PASADEM en el Níger, en el que se 
establecieron marcos de consulta para fomentar los vínculos comerciales entre 

diferentes grupos de interés económico. 

                                     
2
 Los convenios locales son conjuntos de normas elaboradas a nivel local por las partes interesadas que utilizan los 

recursos naturales y compiten por tales recursos con el fin de regular su uso y resolver o prevenir conflictos de forma 

pacífica. 
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Problemas de fragilidad relacionados con la desigualdad social  

27. La falta de seguridad en la tenencia de la tierra disuade a los pequeños 
productores de invertir en la recuperación de tierras a largo plazo. Los datos 
disponibles en los contextos del G5+1 revelan que esta cuestión se abordó en cierta 
medida, principalmente mediante inversiones en infraestructuras de gestión de 
recursos naturales; sin embargo, no siempre se plasmó en políticas. Encontramos 

una excepción en Malí, donde la reciente ley de tierras promueve el uso de los 
comités locales y nacionales de la tierra existentes, en los que los representantes 
de los productores recibieron capacitación para utilizar estos marcos para prevenir 

conflictos.  

28. En los contextos del G5+1, las mujeres y los jóvenes tienen derechos restringidos 
sobre la tierra y es más probable que tengan un acceso inseguro a la misma. Los 
proyectos respaldados por el FIDA han abordado parcialmente la cuestión de la 
desigualdad en el acceso a la tierra. Sin embargo, se trata de una cuestión que 

requiere un apoyo a largo plazo y la participación de diversos actores, desde la 

escala local hasta la nacional.  

29. El pastoreo es muy importante en el contexto saheliano. Sin embargo, no 
se le prestó suficiente atención en las operaciones respaldadas por el FIDA 
durante el período examinado. Los pastores carecen de seguridad en los 
derechos de acceso a las tierras de cultivo y a las de pastoreo cercanas a sus 
asentamientos y a otras tierras de pastoreo durante la trashumancia. También es 

probable que se enfrenten a conflictos por el acceso a los recursos hídricos o a las 
zonas protegidas. Muy pocos proyectos del FIDA han abordado la trashumancia y 
sus aspectos transfronterizos, y el cambio climático está tornando esta cuestión 
más conflictiva en la subregión. Los datos sugieren que el apoyo a los comités de 
gestión conjunta de usuarios concurrentes puede ser eficaz para prevenir los 

conflictos locales relacionados con los pastos. 

30. Es necesario incluir la dimensión de los derechos de los usuarios en el 
apoyo a la gestión de los recursos naturales, especialmente en las zonas 

expuestas a riesgo de conflictos sociales, donde los conflictos sobre el 
acceso y el uso de la tierra se intensifican fácilmente. El SD3C reconoce esta 
necesidad y pretende abordarla mediante el apoyo a los grupos de productores en 
sus esfuerzos por practicar una gestión de los recursos naturales sostenible y hacer 
frente a los riesgos climáticos mediante la adopción de prácticas más adecuadas y 

la mejora de las infraestructuras productivas de la tierra y el agua, lo que 

aumentará la resiliencia de los medios de vida rurales. 

Conflictos violentos e inseguridad  

31. En las operaciones apoyadas por el FIDA en el G5+1 faltaba un foco de 
atención en el nexo entre la pobreza y los conflictos al abordar estos 
problemas. Los proyectos respaldados por el FIDA se han visto afectados por 

diversas formas de conflictos en Malí, el Níger y Nigeria, pero los conflictos se tratan 
como riesgos que hay que gestionar y no como problemas que el FIDA puede 
ayudar a resolver o prevenir directamente. Por ejemplo, los marcos de resultados 
de los proyectos del FIDA en Nigeria no tienen en cuenta cómo encajan los efectos 
directos de los proyectos en el nexo entre la pobreza y los conflictos. Esto hace que 

sea difícil evaluar hasta qué punto las intervenciones pretendían abordar los 

factores relacionados con los conflictos.  

Perturbaciones debidas a la pandemia de COVID-19 

32. Las medidas adoptadas en relación con la pandemia de COVID-19 ejemplifican la 
capacidad del FIDA para actuar en situaciones de emergencia. Hay varios casos en 

los que el apoyo del FIDA ha mostrado flexibilidad a fin de contribuir a los esfuerzos 
de los gobiernos para responder a las repercusiones de la pandemia. Ejemplos de 
ello son el desarrollo de un plan de contingencia para la prevención y mitigación de 
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la COVID-19 en el Níger, el Mecanismo de Estímulo para la Población Rural Pobre y 
otras iniciativas a corto plazo a nivel de país implementadas en el Chad, Malí y 
Nigeria. Aunque aún no se han extraído enseñanzas de ellas, estas iniciativas 

ilustran la fuerza del FIDA para adaptarse a los cambios de circunstancias. 

Garantizar la inclusión de las intervenciones 

33. Los datos sugieren que las operaciones respaldadas por el FIDA dedican 
una clara atención a la igualdad de género, aunque todavía no son 
suficientes para abordar las causas fundamentales de la mayor 

vulnerabilidad de las mujeres en los contextos de fragilidad. Las mujeres 
son más sensibles a los factores de fragilidad en los entornos rurales del Sahel, y la 
pandemia de COVID-19 agravó su vulnerabilidad. Los proyectos han aplicado 
métodos de focalización positiva que han permitido que las mujeres y las niñas se 
beneficien de las intervenciones. Sin embargo, los impactos relacionados con el 
género, que son cruciales en las situaciones de fragilidad, no se describen (de 

manera explícita o clara) en las vías de la teoría del cambio que guían las 
intervenciones destinadas a abordar las causas fundamentales de la vulnerabilidad, 
que son en su mayoría socioculturales. Además, algunos documentos de diseño de 

proyectos carecían de una estrategia de género específica.  

34. El apoyo del FIDA contribuyó a empoderar a las mujeres rurales y a mejorar su 
acceso a los activos productivos, siendo ambos elementos cruciales para la creación 
de capacidades de absorción y adaptación. Todos los proyectos trataban de 

empoderar a las mujeres económicamente y algunos abordaban cuestiones 
relacionadas con la carga de trabajo (el Chad, Malí y Mauritania). Los datos 
también ponen de manifiesto: i) una mejora gradual pero lenta en el 
fortalecimiento de la posición de las mujeres dentro de las comunidades, 
especialmente en los órganos de gobierno de las organizaciones de agricultores y, 
en menor medida, dentro de los hogares, y ii) avances en el tratamiento de los 

derechos de acceso a la tierra para las mujeres en Burkina Faso, y el acceso a los 
insumos para actividades económicas diversificadas en el Chad y el Níger. Sin 
embargo, la evaluación subregional no encontró datos que mostraran la 
participación de las mujeres en los procesos relacionados c on los mecanismos 
locales de gestión de los recursos naturales, ni sobre su papel en el fortalecimiento 

de los contratos sociales y el mantenimiento de la paz. 

35. Los enfoques para promover la inclusión de los jóvenes, un elemento 

central en varios proyectos recientes, se centraron por lo general en las 
actividades generadoras de ingresos y la capacitación para desarrollar sus 
capacidades de absorción y adaptación. En las situaciones de fragilidad, las 
modalidades de acceso a los fondos (por ejemplo, el crédito) han sido más flexibles 
y adaptadas (como en Malí y Níger). Los datos de Burkina Faso y Nigeria sugieren 
que la integración de las mujeres y los jóvenes en las actividades de desarrollo de 

las cadenas de valor en las fases iniciales y finales de la producción es una 
estrategia eficaz que contribuye a diversificar sus oportunidades económicas y a 
mitigar los efectos de los factores de fragilidad, como la pobreza extrema y el 

cambio climático.  

36. Cuando recibían una orientación adecuada y se les permitía part icipar en 
actividades clave, los jóvenes contribuyeron de manera eficaz a aumentar la 
resiliencia de las comunidades rurales, tal como se ha demostrado en Mauritania y 

el Níger. Las intervenciones eficaces incluyen también objetivos de mejora de las 
capacidades técnicas y aumentan el acceso a activos productivos y mercados 
rentables. En general, para valorar la eficacia del apoyo del FIDA a los jóvenes y su 
alineación con los resultados de las iniciativas empresariales sostenibles y la 
creación de empleo para los jóvenes se requiere un análisis más profundo de los 

principales factores de fragilidad de los jóvenes en la fase de diseño. 
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Eficiencia, sostenibilidad y ampliación de escala 

37. Los resultados demuestran que, pese a las dificultades, resultó posible lograr un 
aumento de la eficiencia en las situaciones de fragilidad. El FIDA intensificó la 
supervisión y las misiones técnicas en los proyectos de los países del G5+1 y 
colaboró con los proveedores de servicios no gubernamentales, lo que dio buenos 
frutos con vistas a eliminar ciertos obstáculos para el aumento de la eficiencia. Este 

planteamiento ayudó a resolver los retrasos en la puesta en marcha de los 
proyectos, la lentitud de los desembolsos y los problemas de coordinación de los 
proyectos. Sin embargo, en general los costos de gestión fueron más elevados en 

las situaciones de fragilidad debido a imprevistos. 

38. La evaluación subregional señaló desafíos en relación con el modelo 
operacional del FIDA en el apoyo a las operaciones en contextos frágiles. 
La financiación mediante préstamos con garantía soberana no es lo suficientemente 
flexible como para permitir ajustes rápidos en caso de acontecimientos críticos (por 

ejemplo, una grave sequía, una crisis económica o una agitación política); las 
donaciones parecían más apropiadas y adaptables debido a su flexibilidad (en 
materia de desembolso y gestión). Sin embargo, su tamaño es muy limitado. El 
cumplimiento de los convenios de cofinanciación ha supuesto un reto para los 
gobiernos de los países del G5+1. En cuanto a los aspectos positivos, la 

disponibilidad de fondos de otros cofinanciadores internacionales (como el FMAM o 
el Fondo Verde para el Clima) resultó útil para apoyar las intervenciones destinadas 
a fomentar la resiliencia. Durante el período examinado, la mayoría de los 
directores en los países (cinco de seis) no residían en el país en cuestión, lo que 
limitaba la capacidad del FIDA para trabajar con asociados clave y responder 

rápidamente a los cambios de contexto. 

39. Los datos sugieren que los resultados pueden mantenerse en situaciones 
de fragilidad si se refuerza la capacidad de las organizaciones 

comunitarias para llevar a cabo actividades y continuar los logros de los 
proyectos respaldados por el FIDA, y para fomentar la cohesión social en 
sus comunidades. Los ejemplos del Chad y el Níger confirman que el 
fortalecimiento de la eficacia de las asociaciones de usuarios de recursos y de los 
comités de gestión aumenta la probabilidad de obtener resultados sostenibles. Los 

datos del Níger y Nigeria indican que el apoyo a las organizaciones comunitarias 
con el fin de ampliar y profundizar la cohesión social y fortalecer el contrato social 
contribuyó a obtener resultados sostenibles en situaciones de fragilidad. Dicho 
apoyo incluyó enfoques de “ingeniería social” (o movilización social) aplicados en el 
fortalecimiento de los vínculos, puentes y enlaces del capital social (con ejemplos 

en Burkina Faso, Malí y Mauritania).  

40. En lo que respecta a la ampliación de escala, la evaluación subregional ha 
constatado que es fundamental apoyar a los gobiernos en la definición y aplicación 

de una estrategia de ampliación de escala. Se encontraron ejemplos de ampliación 
de escala de los resultados por parte de los gobiernos en Malí y el Níger, y también 
hubo ejemplos de otros asociados para el desarrollo en el Chad. El anclaje de las 
intervenciones en los programas nacionales ha sido un factor primordial para lograr 

resultados eficaces en la ampliación. 

D. Conclusiones y recomendaciones  
41. Conclusiones. Las cinco categorías de factores de fragilidad establecidas en el 

marco analítico de la evaluación estaban claramente visibles en los contextos de los 
países del G5+1, con diferencias entre los países y dentro de ellos. Por lo tanto, en 
estos países es fundamental fomentar la resiliencia, que es la solución clave a la 

fragilidad. La evaluación constató que las estrategias, los programas y los proyectos 
del FIDA en los países examinados daban cada vez más prioridad al fomento de la 
resiliencia en sus objetivos, aunque no se realizaban análisis exhaustivos de la 

fragilidad.  
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42. El apoyo del FIDA contribuyó a un cambio positivo en las oportunidades 
económicas, la gestión de los recursos naturales y la adaptación al cambio 
climático, lo cual resultó decisivo para mejorar la resiliencia de los beneficiarios 

mediante el desarrollo de sus capacidades de absorción, adaptación y 
transformación. Los resultados muestran que las mujeres y los jóvenes (que son 
agentes fundamentales en las situaciones de fragilidad) han recibido apoyo a través 
de actividades de desarrollo de cadenas de valor inclusivas; sin embargo, los logros 
fueron moderados al hacer frente a factores específicos del contexto que fomentan 

su mayor vulnerabilidad. Además, el refuerzo de la cohesión social a través de las 
organizaciones de base (organizaciones de agricultores y organizaciones 
comunitarias) y la utilización de los mecanismos endógenos existentes son 

fundamentales para lograr y mantener los resultados.  

43. La evaluación subregional reveló tres desafíos clave. En primer lugar, en la 
actuación del FIDA no se tuvieron en cuenta adecuadamente las especificidades 
de trabajar en contextos de fragilidad en los países del G5+1 (por ejemplo, en 
relación con la simplicidad del diseño, los análisis integrales previos para 

comprender las causas fundamentales de la fragilidad o los problemas 
transfronterizos). En segundo lugar, el modelo operacional del FIDA (en cuanto a 
instrumentos financieros y presencia en los países) se adapta mejor a la 
prestación de servicios en situaciones no frágiles que en los contextos del G5+1. 
En tercer lugar, las actividades no crediticias no pudieron respaldar las 

operaciones de préstamo a fin de abordar de manera integral los factores de 

fragilidad. 

44. En consonancia con estas conclusiones, la evaluación subregional formula las 

siguientes recomendaciones. 

45. Recomendación 1: Desarrollar un marco integral de resiliencia para la 
subregión o región que oriente las evaluaciones, los diseños y la 

ejecución de las operaciones (sobre el terreno, a nivel nacional y 
regional). El marco debe basarse en los documentos de orientación existentes y 
en la experiencia del FIDA para guiar los análisis integrales con los siguientes 
fines: i) comprender los diversos factores de fragilidad y sus causas 
fundamentales; ii) desarrollar una sólida teoría del cambio que ayude a identificar 

vías para abordar los factores de fragilidad encontrados, incluidos los de 
naturaleza transfronteriza; iii) diseñar intervenciones que sean sencillas al tiempo 
que eficaces en el nexo entre la resiliencia y la transformación rural, y 
iv) determinar asociaciones estratégicas y operativas para la actuación. Dado el 
carácter transfronterizo de muchas de estas cuestiones, el FIDA debería 

considerar la posibilidad de poner a prueba marcos de colaboración que se 
extiendan más allá de las fronteras nacionales y aprovechar la experiencia del 
proyecto piloto en curso para las operaciones regionales. Las fuentes de 
financiación (disponibles y potenciales) deben presentarse de forma analítica para 
garantizar una combinación adecuada de instrumentos financieros que apoyen las 

intervenciones de fomento de la resiliencia en los contextos de fragilidad.  

46. Recomendación 2: Aprovechar la oportunidad de la Fase 2.0 de la 
Descentralización del FIDA para mejorar las capacidades de los equipos 

en los países, así como sus interacciones y agilidad para una ejecución 
eficaz en los contextos de fragilidad del G5+1. Esto implica reforzar las 
capacidades técnicas de los miembros de los equipos en los países (fomento de 
capacidad) a fin de brindar un apoyo adecuado a las operaciones en situaciones 
de fragilidad; determinar a los actores clave con los que asociarse para aspectos 

específicos de la fragilidad; estrechar la colaboración para planificar y adoptar 
medidas conjuntas, teniendo en cuenta la ventaja comparativa de cada 

organización, y desarrollar diseños adecuados al tiempo que sencillos. 
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47. Recomendación 3: Revisar los enfoques de fomento de las cadenas de 
valor en la subregión a fin de seguir mejorando la inclusión y aprovechar 
los enfoques impulsados en las comunidades de las zonas de extrema 

fragilidad. Para ello es necesario mejorar la focalización en las mujeres y los 
jóvenes y desarrollar paquetes de apoyo adecuados (que incluyan soluciones 
digitales, acceso a los mercados y agricultura climáticamente inteligente) que 
tengan en cuenta sus condiciones específicas y respondan a sus expectativas, y 
aplicar enfoques impulsados por la comunidad que involucren a los grupos 

marginados en la mejora de la gestión de los recursos naturales (en particular los 
pastizales) y la adaptación al cambio climático y la prevención de conflictos en 
torno a los recursos naturales. Hay que centrarse en la comprensión de los 
problemas del pastoreo para encontrar formas de promover una colaboración 

positiva entre los sistemas de producción agrícola y pastoral. 

48. Recomendación 4: Seguir promoviendo la resiliencia de las comunidades 
rurales apoyando a las organizaciones de productores, de agricultores y 
comunitarias con vistas a la prestación eficaz de servicios y el fomento de 

su capacidad para participar en el diálogo sobre políticas en torno a temas 
relacionados con ellas. Esto implica aprovechar los logros anteriores del FIDA 
con las organizaciones de productores y de agricultores y sus órganos centrales —
incluyendo a las organizaciones de pastores— mediante una colaboración a largo 
plazo para que contribuyan de manera efectiva a aumentar la resiliencia de sus 

miembros, especialmente en las zonas de mayor fragilidad. Se debe incrementar el 
apoyo a las organizaciones de mujeres y adaptarse a cada contexto con el fin de 
hacer frente de manera progresiva a las causas profundas de su tipo específico de 
fragilidad, y elevar su perfil de liderazgo, su voz y su situación socioeconómica de 

forma sostenible. 

49. Recomendación 5: Prestar un mayor apoyo a los equipos en los países a fin 
de aumentar la eficacia de las operaciones no crediticias en los contextos 
de fragilidad. Esto implica aumentar el apoyo técnico (en cuanto a misiones, actos 

de formación, estudios y consultas sobre políticas) para mejorar la colaboración con 
los asociados gubernamentales en cuestiones específicas de resiliencia (por 
ejemplo, la exclusión, el contrato social, el pastoreo y la trashumancia) en 

asociación con actores nacionales e internacionales.  
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Respuesta de la Dirección del FIDA a la evaluación 
subregional de los países en situación de fragilidad en 

África Occidental y Central  

1. La Dirección acoge con satisfacción la primera evaluación subregional del FIDA, 
centrada en los países en situación de fragilidad de la región de África Occidental y 
Central. Las evaluaciones subregionales son un nuevo tipo de evaluación previsto 
en la Estrategia de Evaluación Plurianual de la IOE de 2021. En ellas se evalúan los 

desafíos comunes en materia de desarrollo, las iniciativas programáticas y las 
oportunidades en un conjunto de países que comparten problemas similares de 
desarrollo rural, yendo más allá del ámbito de un solo país. Por ello, las 
evaluaciones subregionales constituirán una valiosa oportunidad de aprendizaje 
para la Dirección, pues proporcionarán conocimientos que servirán para 

fundamentar las estrategias subregionales o mejorar las operaciones en curso a 
nivel nacional y regional. También serán útiles para adquirir conocimientos en los 
países no cubiertos por evaluaciones de las estrategias y los programas en los 

países.  

2. Esta evaluación subregional es especialmente relevante a la luz de la 
medida objeto de seguimiento n.º 14 en el marco de los compromisos 
asumidos para la Duodécima Reposición de los Recursos del FIDA 
(FIDA12), que establece que el FIDA desarrollará iniciativas específicas para una 

mayor colaboración en el Sahel y el Cuerno de África. En particular, las 
conclusiones derivadas de la evaluación subregional orientarán el desarrollo del 
marco de resultados de las actividades conjuntas de los organismos con sede en 
Roma en relación con el SD3C, que se presentará a la Junta Ejecutiva en 2022. 
Además, las conclusiones de esta evaluación subregional servirán de base para la 

puesta en marcha de la Iniciativa de Financiación Verde Inclusiva (IGREENFIN) que 

arranca en 2022 y 2023 con la firma de varios proyectos.  

3. En cuanto al proceso, la Dirección aprecia el enfoque participativo adoptado por la 

IOE en la realización de esta evaluación subregional y la buena interacción lograda 
en cada etapa del proceso, a pesar de los desafíos planteados por la pandemia de 
COVID-19 y la disponibilidad de datos. Dado que las evaluaciones subregionales 
son un producto nuevo, la IOE puede ayudar a la Dirección a sensibilizar y generar 
conocimientos sobre este tipo de evaluación a nivel interno. La IOE ha dado 

muestras de flexibilidad a lo largo del proceso de evaluación; será importante 
mantener dicha flexibilidad y permitir al personal del FIDA crear procesos de 

examen interno y de formulación de observaciones sobre este nuevo producto.  

4. En la versión final de la evaluación subregional constan las observaciones 
de la Dirección en las primeras fases de la consulta. La Dirección desea 

destacar los siguientes puntos clave:  

i) Análisis del “contrato social”. La evaluación a nivel institucional de la 
actuación del FIDA en situaciones y Estados frágiles y afectados por 
conflictos, realizada por la IOE en 2015, no hace referencia explícita al 
concepto de contrato social; lo mismo ocurre con el Marco Estratégico del 
FIDA 2016-2025 y el documento del Programa Especial para Países con 

Situaciones de Fragilidad. La Dirección reconoce que la evaluación subregional 
no recomienda explícitamente la adopción del concepto de contrato social, 
pero destaca que dicho concepto se ha convertido en una herramienta cada 
vez más utilizada que puede aplicarse cuando sea necesario, como ha sido el 

caso del COSOP para Malí de 2020. 
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ii)  Complejidad del diseño. La cuestión de la complejidad es bien conocida por 
el FIDA, y se ha destacado en varios exámenes de la cartera, así como en el 
Informe anual sobre los resultados y el impacto de las actividades del FIDA 

de 2021, elaborado por la IOE. La complejidad de los proyectos es el 
resultado de la evolución del FIDA a lo largo del último decenio, en el que el 
Fondo ha adaptado los compromisos asumidos en el marco de las 
reposiciones a las características incluidas en el diseño de los proyectos. Las 
Directrices revisadas para el diseño de los proyectos —que se publicarán 

en 2022— prevén herramientas concretas para articular mejor la teoría del 
cambio de un proyecto y construir un marco lógico coherente para su 
seguimiento. Sin embargo, la Dirección cree que la cuestión requiere un 

debate más amplio en el contexto de la consulta sobre la FIDA13.  

5. La Dirección está de acuerdo con las principales conclusiones de la 
evaluación subregional y reconoce que el objetivo de aumentar la 
resiliencia es el pilar fundamental de las operaciones del FIDA en los 
países del G5+1. La Dirección también está de acuerdo con los retos señalados en 

la conclusión, pero desea señalar lo siguiente: 

i) Sobre la falta de un enfoque específico del FIDA para los contextos de 
fragilidad: Las directrices actualizadas para el diseño del COSOP y de los 

proyectos que se publicarán en 2022 incluyen orientaciones mejoradas sobre 
la evaluación de las situaciones de fragilidad y el criterio de fragilidad que 
debe aplicarse. Además, y como parte de los compromisos asumidos en el 
marco de la FIDA12, el Fondo presentará a la Junta Ejecutiva una estrategia 
revisada sobre la actuación del FIDA en situaciones de fragilidad y afectadas 

por conflictos, que sustituirá a la de 2016. La estrategia revisada se basará en 
las recomendaciones emitidas en 2021 por el grupo de trabajo interno sobre 
los países en situaciones de conflicto y fragilidad, así como en las enseñanzas 
extraídas del Programa Especial para Países con Situaciones de Fragilidad 
de 2019. La estrategia revisada aportará más claridad respecto a la definición 

de fragilidad e incluirá orientaciones para diferenciar el enfoque según el nivel 
de fragilidad. El FIDA proporcionará asimismo orientaciones específicas para 
la puesta en práctica de la estrategia y una mejor orientación para los 
equipos encargados de la ejecución de los proyectos sobre cómo actuar 

concretamente en situaciones de fragilidad y afectadas por conflictos.  

ii)  Sobre la insuficiencia de la presencia del FIDA en los países y de los 
instrumentos financieros para las operaciones en los países del G5+1: 
La cuestión de la presencia en los países se aborda en la recomendación n.º 

3. En cuanto a la flexibilidad de los instrumentos financieros, la Política del 
FIDA de Reestructuración de Proyectos de 2018 promueve la proactividad y 
los incentivos para que los gobiernos adapten sus proyectos a un entorno 

cambiante y lo hagan atendiendo a las nuevas necesidades y prioridades. 

iii)  Sobre las diferencias en cuanto a la capacidad de las actividades no 
crediticias para respaldar las operaciones de préstamo: En consonancia 
con los compromisos asumidos en el marco de la FIDA12, el Fondo está 
elaborando herramientas que complementarán las directrices existentes para 

la actuación normativa a nivel nacional y produciendo materiales de 
capacitación en el marco del programa de perfeccionamiento de la Academia 
de Operaciones del FIDA (OPAC). Las nuevas directrices para los COSOP 
también hacen hincapié en la gestión de los conocimientos, e indican que en 
todos los COSOP debe incorporarse el marco básico para la generación y el 

uso de conocimientos y crearse un entorno propicio para ello. Estos cambios 

serán especialmente relevantes en los contextos de fragilidad.  
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Recomendaciones 

6. La Dirección está de acuerdo con las cinco recomendaciones formuladas en 
la evaluación subregional. En los siguientes párrafos se presentan las opiniones 

de la Dirección y las medidas propuestas respecto a cada recomendación.  

7. Recomendación 1. “Desarrollar un marco integral de resiliencia para la subregión 
o región que oriente las evaluaciones, los diseños y la ejecución de las operaciones 
(sobre el terreno, a nivel nacional y regional). [...] El FIDA debería considerar la 
posibilidad de poner a prueba marcos de colaboración que se extiendan más allá de 

las fronteras nacionales y aprovechar la experiencia del proyecto piloto en curso 

para las operaciones regionales”. 

8. De acuerdo. El FIDA se ha comprometido a poner en marcha la Estrategia 

Integrada de las Naciones Unidas para el Sahel (UNISS)3. En el párrafo 9 del 
documento del SD3C4 se hace referencia al vínculo del programa con el objetivo 
estratégico general de la UNISS de aumentar la resiliencia. En el apéndice X de 
dicho documento se indica asimismo explícitamente que el Programa Conjunto 
forma parte de la UNISS. Esta última constituye un marco sólido para la actuación 

en la región. 

9. Teniendo en cuenta la complejidad y la naturaleza específica de los desafíos en 
materia de desarrollo a los que se enfrentan los Estados Miembros del FIDA en el 

Sahel, la Dirección está de acuerdo en que la elaboración de un marco de 
resiliencia común e integral para el Sahel guiará mejor la actuación actual y futura. 
Siempre que los órganos rectores del FIDA estén de acuerdo en asignar tiempo y 
recursos suficientes a esta tarea, la Dirección acepta la recomendación de elaborar 
dicho marco de resiliencia basándose en las enseñanzas extraídas de su actuación 

en el Sahel, en las prioridades de desarrollo nacionales y regionales y en la 
colaboración actual y potencial con una serie de iniciativas y agentes clave. Entre 
ellos se encuentran: los organismos con sede en Roma, el Comité Permanente 
Interestatal para la Lucha contra la Sequía en el Sahel (CILSS), el G5 del Sahel, la 
Comunidad Económica de los Estados del África Occidental (CEDEAO), el Club del 

Sahel de la OCDE, los bancos regionales de desarrollo y las instituciones de 
integración, las organizaciones profesionales de agricultores y pastores (por 
ejemplo, la ROPPA, la Red Billital Maroobé (BMN) y la Asociación para la Promoción 
de la Ganadería en el Sahel y la Sabana (APESS)), entre otros. Sin embargo, la 
Dirección se abstendrá de utilizar el marco como elemento condicional para aprobar 

nuevas operaciones en el Sahel, a fin de evitar añadir un nivel adicional de 

cumplimiento y aumentar así la complejidad del diseño.  

10. Recomendación 2. “Aprovechar la oportunidad de la Fase 2.0 de la 

Descentralización del FIDA para mejorar las capacidades de los equipos en los 
países, así como sus interacciones y agilidad para una ejecución eficaz en los 
contextos de fragilidad del G5+1. [...] Determinar a los actores clave con los que 
asociarse para aspectos específicos de la fragilidad; estrechar la colaboración para 
planificar y adoptar medidas conjuntas, teniendo en cuenta la ventaja comparativa 

de cada organización, y desarrollar diseños adecuados al tiempo que sencillos”.  

11. De acuerdo. En el marco de la Descentralización 2.0, el FIDA está ampliando 
considerablemente su presencia en los países del Sahel. Además de la oficina 

regional de Abiyán, la oficina multipaís de Dakar y la oficina del FIDA en el país 
dirigida por el director en el Níger, las oficinas de Burkina Faso y Malí se 
convertirán en oficinas en los países dirigidas por los directores en los respectivos 
países. Además, el FIDA abrirá una nueva oficina en el país en el Chad. A finales 
de 2022, el FIDA tendrá una oficina en cada país del Sahel, con excepción de 

Mauritania.  

                                     
3
 https://www.un.org/africarenewal/sites/www.un.org.africarenewal/files/English%20Summary%20Report_0.pdf  

4
 EB 2020/131(R)/R.8/Rev.1 

https://www.un.org/africarenewal/sites/www.un.org.africarenewal/files/English%20Summary%20Report_0.pdf
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12. El FIDA reforzará la capacidad de las distintas oficinas en los países mediante la 
formación de la Academia de Operaciones, con el apoyo de Roma, Abiyán y Dakar. 
El Fondo también tiene previsto contratar más expertos temáticos y técnicos, entre 

ellos especialistas que apoyen la ejecución de las operaciones regionales de 

financiación para el clima.  

13. Recomendación 3. “Revisar los enfoques de fomento de las cadenas de valor en 

la subregión a fin de seguir mejorando la inclusión y aprovechar los enfoques 
impulsados en las comunidades de las zonas de extrema fragilidad. Para ello es 
necesario mejorar la focalización en las mujeres y los jóvenes y desarrollar 
paquetes de apoyo adecuados. [...] Aplicar enfoques impulsados por la comunidad 
que involucren a los grupos marginados en la mejora de la gestión de los recursos 

naturales (en particular los pastizales), la adaptación al cambio climático y la 
prevención de conflictos en torno a los recursos naturales. Hay que centrarse en la 
comprensión de los problemas del pastoreo para encontrar formas de promover 

una colaboración positiva entre los sistemas de producción agrícola y pastoral”. 

14. De acuerdo. El FIDA cuenta con una notable experiencia en la promoción de 
enfoques impulsados por la comunidad, en los que los beneficiarios seleccionados y 
sus comunidades desempeñan un papel fundamental en el diseño y la ejecución de 
proyectos y políticas que responden a sus necesidades. La síntesis de evaluación 

sobre desarrollo impulsado por la comunidad en los proyectos respaldados por el 
FIDA (2020) concluyó que, en los países en situaciones de fragilidad, los proyectos 
que fomentan el desarrollo impulsado por la comunidad obtienen mejores 
resultados que los que no lo hacen. En la evaluación se recomendó que el FIDA 
recuperara “el sentido de apropiación institucional del desarrollo impulsado por la 

comunidad visibilizándolo a través de sus estrategias y funciones institucionales”. 

15. En este sentido, los proyectos del FIDA seguirán haciendo hincapié en la 
focalización y la calidad de los servicios adaptados que se prestan a los grupos 

vulnerables, en particular a las mujeres y los jóvenes, en consonancia con los 
compromisos asumidos en el marco de la FIDA12. Por ejemplo, la Dirección seguirá 
apoyando las inversiones y los servicios que promuevan la iniciativa empresarial y 
el desarrollo de las capacidades de los jóvenes, en particular mediante la 
ampliación de intervenciones innovadoras en materia de tecnologías de la 

información y las comunicaciones para el desarrollo. Además, la Dirección 
promoverá las inversiones en el pastoreo a través de la gestión de recursos 
naturales y las intervenciones participativas impulsadas por la comunidad, 
basándose en las enseñanzas extraídas de la ejecución del Proyecto de Gestión del 
Agua para el Pastoreo en las Zonas Sahelianas en el Chad y de la donación en 

curso financiada con cargo al Mecanismo de Estímulo para la Población Rural Pobre 

y ejecutada por la organización regional de pastores Red Billital Maroobé. 

16. Recomendación 4. “Seguir promoviendo la resiliencia de las comunidades rurales 

apoyando a las organizaciones de productores, de agricultores y comunitarias con 
vistas a la prestación eficaz de servicios y el fomento de su capacidad para 

participar en el diálogo sobre políticas en torno a temas relacionados con ellas”. 

17. De acuerdo. El FIDA colabora desde hace tiempo con las organizaciones de 
productores, de agricultores y comunitarias en el Sahel. La reciente 
descentralización del proceso del Foro Campesino del FIDA es también un 
mecanismo destacado para fomentar asociaciones más sólidas a nivel local, como 

demostró el éxito de la reunión regional de Nuakchot de 2018. El diseño del SD3C 
fomenta un modus operandi innovador para colaborar con las organizaciones de 
productores en cuanto asociados estratégicos tanto a nivel regional como nacional; 
se requiere un seguimiento riguroso que permita extraer enseñanzas valiosas de 

esa iniciativa.  
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18. La Dirección también seguirá promoviendo las inversiones en el desarrollo de la 
capacidad de las organizaciones de productores, de agricultores y comunitarias, con 
el fin de apoyar su participación en la actuación normativa a nivel local, nacional y 

regional, pero también para mejorar la prestación de servicios profesionales a sus 
miembros. Por ejemplo, el Programa de Apoyo a las Organizaciones Campesinas en 
África (SFOAP) y el programa sobre Organizaciones de Agricultores de países de 
África, el Caribe y la región del Pacífico (FO4ACP), cofinanciados por la Comisión 
Europea y el FIDA, llevan varios años fortaleciendo la capacidad de las 

organizaciones de agricultores. Además, muchos proyectos financiados por el FIDA 
establecen directamente memorandos de entendimiento o acuerdos de servicios 
con las organizaciones de agricultores, lo que contribuye a desarrollar sus 
capacidades técnicas e institucionales. El SD3C, los Conflictos y el Cambio Climático 
también prevé inversiones en el desarrollo de las capacidades de las organizaciones 

de agricultores. 

19. Recomendación 5. “Prestar un mayor apoyo a los equipos en los países a fin de 
aumentar la eficacia de las operaciones no crediticias en los contextos de 

fragilidad”. 

20. De acuerdo. La Dirección toma nota de la oportunidad de mejorar los resultados 
de las actividades no crediticias en los contextos de fragilidad. Las medidas clave 

para la Dirección incluirán las siguientes: i) el desarrollo de la capacidad de los 
equipos en los países y de las unidades de gestión de proyectos en materia de 
actuación normativa, creación de asociaciones y cooperación Sur-Sur y cooperación 
triangular; ii) la realización de estudios analíticos centrados en los contextos de 
fragilidad; iii) la determinación de las esferas prioritarias para las actividades no 

crediticias durante el proceso de diseño del marco regional de resiliencia, y iv) el 
desarrollo de asociaciones con instituciones creíbles para mejorar los resultados de 

las actividades no crediticias. 
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Main report 
Sub-Regional Evaluation of countries with fragile 

situations in IFAD-WCA. Learning from experiences of 
IFAD’s Engagement in the G5 Sahel Countries and 

Northern Nigeria 

I. Background 

A. Introduction 
1. In 2021, the Independent Office of Evaluation (IOE) conducted a sub-regional 

evaluation (SRE)5 of IFAD’s support to countries in fragile situations within the West 
and Central Africa division of IFAD (WCA). The SRE is a new product of IOE that 
seeks to evaluate intra-regional issues or common development challenges within a 
geographical zone. It identifies intra-regional strategic and programmatic lessons 
that cannot be easily addressed by simply looking at countries individually. SREs 
explicitly aim at evidence-based learning aligned with the evaluation manual of 

IFAD.6  

2. Fragility as the central theme of the SRE and its importance. Following IOE 

standard practice when scoping an evaluation, upstream consultations were 
organized between IOE and Programme Management Department (PMD) (including 
WCA). These consultations led to a consensus on the need to focus on fragility, as 
this was seen as a critical contextual issue across the sub-region. On that basis, it 
was also agreed that the evaluation should cover the G5 Sahel countries – Burkina 

Faso, Chad, Mauritania, Mali, and Niger – and IFAD operations in the Northern 
region of Nigeria. As stated in the IFAD (2019) Special Programme for Countries 
with fragile situations, “Fragility represents a serious threat to the implementation 
of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. The consequences of fragility are 
alarming and represent a serious challenge to the achievement of the Sustainable 
Development Goals. It is estimated that more than 80 per cent of the world’s 

poorest people will be living in fragile situations by 2030.  Moreover, fragility is not 
confined to specific countries and/or regions – it has severe global impact on issues 
such as migration, economic and social disruption and insecurity.”7 The African 
Development Bank (AfDB) views contextual challenges such as poverty, 
unemployment, social exclusion, high migration, climate change and poor 

management of natural resources as sources of pressure that make African 
countries more vulnerable.8 Ending poverty and extreme poverty requires greater 
efforts in accelerating economic gains, especially where poverty has been most 

intractable in fragile and conflict situations.9 

3. Rationale of choosing the G5 Sahel countries + Nigeria (G5+1). Created in 
2014, the G5 Sahel aims at supporting its members to respond adequately to the 
security challenges they face.10 Important human and financial resources have 

                                     
5
 A new product introduced by IOE, after the peer review of 2019, which is included in the IOE evaluation manual 

revised in 2021.  
6
 IFAD evaluation manual was under development in 2021. The draft version states that SRE can have one or more of 

the following objectives. (i) Assess commonality of development challenges, programmatic initiatives and opportunities 
beyond the scope of a single country. (i i) Assess the strategy, common intervention approaches supported by IFAD, 

and IFAD organizational set up in a set of countries that share salient characteristics. (i i i) Provide learning that can be 
used by IFAD as an input to prepare a sub-regional strategy, or to improve on-going operations at country and regional 

levels. (iv) Build knowledge of countries with a small portfolio that are less likely to have a CSPE conducted. 
7
 IFAD. 2019. Special Peogramme for Countries with fragile situations: Operationalizing IFAD’s Fragility Strategy. IFAD, 

April 2019. 
8
 AfDB Group Strategy for addressing fragility and building resil ience in Africa; 2014 -2019.  

9
 Corral Paul, Alexander Irwin, Nandini Krishnan, Daniel Gerszon Mahler, & Tara Vishwanath. 2020. Fragility and 

Conflict: On the Front Lines of the Fight against Poverty. Washington, DC: World Bank. 
10

 Over the past ten years, serious security crises evolved within the sub-region due to armed conflicts primarily in 
border areas (from Lake Chad to the Niger Delta), and attacks from extremist groups. The G5 military force was then 

established to protect these countries and their populations, restore government services and promote peace for 
development. 
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been allocated by the five member governments for military responses, albeit to 
the detriment of investments in socio-economic development. In this context, 
IFAD’s support has culminated in the sub-regional “Joint Programme for the Sahel 

in Response to the Challenges of COVID-19, Conflict, and Climate Change” 
(SD3C),11 approved by IFAD EB in December 2020 and implemented in partnership 
with the other two Rome-based Agencies (FAO and WFP) and the G5 Sahel 

Secretariat.12  

4. The Joint Programme for the G5 Sahel countries (SD3C)13 was designed as 
a response to a sub-regional context characterised by significant fragility 
challenges. Sub-regional fragility challenges identified in the programme design 
include political and economic disruptions, constraints related to smallholder 

farming development due to degradation of natural resources, climate change, food 
security and nutrition constraints, as well as security concerns. The programme is 
the first of this kind financed by IFAD, with a clear intended purpose of addressing 
fragility challenges, in particular at sub-regional level, by assisting smallholders, 
mainly women and young smallholders living in border areas, to consolidate their 

livelihoods.14 As the first sub-regional joint programme of this type, there is 
significant interest within IFAD around learning and drawing lessons on how to 
effectively operationalise similar programmes considering current IFAD business 
systems and practices. The SD3C evaluability was almost nil at inception stage 
during the SRE conduct;15 therefore, it has not been evaluated. However, its design 

was referred to to ensure it could benefit the SRE findings.  

5. The SRE’s purpose was to assess IFAD’s operations since 2010,16 using 
fragility lenses, to identify lessons learned that are relevant and useful for 

current and future interventions. The SRE covers a geographically continuous 
area in which the fragility drivers are assumed similar and transboundary. The 
inclusion of the Northern area of Nigeria is justified by its geographical continuity 
with the Sahelian region and its influence on interactions with neighbouring 
countries and the similarity of fragility concerns.17 As further presented in chapter 

II, the SRE identified main fragility issues for the sub-region in terms of: Economic, 
Social, Natural, Institutional, and Conflict related drivers. The SRE did not assess 
how IFAD’s operations directly tackled fragility, but it rather ascertained: (i) the 
extent to which objectives of IFAD’s operations and achieved results contributed 
towards addressing fragility drivers within the sub-region; and (ii) whether IFAD 

used adequate instruments and approaches considering the reality of operating in 
areas where circumstances are volatile due to insecurity and violence. The 
evaluation also paid attention to non-lending activities and other specific initiatives 
with a transboundary and/or sub-regional perspective. The scope of the evaluation 

                                     
11

 The SD3C includes country loans (highly concessional terms) and grants, to support those countries that are facing 
serious fragility challenges due to several reasons, exacerbated by the Covid-19 pandemic. 
12

 See, https://www.g5sahel.org/investir-davantage-dans-le-sahel-pour-stimuler-le-developpement-et-la-resil ience-des-
populations-rurales-le-g5-sahel-et-le-fida-signent-des-accords-de-financements/ (accessed in December 2021). 
13

 The programme title is: Joint Programme for the Sahel in Response to the Challenges of COVID-19, Conflict and 
Climate Change. It also includes Senegal (in addition to the G5 Sahel), which is not included in the present SRE scope, 

as it is not classified as a country in fragile situation over the reviewed period.  
14

 The programme, which will last six years (2021-2026), is expected to contribute to poverty reduction (approximately 

by 10 per cent) in the programme area and boost socioeconomic (including trading) activities, by reducing constraints 
(to agricultural production and trade) exacerbated by conflicts, the anthropogenic impacts on natural resources, as well 

as difficulties in gaining access to productive resources. Elements of the programme are presented in Table A7, Annex 
V. 
15

 Launched in March 2021, while the SRE inception started in April 2021.  
16

 Corresponding to the first year of the Eighth Replenishment of IFAD’s Resources (IFAD8). Under IFAD8, IFAD 

committed for a differentiated approach between different regions and different country situations, including income and 
institutional development. One of the typologies identified is “Fragile states”, where IFAD recognized the need for more 

institution-building; basic agriculture and rural services. The report of the Consultation on the Eighth Replenishment of 
IFAD’s Resources (REPL.VIII/4/R.2. 2008) acknowledges that almost one quarter of IFAD resources are spent in fragile 

states. 
17

 The formula of IFAD performance- based allocation system (PBAS) includes a variable entitled “IFAD Vulnerability 

Index”, which captures the multidimensionality of rural poverty in each country. An index of 12 equally weighted 
indicators measures rural vulnerability in terms of exposure, sensitivity, and lack of adaptive capacity to endogenous 

and exogenous causes and/or events. The IVA scores range between 1 and 2, a score toward 2 entails a high 
vulnerability. For IFAD11 (2019-2021) the score were: Burkina 1.57, Chad 1.7, Mali 1.58, Mauritania 1.58, Niger 1.67, 

and Nigeria 1.46.  

https://www.g5sahel.org/investir-davantage-dans-le-sahel-pour-stimuler-le-developpement-et-la-resilience-des-populations-rurales-le-g5-sahel-et-le-fida-signent-des-accords-de-financements/
https://www.g5sahel.org/investir-davantage-dans-le-sahel-pour-stimuler-le-developpement-et-la-resilience-des-populations-rurales-le-g5-sahel-et-le-fida-signent-des-accords-de-financements/
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therefore differs from that of corporate level evaluations (CLEs), which rather 
evaluate corporate strategies and processes. Judging whether the latter effectively 

contributed to addressing fragility will not be a priority. 

6. Structure of the report. The current chapter includes further sections, which 
present the fragility related concepts and approaches, as well as the evaluation 
methodology. Chapter II discusses the sub-region’s main fragility drivers, the 

overview of IFAD operations, and key lessons from other partners’ experiences. 
Chapters III to VI include assessments in relation to evaluation criteria in terms of 
relevance, coherence, effectiveness, and impact (analysed as short- to long-term 
results), efficiency, inclusiveness (gender and youths), sustainability, and scaling 

up. The conclusions and recommendations complete the report.  

B. Fragility related concepts and approaches  
7. The term ‘fragility’ rose to prominence in the development discourse in the 1990s. 

Key concerns associated with fragile situations include: i) the threats they impose 
to national, regional, and global security; and ii) the fact that fragility commonly 
causes higher levels of poverty and slows down progress towards achieving the 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), compared to non-fragile situations.  

8. Definitions of fragility tend to be organisation specific,18 but all definitions 
reflect an assumption that the causes of fragility are multidimensional and 

weak institutions are commonly flagged across all definitions. The definition 
of fragility varies from one organisation to another, depending on the orientation it 
takes. In general, definitions vary mostly in the degree of emphasis they place on 
the following drivers of fragility and their interaction: weak institutions, economic 
decline, poverty, climate change, environmental degradation, social exclusion, 

insecurity, and violent conflicts (chapter II presents these drivers in detail for the 

G5+1 countries).19  

9. The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) 
characterizes fragility as the combination of exposure to risk and 
insufficient coping capacities of the State and/or communities to manage, 
absorb or mitigate those risks. Fragility can be both a result and a cause of 
negative outcomes including violence, poverty, inequality, displacement, and 
environmental and political degradation.20 The OECD periodically releases a report 

on “States of Fragility” which presents an analysis of fragility based on a 
multidimensional fragility framework. The review of the last decade reports shows 
a consistent systems-based conceptualization of fragility, albeit with significant 
evolution in the framework used over time. The current framework is based on five 
dimensions of fragility: economic, environmental, political, security, and societal.21 

State level capacities are also measured together with formal and informal 
mechanisms that societies can draw upon to cope with negative events and 
shocks.22 The 2020 report classifies countries into three categories (extremely 
fragile, fragile, and not fragile) based on a spectrum of intensity across the five 
dimensions. According to the OECD 2020 classification, all the G5 Sahel countries 

                                     
18

 This entails that the listing of countries in fragile situation can differ (sometime significantly) from one organization to 
another. 
19

 Main organizations that classify countries in the situations of fragil ity are the Word Bank and the OECDE. IFAD also 
developed its own list at a certain time (in its 2016 strategy), but from 2019 it went back to  using the WB list, which 

consolidates scores or other IFIs. Violent conflicts are more and more considered among fragility drivers: see World 
Bank.  
20

 Definition first published in the 2016 State of Fragility report and used in the following reports. Befo re, a fragile state 
was defined in terms of weak capacity of a State to carry out its basic functions needed to reduce poverty, improve 

nation’s development, and safeguard human rights of its citizens (OECD 2008). 
21

 OECD introduced its multidimensional fragil ity framework in States of Fragility 2016. This framework captures the 

diversity of those contexts affected by fragility, measuring it on a spectrum of intensity across five dimensions: 
economic, environmental, political, security and societal. States o f Fragility 2020 marks the third iteration of this 

multidimensional framework. There are 44 indicators across 5 dimensions of fragil ity. The choice of indicators has been 
driven by selection criteria in l ine with the OECD’s fragility concept of high risk and low coping capacity. 
22

 The choice of these dimensions, and the decision to take a society approach to fragility, is based on expert 
judgement. It is one of the key outcomes of the consultation process underlying the new OECD fragility framework.  
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and Nigeria were considered to be in fragile situations in 2020, with Chad being 

extremely fragile (Figure 1).23 

Figure 1 

Fragility situation of G5 +1 countries according to OECD criteria, over the period 2010-2021 

 

Sources: OECD States of Fragility 2020 

10. The World Bank (WB) defines fragility in relation to countries with deep 
governance issues, and state institutional weakness, which are identified 

through policy-based and governance indicators. The WB key definitions are 
presented in Box 1.24 The WB currently identifies three issues that are significant in 
fragile contexts: (i) deep governance issues and institutional weakness; (ii) 
situations of active conflict; and (iii) high levels of interpersonal and/or gang 
violence. As with the OECD, there has been evolution in the WB’s approach to 

analysing fragility and classifying countries as fragile.  

Box 1 

World Bank definitions of fragility terms  

Fragility: Countries with deep governance issues and state institutional weakness are 

identified through policy-based and governance indicators. Fragile situations tend to be 
characterized by deep grievances and/or high levels of exclusion, lack of capacity, and 

limited provision of basic services to the population. Fragile situations tend also to be 

characterized by the inability or unwillingness of the state to manage or mitigate risks, 
including those linked to social, economic, political, security, or  environmental and climatic 
factors. 

Conflict: Countries in active conflict are identified based on a threshold rate of conflict-

related deaths. Violent conflicts occur when organized groups or institutions, sometimes 
including the state, use violence to settle grievances or assert power. 

Violence: Countries with high levels of interpersonal and gang violence, with major 
destabilizing impact, are identified based on the per capita level of intentional homicides. 

Gender-based violence (GBV) and violence against children (VAC) are also integrated into  
this definition. 

Source: The World Bank Group Strategy for Fragility, Conflict, and Violence 2020–2025. p.6 

11. The WB annually releases a list of fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCS), 
differentiating between two categories.25 The first category includes countries with 
high levels of institutional and social fragility, identified through publicly available 
indicators and its own Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) 

indicators, which measure the quality of policy and institutions, and manifestations 
of fragility.26 The second category embraces countries affected by violent conflict, 
identified based on a threshold number of conflict-related deaths relative to the 
population.27 The WB (2020) considered Burkina Faso, Mali, Niger, and Nigeria as in 

                                     
23

 Box A1, Annex V presents the evolution of OECD criteria since 2010, showing main change  
24

 World Bank Group Strategy for Fragility, Conflict, and Violence 2020–2025 
25

 The list is consolidated taking into account other IFIs (ADB, AfDB, IAD) assessment and scoring . The classification 

changed in 2020 to include the differentiation of conflict-affected countries from those that faced deep social and 
institutional fragility. 
26

 The WB uses the Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) that includes a set of 16  criteria grouped in four 
clusters: economic management, structural policies, policies for social inclusion and equity, and public sector 

management and institutions, 
27

 This category includes two sub-categories based on the intensity of violence: countries in high-intensity conflict and 

countries in medium-intensity conflict 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Burkina Faso

Chad

Mali

Mauritania

Niger

Nigeria
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situation of conflict affected (medium intensity) fragility; while Chad was in the 

situation of social and institutional fragility (see Figure 2).  

Figure 2 

Fragility situation of G5 +1 countries according to WB criteria over the period 2010-2020 

 

Source: World Bank Data 

12. The first IFAD formal response to addressing fragility was the Policy on 
Crisis Prevention and Recovery, approved in 2006.28 Prioritisation of adapting 

support by the Fund to countries in situations of fragility and/or conflict increased 
with IFAD8 (2010-2012). Since then, IFAD has committed to implementing a 
differentiated approach tailored to specific fragile contexts, including situations of 
greater vulnerability and institutional weakness. In 2011, IFAD developed the 
Disaster Early Recovery Guidelines to support its staff in implementing timely and 
effective interventions in a post-disaster context. The guidelines emphasized the 

need for IFAD’s involvement in early recovery to support the rehabilitation of rural 
livelihoods and to ensure the swift transition from relief to long-term sustainable 

development.29  

13. In 2014, the first corporate-level evaluation (CLE) on IFAD’s engagement in fragile 
and conflict-affected situations (FCS) was conducted. Among the CLE’s overarching 
messages, most important were:30 (i) the need for IFAD to further adapt and 
sharpen its approaches to achieve better outcomes in FCS; and linked to 

that, (ii) the need to customize its operating model to respond to the 

specific requirements of working in those situations.  

14. Following the CLE, IFAD’s Strategy for engagement in countries with fragile 

situations was approved in 2016 and outlined the guiding principles for 
IFAD's engagement in such countries, and proposed organizational and 
operational approaches to enhance the resilience and effectiveness of IFAD 
operations in those situations (including options for mobilizing and allocating 
resources).31 The 2016 IFAD Strategy for engagement in countries with fragile 

situations, includes IFAD’s current definition of fragility presented in Box 2. The 
IFAD 2016 definition is broad in scope – it relates to vulnerability, weak 
governance, weak capabilities, and conflict – but aligned with those of the OECD 
and the WB. It includes key aspects highlighted in both OECD and WB definitions, 

and therefore has been used in the context of this evaluation.  

  

                                     
28

 The policy defines Fragile states are as “characterized by weak policies, weak institutions and weak governance, 

resulting in meagre economic growth, widespread inequality and poor human development. Fragile states are more 
exposed to the risk of outbreaks of violence than are non-fragile states. Fragile states may be well endowed with 

natural resources or be resource-poor." 
29

 IFAD. 2011. IFAD Guidelines for Disaster Early Recovery. EB 2011/102/R.29 
30

 The CLE recommendations are provided in Table A1, Annex V. 
31

 Guiding principles were introduced, encompassing: risk management and resil ience; addressing root causes; gender 

mainstreaming and targeting; building institutions, trust and social cohesion; flexible and responsive resourcing, 
instruments and approaches; strategic and complementary partnerships; achieving, measuring , and learning from 

results. 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
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Box 2 

IFAD’s definition of fragility 

Fragility is “a condition of high vulnerability to natural and man-made shocks, often 

associated with an elevated risk of violence and conflict”; this entails consequences of weak 

governance structures along with low-capacity institutions.  

Fragility negatively affects rural development and food security objectives, because it 

weakens institutional capacity, disrupt rural livelihoods, and increases volatility in food 
prices and food security 

Source: IFAD 2016 Strategy on countries in fragile situation 

15. In 2019, the Special Programme for countries with fragile situations was 
approved, providing an operational framework for the 2016 strategy.32 The 
Special programme is intended to consolidate institutional thinking on the ways in 
which fragility affects IFAD's work. It focuses on fragility consequences and 
suggests how to adjust IFAD's activities in such operating environments.33 The 

2019 Special Programme identifies four main entry points to maximize IFAD’s 
impact in fragile contexts and for building resilience. This latter aspect is critical 

when working in such contexts.34 See Box 3. 

Box 3 

IFAD suggested entry points and approach in fragile situations  

Four entry points, based on IFAD’s comparative advantage, when working in fragile contexts 

are: (i) gender empowerment; (ii) institution building; (iii) food security; and (iv) natural 

resource management (NRM).  

A differentiated approach is also suggested that takes into account four fragility stages 

relevant to IFAD’s work: (i) high vulnerability to shocks, (ii) crisis, (iii) post crisis and 
recovery and (iv) transition to resilience . 

Source: IFAD 2019 Special programme on countries in fragile situation  

16. The need to deliver greater resilience, as emphasised by the 2019 Special 

Programme, means seeking to minimize or suppress vulnerability to 
shocks by improving actors’ ability to effectively manage and mitigate 
various fragility drivers and stressors.35 Resilience is the ability to manage 
fragility strains through effective institutions, processes, and capacities that build 
legitimacy and societal cohesion.36 Resilience has two key aspects: (i) the resilience 

to what and (ii), the resilience of what. The “resilience to what” covers both man-
made and natural shocks37 and the ability of a system to sustainably respond, 
manage, and resist such shocks. The “resilience of what / whom” relates to the 
system elements that are subject to the shocks. This includes the human actors 
(individuals, households, groups of actors, communities, nations), the physical 
environment, and the institutional settings (from grassroots to central level).38 

                                     
32

 There has not been time for its usage before the current evaluation. 
33

 It is too early to expect it to have significantly affected IFAD support in the G5+1 contexts, given that its major 
influence would be expected in from 2020 designs and onwards. 
34

 With the 2019 Special Programme, IFAD moved to use the WB’s harmonised list of States in  fragile situations to 
identify fragile states, to align with other multilateral development banks. Before that, IFAD used to establish its own list 

of States in fragil ity, mainly based on rural development indicators. For instance, according to the 2014 CLE, 48 IFAD 
Member States were classified as fragile, which is approximately 50 per cent of the total recipient countries included in 

the Ninth Replenishment of IFAD's Resources (2013-2015) performance-based allocation system (PBAS) cycle. 
35

 OECD. 2012;  
36

 The RBA (2015) used the following United Nations Office of Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR) in their common 
approach to strengthening resil ience for food security and nutrition.  

“The ability of a system, community or society exposed to hazards to resist,  absorb, accommodate to and recover from 
the effects of a hazard in a timely and efficient manner, including through the preservation and restoration of its 

essential basic structures and functions”, 
37

 See IFAD definition of fragil ity. 
38

 IFAD12 (Twelfth Replenishment cycle [2022-2024]. Recovery – Rebuilding – Resilience) has put a strong focus on 
resil ience, especially due to possible implications of the Covid-19 pandemic. Among key points mentioned: (a) 

Combining lending programme with new means of engagement such as through PS, grant financing in countries most 
vulnerable to fragil ity among other characteristics; (b) Enhanced focus on tailoring its offer in countries with fragile 
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Achieving resilience means promoting and supporting the development of 

absorptive, adaptive, and transformative capacities by beneficiaries.39  

17. Another important concept (used in this SRE) is “social contract”, which is 
increasingly found in literature on fragility and is a response to the 
growing focus on conflict as a driver of fragility.40 According to UNDP (2016), 
“a social contract refers to processes by which everyone in a political community, 

either explicitly or tacitly, consents to state authority, thereby limiting some of her 
or his freedoms, in exchange for the state’s protection of their universal human 
rights and security and for the adequate provision of public goods and services”.41 
Simply defined, social contract entails the implicit, mutual bargaining over what 
citizens expect from the state, and what the state can legitimately ask from 

citizens in return, as well as trades-off between the two.42 

C. Evaluation methodology  

Overarching and key evaluation questions 

18. Aligned with the SRE’s objectives presented earlier, the overarching evaluation 
question is: to what extent did past experiences of IFAD engagement in 
the G5+1 countries respond to the main contextual fragility challenges; 
and what lessons could be drawn from these? The key evaluation questions, 
grouped by result level, are presented in Table 1,43 while the evaluation framework 

is presented in Annex II. For each key question, what were done and achieved 
considering working in fragile contexts were explored in order to identify the main 

lessons.  

Table 1 

Key evaluation questions 

Processes 

- To what extent have the design of country strategies, programmes and projects been relevant, taking into account 
fragil ity drivers and the principles of working in fragile situations?  

- How adequate and adaptive have intervention approaches and elements been, for a delivery in the sub -regional 
contexts featured by economic, natural, social, institutional and security constraints?  

- How has IFAD’s engagement (strategies and operations) assumed internal coherence, and had similar or 
complementary developmental purposes, to contribute mitigating fragility constraints?

 
 

- How efficient has IFAD’s support been in those challenging fragile contexts, considering financial instruments and 
procedures, managerial approaches (including field presence), tools and processes? 

Results and outcomes 

- How effective was IFAD’s past support (at national and sub -regional levels) in achieving results that contribute 
addressing key fragility drivers? 

- Based on evidence, to what extent have past supports contributed to build resilience and fostering rural 
transformation in these fragile situations?  

- What are the lessons learned from IFAD supported interventions in terms of contribution to change in fragi le 
situations?  

Sustainability and up scaling results achieved 

- To what extent have achievements and/or results been sustained and up scaled in these fragile contexts, and 
which lessons are relevant to IFAD’s future engagement in this sub -region?  

SRE team elaboration 

Overall evaluation design 

19. The focus of the SRE on exploring how and why performance was achieved 
(or not) meant that the overall evaluation design was theory-based. A key 
assumption of the evaluation design was that while considering the evolution of 

underlying fragility drivers in the sub-region over the past decade, lessons could be 

                                     
situations and leverage existing and new instruments and initiatives – including technology and digitalization – for 
transformative engagement in these countries.  
39

 See details in Table A2, Annex V.  
40

 As mentioned earlier one main feature of FCS relates to institutional weakness (state related in particular). 
41

 UNDP. 2016. Engaged Societies, Responsive States: The Social Contract in Situations of Conflict and Fragility  P.9 
42

 World Bank. 2019. Social Contracts and World Bank Country Engagements: Lessons from Emerging Practices . IEG 

Meso Evaluation. Independent Evaluation Group. Washington, DC: World Bank. 
43

 IOE was preparing its third Edition of IFAD’s Evaluation Manual in 2021 and therefore, the new criterion of coherence 

has been introduced, aligned with the revised OECD-DAC evaluation criteria.  
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drawn from the experience, which would be relevant for current and future 
programmes. This required exploring both how and why performance was achieved 
(or not), how was this affected by fragility at that point in time, and how the same 

fragility context applies now. This required the use of a ToC that would allow 

systematic exploration of how and why performance was delivered.  

20. Neither the 2016 IFAD Strategy nor the 2019 Special Programme include a ToC 

related to IFAD’s supports in fragile situations. Therefore, using the SD3C 
programme as a basis, the SRE team developed the ToC (Figure 3), with inputs 
from stakeholders of relevant WCA country teams. Through an iterative process, 
the ToC was finalised considering data gathered. Hence, the ToC below is beyond 

the SD3C scope because it incorporates key fragility features of the sub-region. 

Figure 3  

Theory of change  

 
Source: SRE team elaboration 

21. The ToC reflects results of a rural development programme that 
contributes to rural transformation in the interventions areas, aligned with 
IFAD’s mandate and achieving the SDG2. As reflected at the bottom of the 

ToC, the contexts entail major fragility issues. Four long-term outcomes are 
foreseen, of which two are typical rural development objectives: improved 
livelihoods and resilience of smallholders, and enhanced role of grassroots 
organisations in processes for rural transformation.44 The two other objectives 
(sustained social contract and regional economic integration) are more related to 

fragility issues of the sub-region. These long-term outcomes suggest different 
impact pathways of rural transformation. The theory of change is based on three 
important assumptions: i) partnerships with various actors who have experience in 
operating in fragile situations, (ii) targeting of internal system actors and 
institutions that are critical for achieving resilience, and (iii) implementing actions 

that contribute to develop and strengthen the resilience of beneficiaries, through 

                                     
44

 Typical objectives of IFAD supported programmes and projects in all situations (normal and fragile).  
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absorptive, adaptive, and transformative capacities building, which are assumed 

concurrent and not sequential.  

22. Strategic partnership is strongly emphasised to achieve intended results. 
Effective partnership amongst main organisations – IFAD, WFP, FAO, other co-
financiers, and Governments – and the G5 Sahel Secretariat is assumed essential 
for the SD3C programme’s success. IFAD’s role was key by providing initial 

resources and mobilization of resources for implementation processes. The 
contribution of other RBAs is assumed essential for the success of planned actions, 
due to their proven experience in working in such fragile contexts. The strategy 
envisages targeting rural households (severely affected by poverty), especially 

youths and women, within geographical areas exposed more to fragile situations.  

23. While the ToC is useful for identifying pathways and assumptions on how 
results are achieved in the G5+1 contexts, the relationship between the 
fragility drivers and performance is not reflected. Therefore, the evaluation 

team developed a fragility analytical framework (specifically for the SRE), as 
presented in Figure 4, taking into account main aspects highlighted in the 
literature. This analytical framework reflects the need to foster greater resilience, 
highlighted in the 2019 IFAD Special Programme, by minimizing or suppressing the 
vulnerability to shocks, and/or improving actors’ ability to effectively manage and 

mitigate various fragility drivers and stressors. To develop this analytical 
framework, the SRE built on the five dimensions considered in the OECD’s current 
fragility framework in terms of economic, environmental, political, societal, and 

security drivers.  

Figure 4 

Fragility analytical framework 

 

Source: SRE team  

24. The SRE fragility analytical framework consists of five fragility drivers 
presented below (Box 4), which guided analyses throughout this report. The 

bottom frames reflect the need to move from fragility drivers and situations to 
building resilience. Bundles of shocks and stress factors affect individuals, groups, 
and communities, combined, or aligned with fragility drivers, leading to fragility 
situations.45 IFAD operations may either contribute (directly or indirectly) reducing 
the vulnerability to fragility drivers, and/or exposure to these, as well as improving 

the coping ability or contributing to mitigate fragility burdens. Ultimately, this 
contributes to enhance rural resilience through the development of absorptive, 

adaptive, and transformative capacities at beneficiaries’ level. 

                                     
45

 COVID-19 is per se one such shock. 
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Box 4 

SRE fragility analytical points  

1) Socioeconomic issues: enhanced poverty (especially in rural areas) sustained by poor 

economic governance and rapid demographic growth, high level of unemployment; food 
insecurity (as a consequence and driver), etc. 

2) Social disruption related drivers: weak social cohesion, inequality (notably in terms of 
access to productive resources), social exclusion, etc. 

3) Natural and environmental and CC related challenges: entailing the degradation of 
natural resources, ecosystems, and the high vulnerability to climate change. 

4) Institutional related fragility drivers: high institutional weaknesses and weak social 

contracts, leading to a lack of accountability, weak regulatory frameworks, as well as 
poor quality in the provision of services by public institutions. 

5) Insecurity and conflict issues: including banditry, violent and armed conflicts due 
extremism. 

SRE team elaboration 

Evaluation methodology 

25. The SRE applied a mixed-methods approach, combining desk reviews, 
interviews of stakeholders, and in-depth review of specific field (project) cases. The 

methodological building blocks are presented in Table 2.46  

Table 2 

SRE methodology building blocks  

Building blocks Outlines 

Review of country strategies Desk review of COSOPs and CSNs documents, as well as their review reports 

Review of the programme of loans 
and grants 

Desk review of project design documents, completion and independent evaluation 
reports, as well as baseline, end-survey and impact reports 

Mapping of interventions according to the fragility issues and ToC pathways, and 
according to the possibilities for comparative assessments at a regional level 

Preliminary trends of findings and identification of aspects / points that deserve 

further in-depth review/analysis 

Review of experiences of partners 
(WB, AfDB, FAO and WFP) 

Desk review of partners’ operations completion and evaluation reports  

Interviews of stakeholders and key 
informants (various level) 

see the list of persons interviewed 
in the Annex VII. 

Virtual interviews with categories of stakeholders 

Continuous interactions with the SRE contact groups established  

Validation of in-depth case studies selected as reflecting significant challenges 
(fragil ity and transboundary; IFAD internal)  

Self-assessment review Self-assessment seminar with the participation of IFAD country teams 

Questionnaire survey A questionnaire was sent via email to WFP and FAO representatives within the six 
countries, to collect their written elaboration on selected aspects. The response rate 

was 45 per cent 

Field (primary) data collection Field visits and interviews within the six countries (in relation with the case studies) 
by national consultants in compliance with national regulations related the 

pandemic. 

In-depth review and analysis of cases identif ied, according to the issues and 
contexts  

Data analysis and synthesis Qualitative and quantitative analyses; triangulation of information and evidence 
from the sources above. 

Seminar to discuss and discuss preliminary findings 

Reporting Preparing and sharing the draft report for comments (internal and external) 
Finalisation  

Source: Evaluation team elaboration. More details are presented in Box A2 in Annex V. 

26. Analyses. Analyses carried out by the SRE team are mainly qualitative in terms of 

content extraction, comparison, categorization, mapping, and cross-tabulation. 
Because the SRE aims at generating lessons, generalization appears as a point of 
consideration, but this was not sought. In fact, there was no approach followed to 
allow this, as the SRE did carry analyses on the 27 projects identified across the six 
countries, to identify lessons found in several instances, but likewise in specific 

                                     
46

 Not always carried out sequentially as presented in the table. 
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cases, as far as those lessons are relevant and useful in terms of improving IFAD’s 
engagement in those fragile situations. In addition, in a situation of absence of 
regional lending operations (except of the very recent SD3C), lessons stemmed 

mostly from country experiences analysed. 

27. Engagement with stakeholders. The SRE team engaged with WCA and PMD 
relevant stakeholders from the beginning till the end of the evaluation process (see 

Table A3 in Annex V). At inception stage, several discussions held with main actors 
(including the regional director and AVP-PMD) were useful for scoping the 
evaluation. A focal group was therefore established comprising the six country 
directors (CDs) and program officers, with whom interactions happened throughout 
the SRE conduct. A virtual seminar to discuss preliminary findings was organised 

on 29 October with the focal group. Before sharing the draft report, additional two 
key engagement discussions were organised, the first with CDs and the second (on 
20 December 2021) with the participation of strategic actors (including IOE 
Director, IOE Deputy Director, and the AVP-PMD) to discuss implications of the SRE 

findings and recommendations.  

Limitations 

28. The COVID-19 pandemic posed challenges for the implementation of the in-
country missions, as international team members could not travel to any of the six 
countries. Instead, national team members were recruited to gather field data, 

under the remote supervision of international team members.47  

29. Data availability. IFAD documentation, including baseline surveys, end-surveys or 
studies, impact assessments, midterm reviews and project completion reports, and 
IOE evaluations report were used to the extent possible. The SRE team found 

sufficient robust evidence on how program results were documented with 
completion reports, validated by IOE. However, gaps were found in terms of deep 
explanations for why some results were (or could not be achieved), the extent to 
which this affected change, and how portfolio activities and non-lending activities 
took into account contextual fragility challenges to enable higher performance in 

operations. Gaps in the evidence drawn from desk review could not always be filled 

through key informant interviews due to the turnover of IFAD staff.  

30. Mitigation measures. To overcome the data availability limitation, the SRE team 

used data and information from different sources to the extent possible. The team 
also utilised available quantitative and qualitative secondary data, interviews and 
discussions with stakeholders, direct observations, specific surveys, etc. These 

allowed appropriate triangulation. 

31. Virtual interviews were conducted with a wide range of stakeholders to gather 
opinions and explanations aligned with the evaluation questions. The SRE team 
also used questionnaires (sent by email to partners) as well as analyses carried out 
by other development partners working in the sub-region, given that they faced 

the same challenges as IFAD. 

                                     
47

 IOE had experience in applying this approach since 2020, which showed effectiveness when implemented adequately 

with a clarity on what is expected from the national consultants. 
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Key points 

• Fragility is the central theme of the SRE, whose overarching question is to understand 

the extent to which experiences of IFAD engagement in the G5+1 countries (over the 

period 2010-2020) responded to contextual fragility challenges, and what are the 
main lessons learned from these experiences. 

• Definitions of fragility tend to be organisation specific, but all definitions reflect an 

assumption that the causes of fragility are multidimensional, with weak institutions 

being a driver commonly flagged across all definitions. The SRE adopted the definition 
of the 2016 IFAD’s Strategy because it includes key aspects flagged in the WB and 
OECD definitions.  

• The SRE design was constructed by developing a ToC using the SD3C as a basis and 

capturing key sub-regional fragility features. A fragility analytical framework also 

informed the SRE design, with an emphasis on resilience, aligned with the IFAD 2019 
Special Programme on fragile situations.  

• Achieving resilience means seeking to minimize or suppress vulnerability to shocks 

by improving actors’ ability to effectively manage and mitigate various fragility drivers 

and stressors, by promoting the development of absorptive, adaptive, and 
transformative capacities. 

• The SRE applied a mixed-methods approach and used various sources to collect data 
and information, allowing a good level of triangulation, even with the C OVID-19 
limitations. 
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II. Fragility drivers, overview of IFAD operations and 

lessons from partners’ experiences 
32. This chapter reviews the five categories of fragility drivers of the sub-region, 

aligned with the SRE fragility analytical framework presented previously. The 
review treats each category of drivers at national level and above. Care needs to 
be taken for two reasons. First, the individual fragility drivers can be different at 
sub-national level. For example, the insecurity and conflict driver can vary 
significantly in different parts of the same country. Second, fragility emerges 

through the interaction of several drivers with external shocks.48 The chapter also 
provides an overview of IFAD’s engagement in the G5+1 over the past decade and 
finishes with key lessons learned (based on literature review) of the experiences of 

other development partners working in the sub-region. 

33. Overall, the agricultural sector remains prominent in the economies of the 
G5+1. It constitutes the largest source of employment (26 per cent to 75 per cent 
of the active population) and contributes between 20 to 40 per cent of GDP value 

added (see Table A4, Annex V). Therefore, agriculture plays a pivotal role in 
sustainable livelihoods, in terms of social, economic, and environmental resilience, 

as well as building peace and security in the sub-region. 

A. Contextual fragility issues of the sub-region 
Poverty and Economic fragility drivers 

34. Rapid demographic growth and youth unemployment are among major 
socioeconomic challenges. Indicators in Table 3 show that between 40 and 50 
per cent of the populations for the G5+1 countries are under 15 years of age and 

the annual population growth is between 3 and 5 per cent. The latter raises 
challenges of: (i) significant agricultural production increases to meet agri-food 
demands, and (ii) subsequent economic growth to address both current youth 
unemployment and raise the job creation rate to match the rate of increase in 
labour force supply. Rapid demographic growth and youth unemployment are 

among the multiple overlapping factors that drive migration through the Sahel.  

Table 3 

Demographic indicators 

Country Total 
population 

(2019) 

Rural population 
(% of total 

population) 2019 

Annual population 
growth %  

(2009-2019) 

Population ages  
0-14 (% of total 

population) 2019 

Share of youth not in 
education, employment or 

training, total (% of youth 
population) 

Burkina Faso 20 321 378 70 3.4 44.6 41 (2018) 

Chad 15 946 876 76.7 3.8 46.8 37.04 (2018) 

Mali 19 658 031 56.8 3.5 47.3 26.7 (2018) 

Mauritania 4 525 696 45.4 3.3 39.8 35.5 (2017) 

Niger 23 310 715 83.4 4.7 49.8 68.5 (2017) 

Nigeria 200 963 599 48.8 3.0 43.6 31.3 (2019) 

Sources: World Bank indicators and UNDP 

35. Debt distress and macroeconomic imbalances limit governments’ fiscal 
space to address drivers. The World Bank Group observed that building sufficient 

fiscal space and managing monetary policy are preconditions for effective 
government service delivery, private sector development, and ensuring resilience to 
shocks. 49 It showed that macro-economic stability is key to strengthening 
resilience and managing fragility, conflict, and violence risks. Additionally, it is 

                                     
48

 In situations where fragility is persistent, such as in Chad, the combination of key fragility drivers may remain stable 
over time. In other countries, it is possible that regions may be fragile for l imited periods of time due to sporadic shocks. 
49

 World Bank Group Strategy for Fragility, Conflict, and Violence 2020–2025. 
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/844591582815510521/pdf/World-Bank-Group-Strategy-for-Fragility-

Conflict-and-Violence-2020-2025.pdf. 
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impacted by conflict and crisis, often resulting in a rapid accumulation of public 
debt, capital flight, high and rising inflation, exchange rate volatility, and other 
dislocations. It further noted that macroeconomic shocks tend to weaken the 

factors of resilience for entire economies and societies.  

36. Poverty remains predominant in rural areas, compared to urban areas, as 
shown in Table 4. Rural poverty in the sub-region is manifested in terms of a 

greater vulnerability of household assets to shocks and stressors, and low level of 
investment and adaptation capacities. Specific features of rural poverty include the 
decrease in farm productivity, the high and erratic variability of agricultural prices 
and the insecurity of agricultural transactions.50 These negatively affect the level of 
household food security, especially smallholder farmers. Persistent food insecurity 

exacerbates the vulnerability of households to shocks and stressors, enhancing the 

vicious cycle of falling in and out of poverty.51 

Table 4 

Socioeconomic indicators 

Country 

GDP per 
capita 

(current US$) 
2019 

Poverty 
headcount ratio 

(% of 
population) 

2018 

Rural 
poverty % 

HDI/Rank 
(189) 

 2019 

Global Food 
security 

index/ Rank 
(113), 2019 

Gini 
coefficient 

2019 

Gender 
inequality 

Index/Rank 
(189), 2019 

Burkina Faso 786.89 41.4 47.5 
(2014) 

0.452/182 50.1/87 35.3 0.59/147 

Chad 709.54 42.3 52.5 
(2011) 

0.398/187 36.9/109 43.3 0.71/160 

Mali  879 43.8 53.6 
(2016) 

0.434/184 54.4/80 33 0.67/158 

Mauritania 1679.44 n.a. 44.4 
(2014) 

0.546/157 n.a. 32.6 0.63/151 

Niger 553.89 40.8 55.2 
(2011) 

0.394/189 49.6/89 34.3 0.64/154 

Nigeria 2229.85 40.1 52.1 
(2018) 

0.539/161 48.4/94 43 n.a. 

Sources: World Bank indicators, UNDP database, Perspectives économiques au Burkina Faso, Enquête modulaire et 
permanente auprès des ménages Mali, Office National de la Statistique Mauritania, 2019 Poverty and Inequality in Nigeria 

Social disruption related fragility 

37. Social fragilities reflect inequalities and exclusion, which undermine social 
cohesion. Gender inequalities remain persistent across the sub-region. For 
instance, Burkina Faso, Chad, and Niger rank in the bottom five countries of the 
global Human Development Index (HDI), Mali in the bottom 10 per cent and 
Mauritania in the bottom 20 per cent. Chad, Mali, Mauritania, and Niger are in 
bottom 10 (of 52) African countries in the Africa Gender Equality Index, with only 

Burkina Faso and Nigeria ranking in the top 50 per cent. FRIDE (2015) notes that 
in many Sahel countries, women are particularly disadvantaged by several 
intertwined factors such as the region’s extreme poverty, weak state institutions, 
lack of basic services, unstable, unaccountable, corrupt politics, and highly 
patriarchal social structures.52 At a global level, it further notes that out of 152 

countries on the UN Gender Inequality Index, Niger ranks 151, Chad 150, and Mali 
148.53 Women are under-represented in the formal sector and in socio-professional 
categories that require a certain level of training and qualification. In the 
agricultural sector, they suffer from persistent bias and discrimination, notably in 

                                     
50

 Low banking rate, also an issue within the sub-region, has led to the multiplication of inclusive financial systems, 
especially in rural areas. In some of these countri es, access to formal and informal micro financing has increased 

significantly, but unfortunately, the collapse of many savings and credit unions has caused financial losses and loss of 
confidence for many savers. 
51

 Global food security index data reveal unfavourable situation for Chad, Nigeria, Burkina Faso, Niger and Mali, see 
Table A5, Annex V. 
52

 FRIDE. 2015. Gender inequality and state fragility in the Sahel. 
https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/191893/Gender%20inequality%20and%20state%20fragility%20in%20the%20Sahel.pdf. 
53

 FRIDE. 2015. ibid.. 
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terms of access to productive resources (land access and tenure security) and to 

services (agricultural inputs, extension, and financial services).  

38. Marginalisation and exclusion of social groups in terms of access rights to 
natural resources (land and water) are also key issues in the sub-region 
leading to conflicts over these resources. Customary rules and mechanisms 
formerly used to resolve these issues are showing limitations. Nowadays, there are 

many situations where the efficacy of former arrangements to resolve disputes 
and/or facilitate agreements between social groups (e.g., between sedentary 
farmers and nomad pastoralists, autochthones and allochthones, or landlords and 
land users) is less successful, leading to frustration and violence. Moreover, the 
situation of insecurity within the sub-region has forced the displacement of 

persons, exacerbating the pressure and conflicts over natural resources, thus 

increasing food insecurity, deprivation, and poverty.  

39. Youths are highly vulnerable, being victims of social exclusion, although 

they are a potential asset to reduce fragility. Youth vulnerability is a critical 
structural issue in the G5+1 countries.54 The youth bulge is both a cause and a 
consequence of fragility. The Sahel has the youngest population in the world, with 
64.5 per cent of its population being under 25 (United Nations Support Plan for the 
Sahel, 2018).55 Alliance Sahel (2019) notes that there are about 50 million people 

under the age of 30 living in the Sahel region today, representing approximately 
65% of the combined population of the G5 Sahel countries (Burkina Faso, Chad, 
Mali, Mauritania, and Niger).56 Prospects for their future are limited due to poor 
overall levels of education from school systems clogged by rapid population growth, 
restricted freedom of movement because of insecurity, sluggish job markets, and 

increasing poverty.57 Unemployment and unfavourable rules for access to 
productive resources are important factors that enhance their vulnerability. In 
conflict situations, youths are at greater risk due to the fact they constitute a prime 
source for recruitment for criminal and terrorist groups, given the absence of viable 
prospects for them, and as they are highly vulnerable. However, when they are 

provided with adequate opportunities, youths can play important roles in promoting 
agricultural innovations, for increased agricultural productivity and production, and 

thus contributing ultimately to rural transformation. 

NRM and climate change (CC) related fragility  

40. All G5+1 countries are confronted with significant environmental 

challenges and are highly vulnerable to climate change. In these countries, 
agro-pastoral activities are practiced in Arid and Semi-Arid Lands (ASALs) with 
short and variable rainfall and limited potential for crop production, where water 
scarcity is a key driver of vulnerability and access to water is a top priority for rural 
development. In specific areas of these ASALs, remoteness is a factor that 
exacerbates environmental fragility. Ecosystems in the sub-region are already 

affected by the effect of climate change and future adverse impacts are expected 
to be substantial, particularly in the agricultural and forestry sector, as well as on 

land use (IFAD 2021).58  

                                     
54

 Regarding youth definition, IFAD (2019) recalls that the official United Nations definition of “youth” is people between 
15 and 24 years of age, adding that countries often adopt different definitions. It gives an example of African 

governments’ national youth policies which normally adopt the definition provided by the African Union, which is from 
18 to 35. (See: IFAD 2019: IFAD’s Rural Youth Action Plan 2019-2021. 

https://www.ifad.org/documents/38711624/41190839/Action_Youth_web.pdf/f09a8d5c-36eb-f915-8b36-
b521b1414b08?t=1560521494000). 
55

 According to The State of the World Population 2018, published by the United Nations Population Fund, 52 per cent 
of the population (53 million people) in the countries of the Sahel is between 10 and 24 years of age, and that number 

is set to increase further over the next two decades. 
56

 All iance Sahel.2019. A Demographic, Threat? Youth, Peace and Security Challenges in the Sahel. 

https://www.alliance-sahel.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/AS_digital_EN.pdf. 
57

 All iance Sahel. 2019. Ibid.  
58

 IFAD. 2021. Africa Integrated Climate Risk Management Programme - Environmental & Social Management 
Framework (ESMF). IFAD, January 2012 
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41. During the last two decades, the frequency and extent of extreme weather events 
(such as droughts, floods, bushfires, high winds) have increased, with the 
intensification of climate change burdens. Burkina Faso faced four severe droughts 

between 2000 and 2017, while between 1983 and 2017, Chad, Mali and Niger 
faced ten, fourteen, and seven severe droughts, respectively (ARC 2020). These 
droughts led to decreases in crop productivity of between 10 and 25 per cent. An 
example relates to Lake Chad, the largest lake in the Sahel, which has shrunk by 
95 per cent since the 1960s, with estimates attributing 50 per cent of the decrease 

to increased water use (e.g., from population growth and unsustainable irrigation 
projects) and 50 per cent to rainfall change and increasing temperatures.59 See Box 

5. 

Box 5 

Vulnerability to climate change in the Sahel 

According to the WB (2017), the Sahel is particularly vulnerable to climate-related and other 

shocks, which have long-lasting negative consequences. Climate change is likely to cause 

more frequent and severe droughts and floods in the Sahel, affecting pastoral and agro-
pastoral areas in particular. With more frequent natural disasters and intensified 
environmental degradation, people’s lives and livelihoods are increasingly at risk.  

Extreme events and other shocks have negative and long-lasting consequences for human 

development and poverty reduction in the Sahel that especially affect the poorest and most 
vulnerable. Consequences include eroding human capital and forcing families to rely on a 

range of largely informal activities; suboptimal coping mechanisms such as high interest 

borrowing; reduced consumption; sale of household and productive assets; and withdrawal 
of children from school.  

Source: WB 2017. Sahel Adaptive Social Protection Programme 

42. Environmental degradation has led to resource depletion and ecological 
marginalization of the rural poor, amplified by the increased competition 
over natural resources.60 Natural resource degradation causes social disruption. 
Land degradation exacerbates water insecurity by reducing soil water retention 
capacity, increasing runoff, and provoking destructive flooding downstream and 

compounds water insecurity as a conflict trigger. It is a corollary to high population 
growth rates, combining increased cultivation of marginal areas, inappropriate 
agricultural practices, and overgrazing, leading to degradation of rangeland and 
deforestation.61 Hence, a decline in the agricultural productivity in some areas, 
especially those dependent on rainfed agriculture, and an increase in food 

insecurity.62 The World Bank Group (2021) notes that land degradation acted as a 
multiplier in the conflicts in Northern Mali and showed the link to existing ethnic 
and political tensions. By eroding natural resource-based livelihoods and income, 
water insecurity and land degradation generate unemployment, poverty, and 
resentment, particularly among young, disempowered people who are the most 

recruitable by groups.63 

Institutional weakness related fragility 

43. The lack of good governance as well as state weaknesses and collapses 
are significant and increasing institutional issues across the countries.64 
Institutional fragility indicates that rules, regulations, and services are not 

                                     
59

 IFAD. 2021, Ibid. 
60

 Namely: water, arable and pastoral land and forests 
61

 Climate Change Profile West African Sahel, USAID, 2018 
62

 According to Thomas Homer Dixon (1999), natural resource scarcities in the Sahel are of three types based on the 

categories: supply-induced scarcity, demand-induced scarcity, and structural scarcity. Supply-induced scarcity is 
related to the shrinking of the resource due to land degradation and loss of vegetation cover. Demand-induced scarcity 

is due to population increase, and structural scarcity is due to the unequal geographic distribution of forest resources 
and unequal sharing of those resources within regions. 
63

 World Bank Group. 2021. Strengthening Regional Water Security for Greater Resilience in the G5 Sahel. 
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/35994/Strengthening -Regional-Water-Security-for-

Greater-Resilience-in-the-G5-Sahel.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y. 
64

 According to Ncube and Jones 2013, 
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operating properly. This is commonly combined with weak capacity for 
policymaking, policy oversight, the inability to have a longer-term perspective, and 
the presence of weak social contracts within the society (including within rural 

communities). The prominence of this driver in all definitions is because it leads to 
poor financial management, slow procurement procedures, weak regulatory 
frameworks, unreliable judicial systems, lack of qualified human resources, and 
poor or lack of public quality services (especially in rural areas).65 All of these 
directly have a negative impact on the effectiveness and efficiency of delivery of 

development partners’ support.  

44. The documentation suggests that institutional reforms in most of the G5+1 
countries have not yet brought significant improvements either in service delivery, 

especially in marginalized and high-risk areas,66 or in governance within the public 
and semi-public sub-sectors. Limited Government investments and access to basic 
public goods and services, which profoundly affect the population in remote rural 
areas of the Sahel, are frequently key issues mentioned for those countries. For 
example, the World Bank Group (2020-2025 Strategy.) notes that lack of 

investments, weak institutional capacity, lack of maintenance, and inequal water 
distribution, all hinder the actual use of this resource for both consumptive and 
productive uses and in turn, hamper socio-economic development of the G5+1 

countries region. 

Security challenges and fragility 

45. Insecurity and violent conflicts are more and more critical within the sub-
region, resulting in increased number of deaths, displaced persons as well 
the lose of state control over resources and territories. The region has been 
plagued by armed conflicts, from Lake Chad to the Niger Delta. Armed groups67 
manage to control large territories and to threaten others through sporadic attacks 
and raids, hampering efforts to promote economic development (including rural 

transformation) and social justice. Systems used by conflict entrepreneurs to 
extend or multiply the zones and communities they influence lead to complex 
landscapes of fragility. In response, greater attention and resources are being 
channelled to security matters.68 According to the World Bank, across the G5+1 
countries, significant medium intensity conflict has increased recently in Burkina 

Faso and Niger and has been chronic in Chad, Mali and Nigeria over the past 
decade.69 The assumption is that this leads to physical threats to persons and 
communities and misappropriation and destruction of assets, which in turn 

exacerbates food insecurity and cycling back into poverty.  

46. Cross boarder aspects of conflict. Fragility dynamics in the G5 +1 countries are 
cross-border in nature. For example, the Boko-Haram violent conflict has spillover 
effects that extend beyond Nigeria. Furthermore, fragility, conflict and violence 
situations may be interconnected within the sub-region or connected to other 

regions of the world. Populations in the G5+1 countries and their livelihoods are 
increasingly exposed to conflicts and violent extremism that cause food insecurity, 
aggravate poverty, and maintained the affected regions in situations of fragility, 
thus reducing the likelihood of sustainability of development impacts. According to 
UNHCR,70 the conflict situation led to the increase of internal displacement in the 

central Sahel, tenfold since 2013, from 217,000 to a staggering 2.1 million by late 

                                     
65

 In fact the WB used social contract framing to diagnose and explain complex development challenges such as 
entrenched inequalities, poor service delivery, weak institutions, and why decades of policy and institutional reforms 

promoted by external development actors could not fundamentally alter countries’ development paths.  World Bank. 
2019. Social Contracts and World Bank Country Engagements: Lessons from Emerging Practices. IEG Meso 

Evaluation. Independent Evaluation Group. Washington, DC: World Bank.  
66

 According to country diagnostics of Burkina Faso, Chad, Mali, Mauritania and Niger by the WB and AfDB  
67

 Extremist groups belonging to Al -Qaida and Da’esh in the north of the Sahel, and Boko Haram in the east and south . 
68

 In this context, the G5 Sahel governments have sought external military forces (French forces) to counteract the 

attacks of the extremists. 
69

 https://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/sites/default/files/Data/reports/ap_situationsofconflict.pdf.  
70

 See https://www.unhcr.org/news/briefing/2022/1/61e137ac4/decade-sahel-conflict-leaves-25-mill ion-people-
displaced.html#:~:text=Internal%20displacement%20has%20increased%20tenfold,Niger%2C%20now%20stands%20a

t%20410%2C000. (consulted on 24/03/2022). 

https://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/sites/default/files/Data/reports/ap_situationsofconflict.pdf
https://www.unhcr.org/news/briefing/2022/1/61e137ac4/decade-sahel-conflict-leaves-25-million-people-displaced.html#:~:text=Internal%20displacement%20has%20increased%20tenfold,Niger%2C%20now%20stands%20at%20410%2C000
https://www.unhcr.org/news/briefing/2022/1/61e137ac4/decade-sahel-conflict-leaves-25-million-people-displaced.html#:~:text=Internal%20displacement%20has%20increased%20tenfold,Niger%2C%20now%20stands%20at%20410%2C000
https://www.unhcr.org/news/briefing/2022/1/61e137ac4/decade-sahel-conflict-leaves-25-million-people-displaced.html#:~:text=Internal%20displacement%20has%20increased%20tenfold,Niger%2C%20now%20stands%20at%20410%2C000
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2021. The number of refugees in the Central Sahel countries of Burkina Faso, Mali, 
and Niger, now stands at 410,000. The majority of the region’s refugees fled 
violence in Mali where the conflict began in January 2012. A surge in violent 

attacks across the region in 2021 displaced nearly 500,000 people, with figures for 

December still pending. This has acute consequences on food security. 

47. COVID-19 challenge within the sub-region. The sub-region has also been 

affected by the COVID-19 pandemic, adding more sources of shocks to the already 
challenging situations. Restrictions introduced by the governments to manage the 
health crisis have had an adverse impact on the living conditions of farmers, 
pastoralists, and agro-pastoral communities and on animal husbandry. The 
situation will most probably lead to the rise of number of persons living in extreme 

poverty. 

B. Overview of IFAD engagement in the six countries 
48. IFAD’s financial support is delivered through the program of loans and grants 

(PoLG). Loans are provided to individual governments, with amounts reflecting the 
IFAD’s performance-based allocation system (PBAS), while grants (small or large) 

are allocated to a more diverse range of partners (governmental, non-
governmental and multilateral). This section gives an overview of IFAD’s support in 
the six countries, covering: IFAD country strategic documents, loan portfolio, grant 

financing and IFAD country presence.  

Country strategies and PBAS allocation 

49. Country strategies. IFAD engagement in countries happens within the framework 
of the country strategies and opportunities programme (COSOPs) documents or 
Country Strategy Notes (CSN). Table 5 shows what was approved for each country 
either as a COSOP or a CSN during the period under review. As the table shows, 
the preparation of CSNs in four out of the six countries happened in 2017 and there 

has been significant periods when there was neither a COSOP nor a CSN in several 

countries. 

Table 5 

Overview of COSOPs/CSNs  

Source: SRE team elaboration 

50. PBAS allocations. The G5+1 countries absorb a significant proportion of the PBAS 
allocation of WCA: 40 to 55 per cent between IFAD-8 (2010-2012) and IFAD-11 
(2019-2021). This is mainly due to Nigeria, which absorbed an average of 18 per 
cent of the WCA allocation over the four replenishment periods followed by Niger 

(11 per cent) and Burkina Faso (8 per cent). Mali, Chad and Mauritania absorb 7, 6 

and 4 per cent respectively.71 (see Figure 5 and further details in Annex V), 

                                     
71

 These figures supports the choice made to have the SRE focusing on those countries. 

Country 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Burkina 
Faso 

COSOP 2007-2012     CSN 2017-2018 COSOP 2019-
2024 

Chad  COSOP 2010-2015  CSN 2017-2019  

Mali  COSOP 2007-2012     CSN 2017-2018   

Mauritania COSOP 2007-2012     CSN 2017-2018 COSOP 2018-
2024 

Niger COSOP 2006-2011  COSOP 2013-2018   

Nigeria  COSOP 2010-2015 COSOP 2016-2021 
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Figure 5 

PBAS allocated to the G5+1 countries (% of the WCA total amount) 

 
Source: IFAD Oracle BI 

IFAD program of loans and grants, and presence in the sub-region 

51. IFAD portfolio financing and sub-sector focus. In terms of portfolio financing 
for the six countries, twenty-seven investments projects were approved between 
2009 and 2020 (fifteen are still ongoing), with an estimated total investment cost 
of US$2.1 billion (See Annex III). Out of this total cost, a large portion (US$1.2 

USD billion, i.e., 56 per cent) was financed by IFAD, followed by international co-
financing (24 per cent),72 and then governments and beneficiaries (18 per cent).73 
The total IFAD financing corresponds (approximately) to 102 per cent of the PBAS 
allocation for the six countries, over the four replenishment periods (IFAD8 to 

IFAD11). 

52. The consolidated portfolio areas show a clear focus on agricultural development (43 
per cent), followed by rural development (17 per cent), credit and financial services 
(16 per cent), irrigation as well as marketing/storage/processing (11 per cent) and 

livestock (2 per cent). See figure 6. 

 Figure 6 

Portfolio sector overview 

  

Source: IFAD Oracle BI 

53. Programme of grants for the six countries. The desk review identified 38 
grants approved between 2009 and 2020 for a total of US$73.8 million (Annex IV), 

of which 60 per cent was IFAD financing. Thirty-six of these grants are 
regional/global and only two were country-specific (Mali and Nigeria). A wide range 
of topics were covered by these grants, which can be grouped into the following 
main domains of interventions: knowledge-sharing, capacity strengthening for 
national and civil society organizations (farmers’ organizations in particular), policy 

dialogue, inclusive financing, and promoting climate smart agriculture (a very 
recent theme). Most grants were large (twenty-seven against eleven small ones) 
by the IFA standards, possibly reflecting that most were covering regions or were 
global in terms of coverage. Grants were delivered by a range of partners with the 
CGIAR centres and international NGOs absorbing more than half of the grant 

                                     
72

 World Bank, African Development Bank and OPEC Fund for International Development (OFID) were the main co -
financing among international insti tutions and represented respectively 16 per cent, 12 per cent and 12 per cent  
73

 A smaller share (2 per cent) sti l l must be determined for projects that were just approved. 
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financing (35 and 16 per cent respectively), mostly through regional/global grants. 
UN organisations (FAO, UN Habitat) also absorbed a significant share of the grant 

financing (9 per cent).  

54. IFAD country presence within the sub-region. In line with the IFAD 
decentralized model that was launched in 2019, three different hubs (West Africa, 
Coastal Africa and Central Africa) were established respectively in Dakar (Senegal), 

Abidjan (Côte d’Ivoire) and Yaoundé (Cameroon), covering the six evaluated 
countries until the end of 2021. The Country Directors (CDs) for Mali and 
Mauritania were based in Dakar, while those for Burkina Faso and Niger were in 
Abidjan. The CD of Nigeria was based in Abuja, while the CD of Chad based in 
Yaoundé. In 2022, the WCA regional office has been transferred from Rome to 

Abidjan, and the hub model replaced by the multi country offices, with one in 

Dakar, and country director-led offices in Nigeria and Niger.74 

55. During the reviewed period (2010-2020), country managers have changed at least 

two times for most of the countries.75 Apart from Chad and Mauritania, all countries 
have an IFAD Country Office (ICO) with a Country Programme Officer (CPO). 
However, with the IFAD Decentralisation 2.0 being underway, this map will change 
completely from 2022 with the opening of multi country offices and a regional 

office in Abidjan. 

C. Overview of lessons learned from partners’ experiences  
56. This section provides main lessons learned from the review of partners’ 

interventions in the G5 Sahel countries and Northern Nigeria, over the evaluated 
period. Partners reviewed were international financial institutions (WB and AfDB), 
RBAs (FAO and WFP) and UNDP. Partners’ experiences revealed some 

considerations to consider when designing interventions for fragile situations, as 
well aspects or approaches to apply during implementation. The main relevant 

lessons in the context of this SRE are presented as follows. 

57. The review confirms the necessity to conduct prior in-depth contextual 
analyses and to focus on fewer objectives in line with priorities identified, 
when designing actions for fragile situations. There is consistency that in-
depth analyses of fragility drivers are essential to understand the specificities of 
fragility in the geographical area that an intervention works in (FAO, WFP, and WB). 

This helps the design of sound interventions to address fragility (at least to some 
extent). Complex and/or ambitious projects, with multiple objectives and/or 
components, deliver limited achievements and results in situations of fragility 
(according to the WB). 76 Early and preventive interventions that are well focused 
on identified fragility pockets and drivers ultimately make it possible to be more 

effective and optimise the utilisation of resources. 

58. Designing interventions in fragile contexts should include encouraging 

leadership by government institutions, coupled with building their capacity 
as well as empowerment of communities through farmers’ organizations 
(FOs) for implementing and managing various activities. The WB highlights 
the necessity to help in building the state’s legitimacy, capacity, and inclusive 
institutions. According to UNDP,77 this contributes to strengthening resilient social 
contracts between citizens and the State.. Regarding FOs, WFP notes the need to 

build on existing community-based mechanisms to deliver programme activities, as 
well as job creation initiatives for young people, as this helps in reducing tensions 
in fragile situations. Partnering with local / grassroots organizations allows 
deepening knowledge of local circumstances and develops implementation capacity 

to enhance effectiveness in such contexts. 

                                     
74

 One additional country director-led office is planned to be open in Burkina Faso. 
75

 According to IFAD Oracle Bi, change in CPMs/CDs over the reviewed period is as follow: two for Chad and Mali, three 

for Burkina Faso, four for Mauritania and Niger, and five for Nigeria. 
76

 WB experience (2013-2016) 
77

 UNDP. 2018. Forging Resilient Social Contracts: A Pathway to Preventing Violent Conflict and Sustaining Peace.  



Appendix  EC 2022/119/W.P.4 

26 

59. Flexibility is critical for working in fragile situations, enabling adaptation 
to changing circumstances and ensuring continued and effective 
programme implementation. For the WB, differentiated approaches have been 

used, as well differentiated financing tools when working in such fragile contexts, 
to scale up and tailor support. In evolving environments of fragility, programmes 
that can respond rapidly to crises perform better while also retaining a focus on the 
key goals of reducing the vulnerability to shocks over the medium-term. In a 
fragile environment, the Bank’s flexibility has been critical to ensuring continued 

and effective programme implementation, but this requires operational policies that 
are more agile and risk management practices that promote responsiveness and 

adaptation in low capacity and high-risk environments.  

60. The need to partner with other development actors when working in 
fragile situation is very important. Such partnerships require: (i) effective 
consultation between partners; ii) complementarity areas of expertise with clearly 
different comparative advantages for each agency; and iii) developing joint 
responses and/or joint interventions from the initial planning.78 Based on FAO and 

WFP work in Mali, joint interventions enabled blending of their differing expertise 
and higher overall effectiveness when carrying out activities on the same site. This 
was through creating important synergies to improve the resilience capacities of 
populations. WFP supported the recovery of populations affected by shocks through 
asset creation activities that mobilized communities around labour-intensive 

interventions, while FAO was responsible for the supply of inputs and equipment for 
the development of assets created or rehabilitated. FAO was also responsible for 

the technical design of infrastructure.  

61. Appropriate targeting and effective capacity building are enabling factors 
for achieving results in fragile contexts. WFP experience showed that an 
overambitious geographical coverage, weak targeting and/or insufficient 
understanding of factors of vulnerability negatively affected the achievement of 
programme results (outputs and outcomes).79 UNDP experience in Mali (2020) 

corroborates WFP experience.80 The WB experience in Mauritania, based on 
effective targeting, showed substantial progress in improving access to vocational 
training, better safety net programmes and improving financial management at 

decentralized / local government level.  

62. Community driven development (CDD) has shown its relevance and 
usefulness for achieving results in fragile situations. Regarding CDD, the WB 
in Mauritania reported good progress in improving the living conditions of rural 
communities through the implementation of CDD programmes and in facilitating 

access to basic services in urban areas. Communities were keen to invest in local 
economic and social services. Good progress was also found in improving the living 
conditions of rural communities through implementation of CDD programmes in 
Niger (2008-2011). Similar results were observed for WB supported CDD projects 
in Nigeria (2014). The latter showed that interventions to transform land related 

assets require a socially and culturally sensitive design, which provides inclusive 

development opportunities for all affected parties. 

63. Nexus approaches, entailing combining short-term (economic and/or 

humanitarian) needs with longer-term development objectives, enhance 
effectiveness when working in emergency contexts. For instance, in Mali 
(2013-2017), WFP stepped up to meet refugees’ and internally displaced persons’ 
needs as required, while it played an increasing role in building the resilience of 
communities by supporting food security actions. In Mauritania (2018), WFP 

supported the establishment of the Adaptive Social Protection System, which 
includes not only the dimension of response to shocks but also a broader approach 
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 The three stages entail increasing involvement levels, a joint response being the most engaging.  
79

 In 11 operations out of 19, according to the regional synthesis (2013-2017) 
80

 However, UNDP recognizes that for interventions to be more effective, they must address fundamental structural 
issues that have a large impact on results, such as land tenure issues, social relations, and the natural tendency for 

assistance to be captured by dominant groups. 
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to food insecurity and malnutrition, in particular the support for the resilience of 

populations. 

64. Addressing gender equality issues, both strategically and operationally, is 
pivotal for reducing inequality linked to fragility. FAO realized that the lack of 
a context specific gender strategy,81 contributed to the lower effectiveness of 
activities targeted at women, who are amongst the most vulnerable in the sub-

region. Additionally in Mali, improving the empowerment of women by 
strengthening their economic power, strengthening their social status and enabling 
their decision-making contributed to improving their livelihoods. The WB noted that 
neglecting human dimensions could reinforce income inequality and exacerbate 
societal tension. Gender being a key factor, women migrants who reside in hamlets 

are the most disadvantaged, in terms of access to the productive factors. Thus, 
addressing their inequality in accessing those factors has been important in such 
contexts.82 Moreover, in conflict-affected situations, gender-based violence can be a 
serious issue and therefore, it is essential to address this challenge and learn from 
its complexity and manifestation. Considering all this, support to women is critical 

to enable them to be entrepreneurs, change makers, and peacebuilders.83 

65. Empowerment of youths has been pivotal to mitigate issues that 
contribute to fragility. FAO in Mali (2018/2019) contributed to the empowerment 

of young people and their remaining in their home areas. The opinion of 
beneficiaries and local authorities was that there were fewer young people 
departing from the intervention areas, while robberies carried out by groups of 

young people had decreased due to alternative sources of income. 

Key points 

• Five sets of fragility drivers are manifested in the sub-region: Socioeconomic; Social; 

Natural and environmental; Institutional; and Insecurity and conflict. All five sets of 
drivers are significant, although their importance has varied both over time and by 
specific geographic location. 

• Over the evaluated period (2010-2020), IFAD has been engaged in the six countries 

using the COSOPs or CSNs and the PBAS allocation. The later for the six evaluated 

countries has varied according to IFAD replenishment cycle and represented on 
average, 54% of WCA PBAS allocation over the decade.  

• The largest share (60%) of the portfolio funding (of an estimated total cost of US$ 
2.1 billion) for the six countries was on agriculture and rural development, followed 

by credit and financial services. Grant financing was slightly important (73.8 million) 

of which 60% was funded by IFAD to support topics related to KM, inclusive financing, 
policy dialogue and grassroots’ organisations. 

• At the time of the evaluation, while IFAD is well present within the sub-region through 

three hubs, the in-country residence of CDs is weak (only one out of six) and country 
offices are operational in four countries. 

• Main lessons learned identified from the review of partners’ interventions in the G5+1 

fragile contexts covered points such as: flexibility, need for partnering based on 
comparative advantages, applying nexus approach, addressing gender inequality and 

empowerment of youths, and working directly with local and grassroots 
organizations.  
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 for a project in Mali (2019) 
82

 In Niger (2013-2016) the WB needed to double-up efforts to mainstream gender dimension across the portfolio.  
83

 Sound analytics need to be done so WBG can learn from the challenges and complexity of addressing GBV and 

how, beyond the focus on GBV, women should be supported as entrepreneurs, change makers and peacebuilders.  WB 
recommended that support for transformation or commercialization activities should be underpinned by market and 

value chain analysis that is poverty- and gender-sensitive. 
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III. Relevance and coherence 

A. Relevance 
66. Relevance assesses the extent to which: (i) the objectives of the intervention/ 

strategy are consistent with beneficiaries’ requirements, country needs, 
institutional priorities, and partner and donor policies ; (ii) the design of the 

interventions / strategy and the targeting strategies adopted are consistent with 
the objectives; and (iii) the intervention / strategy has been (re-) adapted to 
address changes in the context.84 In the context of the SRE, the provision of 
answers to the following two key evaluations questions helped to identify lessons 

learned, considering IFAD experience within the sub-region so far.  

- To what extent have the design of country strategies, programmes and 
projects been relevant, taking into account fragility drivers and principles of 

working in fragile situations?  

- How adequate and adaptive have intervention approaches and elements been, 
for a delivery in the sub-regional contexts featured by economic, natural, 

social, institutional, and security constraints?  

Relevance of country strategies and programmes  

67. COSOPs are, in principle, flexible instruments that should be revised and 
adapted when major contextual change occurs; but evidence is limited on 
their flexible use in the G5+1 contexts. COSOPs provide a framework for 
IFAD’s engagement for inclusive and sustainable rural transformation at the 

country level and are jointly developed by IFAD and the respective government. 
The preparation of CSNs, rather than new COSOPs or updating the current COSOP, 
in four out of the six countries in 2017 appears to have been the main response to 
IFAD operating in an unpredictable context during much of the past decade in the 
G5+1. Notwithstanding use of CSNs, the lack of an active COSOP or a CSN for 

several years raises questions over their usefulness as a tool to manage the 
unpredictable context. Even when COSOPs/CSNs were in place there is little 
evidence that they have been revisited on a regular basis, to respond to the 
unpredictable context, as suggested in IFAD’s 2018 Revised Guidelines and 
Procedures for Results-based Country Strategic Opportunities Programmes. 

Therefore, there is little experience across the G5+1 of using COSOPs/CSNs as a 
flexible strategic tool for on-going engagement between IFAD and the 
governments.85 The implied gap in terms of usefulness of COSOPs/CSNs was 
identified in the recently completed CSPE for Niger, which recommended drafting a 

COSOP implementation action plan to guide investment and non-lending activities. 

68. The 2018 COSOP guidance requires carrying out a fragility analysis in 
countries classified as fragile. Experience suggests a non comprehensive 
approach for that and a lack of clarity on how this adds value. Before 2018, 

there was no requirement that COSOPs/CSNs in countries classified as fragile by 
IFAD should include a fragility analysis. Three COSOPs have been agreed post 2018 
– for Mali, Niger, and Mauritania – and one is currently under preparation for 
Nigeria. Neither Niger nor Mauritania were classified as fragile by IFAD when their 
post-2018 COSOPs were produced and so, as would be expected do not include 

fragility analysis. Only the COSOP for Mali, classified as a fragile country when the 
COSOP was produced, includes a fragility analysis. This Mali focused analysis de 
facto discusses four of the five drivers (see Box 6), namely: (i) conflict and 
violence; (ii) political instability and governance ineffectiveness; (iii) vulnerability 
to shocks (climate and price related); and (iv) the low Human Development Index. 

It does not analyse the interaction between the drivers, which is actually what 
leads to fragility, and then link these challenges with resilience. Furthermore, it is 
difficult to see the benefit of the fragility analysis performed, given that the 
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 It relates to the question: Is the intervention doing the right things? 
85

 NEN division actors interviewed, also facing serious fragility issues due to conflict, mention their preference of using 

CSNs in their contexts. 
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recommendations made are generic and mainly repeat points of the IFAD2016 

Strategy for engagement in countries with fragile situations (see Box 6).  

Box 6 

Actions proposed in the COSOP (2020) of Mali 

Develop and strengthen partnerships with other development agencies with complementary 

mandates on humanitarian interventions and proven experiences in building rural 
communities post conflicts resilience, social cohesion and conflict prevention and mediation;  

Design and implement operations that focuses on the most vulnerable groups such as 

women and young people while promoting climate smart and resilient economic activities. 
Such operations should be responsive to structural (climate change, conflicts, poverty) and 

shocks (like the COVID19 pandemic) through adapted and flexible approaches that allow 

the provisions of short-term emergency supports and mitigate the reverse effects on 
projects’ beneficiaries and their livelihood in the long-term;  

Improve quality and capacities in projects’ implementation support and follow up through 
operational partnerships on the ground involving farmer organizations, local and 

international NGOs, and other socio-economic stakeholders (organised civil society 
organizations); and  

Strengthen institutional support (with the technical, logistical, and financial means) to 
empower government agencies and local authorities with skills and capacities needed to 
effectively coordinate, monitor, and evaluate the ongoing projects/programmes. 

Source: COSOP Mali 2020 

69. Nevertheless, while COSOPs and CSNs are not supported by formal 
fragility analyses, and the language of drivers is not used, some aspects of 

the fragility drivers have been captured in the contextual analyses 
included in COSOPs/CSNs. While fragility emerges from the interaction between 
drivers, a fragility analysis starts with analysis within the individual drivers. Review 
of the COSOPs’ strategic objectives (see Table B1 of Annex VI) highlights three 
main areas of focus, which are well aligned with key fragility drivers (analysed 

earlier) related to socioeconomic, institutional, and environmental issues. 

• Economic resilience of smallholder farmers and food security, combined with 

inclusive value chain development (in all six countries).  

• Rural institutions strengthening to enabling sustained and inclusive access (by 
women, youths, and poor groups) to diversified services (all countries overall, 

but especially in Mali, Mauritania, Niger, and Nigeria).  

• Environmental sustainability and resilience to climate change (all countries 

overall, but especially in Burkina Faso, Chad, Mauritania, and Niger).  

70. Guidance for analyses related to most of the drivers already exists within IFAD as 
presented in Table 6. This explains why analysis pertained to the drivers is found in 

the COSOPs, but also design documents for loan operations.  
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Table 6 

Examples of guiding documents that address fragility drivers  

Name of the document Stated purpose Fragility drivers covered 

Operational 
Procedures and 
Guidelines for Country 

Strategies (2019) 

The guidelines define the procedures that: (i) 
highlight the basic principles of country 
strategies; (i i) define the roles, responsibil ities, 

and accountabilities; (i i i) explain the COSOP 
review and evaluation processes; and (iv) offer an 

overview of the financial resources needed to 
implement the country strategy.  

• High poverty and related economic 
situation 

• Social inequality and weak social 

cohesion 

• Degradation of natural resources and 
climate change burdens 

• Erosion of trust in public institutions 
and weak social contracts 

• Greater insecurity and violent 

conflicts due to extremist groups 

Project Design 
Guidelines. 

Programme Delivery 
Risks and IPRMs 

The IPRM was elaborated for all new and 
ongoing projects to help identify, assess, 

mitigate, manage, monitor, and update risks to 
programme delivery 

•  High poverty and related economic 
situation 

SECAP assessment SECAP sets out IFAD’s commitments to social, 
environmental and climate sustainability. All 

projects supported or co-financed by IFAD are 
required to comply with SECAP. 

• Social inequality and weak social 
cohesion 

• Degradation of natural resources and 
climate change burdens 

• Erosion of trust in public institutions 

and weak social contracts 

Revised Operational 
Guidelines on 

Targeting 

The Revised Operational Guidelines on Targeting 
operationalize the 2006 targeting policy that calls 

for a greater commitment of IFAD in engaging 
more fully in national policy processes in order to 

tailor country strategic opportunities programmes 
(COSOPs) and projects to the specific conditions 

and priorities of partner countries. 

• Social inequality and weak social 
cohesion 

   

Compiled by the SRE team. See detailed Table B2 in Annex VI 

71. Reviewed contextual analyses focus extensively on the drivers where IFAD 
makes a direct contribution – economic/poverty, natural 
resources/climate change and social inequality. Deep analysis related to 
issues in the other two drivers - weak public institutions and 

insecurity/serious conflict – is absent. This reflects that issues related to these 
drivers are to be treated as risks to be managed rather than problems where IFAD 
is expected to make a direct contribution to their solution. The review of objectives 
at both the COSOP and loan-operation designs shows outcomes directly addressing 
problems under the economic / poverty, natural resources / climate change and 
social inequality drivers, but not in relation to weak public institutions and 

insecurity/conflict (in rural settings). Social and economic issues are rarely 
identified among key risks to manage, while public institutions and insecurity are 

commonly treated as risks to the overall programme. 

72. Analysis of ‘social contracts’ was not found within the analyses carried out 
in any of the G5+1 COSOPs, albeit marginally addressed in the fragility 
analysis for the Mali COSOP.86 The assessment of existing social contracts helps 
understanding of the political economy in rural settings and the factors causing 

socio-political instability (see Box-7).  

Box 7 

What is a social contract analysis? 

Social contract analysis (or diagnostic) is an approach that is increasingly used by a number 

of development organisations, including the World Bank, USAID and UNDP, to help explain 
disparate and seemingly intractable development challenges within a single analytical 

framework. It is important to note that its use is not confined to analysis in fragile contexts 

but has been applied across multiple contexts. As such, it would not be an analytical 
approach that would be promoted only in IFAD’s approach to working in fragile contexts. 
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 It is probable that IFAD programme staff are unaware of social contract diagnostic tools, such as those developed by 

the World Bank and UNDP. 
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Experience of its use in the World Bank would also suggest that the analytical approach is 
distinct from that found in other analytical approaches to examining government failure and 
inequality. 

According to the World Bank (2019), social contract diagnostics can help explain 

development challenges and the persistence of distortionary economic policies because of 
unequal bargaining power among citizens, the state, and nonstate players, including the 

private sector. As such its main practical use is in identifying risk mitigation strategies for 

political and governance related risks. Social contract diagnostic approaches differ from 
those commonly used in IFAD in that they rely on the use of perception-based data to better 

explain feelings of inequality and discontent rather than relying on traditional measures of 
inequality such as income and resource distribution. 

Source: World Bank 201987 

73. In fragile settings, multiple, interacting factors can undermine the social contract, 

which usually emerge from the interaction between: (i) the expectations of the 
rural poor and (ii) the state’s capacity to provide services, including security. Rural 
conditions become particularly fragile when rural people living within such contexts 
are disconnected from state institutions and services. The COSOPs/CSNs for the 
G5+1 (for the entire reviewed period) did not explicitly touch this point. The 
exception is the Mali 2020 COSOP. The political economy analysis in its annexed 

(“Fragility assessment note”) can be seen as touching on the issue of social 
contracts (see Box 8), but it is important to note that social contract analysis is 
different from a generic political economy analysis. Examples of social contract 
diagnostic tools include those of the World Bank and UNDP, but it is also true that 

these diagnostic tools have not been widely promoted by either organisation.  

Box 8 

Excerpts of fragility assessment in the Mali 2020 COSOP  

The military coup in 2012 interrupted this democratic dynamic and shattered the national 
consensus and the social contract well established through decentralization and promoted 

under the 1991-2012 presidencies. Meanwhile with conflicts and violence rising in the entire 

northern part of the country, the growing threats to the country’s security diverted public 
resources and the new elected government could not cope with the high and increasing 

social expectations emerging from the multidimensional crisis. A lthough the pursuit of the 

decentralization agenda is one of the key elements of the 2015 Peace Agreement, it has 

fallen short of its promise to reduce poverty and build national cohesion. Administrative 
structures put in place to support decentralization have not been supported by adequate 

financial resources. Local governments continue to face significant challenges to delivering 
basic services to the rural communities. 

Furthermore, poor governance and weak control of corruption was ubiquitous during the 
post crisis period and exacerbated the gap in the social distrust toward the central 

government. Mali has shown poor performance on the World Bank governance indicators 

recorded over the last decade as the country ranks below the 40 percentile for most of 
them. As seen in the chart below, the Political Stability and Government Effectiveness 

indicators show consistent downwards trends. Control of corruption has remained unstable; 

improvements are not permanent and popular perception on the weakness of this indicator 
is strong. Many Malians have lost confidence in their elites and their capacity to improve 

their living standards. Recurrent protests to claim improvement in public services including 

education, health, and governance demonstrate the general dissa tisfaction on the 
management of public affairs. Adding to that, recurrent changes in the Government affect 

the development and implementation of policies and programmes. Between 2016 and 2019, 

the Prime Minister has changed four times. The last national election held in 2018 was 
marked by low turnout. The legislative election held in 2020 also had low turnout and the 
results were widely contested leading to protests and escalating social tensions and unrest.  

Source: Mali COSOP 2020 

74. Guidance on what to cover in a fragility analysis is available, but built on a 
simplistic assumption of weak or non-existent interlinkages among the 
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 World Bank. 2019. Social Contracts and World Bank Country Engagements : Lessons from Emerging Practices. IEG 

Meso Evaluation. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/32621  

https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/32621


Appendix  EC 2022/119/W.P.4 

32 

drivers. The current Operational Procedures and Guidelines for Country Strategies 
suggests that the fragility analysis seeks to answer the four questions shown in Box 
9 but provides no guidance on how to go about answering these questions and 

highlighting interlinkages within and among drivers. In fact, fragility emerges from 
the interaction between select drivers and fragility analysis needs to focus on this 
interaction and not just within the separate drivers. Analysing those linkages are 
critical to understand the scope of the fragility and therefore, to design appropriate 

interventions. 

Box 9 

Suggested questions for fragility analysis in country strategies 

1. Why does IFAD consider this country fragile (e.g. conflict or post-conflict, prone to 
natural disasters, low institutional capacity and governance framework as reflected by 
bottom rural sector performance quintile)? 

2. How does this fragility affect the agricultural/rural sector? What are the drivers of fragility 
(e.g. riparian water issues, land tenure, pastoralist grazing patterns)? 

3. What is the risk posed to IFAD's programme? What are the various measures IFAD would 

introduce in the new COSOP and future interventions (both lending and non-lending) to 
prevent, mitigate or help cope with this fragility? What impact does this fragility have on 
IFAD’s current portfolio, if any? 

4. How would IFAD operate differently in such situations to reduce risks to beneficiaries, 

staff/consultants and implementing agencies (e.g. not operate in certain areas, introduce 
more flexibility in supervision arrangements, ensure additional security arrangements)? 

Source: Operational Procedures and Guidelines for Country Strategies 

75. The assumption that IFAD can easily draw on fragility analyses carried out 
by other development partners can be questioned. The operational guidance 
also suggests that the fragility assessment note draws elements as much as 
possible on fragility assessments prepared by the Government and its partners, or 
by other partner institutions (e.g., IFIs or UN agencies). The assumption that this is 

feasible can be questioned. The fragility analyses carried out by the IFIs (the Risk 
and Resilience Assessments) are not published. The UN rarely carries out explicit 
fragility analyses that are in the public domain, albeit such analyses are produced 

by some UN organisations but for internal use.88  

76. Transboundary issues are rarely considered in COSOPs, as IFAD lacks a 
framework within which such issues can easily be accommodated. COSOPs 
are not a tool for coordination and agreement across neighbouring countries, 

although the current Operational Guidelines for Developing COSOPs note that ‘In a 
limited number of countries, IFAD will pilot: (a) regional lending operations to 
support country programmes in addressing cross-border development challenges’. 
There are at least three challenges to using COSOPs to strategically address 
transboundary issues. First, COSOPs across the six countries are developed in 
different years and for different periods, reflecting within country needs aligned 

with the country development priorities and national plans. Second, COSOPs are 
joint products of both IFAD and Governments and if transboundary issues are not 
considered in governments’ priorities, so it will be difficult for IFAD to incorporate it 

in COSOPs.  

77. Positively, few programmes are being used to address transboundary 
issues. Investments in addressing transboundary issues are found in the Niger 
country programme, such as in the ProDAF project, with its systems for monitoring 

cross-border flows of agro-pastoral products along the Kano-Katsina-Maradi, 
Tahoua-Sokoto-Kebbi and Zinder-Daura-Kano transport corridors. The more 
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 The World Bank, Risk and Resilience Assessments (RRAs) have been developed to assess patterns a nd drivers of 
conflict, violence and fragility. RRAs are not published, but on occasion are developed in partnership with other 

development partners. In 2018, the African Development Bank introduced the Country Resilience and Fragility 
Assessment (CRFA) tool. This tool provides a systematic and objective assessment of fragil ity risks and sources of 

resil ience, on the basis of seven dimensions of fragility.  
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ambitious SD3C programme with its focus on transboundary issues can be seen as 

the first initiative using such approaches across the entire sub-region.  

Relevance of programmes and projects  

78. The objectives of country programmes were well aligned with national and 
IFAD priorities of achieving resilience and relevant to primary 
beneficiaries’ priorities. IFAD loan operations are in general designed to meet 
needs identified in national priorities and of primary beneficiaries, while supporting 
building resilience in rural areas. There is no evidence suggesting that loan 

operations are not aligned with Governments’ priorities as illustrated in the findings 
from the CPSEs (Nigeria, 2016; Burkina Faso, 2019; and Niger, 2021) and 
according to views of key informants. Analysis of field data gathered in the six 
countries (see Table 7) reveals that the perception of fragility drivers varies slightly 
according to each category of actor. For instance, beneficiaries of IFAD support 
mentioned unemployment and lack of economic opportunities as the most 

important fragility issues, while direct implementers of projects and their local 
partners mentioned climate and weather disturbance as the top challenges. All 
those issues expressed have been addressed by IFAD’s supported projects and 
programmes. However, beneficiary groups reported not having been involved in 
identifying projects’ priorities, raising a question on their involvement 

mechanism.89 The generally lower priority given to conflict in Table 7 by all three 
stakeholder groups is assumed to reflect the fact that IFAD projects have been 
located in areas where conflict is less problematic than elsewhere (in some 
countries) or the fact that field data gathering did not take place in medium 

intensity conflict-affected areas 

Table 7 

Perception of fragility drivers by category of stakeholder  

Fragility driver Direct project 

implementers  

Beneficiaries of 

IFAD support 

Local projects’ 

partners 

Average 

Total 

Poverty leading to asset depletion 3.2 3.3 3.0 3.3 

Unemployment and lack of incomes 3.8 4.3 3.8 4.0 

Food insecurity and malnutrition 4.2 3.9 3.4 3.8 

Social inequality and exclusion 2.8 2.3 2.9 2.7 

Environmental /natural resources 
degradation 

3.8 3.9 3.9 4.0 

Climate/weather disturbance 4.3 4.0 4.1 4.1 

Poor availability of services linked to 
production  

3.9 4.1 3.8 3.9 

Insecurity and violation of human 
right 

3.1 2.3 3.6 3.0 

Violence and civil unrest 2.5 1.3 2.7 2.0 

Source SRE field data (see details by country in Table B3, Annex VI) 
Methodological note: The assessment was purely qualitative. After an explanation of the evaluation theme, interviewees 
were asked during a discussion (in groups or individuals) to provide their opinion by appreciating the importance of 

each fragility driver aspect in their specific context. The average ratings were calculated for types of actors by country. 
As already mentioned interviewees were not sampled in order to make a generalization. The results reflect the 

variabil ity in the perception of fragility by individuals or types of actors. Appreciation varies from (0) almost inexistent to 
(5) very high. Interviewees were groups met during the field visits. Number of persons met by category are presented in 

Annex V. 

79. Cross border trade being important in the sub-region, and the increasing 
priority given by IFAD to investment in value chains, requires sound and 
comprehensive analysis of the opportunities and risks involved in 
investing in such areas. Evidence suggests that such analysis has 

generally not been done. Available information on cross border trade is produced 
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 Triangulation of this information confirms the superficiality of consultations with beneficiary grou ps in most cases. 
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by regional organisations such as WFP and CILSS. The IFAD FARMTRAC grant also 
funded the collection of information on cross border trade of food and animal 
products.90 However, the risks of cross border trade are illustrated in the border 

regions between Niger, Burkina Faso, and Mali where trade has been disrupted 
because of insecurity, thus requiring new arrangements for transporting goods by 
secured convoy. IFAD supported projects funded initiatives in Niger to mitigate the 
risks to trade between Niger and Nigeria and to promote dialogue to maintain 
trading of essential and perishable commodities. However, the review of design 

documents for relevant loan operations, in general, reveals no use of cross border 
trade information or analysis of the vulnerability of value chains stakeholders to 
trade risks. A case in point is the recently designed PAFPA project in Burkina Faso, 
where design mainly assessed risks in the production segment, due to climate and 
environmental hazards. The same observation also applies for PRoDAF-Diffa.91 Yet 
trade risks appear significant in the light of recent events such as conflicts and 

COVID-19 shocks, leading to border closure or trade hindrance, difficulties to 
transport and market, insecurity of trade activities, risks of robberies and 
racketing, etc. Changes of routes due to border closure or insecurity increases the 

transportation hurdles and costs.  

Adequacy of designs and approaches  

80. Programs and projects identified lessons have informed designs of new 
operations, but not in terms of how interventions can address holistically 
drivers of fragility. Examples of lessons being carried through into new projects 
can be found in Burkina Faso and Niger. For instance, the Burkina Faso COSOP 
2019 includes lessons learned from earlier projects that were useful to design new 

ones, even if not systematically. Some lessons pertained to improved traditional 
techniques for SWC techniques by establishing a relationship between these 
techniques and land security, which has changed over time,92 and landowners are 
now requiring to apply these techniques systematically. Another lesson was that 
access to nonfinancial services is a prerequisite for successful access to financial 

services. Non-financial services, in particular business development services and 
technical skills training, should be supported in the context of decentralized 
financial services and be addressed in a systemic manner. Similar lessons were also 
identified in Chad and in Mali. 93 Those examples show that lessons were more 
focused on delivery of particular interventions, but not on how interventions can 

better contribute mitigating drivers of fragility (environmental and economic 
related in the given examples). This is possibly because: (i) explicit consideration 
of addressing root causes of fragility contextual challenges has not been a common 
practice in the programmes; and ii) some key drivers are treated as risks which 
incidence shall be mitigated, rather than an important contextual challenge that 

support can directly contribute in addressing. 

81. Maintaining investments in the same geographic area makes learning and 
implementing lessons easier. Some lessons directly relate to working in 
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 FARM TRAC 2019 (CILSS, IFPRI, Association Ouest Africaine du Commerce Transfrontalier des produits 

Alimentaires, Agro-sylvo-pastoraux et Halieutiques (AOCTAH) / West African Association for Cross-Border Trade, in 
Agro-forestry-pastoral and Fisheries Products (WACTAF)) is expected to provide quantitative information on trade in 

agricultural and food commodities and on trade barriers; design an electronic platform for the monitoring of agricultural 
inter-state trade in Sahel and West Africa and of cross border flows of agro-pastoral products along trade corridors; 

conduct an economic analysis of the main bottlenecks in rural households’ access to agricultural and food products by 
country 
91

 It included a detailed risk assessment at design, i ncluding economic risks that might affect market governance, but 
did not include trade risks. 
92

 more than 20 years of investment on this aspects 
93

 Based on experience from previous projects, PROHYPA in Chad (2009) highlighted in its design document that 

priority must be given to establishing diversified institutions to resolve conflicts related to natural resources. The 
approach should be to capitalise on local institutions’ capacities and only engage with the departmental administration 

for the most delicate arbitrations. In Mali, the PAPAM (2010) drew on lessons related to demand-driven and private 
delivery of advisory services in rural areas. The Mali COSOP 2020 considered integrating some lessons learned from 

IFAD funded projects in its design. These lessons include the importance of promoting entrepreneurship for young 
people and women, and improving household food security by rehabilitating degraded lands.  
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fragile contexts. This seems to be the case in the G5 (only) countries, where 
practice has generally been to locate successive project phases (in successive loan 
design documents) in the same geographical area. By doing so, lessons have been 

drawn from previous operations, some are in relation with working in fragile 
situations, and reflected in the design of latter operations. The example of Chad in 

Box 10 is illustrative.94  

Box 10 

Lessons from Chad, PARSAT (2014-2022) 

Complexity of interventions. The experience of IFAD and other Technical and Financial 

partners (TFPs) has shown the importance - to ensure the rapid achievement of tangible 

impacts - of limiting the areas of intervention to simple actions easy to implement, given 
the difficulties in finding quality goods and services in rural areas. The participatory approach 

must be favoured, as done in the framework of PSANG-II and PRODER-K, whose priority 

interventions have been based, as far as possible, on those identified and prioritized by the 
communities in their local or village development plan (LDL or VDP). However, the 

experience of PSANG-II also demonstrates the fact that the complexity of the projects 

derives from the desire to respond to all the requests expressed. This can lead to (i) a great 
dispersion and disconnection of the activities undertaken; (ii) difficulties in technical control 
and monitoring of these activities and; (iii) to a dilution of the impacts. 

Institutional set-up. Chad is classified as a "fragile state", although efforts are being made 

by the Government to gradually move out of this categorization. Institutional capacities are 

weak, at the central level and even more in the regions, and the public finance management 
system suffers from serious shortcomings. The management of development projects / 

programs is therefore still mainly delegated to specific management units, entities recruited 

competitively for the duration of the projects / programs, but under the supervision of the 
Ministries concerned by the interventions. This arrangement remains necessary as long as 

government and ministerial measures are not defined for a more transparent and 

sustainable management of bilateral and multilateral cooperation projects/programs (this is 
one of the conclusions of the PSANG-II and PRODER-K completion reports, and which was 
also taken into account in the design of PADER-G). 

Source: PARSAT Design document 

82. Loan operation designs have not included much consideration on how they 
can effectively address shocks, except of those related to climate change.  
The review of experience shows that shocks are flagged on occasion, but not 

consistently and systemically in the program designs. Beyond the climatic aspects 
for which the Social, Environmental and Climate Assessment Procedures (SECAP) 
are applied,95 shocks occurring across the other categories of drivers are not 
explicitly assessed, in terms of their occurrence, their magnitude or how these 

might interact with the other drivers.  

83. All relevant guidance on working in fragile contexts emphasises the need 
to design simple interventions, but there is limited evidence that this 
approach has been implemented. Programmes have instead prioritised 

developing capacity of non-government stakeholders in delivery. In fragile 
contexts, interventions should fit with the institutional capacity to implement them 
and in general be simple to implement. Only the Chad project design documents 
for PADER-G 2010-2016 and PARSAT 2014-2022 explicitly discuss the need for a 
simple design. Elsewhere, looking across the G5+1, in the instance in Mali, the 

PAPAM PCR2018 highlighted that the complex design (institutional set-up, 
complexity of actions and number of public institutions involved) created significant 
risks for the project implementation. The 2013 CSPE of Mali also highlighted issues 
with institutional set-ups leading to delays, and changes in the institutional 
arrangements. In fact, slow initial implementation was highlighted in sixteen out of 

eighteen initial supervision reports and low institutional capacity signalled as a 
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 In Nigeria, there has been s significant change in geographic focus over the evaluation period  and so a more limited 
opportunity to pursue such an approach. 
95

 Mandatory since 2015, as an important mechanism to mainstream climate change in IFAD operations. 
But the starting year was 2009, according to the report of the Thematic Evaluation of IFAD’s Support for Smallholder 

Farmers’ Adaptation to Climate Change . IOE, 2021. 
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significant reason for this. The self-assessment by IFAD country teams also 
identified low institutional capacity as a continuing challenge across the countries. 
The main response to low institutional capacity has been to invest in developing 

capacity of non-government stakeholders which is discussed in more detail in the 

efficiency section. 

84. Major adjustments in projects were made during the MTRs to respond to 

critical issues, e.g. a deterioration in the security situation or failures in 
meeting result targets or in co-financing. Out of the ten loan operations where 
MTRs have been carried out during the evaluation period, in three of them96 
medium intensity conflict led to a scaling back of activities, whilst non-availability 
of planned co-financing triggered significant redesign of planned results in five loan 

operations [PASPRU (Burkina Faso), the Rural Microfinance Programme and PAPAM 
(Mali), PASK II (Mauritania), and PASADEM (Niger)]. Examples of responses to 

medium intensity conflict for Nigeria and Mali are shown in Box 11. 

Box 11 

Responses to medium intensity conflict  

Nigeria 

Given the scale of IFAD’s engagement, its programmes have been vulnerable to various 
forms of conflict, insurgency, or unrest, whether in the Northeast from Boko Haram, from 

pastoralist-farmer conflicts in the middle belt or violence and unrest in the Delta region. 

Most programmes do not include any conflict analysis or risk assessment of how changes 
introduced by IFAD would affect conflict or insecurity in either a positive or negative way, 

or mitigation measures. Where a mitigation strategy is put forward at design, it is largely to 

avoid working in known conflict zones by selecting LGAs or villages outside of known a reas 
of disturbance, and by bringing staff and beneficiaries located in conflict zones to attend 
capacity-building or other sessions in safer programme locations. 

Mali 

Two projects (PIDRN and PIDRK) operated in the northern regions. Efforts were made to 

adapt their components to these zones, but the risks linked to conflicts were 

underestimated. The situation in the north of Mali in recent years has been particularly 
serious and IFAD supported projects moved from the North to the South. Nevertheless, a 
more thorough analysis would have helped to plan mitigation measures from the start.  

Compiled by the SRE team  

Summary on relevance  

85. Lessons from IFAD’s engagement in the sub-region (G5+1 countries) 
confirm that IFAD country strategies, programmes and operations were 
overall well relevant for objectives linked to rural transformation, in line 
with IFAD’s mandate; but the relevance was less in addressing key 

fragility challenges of the sub-region. This is because only three (related to 
economic poverty, NRM and social exclusion) of the five types of fragility drivers 
are explicitly covered in designing strategies and operations. Another fact was the 
insufficient reflection of fragility features in designing strategies and operations as 
suggested by the 2016 Strategy and its 2019 Special Programme. The SRE found 
country strategies not suitable to address trans-boundary fragility challenges within 

the sub-region. Aligned with partners’ experiences (chapter II), key lessons learned 
are relate to: conducting context specific analysis (to explore fragility root causes 
and identify right actions needed); applying flexible approaches (to adjust when 
necessary) and simple designs (to be able to work at all levels and with grassroots 
stakeholders); and extending the duration of support (to better tackle fragility 

drivers). 

B. Coherence 
86. Coherence relates to the compatibility of an intervention with other interventions 

(do they support or undermine each other?) in a country, sector, or institution. It 
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 PADER-G (Chad), the Rural Microfinance Programme and PAPAM (Mali)) 
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includes internal and external coherences. Internal coherence is the synergy of 
IFAD-supported interventions with each other and with non-lending support. 
External coherence is the consistency of the intervention/strategy with other 

actors’ interventions in the same context. The SRE key question was as follows: 
How has IFAD’s engagement (strategies and operations) assumed internal 
coherence and had similar or complementary developmental purposes, in order to 

contribute mitigating fragility constraints?97  

Internal coherence 

Loans and grants portfolio 

87. Between IFAD loan-supported operations, a coherence has been observed, 
although they did not intend to explicitly address fragility drivers or 

fragility in general. Internal coherence was evident across IFAD lending 
operations with good evidence of planning for this between consecutive loan 
operations in the same geographic areas in four of the six countries, as shown in 

Table 8.  

Table 8 

Internal coherence at loan operation level by country  

Country Examples of IFAD loan 
operations 

Anticipated benefit 

Burkina Faso PAPFA (2017-2024) and 
PAFA-4R (2019-2026) 

At the request of the Government, the Support Project for the Promotion 
of Agricultural Sectors - Extension (PAFA-4R) complements the Support 
Project for the Promotion of Agricultural Sectors (PAPFA). It will 

complement the PAPFA through a geographical extension in the South-
West region and the addition of additional sectors 

Chad PADER-G (2010-2017) and 
PARSAT (2013-2020) and 

REPER (2018-2025) 

At the operational level, PARSAT interventions are complementary with 
PADER-G and PROHYPA given its focus on the development and 

resil ience of agricultural systems. In addition, PARSAT collaborated in the 
development of the REPER Annual Work Programme and Budget. In 

addition, the REPER has extended the PARSAT intervention areas by 
covering additional departments in the regions of Chari Baguirmi 

(Department of Baguirmi), Batha (Batha West and Batha East) and 
Salamat (Department of Aboudéia). 

Mali PAPAM (2010-2018), Rural 
Microfinance Programme 
(2010-2018) 

FIER (2013-2022) 

MERIT (2019-2026) 

The complementarity of activities has occurred at the level of intervention 
areas and thematic focus. Indeed, the INCLUSIF project has confirmed the 
regions of Ségou, Koulikoro, Sikasso, Kayes and Mopti covered by the 

previous projects (PMR and FIER) and will rely on the faire -faire 
mechanisms already established by PMR and FIER for the implementation 

of rural financial inclusion activities for the rural poor. 

Mauritania PRODEFI (2016-2025) 

PROGRES (2020-) 

PROGRES will be implemented in the six wilayas (regions) covered by the 
ongoing PRODEFI project, with which it will create strategic and 

operational synergy and complementarity.  

   

Compiled by the SRE team  

88. Two countries, Nigeria and Niger, were exceptions. In Nigeria, the geographical 
targeting approach was initially too dispersed across the country, which limited the 
opportunity to pursue an approach to internal coherence from one operation to 

another covering the same geographic area. In Niger, internal coherence was also 
observed, but it was delivered through a different approach that reflected the 
decision of the Government and IFAD to transition towards a programme approach. 
The main features of the programme approach were as follows: (i) merging several 
projects within a single initiative (e.g. integrating PASADEM and PPI Ruwanmu into 

ProDAF); (ii) setting up a single team to manage all the activities funded by several 
IFAD loans (CENRAT); and (iii) endeavouring to support investments with non-
lending activities with the contribution of CENRAT.98 The 2021 Niger CPSE found 
that project components and subcomponents were well linked among themselves, 

even if the programmatic approach has not been fully implemented.  
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 This criteria has been introduced from 2021 and therefore, explicit analytical review evidence was missing  
98

 Established in and under the supervision of the Ministry in charge of. Agriculture and Livestock 
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89. Small grants99 sought for coherence in supporting the loan operations, but 
this often did not happen. Out of the 11 small grants operating in the six 
countries that were reviewed by the SRE team, only one clearly shows an intent for 

internal coherence also flagged in either a loan operation design document (the 
PASPRU loan operation and the small grant Participatory Microfinance for Africa 
(PAMIGA) in Burkina Faso). The 2016 Nigeria CPE found that while small grants for 
research and development potentially may have created some impact at national 
level, their use within IFAD’s own loan operations was not evident. On the other 

hand, in Niger, the 2021 CSPE found a more mixed story. While some small grants 
clearly shared little synergy with the loan operations, others contributed by 
introducing technical solutions. In all cases, the main challenge remains to ensure 

a better connection of standalone grants to loan portfolio activities and results. 

Knowledge management (KM) and policy engagement 

90. KM and policy engagement activities generally did not focus on identifying 

and implementing lessons for an enhanced engagement aligned with the 
fragility situations, including with the governments. The four CSPEs rated 
non-lending activities (NLAs) performance as moderately satisfactory, at best. For 
example, the CSPE of Mali (2013) highlighted weaknesses regarding KM and policy 
engagement. It found that KM activities were weak, as there were no activities on 

this before the opening of the country office in 2012; policy dialogue was 
constrained by limited strategic guidance, the multiplicity of interventions and 
project management structures, straining the capacity of the ministries 
concerned.100 Similar results were noted in the cases of Burkina Faso and Niger 
CSPEs, 2019 and 2021 respectively (Box 12). The lack of adequate or sufficient 

capacity to deliver in these areas, aligned with operating in fragile contexts, is an 
explanatory factor of this shortfall. Another explanatory factor is the weak M&E 
systems for tracking results and impacts in those contexts, as these are critical to 
ensure a solid knowledge management function, that can effectively feed in policy 
engagement activities. Unfortunately, M&E systems of the concerned country 

programmes were assessed generally weak over the evaluated period.101 

Box 12  

The challenge of adequately prioritising KM and policy dialogue  

CSPE Burkina Faso, 2019. In the country office, portfolio monitoring absorbed too much 

of the time of the undersized team, which was unable to really engage in policy dialogue 
and provide leadership in discussions among donors and in knowledge management The 

grants were relevant and yielded useful results, the majority having direct links with the 
project portfolio. 

CSPE Niger, 2021. Despite the progress made, knowledge capitalization was confined to 
technical aspects and not treated comprehensively. Learning efforts were not oriented to 

transcend the specificities of activities so that capitalized knowledge could be shared by a 

large number of projects and with other donors, which would have enabled a contribution 
to sector policy dialogue. In order to offset the small size of the country office, IFAD de facto 

tasked the ProDAF project management team with public policy dialogue, setting up of a 

national representation and technical assistance unit (CENRAT) embedded within the 
Ministry of Agriculture. IFAD’s policy dialogue through project formulation missions and 
implementation support missions remains largely informal and lacks visibility”.  

Compiled by the SRE team  

91. Bearing in mind that the performance in KM and policy dialogue was 
modest, only in Nigeria is there some evidence that the KM and policy 
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 Different from the in-loan grants such are those related to the debt sustainability framework (DSF) or other grants 
described in the effectiveness section. 
100

 It was noted e.g. Little information from the field has been properly capitalised upon in order to provide solid input to 
this dialogue rather than simple information. Surprisingly, KM aspects were not addressed in the CSN (2016) and 

COSOP (2020). 
101

 The CPE (2016) of Nigeria concluded that. effective KM was hampered by poorly performing monitoring and 

evaluation (M&E) systems. The CSPE (2019) of Burkina Faso stated clearly that M&E systems focused more on 
monitoring the progress of activities than on measuring changes and impact, as well as related explanatory factors. The 

latter similar finding was mentioned in the CSPE (2021) of Niger.  
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engagement approaches have responded to working in a fragile context. In 
the Nigeria (CPE 2016), it was noted that given the size of the country and the 
complexities of the federal system, the level of capacity seemed inadequate to 

cover multiple roles of programme implementation support, policy dialogue and 
partnership building. As for KM, CDD experience was a priority for knowledge 
sharing, contributing to dialogues on participatory approaches and encouraging 
local governments to work with communities. Learning tools were trialled with local 
communities to allow them to develop appropriate CDD procedures and these also 

helped informing subsequent programmes such as CBNRMP and VCDP. 
Nevertheless, the CPE noted that considering the length of IFAD's experience in 
implementing CDD approaches in the country, the available documentary evidence 

on this approach was limited.  

External coherence 

92. The thematic focus of IFAD’s operations– i.e. agricultural and rural 

development in terms of improving food security and sustainable 
livelihoods – have been complementary with priorities addressed by other 
partners working in the sub-region. Partners’ priorities highlighted in Table 9 
shows the broad complementarity of IFAD’s programmes with AfDB and WB 
programmatic priorities. However, there is little evidence that this then translates 

into either formal mechanisms to assess relative comparative advantages or deliver 
synergy at the field level. With RBAs, there are overlapping themes.102 On the 
other hand, RBA actors interviewed noted that the complementarity of their actions 
at field level is achieved in terms of areas of interventions and with the 
comparative advantage of each organisation: emergency actions for WFP, policy 

development and support to governments for FAO and grassroots linkages and 
support to producers for IFAD. These comparative advantages of RBAs can be very 
complementary in fragile situations, as being demonstrated through the SD3C 

programme. 

Table 9 

Programmatic priorities of IFAD partners in the G5+1 

Partner Programmatic priority or themes 

African Development 
Bank (AfDB) 

• Infrastructure development 

• Regional economic integration 

• Private sector development 

• Governance and institutional strengthening 

• Technology development 

World Bank (WB) • Economic reforms, including institutional strengthening 

• Agricultural transformation 

• Infrastructure development and access to social services (energy, education 
and health). 

Food and Agricultural 
Organization (FAO) 

• Rural policy development 

• Food security and nutrition 

• Resilience and rural l ivelihoods improvement 

• Early warning systems 

World Food Programme  • Emergency responses to vulnerable people directly or indirectly affected by 
crisis, disease, Including COVID-19, etc. 

• Nutrition Response- prevention and treatment of acute malnutrition activities. 

• Resilience building  

Source: compiled by the SRE team  

93. Opportunities for partnerships are identified in COSOPs/CSNs and to a 

lesser degree in loan operation design documents. However, there is very 

                                     
102

 According to the 2021 Evaluation of RBAs collaboration, there are significant differences between the three 

organisations. FAO is a specialized agency of the United Nations, combining normative and operational functions in 
food and agriculture, food security and nutrition across the humanitarian–development continuum. Its funding combines 

assessed contributions by each Member State with voluntary contributions of extrabudgetary resources. IFAD is an 
international financial institution, funded through periodic Member State replenishments, providing finance for 

combating rural poverty and hunger mainly through loans. WFP delivers emergency food assistance and uses food 
assistance to support economic and social development. It is financed entirely by voluntary contributions.  
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limited evidence that country teams have already used partnership as an 
approach to effectively working in the G5+1 fragile contexts. According to 
the 2016 IFAD Fragility Strategy, partnership is core to manage risks in fragile 

situations.103 Potential partnerships are identified in COSOPs/CSNs although review 
of risk management sections within both COSOPs/CSNs and in loan design 
documents does not identify instances in which partnerships are a key part of risk 
management. Details of how the partnerships will be managed is always lacking.104 
Most examples of partnerships mentioned in the self-assessment by IFAD country 

teams, as presented in Box 13, are still yet to be implemented. 

Box 13 

Examples of partnerships being sought 

• IFAD has actively sought support of other organisations - WFP, FAO for the SD3C, as 
well as the partnership with AfDB for the PAVAL project. 

• Currently, in Burkina Faso, support is being sought for a partnership with the WB on the 
implementation of the digital solutions aspect of the RPSF 

• In Nigeria, a design of a major project is ongoing and the country team relied on UNDP 
expertise to develop the section on Fragility and Conflict. 

• In Chad, the Project to Strengthen Innovation in Youth and Women Agro -pastoral 

Entrepreneurship in Chad (RENFORT), under design, is developing synergies with AfDB 
supporting a livestock project 

• Harnessing of partners reports and knowledge products as well: the case of PRODEX in 
Niger for example. 

Source: SRE data collected 

94. Some examples of partnerships with the RBA are found but evidence of 
how they were operationalised is not available. Two examples were identified 
by IFAD partners in Niger as examples of good partnership projects: (i) the RBA 
Resilience Initiative (WFP/FAO/IFAD), 2017-2021; and (ii) Communes de 

convergence. Collaboration between IFAD, FAO and WFP since 2017 with the 
development of an operational framework for the countries of the Lake Chad Basin 
(Cameroon, Niger, Nigeria and Chad) is also an example. Although this framework 
addresses both humanitarian and development needs, the evaluative evidence 

from these examples was not available and the evaluation was unable to collectit.  

95. There are challenges for a closer partnership between the RBAs, but these 
do not relate to fragile contexts specifically. The case studies carried out in 
Burkina Faso and Niger, as part of the 2021 joint evaluation on RBAs collaboration 

reveal a number of enablers and barriers to better partnerships, but there is no 
evidence that the increasingly fragile context is, in itself, either a significant enabler 
or barrier to greater collaboration. The broader evaluation also does not identify 
fragility as a constraint to greater collaboration, as illustrated by excerpts in Box 

14. 

Box 14 

The challenge of delivering partnership across the RBA 

The 2021 Joint evaluation of collaboration among the RBAs concluded as follows. 

Collaboration between the RBAs has significant potential, but the rationale for it is not stated 

                                     
103

 The specific importance of partnership in fragile situations warrants its inclusion as a guiding principle. Partnerships 

help IFAD to manage risks and enable it to stay engaged in more challenging contexts because they provide the means 
to address root causes of fragil ity that l ie outside IFAD's areas of comparative advantage but pose a threat to IFAD's 

country programmes. 
104

 The 2019 OIE Review of the Partnership Framework identified a number of key concerns across IFAD: (i) 

Insufficient clarity on how partnerships enable IFAD to achieve results in its projects, programmes, grants and policies, 
and inadequate linking of partnerships with the underlying theories of change of projects or programmes; (i i) Lack of 

prioritization and selectivity of partnerships at all levels, leading to inadequate attention to critical partnerships; (i i i)  
Limited or absent monitoring and reporting of the achievements of specific partnerships, and no corporate-level 

reporting on the overall contribution of partnerships to IFAD’s achievements; and (iv) Limited use and awareness of 
good partnering practices and tools, and variable staff capacity to support effective partnership-building. 
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in an appropriately realistic way. At present, efforts to promote RBA collaboration are not 
fully grounded in an accurate understanding of the conditions in which it is most effectively 

pursued. The formal statements of corporate commitment to collaboration reflect this.  In 

fact, any idea for collaboration must be tested against its practicability, its likely 
effectiveness, and the level of transaction costs that it will impose. In many cases, these 

tests yield a negative result. Alternative arrangements, such as separate but complementary 

activities or collaboration with other partners, may prove more advantageous. Realism and 
pragmatism are the keys to meaningful and effective RBAC.” 

Source: 2021 Joint evaluation of collaboration among the United Nations Rome-Based Agencies105 

96. The SD3C project between the three RBAs can be seen as a response by 
the RBAs for a stronger collaboration. The project requires joint programming 
between the three agencies at field level, thus delaying the national launching in 
the countries.106 IFAD has no previous experience in the G5+1 on implementing 

such joint programming approaches. Experience in the UN system is that joint 
programming is challenging and generates significant transaction costs, but IFAD 
lacks human and financial resources at country level.107 IFAD is engaged in 
developing coordination mechanisms to include the development of the Partnership 
Framework for Sustainable Development 2018–2022 in Mauritania and the most 

recent UNDAF process in Burkina Faso, which brought together humanitarian, 
development, and peace actors to undertake joint analysis, planning, and 

programming.108 

Summary on coherence  

97. In sum, IFAD’s supported operations in the G5+1 contexts have shown 
good internal coherence within the loan portofolio than between the 

lending and non-lending operations. In terms of external coherence, there 
was little evidence on achieving this. Grants, KM, and policy engagement 
activities poorly contributed to better operate in such fragile situations. Moreover, 
whilst partnerships were prioritised in design documents, little evidence was found 
on the operationalisation of these. The SRE identified lessons learned pertaining to 

coherence, namely: the importance of learning to enable better tackling fragility 
drivers, need for complementarity and partnership for greater effectiveness in 
those contexts. These are aligned with lessons identified from the review of IFAD’s 

partners experiences.  
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 https://www.ifad.org/documents/38714182/44355601/Report+joint+evaluation+RBAs.pdf/974292c1-abac-a880-2f75-
8d9d1a1ec891?t=1638354215029  
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 According to country teams interviewed, while IFAD has put in place resources required on its side, other partners 
involved have not fulfilled their commitments and this has delayed the national launching. Finally, the launching 

workshop of the SD3C in the six countries happened on16-18 November 2021 in Nouakchott (Mauritania). See 
https://fr.wfp.org/communiques-de-presse/lancement-du-programme-regional-conjoint-sahel-en-reponse-aux-defis-

covid-19 
107

 One person (at P4 or P5 level) managing multiple countries, and one CPO, whereby other partners (WB, AfDB, FAO 

and WFP) has a significantly greater presence. 
108

 However, even if functioning coordination mechanisms are developing, the question is whether IFAD country teams 

can participate. Evidence is lacking, but the Niger CSPE 2021 observed that ‘IFAD did not participate sufficiently in 
coordination with other United Nations agencies operating in Niger, and was absent from the process of developing the 

United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF). As a result, IFAD was unable to fully leverage its 
experience with rural development in Niger by contributing to the common re flection on resil ience, as did FAO and 

WFP’. 

https://www.ifad.org/documents/38714182/44355601/Report+joint+evaluation+RBAs.pdf/974292c1-abac-a880-2f75-8d9d1a1ec891?t=1638354215029
https://www.ifad.org/documents/38714182/44355601/Report+joint+evaluation+RBAs.pdf/974292c1-abac-a880-2f75-8d9d1a1ec891?t=1638354215029
https://fr.wfp.org/communiques-de-presse/lancement-du-programme-regional-conjoint-sahel-en-reponse-aux-defis-covid-19
https://fr.wfp.org/communiques-de-presse/lancement-du-programme-regional-conjoint-sahel-en-reponse-aux-defis-covid-19
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Key points 

Relevance 

• COSOPs are, in principle, flexible instruments that can be adapted and revised, but 

their flexible use was not observed in the G5+1 contexts. They are inadequate for 
addressing transboundary issues. 

• Comprehensive fragility are not implemented, but contextual analyses are done 

covering three fragility drivers (related to economic poverty, NRM and gender 
inequality). It not clear how analytical results are used to design interventions that 
address fragility.  

• Supported programmes and projects were aligned with national and IFAD priorities 
in terms of achieving resilience in rural settings.  

• Lessons learned have informed designs of programmes, but not explicitly how to 

address drivers of fragility. Limited evidence of simplicity of designs were found, 
although very important in fragile situations.  

Coherence 

• Country strategic documents do not explicitly explain how internal coherence will be 
achieved within the programme, which is critical in fragile contexts.  

• KM and policy engagement activities could not contribute to better working in those 
fragile contexts, except in Nigeria.  

• Opportunities for partnerships are identified, but there is no solid evidence that 
country teams have used this approach to deliver better in those fragile situations.  

• Challenges remain for a closer partnership between the RBAs, but these do not relate 

to the fragility situations. To that effect, the SD3C project appears as a very good 
opportunity for stronger collaboration.  

  



Appendix  EC 2022/119/W.P.4 

43 

IV. From effectiveness to impacts in fragile contexts 
98. This chapter assesses short and medium terms results in terms of effectiveness 

and their contribution to change (longer-term results or impacts) as identified in 

the evaluation ToC (see Table 10 ). Intervention outcomes of IFAD supported 
projects under review are briefly described and then assessed for their contribution 
to resilience, defined as a combination of the adaptive, absorptive, and 
transformative capacities of beneficiaries. The focus of analysis is to explore the 
extent to which supported interventions contributed to tackle fragility drivers, 

aligned with the ToC outcomes as shown in the Table 10. The assessment is 
performed by category of fragility drivers, in line with the analytical framework, 

and findings formulated in terms of lessons.109 

Table 10 

Medium term outcome statements in the ToC 

Medium term outcome statements in the ToC Related fragility drivers 

Stakeholders in inclusive value chain organised to adjust after shocks 
and to secure transactions, including cross border 

Poverty and food security; Inclusiveness 

Nutrition practices and situation improved in household  Poverty and food security 

Agricultural investments sustainably managed by farmers and 
grassroots organisations, which include women and youths 

Poverty and food security; Social inequality; 
Institutions 

Natural resources restored, protected and effectively used, also by 
women and youths 

NRM and ACC; Social inequality 

Agreements and regulations for natural resources usage claimed by 
users, including cross-countries resources 

NRM and ACC; Social inequality 

Institutional framework and arrangements improved for peace and 
development locally and in cross-border  

Institutions and Security 

  

Source: SRE team elaboration 

99. Key evaluation questions addressed in this chapter are:  

- How effective was IFAD’s support (at national and sub-regional levels) in 

achieving results that contribute addressing key fragility drivers? 

- Based on evidence, to what extent has IFAD support contributed to build 

resilience and foster rural transformation in these fragile situations?  

- What are the lessons learned from IFAD supported interventions in terms of 

contribution to change in fragile situations?  

A. Poverty and economic fragility aspects 
100. A poor economic environment is characterised by low incomes, low levels of socio-

economic assets and few opportunities inducing a state of poverty and risks to food 
security; poverty is a consequence as well as a fragility driver. Overall, IFAD's 
interventions did contribute to addressing economic fragility drivers 

through promoting diversified income generating activities and development of 

value chains linked to secure national and cross-border regional markets. 

Socioeconomic drivers and income generation 

101. Evidence suggests that the promotion of income generating activities 
using IFAD’s support is conducive to strengthening absorptive and 
adaptive capacities of beneficiaries in fragile situations. Promotion of 

economic activities for rural beneficiaries is an area of comparative advantage for 
IFAD. The way it has been supported has evolved over time, aligned with changes 
in the economic context, mainly due to the growth of entrepreneurship in rural 
settings and to incorporation into the market economy. Different entry points to 
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 As mentioned in the methodology section, generalization was not sought in the evaluation but rather to identify lessons 
(from single or several experiences) that are relevant and useful for improving IFAD’s en gagement in those fragile 

situations. 
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promote profitable farm income generating activities have been chosen in different 
countries, but in all cases, promotion of improved farming practices led to 
increased yields, reductions in yield variability, and promotion of new crops and 

animal husbandry techniques. Such improvements have been linked with asset 
building strategies. Strategies have included (i) reliance on public subsidy policy in 
some countries (input supply in Niger and Nigeria); or (ii) in-kind credit to support 
the most vulnerable to accumulate primary assets (goat-kits for vulnerable women 
groups in Niger to be repaid in kind); or (iii) internal in-kind savings (for seeds and 

inputs in Niger). These strategies have contributed to building the capacities of 
producers to cope with shocks. In most projects, subsidised investments in land 
management (see below) to improve productivity have increased opportunities for 

new crops and thus beneficiaries’ adaptive capacities through diversification.  

102. In areas where fragilities were multiple over a long period, including 
economic, social, and security challenges, a pathway entailing progressive 
stages has been effective in promoting economic activities and gradually 
linking them to pro-poor value chains. In such regions where economic 

opportunities and market access were initially lacking, the concept of 
entrepreneurship or economic interest groups was at first not even understood. 
Returns obtained by the promoted economic interest groups were low (lower than 
assessed at design). Therefore, most projects developed comprehensive packages 
for supporting microprojects and rural enterprises around three main categories of 

actions: training, support along the VC segments including promotion of market 
access, and enabling inclusive rural finance services. A stronger market orientation 
of the promoted microenterprises was required, and approaches – such as the 
business support-service centres and project financing enabling an access to 
microfinance institutions – have been developed accordingly. Examples include the 
Agricultural Value Chains Promotion Project (PAPFA) in Burkina Faso and PRoDAF in 

Niger. 

103. When promoting economic activities, evidence suggests that capacity 

building and non-financial support are critical in developing the necessary 
human and social capital of individuals and rural communities. In the 
contexts of economic and climatic fragility, smallholders and microenterprises are 
particularly prone to being negatively affected by poor technical and 
entrepreneurial capabilities and choices; and poor access to quality inputs and 

markets, combined with climatic shocks, and environmental constraints. Here-in 
lies the relevance of non-financial support services and their contribution to the 
promotion of rural micro enterprises and other initiatives along the value chain. 
Resource centres promoted in Burkina Faso for providing services to 
microenterprises are a good example.110 These types of support have been critical 

for the development of resilience strategies in target communities. 

104. Grants did contribute to making value chains more resilient and able to 
respond quickly to trade risks. Trade risks appear to be increasing triggered by 

increasing medium intensity conflict or COVID-19 related border closures and 
increased trade barriers. For instance, around Lake Chad, a trade ban has been 
imposed for some commodities. Border closures or insecurity have led to market s 
shifting and the need to transport goods in convoy. The IFAD FARMTRAC grant  
(implemented by IFPRI and CILSS) has contributed to such adjustments by 

producing publicly available data on intraregional trade in agricultural and food 
products along trade corridors,111 as well as on food losses during transportation 
and road harassment along trade corridors in the region. Results have been used in 

                                     
110

 IFAD in Burkina Faso has been promoting rural microenterprises (MER) within selected value chains and it has been 

a major target since 2000 with a focus on business development services. Microenterprises supported sh owed a 
will ingness to pay for quality support services provided by local business development support centres created. 

PASPRU developed an ambitious and multidimensional training and information component and a major achievement 
was to set up 56 CREERs as resource centres for the MERs, which concluded 6116 contracts with MERs on a demand 

and pay for service basis (partly covered by a subvention); 7440 business development services could be delivered for 
market access, training in management and access to fi nance. 
111

 within an extended geographic coverage to the Western and Eastern Basin of West Africa  
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the design of the SD3C where mediation activities (i.e., with men in uniform) are 

foreseen to reduce harassment in cross border trade. 

Inclusive financial services 

105. Inclusive financial services are essential for enabling the effective 
promotion of rural economic activities and microenterprises. They can 
contribute to expanding productive assets and strengthen the absorptive 
capacities of producers, as well as supporting profitable investments to 
enhance adaptive capacity. IFAD supported programmes and projects have 

focused for most of the evaluation period on building credible, viable and 
sustainable rural financial services that are accessible to diverse groups (vulnerable 
and poor in particular). The field mission confirmed that credit and saving groups 
were considered instrumental for financing farm inputs and processing equipment 
(Chad), as well as irrigation pumps and fences in gardens and oasis (Mauritania). 
In addition, support for linking rural microfinance institutions to formal banks has 

been provided to enhance sustainability and assist these institutions to face shocks. 

This may not have been always effective (Box 15).  

106. Customary self-help groups contribute to improving the resilience of their 
members but their development into viable and resilient financial 
institutions able to deliver local services and respond to credit demands 
(to some extent), is very challenging. Yet there is no alternative, where 
public and private service providers are absent, as found in many project 

areas. In Chad for instance, successive projects in the Guera region supported the 
credit and saving groups and their organisation into cooperatives and federation 
into an apex organisation (Union des caisses d’épargne et de crédit du Guéra 
(UCEC-G). However, the networks of credit and saving groups and small banks 
remain fragile and subject to collapse caused by both internal issues and external 

shocks, and they require long term support.  

Box 15  

Credit and saving networks fostered over decades can still be bankrupted by shocks  

In Chad, credit and saving groups were strengthened (PSANG II, 2001-2010), 41 village 

banks established (18000 borrowers) and a network linking the two created. This network 
was expected to be an alternative to moneylenders and as such, contribute to reinforcing 

the absorptive capacities of beneficiaries facing seasonal shocks and protecting their assets 

against liquidation. By 2010, after nine years, the credit and saving network was judged 
very fragile and not yet ready for integration according to the national microfinance strategy. 

PADER-G (2010-17) supported federation of the savings and credit cooperatives into a union 

(the UCEC-G) and helped the network mobilise local savings, develop a range of viable 
products adapted to the needs of rural households and producers, and also to improve 

access to credit for women, who were not members of the cooperatives, by training them 

in financial management. These new products increased the coverage and financial viability 
of the banks.112 However, the union suffered significant internal management weaknesses. 

Increasing insecurity and an economic crisis also adversely affected the credit portfolio of 
UCEC-G and new support measures needed to be taken.113  

In Mali, the Rural microfinance programme (PMR) ran between 2011 and 2019. It was 
specifically designed to strengthen decentralized microfinance institutions (MFIs) and to 

                                     
112

 A NGO was in charge to support the network which also underwent a restructuring. The project also developed a 

fund for producers’ organizations in need of credit for the development of income generating activities (39 microprojects 
funded). In all 5 384 farms benefited from credit. The network was granted the agreement of Commission Bancaire des 

Etats d’Afrique Centrale in October 2014 and developed partnership with many institutions in the region. It also 
benefited from a refinancing line. In all, the proj ects set the basis for the sound development of this network. 
113

 The REPER PDR in 2018 evaluates the operational autonomy of UPEC-G at 58 per cent and identifies the 
breakdown of the union as a risk. REPER planned to extend financial services to 20 000 HH and 450 POs. In continuity 

with the intervention of PARSAT, REPER intends to strengthen the credit and saving cooperatives by facilitating a 
refinancing line from commercial banks; both parties should use an increasing part of their own funds to finance this 

l ine. Beneficiaries get access to a three parties funding mechanism: the new entrepreneur has to bring its own 
contribution and be eligible by its credit cooperative or another DFS to obtains a project subvention. The COSOP 2009 

had anticipated that the consolidation of microfinance systems in rural area would be a lengthy process (12 years). The 
increasing fragility factors also contributed to shake these systems. 
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implement the national microfinance strategy. As a win-win strategy, poor people in rural 
areas could become clients and their savings were mobilised. Their mobilization was 

combined with group building and training for a safer credit management. These MFIs could 

also benefit from a refinancing line from the banks. Fifteen MFIs were supported, which 
opened new branches, and some succeeded in partly complying with the legal requirements 

of the microfinance sector. Despite these achievements, MFIs suffered from the 2011 

crisis114 and the contribution of the banks to their refinancing was halved; it fell to 25 per 
cent of the credit delivered (the agricultural national bank reduced its refinancing from FCFA 

30 million to 3 million). An IFAD refinancing facility was set up by the PMR project and its 

management delegated to a trustee. The MFIs partly recovered, and 3514 POs borrowed 
from an MFI after having successfully defended their business proposals.  

Source: compiled by the SRE team  

Food and nutrition insecurity  

107. Food insecurity is one of the drivers within the broader poverty and economy 
drivers. Food insecure smallholders are those that cannot cope with the hunger gap 
in the lean season, either structurally every year or after a climatic shock, by 

relying on their production and cash savings. They have to liquidate their 
productive assets to buy food, work as labourers or emigrate, borrow from 
moneylenders at a high cost and reduce the number of daily meals over a 
significant period and food quality even more. This in turn directly affects their 
working capacity and health, as well as the health of their dependents. Repeated 

cycles of such food insecurity can lead a household into complete impoverishment, 

and the household leaving their community with few assets to support themselves.  

108. Community grain-storage facilities supported by IFAD contributed to 
improving absorptive capacity, preventing food insecure households from 
forced liquidation of assets while also strengthening social capital at local 
level. This was particularly important in fragile contexts when erratic 
climatic events are combined with insecurity. Food security storages were 
designed to improve food availability at all times for local producers, reduce the 

hunger gap in the lean season and buffer food price variations.115 IFAD support has 
focused on providing technical, managerial and governance skills for committee 
members selected to manage these facilities. In Chad, successive projects in the 
Guera region (central Sahel) contributed to a solid network of cereal banks. These 
were then seen as an entry point to develop other services to producers. In Niger, 

women were specifically put in charge of the management of security granaries to 
keep their focus on food security. In our field mission in Niger, beneficiaries and 
civil servants insisted on the importance of keeping transactions from and back into 
granaries strictly in kind, to reduce the risks of poor repayment among very 

vulnerable households, which are higher when scarce cash is involved. 

109. Increasing access to markets for smallholders with the support of private 
traders, managing stocks and marketing networks, offers a resilient 
opportunity to address food insecurity, and reduces risks for involved 

producer organisations (POs). Trade is also a way to counteract erratic local 
production and the resulting food insecurity.116 When more and more producers 
enter the market-based economy, the focus can switch to private traders managing 
stocks and marketing networks, rather than on producers’ organisations only. This 
decreases the risk born by the producer organisations. Box 16 provides an example 

of storage facilities managed by farmer organisations. 

                                     
114

 External review (WB, 2015) reveal that the sector has been experiencing a major crisis where some MKI were 

bankrupt and depositors lost their savings, which explains the following loss of confidence in the sector. A new legal 
framework was effective since 2010 with several institutions for monitoring and control of the DSF.  
115

 In remote places, food security granaries (greniers de sécurité alimentaire GSA) and community cereal banks 
improve accessibil ity to food at all times and reduce food price variations, which both contribute to the vicious circle of 

hunger and impoverishment. In remote places, poor households rely on local production and exchanges to secure their 
food, rather than on inexistant market exchanges. 
116

 The new 2019 designed REPER keeps a focus on security storage (40 cereals banks) with a target on the 
improvement of the management of banks. Banks are now managed by producers’ organisations according to business 

plans. 



Appendix  EC 2022/119/W.P.4 

47 

Box 16 

Storage facilities managed by FOs and/or by private specialized operators facilitate access to 

credit but also risky businesses in fragile contexts  

In Burkina Faso, for instance with PICOFA support, community-based warehouse receipt 

systems have a long history where PO stores are used as a guarantee for credits from the 

MFIs controlling them with the Apex PO negotiating credit with the MFIs on behalf of their 

members. This credit can then be used without selling the stocks at a low price. Usually, 
producers cover their costs after deduction of credit interests, storage fees and losses. 

However, as food prices variations cannot be forecasted with accuracy, there are significant 

risks to the FOs. Private storage companies increasingly operate as a third specialised party, 
as they can better manage risks of food price fluctuations and partner with the financial 

sector. These companies also store products in other segments of the value chains (traders 
and exporters) and are able to enter contractual arrangements with large quantities. 

Source: Compiled by the SRE team  

110. Improvements in food security do not automatically lead to improved 
nutritional status. Food insecurity has the greatest impact on children, especially 
those under five, contributes to poor nutrition and health, and consequential 
stunting that ultimately contributes to lower learning abilities. This cycle in also 

inter-generational, as stunted mothers are at higher risk of bearing stunted 
children. The problem is that while investment may be necessary in increasing food 
security, this is not always sufficient to address poor nutrition, especially if chronic 
in children, and the issue remains unacknowledged. In response, some projects in 
the G5+1 have included nutrition related interventions, e.g., PARSAT and PADER-G 

in Chad, and ProDaF in Niger. They usually focus on nutritional education on water, 
sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) aspects, with little evidence of results.117 
Addressing malnutrition is of paramount importance (especially chronic 
malnutrition),118 but requires long term and coherent interventions in production, 
consumption, health, WASH, and education. IFAD’s perceived comparative 
advantage in this complex system which has to mobilise many partners has not 

been very clear nor operationalised for country teams. There was little quality data 
on food security and nutritional status available, and hence no lesson could be 

learnt. 

111. IFAD has some experience of supporting development of nutrition-
sensitive value chains as a complementary pathway. However, it has not 
partnered with organisations with comparative advantages in addressing 
chronic malnutrition. In Nigeria, new cassava varieties with a higher vitamin A 
content have been disseminated. In PAFA 4R in Burkina Faso, the promotion of 

non-timber forest products (moringa, baobab, shea, honey, etc.) and aquaculture 
is expected to positively affect nutritional status of rural households. Many projects 
have supported gardens and more diversified food crops and animal husbandry, 
which all can contribute to improved diets. However, evidence on effectiveness is 
lacking. Overall, in fragile situations, IFAD has to ensure that nutrition issues can 

be addressed, as far as possible through partnerships with organisations that have 

comparative advantages in this domain, but so far evidence has been missing. 

B. Environment and climate change related fragility  
112. Climatic variability and natural resource degradation are major sources of shocks 

and stress factors threatening smallholders’ resilience, especially in the Sahelian 

context.119 Vulnerable populations rely on natural assets to make a living and as 

                                     
117

 PADER-G impact assessment in Tchad in 2017 reveals significant improvements in food security, diet diversity, 

household asset accumulation and resil ience to violence and civil unrest  
118

 In Niger for instance, such a strategy would be of paramount importance: IOE CSPE (2021) noted that with a stunting 

prevalence rate of 47.8 per cent in 2018, which first declined between 2005 and 2010 but has increased since . Niger is 
one of the countries with the highest prevalence of chronic malnutrition in the Sahel region and the world. The southern 

part of the country is the most affected (Maradi, Zinder, and Diffa). The rate of wasting (or acute malnutrition) is 15  per 
cent. The prevalence rate of anaemia in women of reproductive age (15-49) is almost 50 per cent (2018). 
119

 Fragility aspects related to CC have been subject to a specific thematic evaluation conducted by IOE in 2020, with 
two case studies implemented in Chad (PARSAT), Mali (PAPAM) and Niger (ProDAF-Diffa).  

See https://www.ifad.org/en/web/ioe/evaluations  

https://www.ifad.org/en/web/ioe/evaluations
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savings to monetize when coping with urgent cash needs. Repeated shocks may 
lead to very negative outcomes: beyond thresholds of depletion, restoration of 
natural assets (soil fertility, vegetation, water. etc.) becomes impossible (systemic 

breakdown) or very costly. Climate change also reduces the range of possible 
profitable activities if not counteracted by vigorous and speedy adaptation 
measures. Moreover, in the sub-region, access to natural resource and climate 
stress factors trigger conflicts; these aspects are treated under social conflicts 

below. 

113. Over decades, addressing fragility related to natural resource 
management (NRM) has been an entry point in many IFAD projects in the 
sub-region. Significant knowledge has been accumulated on effective 

interventions for soil and water conservation (SWC), restoration of vegetation 
cover, and small-scale irrigation. These interventions have been bundled with 
agricultural intensification methods to improve overall productivity. Conflicts over 
resources have been considered even if not systematically (see below). Issues 
related to climate change only recently started to be considered systematically in 

project designs. However, many lessons remain relevant to adaptation to climate 

change.120  

Soil and water conservation (SWC) and sustainable NRM 

114. Supporting SWC practices in arid and semi-arid contexts are instrumental 
in improving the resilience of beneficiaries but need to be taken to scale . 

Overall, absorptive capacities of beneficiaries are strengthened by cash for work 
performed by groups of vulnerable young people, and adaptive capacities by 
reversing trends towards resource depletion, yield decrease and land scarcity. SWC 
investments are also combined with microprojects. SWC management committees 
are then expected to manage better access to inputs and markets, equipment, and 
group marketing, veteninary and maintenance services. Supporting beneficiaries 

and decision-makers to prioritise effective NRM practices and preventive measures 
over ex post restoration of depleted or destroyed natural assets can lead to 
transformative capabilities toward resilience. Among the most prominent examples 
are the internalisation of SWC and of Natural Assisted Regeneration in Niger, which 
is being up scaled in a national programme supported by the government and 

other partners (WB, etc.). However, other drivers, especially medium intensity 
conflict, are an increasing risk to such approaches as they both raise new 
uncertainties and sometimes destroy the SWC investments or displace the 
population managing them. Interventions to recover degraded lands and 
regreening however remain effective, provided that the annual area being restored 

is larger than the area being degraded. 

115. In insecure contexts where formal service providers (both public and 
private) may not be active or knowledgeable, local stakeholders can 

effectively support smallholders’ groups in their SWC or small-scale 
irrigation schemes. When pursuing such strategies, training local committees is 
key and care needs to be taken to ensure investments are simple and aligned with 

the level of capacity (see analytical evidence below in rural institutions sections). 

Pastoral grazing resources 

116. Experience suggests that the restoration of fragile grazing land, their 
sustainable management, the management of transhumance and conflict 
resolution are possible in arid and semi-arid areas, when relevant 
stakeholders are fully engaged. Effective NRM results in the Sahelian contexts 
require adequate management of the differing interests over water and adjacent 

grazing lands across communities involving agriculturalists, agro-pastoralists, and 
pastoralists. Availability and access to water is key to improved management of 

                                     
120

 In fact, the 2021 thematic evaluation of IFAD on climate change stated explicitly that “IFAD’s experience in working 

with marginalized communities in the rural agricultural sector, often facing adverse climatic and environmental 
conditions, has positioned it well to address the accelerating risks from climate change and to place climate change 

adaptation as a strategic institutional priority” (TE 2021).  
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natural grazing land under the arid conditions of the Sahel. In Chad, the Pastoral 
Water and Resource Management Project in Sahelian Areas (PROHYPA 2010-2015) 
has targeted agro-pastoralists as well as pastoralists. Despite good results (see Box 

17), These were not replicated by IFAD, but by other partners (e.g., World Bank, 

AFD).121  

Box 17 

The Pastoral Water and Resource Management Project in Sahelian Areas in Chad  

In Chad, the Pastoral Water and Resource Management Project in Sahelian Areas (PROHYPA 

2010-2015) targeted agro-pastoralists as well as pastoralists. Interventions addressed a 
major issue of pastoral systems: due to insufficient access to water, pastoral resources were 

overused in some areas and underused in others. The project improved access to water and 

pastoral resources for both pastoralists and agropastoralists.122 This was based on 
supporting development of “commissions mixtes” for both groups to decide upon the 

locations of the wells to be installed, and in training management committees which could 

collect fees for the maintenance of wells and ponds. In the “commissions mixtes”, local 

chiefs and religious leaders met, delimitated transhumance corridors for livestock mobility 
and helped settle conflicts. Wells and ponds built or rehabilitated covered 19 per cent of the 

livestock needs and opened access to new pastures that met 31 per cent of fodder needs). 

This contributed to a reduction in the increasing pressure on pasture and water resources 
in the target area.123  

Source: compiled by the SRE team  

117. However, IFAD support to pastoralists has been modest as mainly 

restricted to the development of transhumance corridors and at a reduced 
scale. The 2016 Nigeria CSPE states clearly that insufficient attention has been 
given to pastoralism-related conflictual issues. In Niger, IFAD did not apply its 
innovative social mobilization approach (of social engineering presented below) in 
pastoralist contexts to assist pastoralist and agro-pastoralist communities to 
introduce sustainable rangeland management practices that allow them to face 

climate change burdens effectively.124 In Mauritania, the PASK II (completed in 
2020), through its GEF component, developed three grazing corridors with 9 
pastoral wells for the transhumance. Additional services are offered near the 
pastoral wells (animal health for camels and livestock).125 The number of 
transhumance corridors considered for grazing corridors has increased so that 

cross-border transhumance and trade flows towards Senegal and Mali can be 

managed and improved through pastoral service provision.  

Adaptation to climate change (ACC) 

118. Most interventions that include a SWC component can be seen as 
supporting climate-smart farming practices; in many cases, they include 

species and varieties able to cope with erratic rain patterns and make better use of 
the scarce water, hence contributing to improved absorptive capacity. Details of 

IFAD experience in SWC is discussed above. 

119. Projects designed after 2014 demonstrate a stronger orientation towards 
climate change.126 The thematic evaluation of IFAD’s support to smallholder 
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 In 2015, the World Bank approved the US$248 million “Regional Sahel Pastoralism Support Proj ect” to support two 

million pastoralists in Burkina Faso, Chad, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, and Senegal. During that same period in Chad, 
technical partners such as AFD implemented major interventions targeting pastoralists.  
122

 231 wells and ponds were either built or rehabilitated (125 per cent effectiveness) and improved the availability of 
grazing resources. 190 corridors were also delineated (100 per cent effectiveness) but their materialization had not 

been completed at project completion time. 
123

 Small enterprises were also successfully promoted (239 vet assistants, 586 women trained in animal product 

processing, 473 in infant food processing etc.). 
124

 For instance, the recent project PRODAF-Diffa intends to build 17 pastoral wells and 1500 ha pastoral corri dors in 

response to insufficiently delineated transhumance corridors in a region where flows are intense.  
125

 PROGRES pursues these activities and extends them to adjacent regions, proposes to regenerate degraded 

ecosystems through the restoration of abandoned farming areas and pastoral areas, and to promote climate resil ient 
agriculture. 
126

 “In 2004, IFAD became an accredited implementation partner to GEF with financing approved for climate adaptation. 
Climate adaptation became an explicit objective of IFAD. Climate adaptation is an explicit priority within its Eighth 
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farmers' adaptation to climate change (2021) explicitly stated that IFAD has 
demonstrated capabilities to improve economic, climate and environmental 
resilience of smallholders through appropriate interventions. Evidence gathered by 

the SRE confirms the validity of this statement in the context of IFAD’s support in 
the G5+1 countries. For example, in Burkina-Faso, where water resources are still 
underused, the PAFA-4R project (2020-26)127 defined objectives to improve access 
to secured land and hydro-agricultural investment, where climate-smart 
agricultural practices should be implemented – such as afforestation and anti-

erosive devices as a protection of irrigation perimeters and small dams coupled 
with water saving irrigation devices and solar pumps. In Nigeria, the Climate 
Change Adaptation and Agribusiness Support Programme in the Savannah Belt of 
Nigeria (CASP 2015-2021) intended to mainstream climate change adaptation 
measures through a landscape rehabilitation approach focused on sustainable land 
management, which encompasses soil erosion control, water harvesting techniques 

and soil and water conservation. 

120. Evidence confirms that successful strategies for poor smallholders facing 

climate change do not only relate to changes in cropping or husbandry 
practices, but also to diversification of livelihoods, especially off-farm 
activities,128 which contributes to effective adaptation. GEF additional 
funding supporting microprojects contributed to improving smallholders’ incomes 
and their diversification. They are expected to yield overall environmental positive 

effects. With the Neer Tamba project in Burkina for example, 215 business plans 
have been designed for SMEs in the agroforestry baobab, shea, and locust bean 
value chains (out of 900 targeted) which should create incentives for the 
sustainable management of these tree species. In Niger, according to the impact 
assessment of PASADEM, the most climate-resilient households are those that can 
diversify their livelihoods by balancing crop production and pastoral activities. For 

instance, incidence of support for households raising small ruminants are 
significant due to resilience interventions, which helped reconstitute the stocks, 
improved breeding conditions and food security (especially during the lean season). 
However, expansion of microenterprises is very slow (with modest results), in 

remote areas lacking effective access to markets. 

121. Support through Adaptation for Smallholder Agriculture Programme 
(ASAP) grants effectively promoted participatory communal planning that 

contributed to climate change adaptation strategies and fostered climate 
sensitive enterprises. In Mali PAPAM - ASAP component, a community-based 
large landscape approach was developed to design agricultural projects in the 
Sikasso Region. PAPAM initially started with climate change adaptation activities in 
small-scale irrigation systems (especially SWC and monitoring) before moving onto 
testing two types of biogas small units coupled with photovoltaic devices. It also 

contributed to policy formulation as reflected in Box 18. ASAP grants also 
contributed to the formulation of the National Strategy of Sustainable 
Development, and to align the NRM and CC adaptation measures promoted with 
the National strategy against climate change (PARSAT in Chad) as shown in the 

Box 18. 

                                     
Replenishment 2010-2012 (IFAD8). In 2010, a climate change strategy was adopted and the flagship Adaptation for 

Smallholder Agricultural Programme (ASAP I) launched in 2012 to support smallholder investment in climate resil ience. 
The Social, Environmental and Climate Assessment Procedures (SECAP), mandatory since 2015, was an important 

mechanism to mainstream climate change. Strengthening environmental sustainability and climate resil ience 
constituted one of the three strategic objectives in the 2016-2025 Strategic Framework. In 2018, the Strategy and 

Action Plan on Environment and Climate Change 2019-2025 fused climate and environment strategies and committed 
to reduce exposure and vulnerability to climate change for 24 million rural smallholder farmers by 2025.” IOE report 
127

 in the regions du “Sud-Ouest, des Hauts-Bassins, des Cascades et de la Boucle du Mouhoun” 
128

 Measures helping smallholders to cope with climate-related shocks and stresses when their assets and livelihoods 

are threatened are also contributing. 
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Box 18 

Contribution of ASAP grants to CC policy or strategy formulation  

Mali, PAPAM (2010-2018). The ASAP component, added later during the project 

implementation, facilitated a partnership with the Agence de l'Environnement et du 

Developpement Durable (AEDD) and directly contributed to the formulation of the National 

Strategy of Sustainable Development. The project also successfully advocated for the 
integration of the Communal Climate Change Adaptation Planning (PCA), a community -

based large landscape approach, in the design and implementation of agricultural projects 
in the Sikasso Region. 

Chad, PARSAT. The ASAP component of the project contributed to agricultural sectorial 

priorities but also to crosscutting priorities such as reinforcing the capacities of the 
stakeholders towards CCA and fostering resilience. The project financially participated in the 

National Strategy against CC (2017). In addition, it also contributed to policy dialogue and 
formulation. 

Source: Thematic Evaluation of IFAD’s Support for Smallholder Farmers’ Adaptation to Climate Change 

C. Institutional fragility: role of farmers’ organisations  
122. Promoting rural institutions that encourage inclusiveness and social 

cohesion as well as deliver collective services essential to the livelihoods 
is an important dimension for building smallholders’ absorptive and 
adaptive capacities. When embedded in a social contract and backed up by 
regulations and policies, this can also contribute to social transformation. Solid 
institutions are even more essential in situations of high social and institutional 

fragility, including a range of contexts of politico-institutional crises. The reduced 
presence of public institutions in rural settings in time of conflicts and violence may 
further fuel the feelings of being marginalized or neglected and provoke a lack of 
trust in state authorities at decentralized and central levels. The polit ical and 
economic crises faced by the G5+1 countries can further exacerbate existing social 

disruption and inequalities, thus perpetuating localized fragility, which in turn 
weakens social cohesion. Therefore, it is important to assess how IFAD support to 
the target communities contributed to strengthening their absorptive, adaptive, 
and transformative capacities to withstand socio-institutional shocks (usually man 
made) linked to situations of fragility, and to break the vicious circle of fragile 

institutions, leading to enhanced sensitivity to fragilities.129 

123. Approaches adopted by projects to support organised beneficiaries have 
increasingly contributed to foster capacities, bonding and bridging social 

capital at local level, which is useful in a context of fragility; and the 
provision of services by grassroots organizations has been important. Such 
approaches take time, as sufficient grassroots capacity needs to be developed at 
first.130 Many IFAD supported projects in the sub-region have promoted local 
organisations to deliver and manage infrastructure. They usually rely on the 

beneficiaries for investments in irrigation or SWC to contribute in-kind labour as a 
group (in cash for work schemes) to develop the infrastructure and then help them 
to get organised to share the maintenance costs and benefits. POs/FOs and their 
apex organisations also play a major role in supporting their members for effective 
resilience strategies,131 by providing key services. Examples include training, seed 

                                     
129

 The SC3D intends to address these issues in reinforcing smallholders’ organisations in their abilities for advocacy, 

for conflict or crisis prevention, for mediation between farmers and pastoralists and local stakeholders and security 
forces. Their advocacy should result in better regulations, strategies and laws which, coupled with their capacities, will 

yield an improved local management of peace and development initiatives and contribute to regional integration. 
130

 Early projects such as the Special Programme Soil and Water Conservation and Agro -forestry in the Central Plateau 

in Burkina Faso evaluated after 15 years could align impressive results in term of vast areas restored under SWC and 
NAR, improved with SSI, etc. but had not materialized the expected impact in terms of social capital and local and 

collective capacities in proportion to the investment made (IOE 2004. Special Programme Soil and Water Conservation 
and Agro-forestry in the Central Plateau) 
131

 Organisations when they grow to networks can have an apex able to deliver services to the member organisations, 
which every organization could not provide, and which may not be provided as well by the public or the private sectors. 

Smallholders’ organisations may therefore play pivotal functions in directly increasing their members’ resil ience to 
shocks of all kinds, maintaining essential socioeconomic support functions for their members’ activities during crisis, 
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production and supply, input transportation and marketing, distribution, and access 
to markets and to credit. Illustration examples are given below with the roles of 

resources users associations and management committees. 

Socio-economic aspects of promoting POs 

124. Empowering POs/FOs to deliver effectively and sustainably has been 
instrumental to building absorptive and adaptive capacities, and ultimately 
transformative capacity. Working with POs has been an area of comparative 
advantage of IFAD within the sub-region. An assessment of possible PO functions 

was done in 2013 for WCA countries as the basis for a set of guidance and a 
toolbox that could be used by the country teams.132 Key steps have been to 
enhance their capacities to deliver services for improved input supply and product 
marketing to their members; link institutional strengthening and lobbying 
capacities with economic promotion; and help them to federate into apex 
organisations133 and to take part in sectoral and territorial planning. PO leaders’ 

capacities in Burkina Faso, Mali, Niger and regional apex (such as ROPPA) have 
been strengthened and they participated in processes such as COSOP and program 
designs as well as concertation on policy issues at both national and regional 
levels.134 In Chad, during the design of REPER project, the national FO apex 
advocated for more active role in the project implementation and more support to 

strengthening its branches, for better monitoring by FOs in the field. Additional 

examples are given from the CBARDP in the sustainability section below.  

125. IFAD’s support to chambers of agriculture in countries where the 
government policy allows such farmers’ representatives to deliver 
services, also improves the governance in local development processes 
and builds social capital. For instance, in Burkina Faso, the Neer Tamba project 
had a significant role in fostering the involvement of regional chambers of 
agriculture in both implementing projects activities and in the participation of apex 

producers’ organizations in policy dialogue. In Niger, Regional Chambers of 
Agriculture (RCAs) were supported in IFAD-funded interventions aimed to increase 
food security and government led service delivery. For instance, the RCA of Diffa 
performed a participatory marketing diagnosis and was involved in a process to 
oversee private management contractors.135 A positive externality was building 

trust between beneficiaries and government.  

Resources Users Associations (RUAs) and management committees 

126. Experience has been mixed on the effectiveness and sustainability of RUAs 
in fragile situations. There is significant experience of establishing water users’ 

                                     
preparing them to adapt to long term stress factors such as climate change, scarcity and degradation of natural 
resources, and preventing as well as managing community and inter community conflicts. Federations and 

interprofessions may also be able to give visibility to fragility drivers affecting their constituents and negotiate at a 
higher level with public decision makers at different levels. 
132

 FIDA 2013. Afrique de l’Ouest et du Centre. Pour un partenariat efficace avec les organisations paysannes  
et de producteurs ruraux 
133

 Multidonor continental grant “Support to Farmers Organizations in Africa Programme” (SFOAP)
133

 has been working 
since 2009 with regional apex and country POs to build their competencies (ie ROPPA Peasant University) and in 

providing services to their members for incorporation into VCs. Technical staff in these POs allowed them to offer peer 
to peer training, test several business models, POs business plans and contracts with other VC segments. ROPPA 

trained its national members in initiating economic activities and regional B2B meetings. Assessment at completion 
revealed that sound services to members would require different sets of capabilities than usually available in a PO.  
134

 See : Completion report of Support to Farmers Organizations in Africa Programme (SFOAP) - Main Phase 2013-
2018, https://www.ifad.org/en/web/knowledge/-/publication/support-to-farmers-organizations-in-africa-programme-

sfoap-completion-report.  
135

 Chambre Régionale d’Agriculture de Diffa. 2020. Note de capitalisation des activités d’ ingénierie sociale conduites 

par la CRA autour du Marché à bétail de N’guelkolo réhabilité avec l ’appui financier du PECEA. https://reca-
niger.org/IMG/pdf/note_capitalisation_marche_betail-nguelkolo_juin_2020.pdf. In this market, a number of 13 

categories of actors were identified according to the activities carried out: the breeders, the “Dillali” or intermediaries, 
the “kap-kap,” the "varandama" or (resellers), wholesalers, "djoaés" or (carriers on foot), rope selle rs, restaurateurs, 

transporters/conveyors, dockers, straw sellers, butchers, and vendors of water. These different categories of actors are 
in a business relationship or l inked by affinity with each other. The N’guelkolo cattle market has a system for mana ging 

conflicts between the different market players. This system comprises a single person called a "charama" chosen from 
among the players, who plays a vital role in the market. In N’guelkolo, there are two "charama," one for large ruminants 

and the other for small ruminants. 

https://www.ifad.org/en/web/knowledge/-/publication/support-to-farmers-organizations-in-africa-programme-sfoap-completion-report
https://www.ifad.org/en/web/knowledge/-/publication/support-to-farmers-organizations-in-africa-programme-sfoap-completion-report
https://reca-niger.org/IMG/pdf/note_capitalisation_marche_betail-nguelkolo_juin_2020.pdf
https://reca-niger.org/IMG/pdf/note_capitalisation_marche_betail-nguelkolo_juin_2020.pdf
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associations for irrigation schemes, especially small-scale irrigation (SSI) ones, 
where public support services are lacking. Such associations are expected to 
allocate water and sometimes plots, collect fees, and fund the maintenance of the 

investments. Despite intensive efforts, their functionality is mixed (see Box 19 for 

examples). 

Box 19 

Experience with resource user associations 

In Chad, resource management committees were established under both the PROHYPA and 

PARSAT projects. A key lesson was that sufficient time, possibly several years, is needed 
after construction of the physical infrastructure to ensure management committees can 
function properly.  

In Mali, under PAPAM, management committees for irrigation and transport investments 

were promoted, but the assumption that they would receive longer-term support from 
government could be questioned.  

In Burkina Faso, the Neer-Tamba (2013-2021) project supported management committees 

for common resources as well as village associations with a focus on sub-watershed natural 
resource management. It innovated by supporting their efforts to federate into unions and 

design plans and actions at a higher spatial level (76 unions designed development plans 
and 91 investments were funded).  

In Niger, institutions created and supported by PPI Ruwanmu (water user groups and focus 
groups), have contributed to building social capital through the establishment and 

implementation of joint plans and the vegetation monitoring sub-committees. These 

institutions have had an additional benefit by raising local awareness of the value of micro-
watershed management and other sustainable management practices.  

Source: compiled by the SRE team  

127. A common problem was the insufficient time to establish functional 
management committees. Reviewed projects usually pay a lot of attention to the 
formation and training of the management committees, albeit the approach taken 
was developed based on trial and error. In most cases, management committees 
started to function toward the end of projects and were too weak to address 
issues; their weakness was usually exacerbated by the fragility context, which 

results in recurrent difficulties to collect fees.  

128. The low functionality of water user associations generally observed is due 

either to internal divergence of interests and unequitable allocation of 
rights, or to the low capacity of such associations to deliver maintenance 
services required to keep the investments functional. The IFAD grant funded 
recent review of experiences across Africa, identifies that maintenance is a key 
problem, which is also found in IFAD investments in the G5+1 countries,136 and 

lays out a number of ways to address this risk. In principle, promoting federations 
of RUAs (in this case, of water usage) may contribute to the effective participation 
of users in the delivery of required services (including maintenance) by their own 
or in partnership with state institutions. This contributes to strengthening the social 
capital bonds for effective local development, as federations can help in planning at 
higher spatial levels such as watersheds and have a voice in addressing issues of 

competing stakeholders.  

129. Experience suggests that nurturing local conventions for natural resource 

management to ensure social cohesion and confidence within and between 

                                     
136

 IFAD grant on “Water User Associations: A Review of Approaches and Alternative Management Options for Sub -

Saharan Africa” states that investors expect WUAs to deliver on user participation, full cost recovery and reliable 
service provision. But for this to happen, support to WUA policies, bylaws, contracts, trainings, and M&E has not been 

convincing. User participation is crucial for smallholder irrigation development but does not mean that WUAs can or 
should be solely responsible for all the functions. Indeed the study identified 7 management options, including enlarging 

the scope of services delivered by the WUAs, partnering with private providers or with public agencies. Aarnoudse, E.; 
Closas, A.; Lefore, N. 2018. Water user associations: a review of approaches and alternative management options for 

Sub-Saharan Africa. Colombo, Sri Lanka: International Water Management Institute (IWMI). 77p. (IWMI Working Paper 
180). doi: 10.5337/2018.210 
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communities of competing users has been effective.137 Alinon and Kalinganire 
2008 noted that there is a need to recognize local conventions, which offer an 
opportunity for decentralization to be more rooted in local situations.138

 Local 

conventions are community bylaws, which are adopted in a social settlement 
process to enable communities to consensually manage natural resources and thus 
promote equitable access to and use of communal resources. These have 
demonstrated their relevance and ability as tools for consensual natural resource 
management.139 Several examples found in the G5+1 contexts demonstrate their 

effectiveness (see Box 20).  

Box 20 

Local conventions in IFAD projects  

In Mauritania, PACDM was effective in supporting settlement between landowners and the 

"landless" formalized by signing a Land Agreement (French: "Entente foncière"). The aim of 
the process was to provide landless families with the long-term right to use flood recession 

cropping land. The negotiations took place in three phases and lasted two years. The first 

phase was to create village committees to develop a land agreement between owners and 
users of the land. All members of the community endorsed this agreement, after debate. 

Then, a land appraisal was carried out in order to identify the most vulnerable groups. 

During the third phase, the land agreements concluded during the first phase were codified 
as part of a participatory negotiation and official endorsement process.140 

In Burkina Faso, land tenure commissions were also expected to deve lop consensus on land 

issues with the support of the Neer Tamba project.141 When NRM investments open up to 

opportunities for expanding the resource base, these created a positive context for re -
negotiating the access rights for all categories, who had been disadvantaged or 

marginalised, as well as for developing good practices of sustainable usage, with oversight 
of local land commissions.  

In Mali, PAPAM has assisted the set-up of land commissions at communal and village levels 

(31 communes) and the on-going MERIT will assist 600 village level commissions so that 
they can deliver land certificates, especially to women and youth. The project intends to 
promote a mechanism for conflict resolution. 

Source: compiled by the SRE team  

FOs and social contract  

130. Strengthening the social contract between the state and beneficiaries has 
not been an explicit focus of IFAD supported operations in the sub-region. 
However, interventions have enabled conditions for FOs to participate in 
policy decisions about them; this is particularly critical in fragility 

situations. IFAD in the G5+1 did not conduct any diagnostic analysis of social 
contracts between the state and the rural population. Nevertheless, through work 
on resilience building, there are instances where POs have influenced decisions on 
food security policy or strategy. For instance, PASADEM in Niger, promoted 
consultation frameworks (Hadin Gwiwa) to foster trade linkages. These brought 

together stakeholders around common strategic visions of economic development 
and clarifying implications for the roles of economic interest groups responsible for 

managing semi-wholesale markets built by IFAD projects. 

D. Social inequalities in access to productive resources  
131. This section assesses issues pertaining to rights for the access to productive 

resources and conflicts that can arise from the competition in the usage of common 

natural resources. Aspects of inclusiveness are treated in the next chapter.  

                                     
137

 Local conventions are sets of rules developed locally by stakeholders concerned by natural resources and 
competing over these resources to regulate their uses and peacefully settle or prevent conflicts.  
138

 Alinon, K., Kalinganire. A. 2008. Effectiveness of bylaws in the management of natural resources: The West African 
experience. CAPRi Working Paper No. 93. International Food Policy Research Institute: Washington, DC. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2499/CAPRiWP93. 
139

 Also confirmed by findings of the IOE 2020 Evaluation Synthesis on community-driven development (ESR-2020). 
140

 IOE. 2011. Validation du Rapport d’Achèvement - Projet d’Amélioration des cultures de décrue à Maghama II. 
République Islamique de Mauritanie. 
141

 Targets of 150 commissions and 500 consensus. But the overall achievement was lower at the end. 
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Land tenure rights 

132. Investments in land rehabilitation or improvement will only be funded by 
individuals or families if they are sure to benefit from the returns, which 
means medium term stability of land tenure. Rehabilitation may only bring 
significant benefits after several years. Lack of security in land access therefore 
discourages smallholders from investing, especially in NRM and other long-term 

investments. Land tenure insecurity and exclusion from land rights are also usually 
sources of conflicts that can exacerbate social tension, a driver of fragility.  
Reviewed past experience of IFAD support within the G5+1 countries reveals that 
this issue has been addressed to some extent around investments for NRM 
infrastructure, but not always translated into policies. An exception is in Mali, 

where the recent land law foresees using existing land commissions from the local 
to the national levels. Producer representatives were trained under IFAD projects to 

use these commissions as arena to clarify land rights and prevent conflicts.  

133. There are groups and categories of stakeholders, including women and 
youths in the G5+1 countries, that have limited land rights and are more 
subject to insecure land access. IFAD supported projects have addressed 
inequality in land access but rarely based on extensive analysis.142 Land access 
rights are not favourable for specific groups, as illustrated in Box 21. Effective 

approaches implemented to managing exclusion from land access have been to 
decrease the pressure on scarce resources by opening access to new resources 
(usually communal) to landless groups, and to deliberately condition access to 
funding around assured access rights for disadvantaged categories (women 

especially).  

Box 21  

Main land rights issues in the G5+1 contexts  

Women are in most social contexts excluded and must enter groups to negotiate access 
rights as an organization. These rights may still be contested. Youth are also excluded over 

a period of their domestic cycle or their access to land and water resources is conditioned 

to their supply of labour to the right holders. Allochthonous groups, especially if they have 
only recently settled in an area may have unsecure user rights. Pastoralists settling down 

as agro-pastoralists often belong to this category. Pastoralists have temporary access rights 

based on traditional contracts and are in many case not consulted when these rights are de 
facto revised. 

Source: Elaboration by the SRE team 

Pastoral land use rights as conflictual issues 

134. Pastoralism is recognized within IFAD as a challenging and important 
issue, which is a source of social conflicts, but not subject of sufficient 

focus by IFAD in the G5+1 context. The desk review shows that analyses of 
farmers and pastoralists conflict143 over rangeland and water resources have not 
been prioritised in the G5+1 COSOPs and loan-operations documents.144 The TE on 
smallholders adaption to CC (2021) found that in the cases of reviewed projects in 
Chad, Mali and Niger, while the design documents noted the existence of 

transhumant pastoralism in the intervention areas, clear mechanisms were not 
established to address their competing interests concerning access to water and 

land resources. 

                                     
142

 Worth to mention that inequalities in land and water access is poorly analysed in design documents and processes 
of land concentration among a small group of better off farmers in areas with better opportunities, individual 

appropriation of grazing rights by large livestock herd owners are not systematically assessed nor addressed.  
143

 Pastoralist conflicts are competitions over land and land-based resources between pastoralists or between them and 

crop farmers. See: “Dennis Amego Korbla Penu, D.A.K. 2021. Institutions and Pastoralist Conflicts in Africa: A 
Conceptual Framework”. https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/1542316621995733. 
144

 It appears that IFAD had projects in pastoralist areas in the 1990s and early 2000s, then it moved ou t of those areas 
because of conflicts.  
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135. For pastoralists, access to most natural resources is subject to both 
negotiation and potential conflict. Despite the trend for pastoralists to 
partly settle as agro-pastoralists, nearly all livestock keepers still depend 

on transhumance, which is increasingly conflictual in the G5+1 context. 
According to key informants interviewed, pastoralist transhumance is both a mode 
of production and a lifestyle for livelihood (see Box 22), but these issues have not 
been seriously taken into account in national priorities by governments, making 
difficult for IFAD145 to put a strong focus on them. The inclusion of an output in the 

SD3C program related to support dialogue and mediation between farmers and 
pastoralist is of great importance in the G5+1 contexts. According to the recent 
Réseau Billital Maroobé (RBM) study146 most livestock keepers in the Sahel and 
West Africa are affected by the crisis of pastoralism, which fuels a sense of injustice 
and mistrust vis-à-vis institutions. Pastoralists may not massively join or support 
jihadist groups, but most also do not trust the national militaries and self-defence 

groups. Pastoralists (still mobile or late settlers) are the group with the most 
insecure access to both farm- and grazing land near their settlement and other 
grazing land during transhumance. They are also subject to conflicts over access to 
water resources or areas under protection (natural parks, protected forests). Cross 
border transhumance brings challenges of animal health regulations that are little 

known by pastoralists, thus exposing them to both legal and illicit pressures. 
Finally, they are either grazing their animals in regions of low population density 
and high insecurity hosting violent and illicit groups, or of high population density 

where animals encroach over farmland.  

Box 22  

Pastoralist concerns in West Africa 

Pastoralism is becoming associated with problems, with some people talking about the death 

of mobile and transhumant farming. The reasons for hope come from their capacity and 

readiness to adapt, notably towards a more intensive, sometimes even sedentary, mode of 

livestock farming. However, many herders say they are firmly attached to mobility and are 
not considering another mode of production. Semi-transhumant livestock farming is an 

option for many farmers, when agro-ecological, political and security conditions allow it. 

Leaving livestock farming particularly appeals to young people seeking to migrate to urban 
areas and interested in trade or gold panning. However, this departure is often not definitive 

and does not necessarily result in an 'inter-generational divide'. Young people become 

socially and economically emancipated - sometimes even by taking up arms - creating 
tensions within families, but the children do not systematically break with their families or 
home territories. 

Source: Excerpts from Réseau Bill ital Maroobé (RBM) and Partners 2021. Listening to Herders in West Africa and the 

Sahel: What is The Future for Pastoralism in a Context of Rising Insecurity?  Synthesis Report, p.4. 

136. Supporting effective management joint committees of competing users is 
essential and effective to prevent pastoral related local conflicts. For 
instance, in Chad the Pastoral Water and Resource Management Project in Sahelian 
Areas (PROHYPA 2010-2015) targeted both agro-pastoralists as well as 
pastoralists; however, in the absence of relevant and effective pastoral land rights 

system, the use of pastures and water points generated numerous and sometimes 
devastating conflicts. Therefore, the project’s investment in pastoral hydraulics 
required special attention to the management of conflicts that these new structures 
would generate and sensitivity to conflicts around existing water points. The 
project supported creation of “commissions mixtes” including both pastoralists and 

agropastoralists to decide upon the locations of the wells to be installed, delimitate 
transhumance corridors for livestock mobility and help in conflict settlement. 
Management committees were trained and were supposed to collect fees for the 
maintenance of wells and ponds. At project completion, despite training, nearly half 

of the 231 committees were assessed as only being at the infant stage. 

                                     
145

 As IFAD supports governements 
146

 Réseau Bill ital Maroobé et partenaires, 2021. Entendre la voix des éleveurs au Sahel et en Afrique de l’Ouest : quel 

avenir pour le pastoralisme face à l’ insécurité et ses impacts ?  Résumé exécutif, p.1 
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137. Very few IFAD projects have tackled transhumance and its transboundary 
aspects, yet climate change is making this more conflictual. Due to climate 
change, the timing of transhumance movement has changed and increasingly 

overlaps with harvest times in regions to the south (in the sudanian agro-ecological 
zone).147 Customary regulations and tacit contracts linking farming and grazing 
communities are therefore becoming increasingly obsolete as communal planning 
does not consider the required adaptations in grazing paths and pastoral areas. It 
seems that changing realities, reinforced by structural causes of conflict have 

overtaken the existing governance frameworks of transhumance and “emerging 
forms of pastoralism (neo-pastoralism) and the privatization of land rights leads to 
growing inequality between different communities, eroding complementarity of 
agricultural and pastoral activities”.148 Finally, COVID-19 movement limitations and 
increasing insecurity have changed transhumance routes leading to more frequent 

conflicts with agricultural hosting communities. 

138. IFAD successfully facilitated collaboration between Niger and Nigeria in 
removing barriers to cross-border trade in agro-silvo-pastoral products. In 

Niger, PASADEM, PPI Ruwanmu, and more generally PRoDAF, in addition to 
structuring investments in infrastructure, have helped set up systems for 
monitoring flows and harassments, as well as local consultation frameworks on the 
fluidification of trade. PRoDAF and PRoDAF-Diffa being located at the border to 
Nigeria, corridor management is coupled with the monitoring of cross-border 

livestock flows on three corridors Kano-Katsina-Maradi, Tahoua-Sokoto-Kebbi and 
Zinder-Daura-Kano. A mixed commission has been put in place to facilitate cross 
border trade. Illicit trade barriers and racketeering are to be monitored and 
reduced. CILSS has been instrumental in the monitoring and facilitation.149 

Nevertheless, there was no similar initiative on the other side of the border.  

139. Including a user rights dimension in NRM remains a necessity, especially 
in social conflict prone areas, where land access and use conflicts easily 
escalate. The SD3C recognised the user rights dimension as it aims at supporting 

producers’ groups in their efforts to manage NRM sustainably and tackle climate 
risks by adopting more suitable practices and improving productive land and water 
infrastructures. It also intends to secure user rights by regulations as well as 
mediation spaces between competing user groups. This should not only result in 
improved production and productivity, less sensitivity towards climate vagaries and 

more resilient livelihoods, but also in less risks of social conflicts.  

E. Violent conflicts and insecurity  
140. A nexus approach addressing poverty and conflict is missing in IFAD 

supported operations in the G5+1 countries. The design of IFAD supported 
interventions in the G5+1 did not consider the nexus between poverty and conflict. 

This makes it challenging to assess the extent to which interventions were intended 

to directly address conflict related drivers.  

141. Supports did not seek to address drivers related to medium intensity 

conflicts. Such conflicts are treated as risks to be managed rather than 
problems IFAD can directly contribute to solving or preventing. In Nigeria 
many parts of the 2016 COSOP demonstrates sensitivity to conflicts although the 
Results Management Framework does not provide a basis for the analysis of 
transformative effects on the farmers/pastoralists’ conflicts at the target 

communities' level. IFAD’s projects have been vulnerable to various forms of 
conflict, insurgency, or unrest, whether Boko Haram in the Northeast, pastoralist-
farmer conflicts in the middle belt, or violence and unrest in the Delta region. IFAD 

                                     
147

 Due to demographic increase, general trends observed are to resettle southwards, to mechanize and increase farm 
size and occupy farmland all year round with tuber cultivation and other crops. 
148

 Joined-up analysis on farmer herder dynamics in West and Central Africa commissioned by the UNOCA, UNOWAS 
and the Office of the Special Coordinator for Development in the Sahel, September 2021. Unedited report. 
149

 In Mauritania, there is an on-going process between Senegal and Mauritania to develop an agreement regulating 
transhumance, but cross border institutional l inkages seem to be missing between Mali and Mauritania.  
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projects in Nigeria do not consider in their results framework how project outcomes 
fit within the poverty-conflict nexus; instead, conflict is managed as a risk. In Niger 
PRODAF-Diffa, affected by flows of displaced people, no action has been planned 

either to explicitly address root causes of violent conflicts 150  

F. Shocks due to the COVID-19 pandemic 
142. Recent actions implemented, in relation to the COVID-19 pandemic, 

illustrate how IFAD’s can react in case in emergency contexts. In Niger, 
both ProDAF and PRoDAF-Diffa have shown flexibility in contributing to the 

Government's efforts in the context of the response to COVID-19. This was through 
emergency plans to finance strengthened household food security in their 
respective intervention areas. The Government and IFAD have also developed a 
Contingency Plan for the Prevention and Mitigation of COVID-19 in Maradi, Tahoua, 
Zinder, and Diffa, through ProDAF. This plan includes support in terms of hygiene 

and sanitation.151 It is too early to assess the effectiveness of such responses.152  

143. IFAD’s response to the COVID-19 crisis was done, among others,153 by establishing 
the Rural Poor Stimulus Facility (RPSF). Short-term country-level initiatives were 

then financed and implemented in Chad, Mali, and Nigeria. The significant-to-
fragility initiative with a transboundary scope was financed in Burkina Faso, Mali, 
Niger (2021) through a stand-alone project (implemented by Réseau Billital 
Maroobé, which focused on cross-border areas to support pastoralists organizations 
and agropastoralists (to ultra-poor). It also strengthens the data collection 

mechanism that feeds in the existing digital platform managed the RBM to monitor 
the situation of pastoralists and the impact of COVID-19 on them and help to 
inform policymaking and promote inclusion of this group in new legislation.154 While 
lessons from these initiatives are yet to be generated, they however illustrate 
IFAD’s strength to adapt to change in circumstances. As analysed below (efficiency 

section) the problem may be in terms of swiftness for making change. 

G. Resilience building overall 
144. Interventions with a focus on bonding and bridging social capital of target 

groups and on their resilience capacities have succeeded in engaging 
communities in collaborative activities that have allowed them to enhance 

their resilience.155 Supporting communities to strengthen their bonding and 
bridging social capital helped them to improve their absorptive capacity. The 
appropriate interventions for this have been those that support target groups or 
communities to work closely with each other to prevent, cope with, and respond to 
shocks, and focus on the ability of households, communities, and systems to 
manage shocks in the short-term. Examples were found in Burkina Faso Niger and 

Nigeria, as presented earlier. The development of apex FOs and the inclusion of FOs 

in value chains have contributed to bridging and linking social capital. 

                                     
150

 PRODAF-Diffa design document mentions: “Since 2014, the Diffa region has been facing security challenges related 

to the attacks of the Boko Haram terrorist group in the Lake Chad Basin area causing massive displacement of 
populations in the interior of the region. In this context, under the Facility for Refugees, Migrants, Forced Displacement 

and Rural Stability (hereinafter referred to as "FARMS"), IFAD has received a grant from the Norwegian Development 
Cooperation Agency of an amount of NOK 32 million (about US $ 3.8 million), to co -finance IFAD's investments in 

supporting the development activities of host communities and displaced persons in the Diffa region.” Interventions 
comprehend supporting the resil ience of refugees and their hosting communities as well as the promoting cross-border 

trades. However, there was no action planned to contribute explicitly addressing ro ot causes of violent conflict. 
151

 IOE CSPE 2021. 
152

 IFAD has expertise from post recovery interventions in West Africa. on how to rebuild rural economies after civil 
conflicts or pandemics (Ebola), which may help in developing approaches to restore the absorptive capacities of 

impacted populations in fragile contexts. For instance, IFAD launched a Rural Poor Stimulus Facility (RPSF) as a multi-
donor fund in April 2020 after the onset of the COVID 19 pandemics as an immediate response  that aligns with IFAD 

long-term development objectives. The Facility should ensure that farmers in the most vulnerable countries have timely 
access to inputs, information, markets, and liquidity. 
153

 There has been also the repurposing project funds and provision of policy and analytical support. 
154

 https://www.maroobe.com/index.php/chantiers/initiatives 
155

 This collaboration strengthens social values of positive solidarity and social cohesion, which are essential for fragility 
mitigation. 
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145. By fostering approaches of natural resource management on communal 
land that promote collaborative relations between user groups and 
strengthen customary institutions that traditionally manage conflicts over 

natural resources, IFAD-funded programmes have supported the 
conditions of social cohesion, and thus contributed to fragility mitigation. 
IFAD supported interventions are in line with these analyses to achieve food 
security by fostering equitable and inclusive management of natural resources. 
Examples were found in Mali, Niger, and Nigeria on how to build community 

absorptive and adaptive capacities for resilience through the restoration and 
sustainable management of the natural capital, thus contributing to addressing 
some of the root causes of fragility. In Niger, assisted natural regeneration (ANR) 
proved to be an enabling approach for transformative change, demonstrating that 
a momentum and consensus for change can occur in a short run among 
communities and between them and government institutions, as far as an 

obvious common interest emerges.156 

146. There are emerging indications in some countries that transformative 

capacities are being developed. In Niger, through the adoption of a range of 
interventions layering complementary resilience capacity building activities, by 
adopting a spatial concentration approach, and by sequencing projects, IFAD 
interventions helped to break the cycle of food crises affecting different poor and 
vulnerable households and communities. Among the key elements with the 

potential for developing absorptive capacities of the target groups, there was 
attention to the marketing of produce; the creation of linkages between producers, 
their associations, and agricultural sectors; and strengthening networks of farmers' 
associations. In Mali, certain favourable factors that supported developing 
transformative capacity, made this sustainability possible. Generally, most of the 
achievements were based on establishing infrastructure management committees 

and the involvement of women in management.157 By contrast, in Chad while 
incremental benefits for target community groups and locations are seen, the 
interventions lacked clear approaches to empowering communities to strengthen 
their resilience capacities in a continuum and manage their risks more effectively 

by building increased local adaptive capacity. 

Summary, from effectiveness to impact 

147. Supported operations in the G5+1 countries have achieved numerous but 
variable rural resilience results, which contributed to mitigating some 
fragility drivers. Achievements were mixed in contributing to address 
fragility drivers linked to transboundary issues, weak social contracts and 

tackling root causes of medium intensity conflicts. Strong contribution results 
were found in terms of: food security and rural income creation and diversification 
through pro-poor VC development; improved farming practices in soil and water 
conservation for sustainable resources management; and strengthening grassroots 
and community-based organisations, which play critical roles for their members 

(e.g. for delivery of services) in those fragile situations. Achievements were modest 
in relation to: the management of communal resources and infrastructures, social 
conflicts linked to pastoralism (especially transhumance) and land tenure rights. All 

                                     
156

 Key government institutions and their partners mobilized to integrate ANR in their rural development strategies. 
Early signals of systemic change at the community level indicate that the quality, depth, and intensity of transformation 

are very likely to sustainably reduce conflicts over access to and use of natural resources. ANR increases agricultural 
productivity and thus improves the income of poor rural families, reduces the time it takes to collect wood and non -

wood products, the diversification of the farming systems, regeneration of the rangelands, and the protection of the 
ecosystems. It also has an advantage in strengthening social cohesion, which is essential for the mitigation of fragility. 

It allows mitigation of conflicts between farmers and pastoralists, ensures respect for local social conventions, 
educates, and involves young people in protecting the environment.  
157

 In Mauritania, the examples of sustainable achievements observed by the field visit mission concern, in terms of 
infrastructure, all the structures of soil and water conservation/restoration of degraded land such as gabion sil ls or stone 

bunds. These achievements are sustainable and have a real and verifiable impact on all the territories concerned in 
terms of soil restoration. The field visit also observed that all the capacity building activities of community associations 

showed a certain sustainability in the contribution to resil ience; the most spectacular example being the AGPOs which 
have benefited from the support of IFAD to become essential interlocutors of the oasis co mmunities (until obtaining 

recognition of Law 98/016) and thus continue to attract funding and work with new donors (Fades). 
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these favoured building absorptive, adaptive, and transformative capacities, and 
hence, to develop and strengthen the resilience of beneficiaries (individuals, 
groups, and communities). For transboundary and weak state institution fragility 

aspects, contributions were little. The findings highlight several lessons very 
specific to IFAD interventions. These comprehend conditions for enabling resilience 
by promoting or supporting: economic activities along VC segments, food security 
through storage facilities, sustainable management of natural production resources, 
successful strategies for adaptation to CC by smallholders, effective community-

based organisations (FOs, RUAs) and their apex. Forging social contracts between 
producers and the state, and managing social conflicts linked to access to 
resources, both in the realm of the IFAD mandate, could be systematically 

enhanced in fragile situations. 
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Key points 

Poverty and economic fragility aspects 

• Support to multiple farm and non-farm income generating activities is conducive to 

strengthening absorptive and adaptive capacities of beneficiaries.  

• Capacity building and non-financial support have been critical in developing the 
necessary human and social capital of individuals and rural communities.   

• Inclusive financial services have contributed to expanding productive assets and 

strengthen the absorptive capacities of producers.  
• Community grain-storage facilities contributed to improving absorptive capacity and 

benefited private actors in addition to POs.  

• Interventions in nutritional issues are scanty and inconclusive. Yet the issue of child 
malnutrition must be considered in partnership with other more specialised agencies 
which is yet to be implemented. 

Environment and climate change related fragility   

• Supporting SWC practices in arid and semi-arid contexts are instrumental in 

improving the resilience of beneficiaries but need to be taken to scale. 

• Restoration of fragile grazing land, their sustainable management and the 
management of transhumance is possible in arid and semi-arid areas, when relevant 

stakeholders are fully involved, and their rights secured.  

• Successful strategies for poor smallholders facing climate change do not only relate 
to changes in cropping or husbandry practices, but also to diversification of 
livelihoods, especially off-farm activities, which contribute to effective adaptation.  

Rural institutions: Role FOs, POs and CBOs and public institutions 

• POs/FOs and their apex organisations have played a major role in supporting their 
members for effective resilience strategies, and by providing key services.  

• IFAD’s support to FOs for service delivery in rural communities did help improve 

governance in local development processes and build social capital.  
• A common issue has been the insufficient time to establish functional management 

committees. 

• Strengthening the social contract between the state and beneficiaries has not been 
the focus of IFAD supported operations in the sub-region.  

Social inequalities and disruption 

• Some categories of rural players, including women and youths, have limited land 
rights and are more subject to insecure land access in those contexts. 

• Access to most natural resources by pastoralists has been a source of conflicts within 

the sub-region.  
• Supporting effective management committees might be relevant to preventing 

transhumance related local conflicts.  

• Very few IFAD projects have tackled of transhumance and its transboundary aspects, 
yet climate change is making this more conflictual.  

Violent conflicts and insecurity  

• A nexus approach addressing poverty and conflict is missing in IFAD supported 
operations in the G5+1 countries.  

• IFAD’s support does not explicitly seek to address drivers related to medium intensity 

conflicts. Such conflicts are treated as risks. The type of conflicts IFAD should address 
and how is not clear. 

Resilience building overall 

• Interventions that focus on the bonding and bridging social capitals of target groups, 
and on their resilience capacities have succeeded in engaging communities in 

collaborative activities that have allowed them to enhance their resilience. 

• IFAD-funded operations have supported the conditions of social cohesion by fostering 
approaches of natural resource management on communal land.  

• Transformative capacities are being strengthened in some of G5+1 countries.  
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V. Ensuring inclusiveness of interventions 
148. This chapter separately analyses inclusiveness, seen within the social fragility 

driver and consistently flagged as key to working effectively in fragile contexts. It is 

complementary to analyses reported in the previous chapter related to social 
disruption and inequality.158 Most projects in the G5+1 during the evaluation period 
implemented approaches (e.g., quota mechanism) for inclusion of women and 

youth.  

A. Gender equality and women empowerment  
149. The status and situation of rural women are not favourable in the G5+1 

countries making them more sensitive to fragility drivers.159 As presented 
earlier (in Table 4), the gender inequality indicators of the G5+1 countries are at 
the very lower side. Food and nutrition insecurity, poverty and climate change 
burdens in the sub-region contribute to exacerbating existing disparities and 

inequalities, as women have limited access to productive resources (especially 
land), opportunities of education and training, and to decision-making processes at 
household, community, and higher levels. Armed conflicts in the G5 + 1 countries 
in recent years have negatively affected women and girls (in the forms of verbal, 
mental, physical, and sexual violence, trauma, stigmatization, and rejection, etc.). 

The COVID-19 pandemic has also caused major constraints for rural women, 
particularly with the closure of borders (complicating the marketing of agricultural 
products and meeting the food needs of rural households). Drawbacks in women 
empowerment are observed in many regions of the Sahel affected by violent 
conflicts and religious and political tensions. Gender inequalities, accentuated by 

socio-cultural norms / values, contribute to worsening the women status in those 
contexts, reduce their resilience and in a vicious circle increase their vulnerability 

and pauperisation.  

150. Evidence confirms that IFAD supported programs have put a clear focus on 
gender equality in the G5+1, albeit not yet sufficient to address root 
causes underpinning the high vulnerability of women in such fragile 
contexts. The 2019 IFAD Special Programme for Countries with Fragile Situations 
enhances “the role of women in sustaining peace and building resilient 

communities, by promoting their economic empowerment, their right to access and 
use resources and services, and their decision-making power in NRM and 
community development” as one entry point (among four) for interventions in 
fragile situations.160 Constraints to gender equality and women empowerment 
mentioned in COSOPs (and project documents) refer to the three pillars of 

economic empowerment (secure access to productive resources and activities), 
voice (in household up to producers’ organization and beyond) and reduced 
drudgeries, but this does not always translate into a gender strategy for higher 
resilience in fragile contexts. Targeting women is consistently used as an entry 
point by the country programmes (see Box 23). However, gender-related impacts, 
critical in fragile situations, are not depicted (explicitly or clearly) in the ToC 

pathways to orient interventions to address roots causes of women vulnerability. 
Moreover, some projects had no specific gender strategy in their design 
documents: out of 28 projects design documents, 07 did not include a gender 
strategy right from the design stage, even if they included sub-sections on gender 

in the context analysis.161  

  

                                     
158

 Inequalities and marginalization generate frustration, weaken the social patterns and slow the institutional 
adjustment processes required to cope with fragility overall. 
159

 Improving women's capacities and well-being is strongly correlated with poverty reduction and other gains, such as 
lower child mortality and malnutrition. 
160

 but it has not clarified approaches to achieve this. 
161

 They were: PROHYPA in Chad, INCLUSIF and MERIT in Mali, PUSADER, PASADEM, PRoDAF, and PRoDAF 

Diffa in Niger. 
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Box 23 

Examples of women targeting results 

Most projects have a strategy for inclusion of women and young people based on a quota 

planning approach. In Niger, PRECIS targets 30% of women and 30% of young people - 

50% of young women. In Burkina Faso, there has been a progression over time and the 

recent PAFPA targets 50% of women, as well as an allocation of 30% of the irrigated land 
improved by the project to women.  

In some cases, access to funding to POs is conditioned by the participation of women in the 
microprojects submitted or by the allocation of restored land to women; in other cases, 

there is a self-selection based on the type of activities promoted. In Nigeria, CBNRMP PCRV 

(2017) reported that out of 291,435 households who benefited from it, 41 percent of 
individuals reached by the program were females, 53 percent of people participating in 

marketing groups were women as well as 50 percent of people trained in income-generating 

activities and 45 percent of voluntary savers. Female beneficiaries benefitted more from 
linkages with non-governmental organizations, market outlets and enterprise management 
activities.  

The targeted results are achieved in most projects (they could be better documented by a 

gender disaggregated reporting) but it is difficult to obtain evidence on the appropriation 
after project completion of the positive discrimination principles promoted, especially within 
FOs. 

Compiled by the SRE team 

151. Evidence reveals that, with a specific and strong women targeting, IFAD 
supported projects contributed to empowering rural women and girls and 

improved their capacity to cope with shocks and stress factors. Reviewed 
experiences show that IFAD supported interventions have been sensitive to the 
participation of women, included them in the decision-making bodies and 
considered their priorities from project design up to implementation.162 
Interventions sought in first instance to favor the economic empowerment of 

women, followed by strengthening their position in both households and 
communities, and easing their workload (Table 11).163 All projects have sought to 
empower women economically,164 some interventions addressed the work overload 
due to water harvesting for irrigation and to firewood gathering. Evidence also 
demonstrates a gradual but slow improvement in strengthening the position of 

women within communities, especially in governing bodies of FOs and to a lesser 
extent within households, with self-assessments based on the GALS methodology. 
A stepwise approach could be observed over successive projects, starting with 
literacy training, and financial training up to leadership training. For instance, in 
RUFIN (Niger), the PCRV (2018) reported that in around 70 percent of the groups, 
women are in leadership positions, more than doubling the appraisal target.165 

Nevertheless, the CBNRMP PCRV (2017) found that sustainable inclusion and 
empowerment of women is harder to ascertain due to limited evidence to show 
how women have used the opportunities provided by the programmes to improve 

their economic and social status.  

  

                                     
162

 IFAD's gender policy has been factored in all projects and thus, women actively participated in all stages of the 
project cycle (preparation, design and implementation) and the choice of activities was guided by their needs. Specific 

measures were applied in favor of women. Intra-community targeting is carried out by the communities with the most 
vulnerable through self-targeting methods and instruments (land agreements, labor-based works). 
163

 Women's economic empowerment is restricted by the limited possibil ity to go and sell their products on the markets 
(almost systematic intermediation of the husband). Several projects note an overload of work for women, and activities 

aimed at reducing hard work were not carried out as planned. 
164

 by promoting specific value chains and some of their segments where women are active or even dominant (poultry, 

goat kits, vegetable gardens with increasingly sophisticated irrigation systems, dry grains, sesame, rice or cowpea 
where women are active in cultivation and processing), as well as cereal banks / women's lean granaries, through 

micro-project funding mechanisms and training in income-generating activities 
165

 Women were trained in entrepreneurship, financial management, book-keeping, group dynamics, and governance 

aspects. These have enabled them to improve their financial, business, leadership, and management skil ls and have 
also assisted in promoting a common vision and understanding of gender equality and women empowerment among 

the Village Saving and Credit Groups. It has improved their access to income.  
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Table 11  

Examples of IFAD-supported interventions that provided opportunities for women’s empowerment 

over the reviewed period (2010-2020)  

Country Economic empowerment Social status and voice Workload reduction 

Mauritania Specific value chains where women 
are dominant (poultry, vegetables, 

NTFP) 

Women in FOs Labour saving water 
systems; gas cooker 

Mali   Financial training Biogas cooking 

Burkina Faso Specific value chains and segments 
where women are present/dominant 

Shares of land restored allocated to 

women 

Literacy training  

Gender Action Learning System 
(GALS) 

 

Improved drop irrigation 

Niger Women based food security storage 

  

Nutritional education 

Household Interactive Gender 
Learning System

166
 

Training on women leadership 

and women in leadership 
positions in FOs 

 

Chad Women based food security storage 

Vegetable gardens 

Sesame cultivation and improved 
poultry 

 Solar pump and oil crushers 

Source: Compiled by the SRE team  

152. Evidence suggests positive results in improving women’s access to 
productive assets, which is critical for building absorptive and adaptive 
capabilities. For instance, in Burkina Faso, PDRD has had some success in 
obtaining the right of use of the managed land plots for women: out of 26,573 

farmers that installed in the market gardening areas and rice-growing lowlands, 
52.61 per cent are women, who thus benefit from a right of use on the developed 
plots. Access to this resource is essential for the empowerment of women, 
particularly in the Burkinabé context. The Neer-Tamba project has also recorded 
successes in this area. Its support has improved women's access to land in the 

lowlands and market garden areas by 48 per cent and 100 per cent respectively. In 
Chad (PADER-G), the diversification of rural activities, especially those that are 
favourable for women (e.g., improved poultry, sesame farming and cattle raising) 
contributed to enhancing absorptive and adaptive capacities of women. A similar 
result was achieved in Niger (with PUSADER and PASADEM) where women were 
supported to access plots in rehabilitated irrigation perimeters and to improved 

techniques and inputs. 

153. IFAD supported operations contributed to positive impact on women and 

ultimately to strengthen their resilience. In Nigeria, the 2016 CPE noted that 
overall, the programme increasingly succeeded in mobilizing women to participate. 
For example, the CBNRMP PCRV (2017) reported that out of 291,435 households 
which directly benefited, 41 per cent of individuals reached by the programme were 
females, 53 per cent of people participating in marketing groups were women, 50 

per cent of people trained in income-generating activities were women, and 45 per 
cent of voluntary savers were also women. Female beneficiaries benefitted more 
from linkages with non-governmental organizations, market outlets, and enterprise 
management activities. The number of women in leadership positions was below 
the target, suggesting that actions fostering social change for women had less 

impact than envisioned.167 

154. The contribution of women in processes related to the management of 
natural resources is critical, especially when natural fragility drivers are at 

                                     
166

 The most recent PRECIS foresees the implementation of transformative actions such as the use of the Interactive 

Gender Learning System, and training on women's leadership in farmers’ organizations and other rural institutions, 
without, however, providing a substantial budget for transformative actions.  
167

 The 2021 CSPE Niger reported that the Country Prog ram’s contribution to gender equality and women's 
empowerment has been quite satisfactory. However, in most cases, it was hard to substantiate such a positive 

incidence with evidence. 
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stake. It appears that the control of women over community natural resources is 
usually weak or absent. Projects made good effort to include them in NRM 
committees. However, cultural barriers inhibit their effective participation in those 

committees. For instance, water is a critical resource for both production and 
household consumption in the Sahelian sub-region. Women are in charge of 
seeking for it when the needs are for household purposes, yet their participation 
can be marginal in NRM committees. In terms of participation of women in NRM 
committees, ProlPRAF Mauritania provides an example of better participation of 

women in rural organizations, with the introduction of the dewatering and irrigation 

systems, including the establishment of quotas for this participation.168  

155. Ensuring women’s participation in management committees is a 

prerequisite to enhancing their capacity to play a key role in decision-
making, but this is not sufficient. CBNRMP PCRV 2017 noted that while IFAD’s 
programmes have increased women's participation in community development 
activities, the impact on decision-making empowerment and social change was not 
as great. In Mauritania, the local management structures are required to integrate 

women. However, the field visit revealed that, despite the presence of women in 
the management bodies (AGLC, CCC, AGPO), when it came to allocating funds 
from the Community Investment Funds (CIF) or the Municipal Investment Fund 
(FIEC), women are in small number according to several accounts which is not 

favorable of strengthening social cohesion. 

156. Those positive achievements related to women empowerment in the G5+1 
contexts may be restricted in terms of importance and sustainability, to 
counteracting fragility drivers, due to socio-cultural constraints. Field 

information gathered (presented in Table 12) show that field actors in four of the 
six countries perceived social inequality and exclusion fragility drivers as having a 
lower importance, compared to other drivers. This situation reflects the prominence 
of sociocultural aspects linked to gender inequality, a key element of social related 
fragility drivers, in the G5+1 countries. While context-specific gender assessments 

guided interventions, they were hardly precise enough to capture sociocultural 
factors and constraints that lead to women’s vulnerability and exacerbate it. Most 
assessments conducted were short and unspecific. They do not describe the social 
organization, sociocultural values and norms regulating households and 
communities (for all kinds of interactions and activities), nor the room left for 

women to rely upon. The latter varies according to regions, socio ethnic groups and 
political contexts and along trends, which may oscillate between openness to new 
norms and empowerment versus stiffening back to patriarchal traditions and rigors. 
Changes in norms affecting women status are therefore difficult to foster and 

trace.169  

Table 12  

Appreciation of fragility drivers of social inequality and exclusion by field stakeholders 

Driver Burkina 
Faso 

Chad Mali Mauritania Niger Nigeria Sub-
region 

Social inequality 
and exclusion 

3.8 2.5 2.0 2.5 1.0 4.1 2.7 

All fragil ity drivers 
average 3.8 3.7 3.6 3.0 2.8 3.8 3.4 

Source: field data gathered
170

 

157. Evidence is lacking on what might be effective ways to support the role of 
women in strengthening social contracts, which is key for both reliance 

                                     
168

 In Chad, where concerted efforts were made to build social cohesion in  securing access to water in pastoral systems 

and in establishing stakeholders’ consultation, the involvement, and the role of women at each stage of the process has 
not been highlighted. In Mali, PAPAM mentioned the role of women in the management and use  of rehabilitated 

lowlands. 
169

 An example of women situation analysis can be found for example in: WFP. 2017. Gender, Markets and Women’s 

Empowerment in the Sahel Region: A Comparative Analysis of Mali, Niger, and Cha d. VAM Gender and Markets Study 
#4 2016-2017 
170

 Please see methodological note mentioned for Table 9. 
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and sustainability. Previous analyses (in chapter IV) reveal significant experience 
in the field of social cohesion and contracts in Niger and Nigeria. Unfortunately, 
little or no evidence is available on how women’s’ roles were determinant in such 

processes. The same appears in Chad, where concerted efforts to build social 
cohesion in securing access to water in pastoral systems and establish a 
consultation framework of stakeholders were made. However, the involvement of 
women and the role they played at each stage of the process has not been 
examined. Only in Mali, PAPAM mentioned the role of managing rehabilitated 

lowlands and exploiting them. This does not strengthen social cohesion. 

158. Women in the Sahel are expected to contribute to prevention, mediation, 
and peacekeeping in conflict situations, which will require much stronger 

collective and broader actions. For now, increasing insecurity in the Sahel 
region and the northern area of Nigeria victimizes women and their children, as 
they are unable to exercise their economic activities. They are cut from their 
rightful access to basic social services and are at high risk of being victims of 
violence, coercion, and racketeering. The review found no evidence of collective 

actions, albeit there are some associations and unions where women are well 
organized for socioeconomic purposes.171 To that effect, the SD3C, as a pilot 

program specifically addressing fragility, can be useful to test innovative options.  

B. Youth promotion 
159. Youths have restricted access to productive resources, they lack voice at household 

and community levels, they suffer from a low access to quality education, and 
therefore are often underemployed or unemployed, and they tend to cope with 
these constraints by looking for alternative employment opportunities, often in 
illicit and high-risk activities. Consequently, they remain highly sensitive to fragility 

drivers and unable to contribute to their reduction. 

160. Prioritisation of youth as a target group has only been recent in IFAD but 
is reflected in the country programmes of the G5+1. All COSOPs over the 
evaluation period recognised the contextually fragile socio-economic situation of 

young people, which is characterized by underemployment and unemployment, 
illiteracy, lack of skills, heavy dependence on the household production system, and 
lack of access to the means of production (land, inputs, and equipment). Greater 
attention to youth issues, and how they are addressed, can be seen in recent 
COSOPs compared to older ones. For instance, the 2007 – 2012 Mali COSOP simply 

called for IFAD programmes to support the participation of poor rural youth in the 
development of community development plans, environmental action plans. By 
contrast, the Mauritania COSOP 2018-2024 emphasized the need to encourage the 
inclusion of youth in local organizations that represent the rural poor and can 
defend their interests. Among the 26 projects under review, 22 have a sub section 

on youth in the context analysis of their design document but six only had added a 
detailed assessment at that stage; 15 developed a youth strategy at design but 
two of the most recent projects did not. Most projects implemented have included 
interventions aimed at supporting youth with targeting approaches to include them, 
in addition to women, and based on a quota approach. Recent projects have been 
specifically designed for youth (FIER in Mali) or have a whole component dedicated 

to youth (PRECIS in Niger, REPER in Chad). 

161. Reporting on intervention results achieved pertaining to youth inclusion 

has been weak in the G5+1 contexts, hence few lessons could be 
identified. Many completed projects that were reviewed often mentioned youth 
inclusion objectives in conjunction with women's inclusion. Although the inclusion 
of young people seemed systematic, the results are only reported in terms of the 
number of women supported with little reference to young beneficiaries. Reporting 

                                     
171

 COVID-19 has a strong impact on women, with the closing borders that inhibits the marketing of products, area 

where women may be active. Due to the lack of specific evidence, gender-sensitive COVID-19 assessment would be 
needed to design adequate actions to support them during the post-Covid period. 

 



Appendix  EC 2022/119/W.P.4 

67 

on youth participation has been poor in early projects and in more recent ones, 
beyond reporting on youth targeting number and process level results,172 evidence 
of outcomes on youth are rare or absent. Reports are not always disaggregating 

results and how youth will be capacitated is not always reflected in a theory of 
change and in outcome level indicators. Therefore, the evaluation team could only 
learn little on the employment and entrepreneurship development achieved, and 
even less on social empowerment and contribution to peace, which could have 

informed policy decisions.  

162. Approaches to promote youths generally focused on income generation 
activities and training, to build their absorptive and adaptive capacities. 
Access to funds and other resources is critical for entrepreneurship development 

and therefore, in fragile situations modalities of supporting youths to that effect 
should be very flexible. In some cases, cash for work and assets has been an entry 
point, in other cases, vocational training (reaching mainly young men), and in 
many cases, support to rural microenterprises. New types of microenterprises have 
been recently supported to foster youth engagement in mechanised service 

provision (REPER in Tchad) but experiences are to recent to be assessed. Digital 

agriculture and trade are hardly mentioned. Examples are provided in Table 13. 

Table 13 

Examples of interventions targeting youth  

Projects Example of interventions targeting youths  

Neer-Tamba (Burkina 
Faso) MTR 2012-2022 

Investments in SWC and NRM with a low participation of young people at MTR (gold mining 
as an alternative) 

PAPFA (Burkina Faso) 

2017-2024 

4 value chains promotion with quota-based targeting of youth RMEs (specialized in service 
provision to other stakeholders in the value chains), conditional selection of groups requesting 
funds to improve their access to markets, and specific vegetable garden investments 

targeting women and youth.  

PROHYPA PCR (Chad) 
2009-2015 

Capacity building of young beneficiaries to deal with climate change and the degradation of 
natural resources and to develop skil ls in processing and off farm activities (cooking stoves; 
fodder harvesting and conservation) 

FIER (Mali) MTR 

2013-2022 

Entirely dedicated to Rural Youth Entrepreneurship with a vocational training component and 
an Income Generating Activity/Rural Micro Enterprise component funded based on requests 

after a facil itation-training-linking with DSFs sequence  

PUSADER (Niger) PCR 
2010-2014 

Creation of local employment to reduce the exodus of young people through labor-intensive 
activities, small -scale irrigation and Cash for Work to recover degraded land; specific 
financing services. 

PPI Ruwanmu PCR 
(Niger) 2012-2018 

Cash for work and assets in irrigated and SWC perimeters; extension and literacy training  

VCDP MTR (Nigeria) 
2012-2022 

Builds on the development of market l inkages with stakeholders downstream in cassava and 
rice value chains with processing creating jobs and identifies viable business opportunities 

for youth and women. Youth active in all FOs also in the production segments (40% 
participation at MTR) 

CASP MTR (Nigeria) 

2013-2021 

Enterprise development in specific value chains targeting women and youth (training, starter 
packs, l inkages with banks) 

  

Source: compiled by the SRE team  

163. In fragile situations, modalities for accessing funds (e.g., credit) must be 
more flexible and tailored. In Niger, the Country Programme portfolio integrates 

support for rural microenterprises promoted by young men and women. Indeed, 
the 2021 CSPE noted that youth economic integration is affected by the same 
problems of supporting businesses in general, which are: (i) unclear guidance for 
financial support to businesses; (ii) credit terms not well suited to small producers; 
and (iii) unclear strategy and priorities of microenterprise development. Recent 

programmes target youth and draw on partnerships with other IFAD programs to 
ensure a proper linkage with financial institutions (FIER and INCLUSIV in Mali). 
They rely on the combination of sound business planning and training, starter kits 

                                     
172

 The percentages of youth inclusion are reported rather superficially and without precision on the denominator which 

sometimes is related to the total number of beneficiaries and other times related to the total number of youth 
beneficiaries foreseen. In some cases, although the projects have intervened to increase the productive capacity of 

rural populations, the results on youth are not reported. 
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in kind or cash and subvention delivered by a financial institution able to provide 
credit (especially for operations) to the young entrepreneurs. Another alternative 
remains a project fund mobilized to finance eligible microprojects; the solution is 

convenient as easily tailored to the specific needs of the beneficiaries but may be 
less sustainable. Alternatives cannot be compared due to lack of evidence, and 
their robustness when facing new fragility drivers such as a pandemic or a conflic t, 

cannot be assessed. 

164. In VCD projects, integration of women and youths in upstream and 
downstream activities contributes to diversifying economic opportunities 
of beneficiaries, as well as to mitigate the effects of fragility drivers such 
as extreme poverty, climate change and natural resource degradation. The 

Value Chain Development Programme (VCDP) in Nigeria adopted a holistic and 
demand-driven approach to addressing constraints along the cassava and rice 
value chains. The programme focused its interventions on Agricultural Market 
Development and Smallholder Productivity Enhancement. VCDP has a sound 
strategy for inclusiveness. The implementation strategy is led by Rural Institutions 

and Gender / Youth Advisor at national level, supplemented by officers at state 
level. VCDP mainstreams women and youths into project implementation (the M&E 
system adequately disaggregates performance indicator data enabling gender 
sensitive progress analysis). As at MTR, 61 per cent of the beneficiary farmers' 
organizations were youth, of which 28 per cent were young women and 72 per cent 

young men. Through their interventions on productivity enhancement and 
enterprise development for women and youth, VCDP (as well as CASP) have 
contributed to diversifying the economic activities of young beneficiaries in 
intervention areas, allowing them to mitigate the effects of fragility drivers such as 
extreme poverty, climate change and natural resource degradation. Additional 

examples are provided by the projects in Burkina Faso and Niger.173 

165. When youth are effectively targeted and pro-actively involved in actions 
aiming at mitigating conflicts, e.g., over resources in pastoral and agro-

pastoral areas, they can effectively contribute to enhancing the resilience 
of their communities. For instance, in Niger, actions carried out by PASADEM on 
natural resource management have produced numerous effects that have made it 
possible to strengthen the capacities of 8,133 young people on NRM while reducing 
the quantity of firewood and crop residues used as fuel in households. Together 

with the COGES, these interventions to support the involvement of young people in 
the management of natural resources have had a significant effect on reducing 
conflicts between farmers and herders. PASK II in Mauritania has developed a 
gender and youth targeting strategy based on a policy of positive discrimination in 
favour of women and youth. As such, young people are systematically considered 
in the preparatory steps of the activities of all components. The project also has a 

Gender, and Youth Officer who ensures that women and youth are included into the 
project's activities. The project has supported young people for the restoration of 
soils, the mobilization and management of surface water, the development of 
agricultural systems of livestock and support to production systems vulnerable to 
climate change. In this sense, the project has made it possible to increase the 

production and agricultural productivity of young beneficiaries and, in turn, to fight 

against the fragility driver of poverty. 

166. Evidence (though limited) suggests that curbing youth out migration and 
strengthening their resilience can occur in fragile contexts when 
interventions simultaneously include goals of improving their technical 
capabilities, sustainably increasing their access to productive assets, and 
access to profitable markets. In Niger for instance, in addition to the youth 
quota strategy and the process of developing and validating targeting criteria at 

the community level, PPI Ruwanmu has developed an “Equitable Development and 

                                     
173

 PAFA-4R (Burkina Faso) has strengthened the resil ience of young smallholder farmers through climate -smart 
agriculture by PAFA-4R. PUSADER (Niger) has engaged youth towards reducing land resource degradation and to 

create economic value.  



Appendix  EC 2022/119/W.P.4 

69 

Empowerment of Women and Youth” strategy document that has created the 
conditions for equitable access to the opportunities and benefits of the project. The 
project has contributed to reducing the vulnerability of beneficiaries through 

watershed rehabilitation by granting temporary works to beneficiaries over an 
average period of 4 months/beneficiary. The approach used is the distribution of 
cash for assets, avoiding the massive departure of able-bodied youth towards 
uncertain horizons in a context of regional insecurity. Consequently, 47% of the 
young people surveyed at the end of the project were no longer willing to leave. 

The project has thus introduced a direct provision of financing services contributing 
to poverty reduction and a better economic framework. An additional example in 
PUSADER reveals that the project played a key role in creating local employment 
and greatly reduced the exodus of young people through labor-intensive activities 
and small-scale irrigation. This has allowed them to ensure the vital needs of their 
households and to reduce the drain on their agricultural production or on their 

herds, which are already severely affected by recurrent periods of drought.  

167. Targeting youth of diverse social and educational status, living in very 

different contexts as well as facing diverse opportunities require a deep 
assessment of their situations; but this has hardly been implemented. This 
point was partially addressed by designing baskets of interventions and 
approaches, so that young farmers could draw an advantage from cash for work 
while rural youth with initial resources for entrepreneurship would provide services 

or develop off-farm activities. Expected outcomes were not always met due to 
unspecific contextual assessments. For instance, in Nigeria CASP actions have been 
directed towards individual and collective enterprise development around value 
chains, relying on the N-Agripreneur approach to attracting youth to agribusiness, 
including young women. It raised interest among youth and at mid-term,174 it was 
reported that a total of 6,931 young farmers (4,159 men and 2,772 women) were 

reached out of a target of 10,500 (66% achievement rate) but the project was 
plagued by weak enforcement of loan repayment. In addition, the methodologies 

and tools tested were not applicable to young people with low literacy levels.175  

168. Interventions that were effective in youth targeting and promotion were 
backed up by strong political commitment. For example, in Nigeria, under 
CBARDP the initiative ‘Youth in Agriculture’ was a deliberate strategy to address the 
problem of crime and unemployment amongst younger people in the Delta. The 

2016 CPE reported that in CBNRMP, the focus on youth empowerment had a 
significant achievement. Through increased incomes, youth groups grew their 
confidence and for some the impact was life changing. It added that important 
social benefits included reduction in youth migration, crime and vandalism as 
employment opportunities rose. Youth were specifically asked to participate in 

collective decision processes.176  

169. Overall, regarding gender equality and women empowerment, the effectiveness 
of IFAD’s engagement to support youths, aligned with the outcome of 

sustainable youth’s entrepreneurships and job creation, require a deeper 
analysis at design stage of major drivers that affect the fragility of young 

                                     
174

 A government initiative to attract youth to agribusiness 
175

 In PPI Ruwanmu (Niger) irrigation and watershed management did not attract youth as planned because their 

access to the restored land could not be secured. All successive projects in Niger reduced the massive departure of 
able-bodied youth towards uncertain horizons in a context of regional insecurity but the planned 30% youth targets 

were usually not achieved due to restricted land rights. Therefore, there is a need for more holistic approaches to the 
inclusion of youth from diverse social and educational backgrounds. 
176

 For instance, the 2007 – 2012 COSOP in Mali called for IFAD programs to support the participation of poor rural 
youth in the development of community development and environmental action plans; whi le Mauritania's COSOP 2018-

2024 emphasizes the need to encourage the inclusion of youth in local organizations that represent the rural poor and 
can defend their interests. 

 



Appendix  EC 2022/119/W.P.4 

70 

people. By doing so, interventions can contribute to improving the resilience of 

rural youths with a potential of rural transformative in fragility settings.177  

C. Other marginalized groups 
170. Marginalization can be very significant in fragile situations. In the G5+1 

fragility settings, the marginalization of the rural poor may be a consequence of 
neglect or a reduced focus on the development of livelihood zones that have limited 

or no rainfed or irrigated agriculture potential.178  

171. Interventions addressing the needs of the marginalized groups for 
reinforcing social cohesion between and within communities do not focus 
on the multiple interconnected processes of marginalization, and thus it is 
difficult to conclude on their effectiveness in terms of transformative 

results. For instance, regarding refugees and displaced populations, which is a key 
issue in the sub-region plagued by protracted insecurity and conflict,179 IFAD-
funded interventions still lack a development approach in addressing related 
challenges. Yet, how to understand displaced people’s specific needs and develop 
appropriate responses, especially in partnership with other UN agencies, is not 

clear. There is a lack of interventions to address environmental impacts associated 
with the refugee pressure on natural resources and undertake positive remedial 
actions to offset those impacts in a way that addresses the needs of both the 
refugee and host populations. For instance, in August 2020, in the Diffa region, the 
Sayam Forage refugee camp, which accommodates refugees, Nigerien returnees, 

and asylum seekers of various nationalities, had 4,121 households of 19,315 
registered people.180 The environmental assessment indicates that the impact of 
the settling refugee camps is distress in this region, which is already affected by 
desertification, land degradation, and climate change. Bare soils are in the full 
progression, and regression is noted on the shrub vegetation cover and the gallery 

forest areas.181 For IFAD operations in those areas, integrating the needs of 
refugees in intervention strategies will be more and more necessary to impact 
social cohesion and adequately contribute to the nexus emergency and resilience. 

This can be done in partnership with other RBAs. 

172. In the sub-region, safeguarding land tenure rights is generally an issue for 
marginalized groups, including foreigners (allochtones), temporary users 
such as pastoralists, and other sociologically marginalised groups. As 
mentioned earlier, structural elements such as demography and land rights 

contribute to exacerbate the fragility situation of environmental and natural 
resource degradation. Lack of inclusiveness is a source of major frustration, 
resulting in violent conflicts between and within communities, and a cause of 
environmental degradation. The review could not find projects with elements of 

strategies to address these issues.  

Summary on inclusiveness 

173. Findings show that IFAD’s supports moderately contributed to tackle 
social fragility drivers related to gender inequality, due to sociocultural 
barriers that are critical in the G5+1 contexts. Youth promotion results 
have also been modest due to a great variability in their conditions, 

                                     
177

 These aspects are currently missing in strategic and programmatic documents. It would therefore be necessary to 

conduct systematic surveys on their aspirations, and how they cope with the discrepancies between the realities of their 
environment and their aspirations for a better future. 
178

 The interface between those zones and those with a rainfed/irrigated agriculture potential may turn into geographies 
of tensions between farmers and pastoralists who share at the margin of the national political, economic, and social l ife. 
179

 UNHCR and the Government have registered 35,439 refugees (9,708 households) in the Maradi region as of 31st 
January 2020. Of those registered, 23% were women, 10% were men, and 67% were children . UNHCR (2020). 

UNHCR Niger - Factsheet Maradi Situation - February 2020. https://data2.unhcr.org/fr/documents/details/73999. 
180

 UNHCR. 2020. Camp de Refugies de Sayam Forage (Commune de Chetimari, Région de Diffa au Niger). 

https://data2.unhcr.org/en/documents/details/79516. 
181

 Mansour, R.H., Mahamane ; Issiaka, M.M., Issiaka, I.M., Ali, I.M., and Mahamane M.A.(2019. Impact de 

L'installation des Camps des Refugiés, Retournés et Déplacés sur L'exploitation des Ressources Ligneuses dans la 
Région de Diffa Impact of the Installation of Refugee Camps, Returned and Displaced on the Exploitation of Wood 

Resources in the Region of Diffa. DOI: 10.19044/esj.2019.v15n36p118.  
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leading to variable vulnerability level. Specific approaches to target women 
have been effective to launch economic insertion processes, leading to their 
economic empowerment, which in turn led to a gradual social improvement of their 

status. Insertion of youths as entrepreneurs and/or in value chains segments led to 
mixed results in responding to their diverse needs in those fragile contexts but 
contributed to mitigate their vulnerability. The positive results achieved appear low 
in view of important women and youths related challenges in the G5+1 fragile 
situations. Therefore, a more differentiated approach linked to specific assessments 

(tailored to contextual constraints and challenges) is required for a better 
effectiveness of IFAD supported interventions to that effect. Findings confirmed 
lessons from partners related to the critical role of women and youths in fragile 
situations, as both groups are affected and are key contributors to solve fragility 

issues. 

Key points 

Gender equality and women empowerment (GEWE) 

• Applying specific and strong targeting of women and relevant supports contributed to 

empowering rural women and girls and to strengthening their resilience.  

• The effective participation of women in processes related to the management of natural 
resources is critical, especially when natural fragility drivers are concerned, but still timid 

as social norms are usually not conducive.  

• Ensuring participation in terms of quotas is a necessary step to enhancing women’s 
capacity to play a role in decision making but not sufficient.  

• Context-specific gender assessments will be increasingly needed, due sociocultural issues, 

and as fragility drivers are worsening; so that women can turn from victims to organised 
proactive actors capable of addressing drivers of their higher vulnerability.  

Youth promotion 

• Stepping youth out-migration and strengthening their resilience can occur in fragile 
contexts when interventions simultaneously include goals of improving their technical 

capabilities, increasing their sustained access to productive assets, and access to profitable 

markets.  
• When youth are effectively targeted and pro-actively involved in actions aiming at 

mitigating conflicts, e.g., over resources in pastoral and agro-pastoral areas, they can 

effectively contribute to enhancing the resilience of their communities.  
• Enhancing the effectiveness of IFAD’s engagement to support youths, aligned with the 

outcome of sustainable youths’ entrepreneurships and job creation, require a deeper 

analysis at design stage of major drivers that affect the ir fragility and take into account 
the diversity of their situations.  

Other marginalized groups 

• Interventions addressing the needs of the marginalized groups for reinforcing social 

cohesion between and within communities do not focus on the multiple interconnected 
processes of marginalization, and thus it is difficult to conclude on their effectiveness in 
terms of transformative results.  
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VI. Efficiency, Sustainability and Scaling up 
174. This chapter assesses results achieved in terms of three evaluation criteria: 

efficiency, sustainability and scaling up. The definition of the criteria is presented in 

Annex I. Each section starts by presenting the related key evaluation question that 
triggers analytical and exploratory answers, leading to identification of lessons 

learned.  

A. Efficiency 
175. This section addresses lessons on the delivery of IFAD supported operations in 

those fragile contexts.182 First, performance of the loan operations is benchmarked 
against that of the overall IFAD loan operation portfolio. Then, several enablers and 
barriers to efficiency are discussed,183 and instances where the fragile context in 
the G5+1 may also be a contributory barrier are identified. The main evaluation 
question is: How efficient has IFAD’s support been in those challenging fragile 

contexts, considering financial instruments and procedures, managerial approaches 

(including field presence), tools and processes?  

Efficiency against performance across the entire IFAD portfolio 

176. Reported ARRI ratings of efficiency during the evaluation period indicate 
that efficiency in the G5+1 loan operations was actually higher than for 

the loan operations in WCA as a whole, and comparable to those across 
the entire IFAD loan portfolio.184 The ARRI efficiency rating for the period under 
review gives an average rating of 3.53 for the six reviewed countries. This is higher 
than for WCA as a whole (3.19) and slightly lower than the overall IFAD loan 
portfolio (3.59). The disaggregated ratings by country (Table 14) furthermore does 

not suggest that fragility was a significant barrier to efficiency, since the three 
countries classified as fragile during most of the period - Chad, Mali, and Niger – 

had the higher ratings.185  

Table 14 
Disaggregated ratings by country 

 Burkina 
Faso 

Chad Mali Mauritania Niger Nigeria G5+1 
average 

WCA 
average 

Efficiency ratings 3.0 3.60 3.50 3.33 4.40 3.33 3.53 3.19 

Elapsed months, 

approval and first 
disbursement 

16.04 7.90 18.52 15.97 8.45 47.41 19.05 12.8 

Source: Compiled by the SRE team based on ARRI and OBI data 

177. This finding is prima facie surprising since fragility analyses tend to 
highlight weak institutional capacity and challenges to achieve efficiency 
gains in such contexts. On the one hand, as acknowledged by field stakeholders 
interviewed, taking into account the low institutional capacity in those countries, 
IFAD has intensified the supervision and technical missions for the projects in the 

sub-region, as well the recourse to external service providers. On the other hand, 
the ratings may have taken into account contextual challenges of intervention 

areas and so, the judgment of efficiency have reflected this.  

178. In the G5+1 countries the period between loan approval and the first 
disbursement has been longer than observed across the broader WCA 

                                     
182

 The efficiency with which non-lending support is delivered is touched upon but, reflecting the relative lack of 

evidence, to a lesser extent. 
183

 As identified in the IFAD ARRI 2019 
184

 In fact, similar results were observed for other evaluation criteria, namely: effectiveness, impact and sustainability.  
185

 In fact, the 2021 Niger CSPE stated that there were good financial performance and execution of loan operations by 

the country programme, with indicators such as a lower than average time for loan effectiveness and the good 
profitability of main loan operation activities. But the level of efficiency of most of the loan operations was affected by: i) 

the partial realization of structuring investments (for reasons of increased unit costs and the low execution capacities of 
operators); and ii) the significant reduction in the achievements of micro -loan operations and income-generating 

activities (for reasons of inadequacy of the implementation procedures with the capacities of the target populations) 



Appendix  EC 2022/119/W.P.4 

73 

portfolio of loan operations, but with exceptions. Table 15 includes the 
numbers of elapsed months between approval and first disbursement. Delays in 
launching loan operations have been higher in four countries out of the six, with an 

average of 19 months, compared to 12.8 months across WCA.  

179. Exceptions were observed in Chad and Nig.er (shorter timeframes of 3.60 and 
4.40 months respectively), where both had the highest efficiency ratings. Nigeria is 

an outlier with the longest timeframe and a low efficiency rating (3.33). Common 
reasons cited for delayed launching in the G5+1 countries include very slow 
procurement procedures, the necessity to conduct preliminary studies and to set up 
steering mechanisms, and time needed to decide on the allocation of grants and 
loans to the beneficiaries’ specific micro loan operations. In Nigeria, the several 

levels of approvals required, from national to local authorities, has been a 

significant reason for delays. 

180. Two approaches hold the prospect of addressing barriers that lead to 

launch delays. First, experience has shown that using operat ing and procedure 
manuals prepared for previous loan operations cuts the time to first disbursement 
by addressing the very slow procurement procedures.186 Second, IFAD developed 
specific new instruments that should positively affect the timely launching of loan 
operations. An example is the Faster Implementation of Loan operation Start-up 

(FIPS) instrument,187 which is not a grant, but an up-front short-term loan that is 
reimbursed when the IFAD loan is disbursed, helps speeding up the implementation 
of required prior technical studies for risky operations. Because this facility was 
approved only recently, yet only Burkina Faso and Niger took advantage of it in the 
preparation of PAFA 4R and PRECIS, leading to a reduction in the timeframes 

(before the first disbursement) to 1.1 and 4 months respectively.188 Other causes 
of delays (for example the setting up of steering mechanisms and time needed to 
decide on the allocation of funding to beneficiaries’ of micro projects), still required 

appropriate actions to speed up the launching of loan operations.189  

181. Coordination units of IFAD supported projects in the sub-region have 
learnt how to address problems with slow disbursement that were 
observed in earlier periods. Completed loan operations disbursed an average of 
87 per cent (G5 countries only), with a distorted pattern over the implementation 

period. In the very early loan operations, there were significant issues of cash flow. 
Out of the 16 loan operations reviewed, seven explicitly mentioned slow and 
complex financial procedures as a cause of delays and the need to focus on 
addressing such issues (especially for procurement) in the design of the following 
loan operations. For instance, in the cases of PPI Ruwanmu and PASADEM in Niger, 

IFAD negotiated differentiated procurement rules with the Ministry of Finance and 
obtained increased thresholds, when applying different rules. In Chad, with PADER-
G, the establishment of a local commission in charge of implementing the 
procurement plan, along with the support provided by IFAD, contributed to 
significantly reducing the average duration of procurement process from 211 to 86 

                                     
186

 Operating and procedure manuals prepared before loan operation start as well as preliminary feasibility studies prior 
investments enable a swift start of operations and previous loan operations may help following ones to perform such 

preliminary operations. Follow up loan operations can take advantage from their predecessor and be better prepared by 
having completed administrative procedures and preliminary studies. In was not always the case (PASPRU did not take 

advantage from PROFIL in Burkina Faso), but recent loan operations tend to build on one another or to pool resources 
(PASADEM informed PRODAF in Niger and PAPAM informed FIER in Mali). In a few cases, governments also funded 

preliminary studies before the start of a loan operation, in order to reduce the delays.  
187

 Faster Implementation of Loan operation Start-up (FIPS) Instruments comprehend (IFAD 2018, EB-2018-124-R-34):  

• The Loan operation pre-Financing Facility (PFF) is a revolving fund that would provide liquidity early on in the loan 
operation cycle so that activities can be initiated and financed prior to entry into force of the financing agreement (as 

part of loan operation design).  
• The non-reimbursable Technical Assistance for Loan operation Start-up Facility (TAPS) would finance specific 

activities to support loan operation implementation capacities at start -up.  
188

 PAFA-4R) which also contributes to the GR5 Sahel Priority Investment Programme 2019 -21 took advantage of pre 

financing facil ity to recruit the team of a new antenna, launch feasibility studies and prepare the working and 
procurement plans. PRECIS also used the facility to complete characterisation studies of the economic development 

poles in the regions. PAFA 4R did succeed in reducing drastically delays between approval and first disbursement. 
189

 As for SD3C, there are the added complication to coordinate with both WFP and FAO partners. 
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days. The fact that issues with slow disbursement due to cumbersome rules are not 
identified in the most recent completion reports may suggest that country teams 

have learned lessons on how to effectively address those issues. 

Other aspects of efficiency performance in fragile situations 

182. The appropriateness of IFAD financial instruments is variable to support 
the resilience building in the G5+1 fragile contexts. Highly concessional loans 
(sovereign lending), DSF grants (tied to sovereign loans) and grants (of national 
and regional windows) have been deployed by IFAD over the evaluated period to 

finance operations in the G5+1 countries.190 Evidence gathered suggests that 
sovereign loan financing is not flexible enough to allow swift adjustments in cases 
of critical events (e.g. severe drought, economic crisis, political disruption) that 
exacerbate the fragility situations.191 Non-lending supports (with grant windows) 
are quite appropriate and adaptive to such contexts due to their flexibility (for 
disbursement and management), but they are limited in their amounts and their 

linkage with the lending portfolio is usually weak to ensure a greater effectiveness 

of the overall country programme.192  

183. Long-term co-funding arrangements with other international donors are 
critical to address effectively and sustainably the fragility drivers in the 
G5+1 countries. Evidence confirms failures in delivery of co-financing 
agreements. This issue seems to be increasing and is one major reason for 
reprogramming at the midterm review stage. In the eleven completed loan 

operations, at design IFAD should have contributed to 48.5 per cent of the costs, 
governments to 13.5 per cent, beneficiaries to 3.3 per cent and other sources to 
34.7 per cent. At the end, while commitments were met, IFAD financing was 
greater (57.2 per cent of costs) than planned (as presented in Table 15). The 
decrease in the mobilisation of co-financing by the governments appears as a key 
challenge, which is understood in the fragility situation of the G5+1 countries that 

have to devote significant resources for security purposes.193  

Table 15 

Source of financing for completed projects 

 

Source: Projects’ Design and Completion reports 

184. Considering the overall external resources mobilised for WCA PoLG over 
replenishment periods, Table 16 shows that the contribution percentage from co-

financers has declined between IFAD-9 and IFAD10, but this trend is being 
reversed considering the co-financing plans for IFAD11.194 Most reliable co-

financiers are GCF and GEF.195  

                                     
190

 Specific funding opportunity also exist, such as the ASAP related support, as presented in the effectiveness section.  
191

 In terms of procedures for approval, clearance, disbursement and revisiting the loan agreement. The decision to revise 
and adjust can be taken only at midterm review, which can be late in the case of shocks and/or stressors (climate, 

security, health and economic related), which are more and more frequent in the region.  
192

 For instance, highlighted in the CSPE reports of Nigeria (2016) and Burkina Faso (2019) 
193

 There is a significant variation in experience across the six countries, with at one extreme Burkina Faso where co-
financer commitments were often not met and Niger at the other where co -financers actually topped up their 

commitments. 
194

 This is sti l l a plan. The effective mobilisation will be assessed in about 4 -6 years. 
195

 For the 16 on-going loan operations, the size of the loan operations is twice as high on average than for closed 
operations (USD 72.48 million against USD 39.16 million) attesting the trend to go “bigger” in the sub-region, but this has 

not been matched by a comparable increase in international co-financing commitments. 

Source of financing % at Design % at Completion 

IFAD 48.5% 57.2% 

Government 13.5% 7.6% 

Co-financers 34.7% 34.4% 

Beneficiaries 3.3% 0.9% 
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Table 16 

PBAS allocation and co-financing over the evaluation period 

Country IFAD 8 

(2010-2012) 

IFAD 9 

(2013-2015) 

IFAD 10 

(2016-2018) 

IFAD 11 

(2019-2021) 

IFAD PBAS (planned) 223 390 562 213 664 175 348 964 591 383 034 293 

PBAS (used) 245 283 194 180 608 770 348 761 591 345 546 708 

G5 Sahel+1 co-
finance planned  

150 126 005 56 722 928 128 199 656 232 432 100 

List of co-financiers European Union, 
GEF, IDA, OFID, 

Spanish Fund, 
Swedish Comp, WFP 

Canada/CIDA, GEF, 
OFID 

ABC, 
Denmark/DANIDA, 

GCF, GEF, NORAD, 
OFID 

AFDB, Canada/CIDA, 
GCF, GEF, NORAD, 

OFID 

     

Source: Oracle BI and Projects’ Design reports 

185. Governments’ capacity to ensure that PMUs fulfil adequately their role 

affects efficiency in the fragile contexts. For example, in Mali, the PAPAM 
national director was also in charge of a major division within the government and 
did not have sufficient time to maintain the required oversight of a large and 
complex multi-donors loan operation. Other experience was of project management 
units that were both overstaffed but with underpaid staff without the required 

skills-sets (ProLRAF in Mauritania), or that experienced a rapid turnover of 
government staff (common in Burkina Faso operations). By contrast, well-staffed 
and dedicated national project teams in Niger have contributed to the better 

performance in the Niger PASADEM and PRoDAF loan operations.196  

186. The cost-effectiveness of using non-governmental service providers is 
contingent on their readiness to deliver. Reliance on local stakeholders has to 
be considered in fragile contexts, especially in areas where the State cannot fully 
control. NGOs are often funded for social mobilisation, but this may initially appear 

as a source of inefficiency if their capacity needs first to be enhanced, usually by a 
learning by doing process.197 At the same time, they fill in critical capacity gaps, 
and reduce the management overhead costs. Five out of 16 loan operations 
(completed) reviewed explicitly mentioned recourse to non-state organisations to 

implement their activities and only one was satisfied (PASPRU in Burkina Faso).  

187. Management costs have often been higher than initially foreseen. Reasons 
include issues that could have been recognised during design and led to 
extensions in loan operation, but also the need to adjust to crises and 

security concerns. At design, management costs of between 10 per cent and 15 
per cent were commonly cited for loan operations in the G5+1. At completion, 
actual management costs ranged from 18 per cent to 37 per cent. Examples of 
loan operations where poor design was the main reason for high management 
costs include: (i) PASK II (Mauritania) where there were too many field workers 

and costs needed to be reduced by revising the non-essential activities at MTR; and 
(ii) delays in the establishment of the PROHYPA Project Management Unit (PMU) in 
a remote area in Chad and the consequent slow implementation of loan operation 
activities, resulting in one-year extension of the loan implementation period. Crises 
are, by definition, unpredictable but loan operations implemented in times of crisis 
also have to revise their plans. Examples include PAPAM and PIDRK (Mali) and 

                                     
196

 According to WCA country team actors, IFAD loan operations are designed in a manner that relies on Government 

systems as it helps to strengthen national systems and national ownership. Then ring-fenced PMUs are set up to 
administer and manage IFAD financing. However, these PMUs are overseen by the relevant Government ministries, 

which subject them to many of the shortcomings for which the PMUs were set up in the first place. The recruitment of  
key loan operation (PMU) staff from the Government civil service has often enabled a carryover into IFAD loan 

operations, of some of the inefficiencies and poor financial and administrative management at country level highlighted 
by fiduciary agents such as Transparency International and the World Bank. 
197

 For instance, in Chad, PADER-G delegated the implementation of 2 components to a local NGO in order to be more 
efficient, but the organisation could not do the job. CASP in Nigeria deplored the low quality of the contracted service 

providers also in Farmer Field Schools. PASADEM in Niger assessed its service providers as unprofessional and in 
PRoDAF few entrepreneurs could do the job. 
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Neer-Tamba (Burkina Faso).198 Looking forward, the example of increased security 
costs in Nigeria, where security measures are mandatory, suggests that 

management costs will be higher than planned in several of the G5+1 countries. 

188. Evidence suggests that the previous decentralised sub-regional hub 
approach is less favourable in the G5+1 contexts. As mentioned earlier, 
between 2019 and 2021, three hubs hosted the CDs of the G5 countries, plus 

Nigeria where the CD resides.199 Whilst the six countries have moved in and out of 
being designated fragile during the evaluation period, it is undoubted that they are 
becoming increasingly challenging contexts and certainly more challenging than the 
countries usually hosting the IFAD sub-regional hubs. Stakeholders interviewed 
have consistently highlighted the need to frequently take ad hoc decisions, which, 

in the absence of a resident CPM is a source of delays.  

189. The non-residence of CDs appears in this context to be constraining IFAD’s 
ability to both work with key partners and respond quickly to the changing 

context. Whilst new IFAD instruments (e.g., FIPS, RPFS) have been created that 
allow a more rapid response than the usual 12-24 months required to launch 
operations under the standard business model, their use also requires human 
resources to draft the proposals. The design and implementation of the SD3C 
assumes a learning by doing endeavour with intra RBA cooperation. It seems clear 

that the non-residence of CPMs/CDs in the countries constitutes a major limitation 
on their ability to quickly respond to challenges, as well as for opportunities of joint 
planning and actions, which is critical for the operationalisation of loan operations 
such as SD3C. What is unknown is whether the change that started in 2022 to 
replace the hubs by the multi country offices and to have more CD-led offices will 

completely solve these challenges; but surely this may significantly contribute to 

improving IFAD’s agility in the G5+1 contexts.200  

Summary on efficiency 

190. In line with other partners’ experience in this context, the findings show 
that achieving efficiency gains in fragile situation is very challenging, but 

possible. In an operationally challenging context, IFAD has been applying the 
same financing rules and procedures (in terms of flexibility) as in non-fragile 
contexts. Despite this, IFAD country teams’ have learned lessons on how to work 
better to address challenges of delayed launching and slow disbursement. On the 
other hand, the most significant challenge remains the ability to respond efficiently 

(and effectively) to new shocks and stressors, especially given the deteriorating 
fragility situations across the G5+1, to sustain co-financing and to work effectively 

with other partners. 

B. Sustainability 
191. This section assesses the extent to which sustained results in addressing fragility 

drivers, were achieved and explanatory factors associated with these. It answers 
the following key evaluation question: to what extent have achievements and/or 
results been sustained in these fragile contexts, and which lessons are relevant for 

IFAD future engagement to address fragility in the sub-region?  

192. The 2016 Strategy assumes implicitly that a main entry point to ensuring 
sustainability in fragile contexts is through strengthening the social 

                                     
198

 According to ARRI 2020, “within the 2019 ARRI loan operation sample, 34 per cent were implemented in WCA and, 

among these, 71 per cent in fragile situations. Some of the main causes for high loan operation management costs in 
WCA were mainly related to high staff turnover (Burkina Faso, Gambia and Ghana), low performance of key loan 

operation staff requiring external service providers (Burkina Faso, Gambia and Ghana), vast and dispersed loan 
operation areas (Congo), and a lack of rigour in the planning of activities (Congo)”.  
199

 Advantages mentioned by actors interviewed for the hub model encompass: more proximity to clients, beneficiaries 
(although processes remain sti l l centralized); increased visibility of IFAD in the field; opportunities for networking and 

work with sub-regional Sahelian institutions (ECOWAS, CILSS). 
200

 Within the scope of Decentralization 2.0, IFAD has defined the optimal scenario for its enhanced field presence, 

which will comprise 50 field offices including four regional offices by 2024. Aligned with the documentation received 
from IFAD management, in the G5+1 sub-region, Niger, Burkina Faso and Mali will be hosting their country directors 

from 2022 onward, making to four the number of countries having their CDs resident.  
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contract between the state and the populations whose livelihoods depend 
on rural production. The 2016 IFAD Strategy for engagement in fragile situation 
does not provide guidance on how to maintain sustainable results in fragile settings 

where institutional support is particularly weak. Nevertheless, it does identify some 
aspects that should be covered in project design and that should increase the 
likelihood of sustainability and scaling up. These include: strengthening institutional 
capacity, building the resilience of target groups, and using implementation models 
that are robust. All these points trigger actions in terms of social contract 

strengthening. The following analyses corroborate this. 

193. Approaches to sustainability applied by loan projects have varied, while 
prospects for sustainable results are generally good with ASAP or GEF 

funding. Contrasting examples are the Neer-Tamba project in Burkina Faso and 
PAPAM in Mali. For Neer-Tamba, the objective was to improve the living conditions 
and income of the most disadvantaged rural populations in the northern region. 
Additional funding from the GEF under the Pilot Programme of Integrated 
Approaches to Food Security (PAI-SA) was used to strengthen the sustainability of 

the project's investments in the North region. An exit strategy document was 
drawn up and validated by stakeholders covering the period 2018-2022.201 By 
contrast, the PAPAM project in Mali included additional ASAP grant funding to 
complement the activities in climate change adaptation and to improve the 
resilience of family farms. The design of the project did not formulate an explicit 

exit strategy but included a commitment to working on how the planned activities 

could be made sustainable. 

194. Processes supporting inclusiveness in the management of natural 

resources as well as strengthening the effectiveness of RUAs increase the 
likelihood of sustainability of results. In Niger, IFAD-funded interventions 
achieved good and sustained results through support for assisted natural 
regeneration (ANR). The projects supported the setting up of management 
committees around the restored sites. The approaches promoted were effective 

because the techniques used were both simple and fully owned by the producers. 
To strengthen equitable use of the regenerated resources, the government adopted 
a decree regulating the practice of assisted natural regeneration. In Chad, the field 
mission observed that good experience and achievement through supporting lean 
season banks and the Savings and Credit Banks under the PSANG and PADER-G 

loan operations are continuing and are being leveraged in the on-going RePER loan 

operation. 

195. Positive examples of broadening and deepening social cohesion and thus 

the resilience of target communities are found where IFAD has also 
supported more inclusive political settlements and institutions.202 The case 
of Niger illustrates this. Until recently, the country has managed to avoid internal 
instability and open conflict. Several factors helped to facilitate the institutional 
arrangements needed for various groups to coexist and manage violence. The 

government has also increasingly built effective and inclusive institutions. With the 
strong international support, including IFAD’s, the government successfully 
developed a core political platform around the Initiative “Nigeriens Feed Nigeriens” 
(I3N), which seeks to build resilience through local community projects, and as 
shown above, can be considered as a social contract with the rural producers. 

IFAD's projects have collaborated with deconcentrated government technical 
services at the departmental and regional levels and with local NGOs, communes, 
and, more recently, regional chambers of agriculture and their national network to 
implement its projects with I3N priorities. In this social contract context, the high 
quality of partnerships established by IFAD with government structures at national 
and regional levels and with farmers' organizations and CSOs for implementation 
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 Supervision Report, November 2018. 
202

 Previously presented in the concept section. 
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has been a significant sustainability factor. An additional example is provided with 

CBRADP project in Nigeria in Box 24. 

Box 24 

Example of broadening and deepening social cohesion in Nigeria 

In Nigeria, the Government turned the Community Development Associations (CDAs) into a 

“fourth tier” (below Federal, State, and local government) of governance to link and 

institutionalize their inter-relationships with the local governments. Okwakpam (2010)203 

defined CDA “as the coming together of people living within a given locality or community 
with the sole aim of identifying their felt needs and agreeing on the ways, means, and moves 

towards the realization of such identified needs.” In general, by establishing the CDAs as a 

link of the state with grassroots communities in the form of a fourth governance tier, the 
government innovated a form of strengthening of the social contract with them. IFAD -

funded CBARDP used the CDAs to allow gains for the target communities to be sustained. 

With this support, the CDAs demonstrated reasonable confidence in their relations with local 
government officials and in managing programme assets and showed leadership in planning 
and implementing local development.204 

Source: compiled by the SRE team  

196. Differing opportunities to enhance management of community level 
conflicts are found in the different countries. In Nigeria, CDAs and value chain 
investments may also hold potential for increasing grassroots’ ability to manage 

community level conflicts. Although reportedly not a wide-spread phenomenon, in 
a VCDP-targeted community visited by the evaluation team (in Nigeria), the 
formation of a conflict resolution committee within the existing farmer organization 
combined with using the CDA as a platform was reported to have reduced instances 
of farmer-herder conflict. Working in synergy with the private sector involved in 

economic activities in selected value chains, was also reported to have led to a 
decline in tensions between herders and farmers. In Niger, the entry point of 
projects was different, but still built on community-steered mechanisms such the 
Water User Groups or the COGES. However, these may not guarantee that 
investments will be maintained; some COGES become inactive or had very limited 

budget for maintenance. Decentralization has given producers and their 
organizations a position of responsibility and improved their access to advisory 
services from government structures.205 This has allowed recent IFAD projects 

more effectively to address pastoralists' needs in the Pastoral Law and the SDS.  

197. Experiences suggest that ‘social engineering’ approach contributes to 
increasing the likelihood of sustainability of projects’ achievements. This 
is through strengthening the engagement of rural producers and building 
bonding, bridging, and linking social capitals. Nigeria has a decentralized 

federal system of government comprising a federal capital territory, 36 states and 
774 local government areas (LGAs). LGAs are unable to generate sufficient revenue 
to enable them to discharge their responsibilities. In many instances, this creates a 
gap of service delivery at grassroots level. To fill this gap, as already mentioned, 
IFAD-funded CBARDP established community development associations (CDAs) as 

a “fourth tier” of government through a process of systematic sensitization and 
group formation across 207 selected village areas. As shown above, the CDAs fill a 
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 Okwakpam N. 2010. Analysis of the Activities of Community Development Associations in Rural Transformation in 

Emohua Town, Nigeria. International Journal of Rural Studies (IJRS) 17(1). http://www.vri-
online.org.uk/ijrs/April2010/community-development-associations.pdf. 
204

 IOE. 2016. Community-Based Agricultural and Rural Development Programme. Project Performance Assessment . 
https://www.ifad.org/documents/38714182/39731335/Nigeria%20CBARDP%20PPA%20-

%20full%20report%20for%20web.pdf/b2c60d57-eb63-4b46-8889-6ed3ac1ed133. 
205

 The examples can be found in IOE’s 2021 CSPE which reports that IFAD has introduced development approaches 

into the Niger country programme with the potential to ensure the sustainability of results, such as the economic 
development poles approach and the social engineering approach. The economic development poles approach, first 

used by PASADEM, was the basis for the formulation of PRoDAF. The interventions are carried out in synergy and 
proceed from social engineering (participation, organization, and involvement of local actors from planning to the 

management and sustainable use of infrastructure) and civil engineering (studies, control, and construction of 
infrastructure). 
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gap in certain aspects of the social contract between the state and the citizens in 

the targeted areas.206  

198. However, social engineering approaches cannot guarantee a full success 
for the investments’ sustainability. For instance, in Mauritania, the oasis 
project promoted local participatory organizations at oasis level, which still exist 
today and are able to put claims towards the State and many donors for their 

development. On the other hand, the evaluation field visit observed first-hand that 
many investments were no longer operational due to inability to solve minor 

maintenance issues.  

199. Insecurity appears as being a main threat to the sustainability of IFAD 
supported projects results in terms of infrastructure and consultation 
frameworks to facilitate cross-border trade of agricultural and agro-
pastoral products. For example, Niger has been affected by the violent 
extremism from Boko Haram, affecting cross-border trade of agro-pastoral 

products. Particularly threatened is the sustainability of the results of ProDAF and 
ProDAF Diffa in supporting cross-border trade in agro-pastoral products. With 
ProDAF Diffa, local consultation frameworks have been established to increase the 
value and volume of cross-border trade of agro-pastoral products, by reducing 
barriers and strengthening the capacities of actors between Niger and Nigeria.207 

The implementation of those activities has been facing challenges such as the 
borders closure by Nigeria, the COVID-19 pandemic, and the prevailing insecurity 
in interventions areas. Since 2017, the insecurity situation has spread to Tillabéri 
and Tahoua regions, which have borders with Mali, then the south of the region of 
Tillabéri with the deterioration of the situation in Burkina Faso since 2018. Since 

the beginning of 2019, the situation is also deteriorating in the Maradi region, 

bordering Nigeria. 

Summary on sustainability 

200. Albeit the little evidence found, findings confirm that sustainable results 
can be achieved in the G5+1 fragile situations, by strengthening social 

contracts through CBOs, by enhancing their capabilities to deliver and 
follow-up achievements of IFAD supported projects, as well as to ensure a 
greater social cohesion within communities. Enabling to strengthen the social 
contract between the state and the rural producers can increase the likelihood of 
socio-political sustainability of benefits, as far as fragility drivers related to public 

institutions and provision of services are concerned. This outlines once more the 
pivotal role of CBOs in such contexts, as also highlighted by lessons learned by 
other development partners. Other lessons learned pertaining to successful 
conditions relate to the inclusiveness in the management of natural resources and 

deepening the social cohesion. 

C. Scaling up 
201. Scaling up is when results achieved through IFAD’s support are either adopted or 

taken to scale by other partners (bi- or multi laterals), the private sector or 
incorporated into a government’s national policy framework (from practice to a 
policy). Review of design documents reveals that scaling up is not reflected in the 
theories of change of programmes and projects. Here, the SER is answering the 

key question related to the extent to which achievements and/or results have been 
up scaled in these fragile contexts, and lessons learned that are relevant to IFAD’s 

future engagement in this sub-region.  

202. Evidence confirms that scaling up of results has been very limited with 
governments.208 Good examples being found in Nigeria and Niger. From the four 
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 CASP also followed the same approach in its target areas. By fi l l ing the gap in service provision at grassroots levels, 

the CDAs enhanced the likelihood of sustainability. 
207

 in the Diffa-Zinder-Jigawa / Daura-Kano and Diffa-Borno-Yobé corridor areas. An agreement was signed with the 

Mixed Nigerian-Nigerian Cooperation Commission. 
208

 The TE. 2021. Assessed IFAD scaling up results l imited; due to difficulty in securing sufficient resources and/or 

mainstreaming the work within national budgets. 
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CSPE’s and key informant interviews, the clearest example of scaling up has 
occurred in Nigeria, but of limited extent. In Nigeria, the 2016 CPE shows scaling 
up of the CDD approach, with State legislation and funding for replication in 

Sokoto, Kebbi and Katsina States. IFAD’s follow-up programme, CASP, to CBARDP, 
is intended to replicate the CDD approach to formulate and implement their plans 
effectively towards achieving the goals of providing services to respective local 
communities. The field visit also found that the state government has used the 
IFAD VCDP model and adopted a value chain approach to three major crops, while 

in Katsina State the mission observed that a university had adapted the energy-
saving stove introduced by IFAD-CASP with the support of the State’s environment 
ministry, because it reduced wood consumption and was demanded by the 
community. The 2016 CBARDP PPE stated that Kebbi state government has 
adopted the pioneering CBARDP approach to rural development and expanded 
interventions to more than five local governments – 100 per cent government-

funded. One more example is given in Box 25 below. 

Box 25 

Example of a scaling up case in Niger  

Through its field results, PASADEM has supported national rural development strategies to 

improve food and nutritional security. It envisaged coordination with other sectors and 
partners working in the field of nutrition. This was reinforced with the 2012 COSOP, which 

saw the increased effort of the Government of Niger and IFAD to initiate a transition towards 

a “program approach”, which promotes scaling up, in particular through greater alignment 
on the I3N. PASADEM envisaged notably coordination with other sectors and partners 

working in the field of nutrition. With regard to the Niger Governement I3N's, the 2020 CSPE 

questioned whether scaling up of the agricultural intensification through farmer field schools 
(FFS), and the sale points of agricultural inputs and improved seeds was really taking place. 

It found instead that IFAD was called upon to provide funding to enlarge the size of 

interventions. PASADEM also inspired the I3N for its 2nd five-year action plan (2016-2020) 
concerning the integration of development sectors and the reduction of vulnerability to food 

and nutritional insecurity as its focus areas, while ProDAF is considered fully aligned with 
the Initiative. 

Source: compiled by the SRE team  

203. Experience suggests that supporting the governments to define and 
implement strategies for scaling up is essential in the G5+1. The case of 
Niger provides a good example of IFAD’s support to a government for scaling up, 
from practices to policy.209 In Mali, PAPAM (2011-2018) was designed for policy 

engagement and scaling up, both horizontally and vertically. Its coordination unit 
was embedded in the Ministry of Agriculture, and it pursued a sector-wide 
approach. The idea was that each funding partner (EU, IFAD, WB) would care for 
those activities they respectively supported but learning from each other. However, 
this did not fully work out because of the following barriers: i) the political crisis 

that started during the implementation of the project; ii) the lack of experience of 
the government-led central coordination unit; iii) the withdrawal of a large part of 
the EU funds as a result of these challenges, and iv) the poor communication and 

coordination between the funding partners.210 

204. There is more evidence of scaling-up through other development partners, 
but IFAD’s monitoring systems rarely picked these up. The evaluation field 
missions observed several examples of scaling up in Chad, presented in the Box 
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 The 2021 CSPE reported that PASADEM supported national strategies to improve nutritional security and called for 
coordination with other sectors and partners working in the area of nutrition. PRECIS cal ls for consultations with the 

Government, development partners and other stakeholders on rural finance policies and support for youth agropastoral 
entrepreneurship. 
210

 IOE. 2012. A detailed account of this is provided in “IOE. 2012. Mali Case Study- Mali - Evaluation of IFAD Support 
to Smallholders’ Adaptation to Climate Change”. By design, PAPAM was set up for both policy engagement and scaling 

up. However, this did not fully play out as planned due to these obstacles described here. With this new situation, IFAD 
made several modifications to the Project including the reduction of the intervention areas, focussing on the South and 

lowering the targets. 
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26, largely due to the uptake of IFAD-supported projects experiences with 

government programmes supported by other development partners.  

Box 26 

Examples of a scaling up implemented in Chad with partners  

- The “make do” and “do with” approach for the implementation of projects and 

programmes that largely involves partners' services, the mobilization of water 

resources for the mobility of pastoralists, and the consultation by local actors around 

natural resources that subsequently replicated by WB, AfDB, IDB, AFD, the EU, and 
Swiss Cooperation;  

- ITnovative techniques for agricultural production (soil bunds, spreading threshold, 

market gardening sites with boreholes equipped with a solar system), the construction 

of tracks by users, lean season cereal banks and cereal storage stores that are now 
recommended by the EU SAN programme in the Guera area for the implementation of 
the food and nutritional security component;  

- the production of improved seeds by OXFAM, AURA CARITAS;  

- Market gardening sites with boreholes and solar equipment, FFS, and the making of 

boards for vegetable production are replicated by AURA France and the Jean Paul II 

Foundation to support beneficiaries in the areas of Dababa, Abtouyour, and Barh 
Signaka;  

- UCEC-G funds solicited by PROMOFIT under BID financing for Islamic loans (MOURABA 
or Buy-Sell); and the auxiliary women approach for animal health, and breeding 
centres is replicated by OXFAM with funding from BMZ and AURA France, etc.  

Source: SRE field data collected 

205. The limitation of scaling-up results is linked to IFAD supported KM and/or 
policy engagement activities in the G5+1, which were mixed. As indicated 
above, examples of scaling-up were identified in field visits that were not identified 

in IFAD’s own documentation or previous evaluations. In Burkina Faso, the 2019 
CSPE report flags that project completion reports generally provide little or no 
information on efforts to scale up innovations, whether internal or external to the 
projects. The CSPE also observed that usually replication occurs from one IFAD 
project to another, mentioning as an illustration that PDRD took into account the 

CES/DRS practices developed within the framework of other programmes to 
replicate them. The Niger 2021 CSPE mentions the fact that innovations were 
introduced, but not always formalized and well capitalized to enable them to be 

shared and to influence public policies, so their potential remains underutilised.  

Summary on scaling up results 

206. As for sustainability, findings on scaling up results are mixed in the G5+1 
contexts. While more examples of scaling up results were found with development 
partners (in general), with governments, success cases were limited, and this can 
be justified by the weakness of state institutions in those fragile contexts. It 
appears essential to support governments to define and implement a strategy for 

up scaling successful experiences in such situations. 

Key points 

Efficiency  

• Efficiency ratings during the evaluation period indicate that efficiency in loan operations 
in the G5+1 contexts was actually higher than for WCA as a whole, which is surprising 

due to preconception on efficiency gains in fragile situations. 

• However, some efficiency indicators have not been better, in relation to first 
disbursement and rates, delays in implementation and management costs.  

• Sustaining co-financing is critical for IFAD supported operations in the G5+1 countries, 

but there has been a decreasing trend over the evaluated period, which is being 
reversed from IFAD-11. The most reliable co-financers are GEF and GCF.  

• Variation between the capacities of governmental institutions to ensure an adequate 

fulfilment of PMU role affects efficiency in those contexts.  
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• Close follow up by IFAD country teams and strong support to loan operation teams 
are required in those fragile situations.  

• The hub model is not favourable for the agility in responding to new challenges. 

• Adjustments during supervision missions and at mid-term contribute improving the 
effectiveness and efficiency overall, however adjustments should be enabled at all 

times in the fragile situation of the G5+1. 

Sustainability 

• The 2016 IFAD Strategy on fragile situation implicitly mentions the strengthening of 

social contracts as essential for achieving sustainability in such contex ts. 

• Processes supporting both equity and inclusiveness in the management of natural 
resources as well as strengthening the effectiveness of resource-user associations 

increase the likelihood of sustainability of results. 

• Experiences corroborate that social engineering (“ingénierie sociale”) contributes to 
increasing the likelihood of sustainability of projects’ achievements.  

• Sustainability of results in terms of cross-border trade of agricultural and agro-

pastoral products has been threatened by the security situation, which has 
deteriorated for several years. 

Scaling up 

• Scaling up results with governments have been very limited, with few good examples 
found in Nigeria and Niger.  

• There is evidence of scaling-up through other development partners, but IFAD’s 

monitoring systems rarely seem to pick these up.  
• Supporting the governments to define and implement strategy for scaling up is 

essential in the G5+1 

• Mixed scaling-up results achieved in the G5+1 contexts reflect weaknesses in terms 
of KM and policy engagement activities. 
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VII. Conclusions and recommendations 

D. Conclusions 
207. Contexts in the Sahel sub-region are becoming more and more fragile. All 

the G5+1 countries were classified as fragile at some point, by OECD and/or WB, 
over the reviewed period 2010-2020; and the evolution in the metrics for 

classification has been a significant reason for countries getting in and out of the 
list of countries in fragile situations. The five categories of fragility drivers, 
identified in the evaluation analytical framework, were well present in those 
contexts, but with variability between and within countries. These include: (i) high 
poverty levels (including youth unemployment, food and nutrition insecurity), (ii) 

social inequality and exclusion, (iii) degradation of natural resources and high 
vulnerability to climate change (CC), (iv) institutional weaknesses and poor 
governance, and (v) insecurity due to violent conflicts. The COVID-19 pandemic 
also appeared since 2020 to exacerbate the situations. Several of these problems 
are on a worsening trend, and in particular the level of conflict, as clearly 
described by the Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project.211 In such 

situations, it will be increasingly difficult for IFAD operations to avoid conflict-
affected areas in the G5+1 sub-region.  

208. Building resilience, which ultimately is the solution to fragility, is critical in the 
G5+1 contexts. Reviewed IFAD country strategies, programmes and projects have 
all increasingly prioritised resilience in their design. All COSOPs and portfolio 

projects included the explicit intention of working to address rural poverty and its 
root causes (within IFAD’s mandate),and enabling rural transformation in 
intervention areas. IFAD’s engagement within the sub-region has been relevant in 
addressing national agricultural priorities identified by governments. Programmes 
and projects developed after 2015 have explicitly put a core focus on building 

resilience, aligned with the 2016 IFAD Strategy for engagement in countries with 
fragile situations. They have responded adequately to rural development 
challenges identified in the intervention areas, achieved positive short to long 
terms results, which contributed to address some fragility drivers mainly 
pertaining to economic / poverty, natural resources / CC and social exclusion 

(especially gender inequality). Drivers of fragility in relation to weak state 
institutions (including weak governance and social contracts) and violent conflict 
have been managed as risks to be mitigated, rather than issues that operations 
can directly contribute to addressing.  

209. IFAD’s support contributed to change in rural settings in terms of economic 

opportunities, NRM and adaptation to CC. This was instrumental in enhancing the 
resilience of beneficiaries (individuals, groups, and communities) by building their 
absorptive, adaptive and on-going transformative capacities. The SRE identified 
key lessons. In relation to food security, effective community food storage 
systems have contributed to building absorptive capacities of farmers when the 
delivery is ensured by FOs, which benefit from public and private actors ’ support, 

and promoted along the emergency and development nexus. In terms of 
adaptation to CC, strategies were successful when effective changes in cropping 
and/or husbandry practices were coupled with support for diversification of 
livelihoods (especially with off-farm activities). This entailed integration of 
ecological and socio-economic perspectives, enabling to strengthen absorptive 

and adaptive capacities. Regarding NRM, pivotal investments in the restoration 
and protection of environmental assets were effective when combined with ‘cash-
for-asset’ schemes, implemented in partnership with WFP for instance, which 
provided incentives for labor-intensive activities to restore land and vegetation. 
Findings show that in areas subject to repeated shocks and stresses, IFAD’s 

engagement needs to be long-term and based on building local capacity, with 
simple actions that can progressively become complex, only when local capacity 
grows. In addition, sustainable management of fragile grazing land is possible in 
arid and semi-arid areas, when key actors are fully engaged. Nevertheless, IFAD’s 
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support to pastoralists has been modest, limited to developing transhumance 
corridors in most cases. 

210. Women and youths, who are critical actors in fragile situations, have been 

supported through inclusive VCD activities; but achievements were moderate in 
terms of tackling context-specific factors underpinning their greater vulnerability. 
Findings confirm that VCD interventions adequately targeted women and youths 
through the choice of products and by setting quotas of inclusion. They were 
beneficial in improving human and social capital as well as providing economic 

opportunities. These contributed to strengthen absorptive and adaptive capacities 
of women and youths. However, those benefits were moderate in terms of 
amplitude and stability because context specific issues leading to their greater 
vulnerability and fragility could not be properly identified and addressed. In fact, 
in such contexts where sociocultural aspects are prominent, women still lack a 
collective voice, which is key to prevent drawbacks in times of insecurity, conflicts 

and norms questioning their autonomy. Regarding youth, their prioritisation as a 
target group for IFAD is relatively recent and given the complexity of contexts and 
the limited availability of analytical results, it is too early to draw lessons on what 
works and under which specific contexts.  

211. Strengthening social cohesion using existing endogenous mechanisms was 

effective for NRM; additionally, promoting strong rural institutions (FOs and CBOs) 
is critical to build resilience and sustain achievements in such contexts. Several 
lessons were identified. Nurturing local consultation mechanisms for NRM as well 
as local approaches for inclusive land rights have shown to be effective in 
ensuring social cohesion and confidence within and between communities (in 

building bonding and bridging capital), especially when regulations or laws backed 
them up. Promoting strong FOs and CBOs (including resource users’ associations) 
and their apex organizations is pivotal for effective resilience building strategies in 
rural communities, as they can ensure the provision of essential social and 
economic support and services, in particular in terms of VCD activities, and 

strengthening the social contract. CBOs can also contribute to inclusiveness in the 
management of natural resources and play a crucial role for the sustainability of 
investments in fragile contexts. Nevertheless, to reach this performance level in 
such situations, FOs and CBOs require a long period of support (through gradual 
and successive stages), before becoming effectively functional and viable.  

212. These positive lessons on FOs and CBOs have not been used to address 
pastoralist-related issues. A gap identified by the SRE has been, not to build 
on CBOs, which include pastoralist groups/organizations, to improve endogenous 
mechanisms in order to manage at scale pastoral related issues (e.g. 
transhumance) that trigger increasingly social conflicts across the sub-region. The 
SRE also found no indication that governments are taking actions to scale up pilot 

results demonstrated by few IFAD projects (e.g., in Chad and Mauritania).  
213. In its operations in the G5+1 fragile contexts, IFAD’s engagement  has not 

adequately reflected specificities of working in such contexts. Simplicity is a key 
feature that is consistently highlighted while working in fragile situation (e.g., by 
the IFAD 2016 Strategy and its operational programme). The SRE found limited 

evidence (only in Chad) of this being applied explicitly in the design of projects 
and their delivery; on the contrary, complexity of implementation arrangements 
was flagged in some cases (Burkina Faso and Mali). The SRE also found that 
experience was very limited in conducting comprehensive fragility analysis, 
required in such contexts to understand the root causes of fragility (as mentioned 

in the 2018 COSOP guidance and emphasized in lessons learned from other 
development partners). This raises three issues. First, how to perform such a 
holistic analysis, when operational COSOP guidelines suggest a very simple 
approach, neither including the concept of fragility drivers nor the fact that 
fragility emerges from the interaction between drivers as well as the linkage 

between fragility and resilience. Second, the use of fragility analysis results to 
develop appropriate responses that effectively contribute addressing fragility root 
cause, as evidence has shown a lack of clarity on how existing contextual 
analyses (in the design documents) contributed to identify fragility-tackling 
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actions. Third, the availability of adequate resources (fund and expertise) to 
perform such analyses; the insufficiency of skills within IFAD country teams 
having been mentioned consistently by stakeholders (internal and external).212 

214. Finally, due to the absence of a regional strategy, findings confirm the limitation of 
COSOPs as a tool for addressing fragility aspects with a regional dimension, as 
observed in the sub-region (e.g., insecurity, transboundary trades, transhumance, 

insecurity, etc.).  

215. Notwithstanding performance achieved, the IFAD’s business model is 
better suited for delivering in non-fragile situations than in the G5+1 
contexts featured by increasing fragility issues and medium intensity 
conflicts. IFAD’s financing model (in terms of instruments and implementation 

procedures) did allow country programmes to respond effectively to rural 
development challenges (rural economic poverty, food insecurity, social inequality, 
degradation of natural resources and CC burdens). Findings confirm that IFAD loan-
financing procedures were suitable to respond (in the past) to these issues in the 
sub-region when the contexts were of low fragility level. IFAD grants (national and 

regional windows) have demonstrated some adaptability and flexibility but have 
been relatively small in size and rarely well-linked with the loan portfolio. ASAP 
grants and international co-funding (especially from GCF and GEF) have been 

instrumental in the G5+1 contexts and need to be sustained.  

216. Regarding loan-financed supports, procedures take a relatively long time to make 
change, when this is needed if circumstances change, in terms of acute shocks due 
to weather or environmental conditions, economic crisis or conflict. On the other 
hand, IFAD showed adaptive capacity with new instruments such as RPSF and 

FIPS. However, the non-residence of most IFAD’s CDs (5/6) over the reviewed 

period has contributed to circumscribe the agility and swiftness of IFAD responses.  

217. Learning was reflected across the programmes, but mainly for designing 

and managing operations within the lending portfolio. A gap has been not 
using non-lending activities to improve IFAD’s engagement in such fragile 
situations. Evidence confirms that portfolio projects were able to identify lessons, 
while operations were deployed successively in the same geographical area for a 
long period (projects with successive phases); and this was helpful to better 

address challenges under some fragility drivers. Country teams also learnt how to 
address delays for launching projects and slow disbursement rates. More broadly, 
the SRE identified a gap in linking lending and non-lending operations for 
improving IFAD engagement in the G5+1 contexts. Indeed, regarding KM, there 
was no learning documentation on how IFAD supported interventions contributed 

addressing holistically key fragility drivers and to building resilience. With policy 
engagement, no evidence of policy brief or paper and policy action on the fragility 
theme was found by the SRE. Among explanatory factors of these gaps, there are 
the M&E systems, which were found weak in measuring outcome and impact 
results, as well as generating lessons. Moreover, while strategic and operational 

partnerships are critical in those situations, the SRE found little evidence of such 
partnerships; the main explanation of this being the limited or non-presence of 
IFAD senior programme staff in several countries, limiting coordination (joint 

planning and implementation) with others.  

218. Overall, the SRE found the SD3C programme relevant to filling several 
gaps identified, as well as consolidating positive lessons identified, for a 

greater performance of IFAD’s support in the G5+1 fragile contexts. 

E. Recommendations 
219. The recommendations below relate to main conclusions presented above, with the 

purpose of improving IFAD-WCA engagement in the fragile Sahelian context. Some 

                                     
212

 Such analyses also needs to focus on sub-national levels where there is increasing availabil ity of GIS data. See 
https://www.ifad.org/en/web/knowledge/-/geospatial-tools-and-applications-for-climate-investments  

 

https://www.ifad.org/en/web/knowledge/-/geospatial-tools-and-applications-for-climate-investments
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findings / lessons call for change at IFAD corporate level, but the SRE made 

recommendations for which actions can be undertaken at WCA regional level.213 

220. Recommendation 1. Develop a comprehensive resilience framework for 
the sub-region or region to guide assessments, designs and 
implementation of operations (at field, national and regional levels). The 
framework should build on existing guiding documents and on past IFAD 

experiences to guide holistic analyses in order to: (i) understand the various 
drivers of fragility and root causes; (ii) develop sound ToC that help identifying 
pathways to tackling the fragility drivers identified, including those of trans-
boundary nature; (iii) design interventions that are simple but effective along the 
nexus resilence and rural transformation; and (iv) identify strategic and operational 

partnerships for engagement. Given the trans-boundary nature of many of these 
issues, IFAD should consider piloting partnership frameworks that extend across 
national borders and build on experience from the on-going pilot for regional 
operations. Sources of funding (available and potential) should be analytically 
presented to ensure a proper mix of financial instruments to support resilience 

building interventions in those contexts.  

221. Recommendation 2. Use the opportunity of IFAD decentralisation 2.0 to 
improve the capabilities of country teams, interactions, and agility for 

effective delivery in the G5+1 fragile contexts. This entails strengthening the 
technical capacities of country teams’ members (capacity building) to adequately 
support operations in those situations, to identify key players to partner with for 
specific fragility aspects, also to increase interactions for planning and 
implementation of joint actions, taking into account the comparative advantage of 

each organisations, and to define appropriate but simple designs. 

222. Recommendation 3. Revisit approaches for VCD support within the sub-
region to further improve the inclusiveness, and to build on community-

driven approaches in highly fragile areas. This requires, on one hand, to 
improve the targeting of women and youths and develop appropriate support 
packages (including: digital solutions, access to market, climate-smart agriculture) 
that take into account their specific conditions and respond to their expectations. 
On the other hand, to apply community-driven approaches that involve 

marginalised groups for better management of natural resources (including 
rangelands), adaptation to CC and to prevent conflicts on natural resources. A 
specific focus should be to understand pastoralism issues in order to find ways to 
promote positive interactions between agricultural and pastoral production 

systems. 

223. Recommendation 4. Further promote the resilience of rural communities 
through supports to POs/FOs and CBOs to effectively deliver services and 
strengthen their capacity to engage in policy dialogue on topics related to 

them. This entails to capitalize on past IFAD’s achievements with POs/FOs and 
their apex bodies, which should include pastoralist organisations, through long-
term engagement for their effective contribution to building resilience of their 
members, especially in most fragile areas. Supports to women organisations should 
be increased and tailored to each context to address progressively their specific 

fragility root causes, to raise sustainably their leadership profile, voice social and 

economic status. 

224. Recommendation 5. Organise greater support to country teams for a 
greater effectiveness of non-lending operations in those contexts. This 
entails increasing the provision of technical backstopping (in terms of missions, 
learning events, studies and policy consultations) for better engagement with 

                                     
213

 IFAD established in 2021 a Cross-Departmental Working Group on IFAD’s interventions in Conflict-Affected 

Situations, to review how IFAD current business system (of strategic, policy and operational frameworks) is adequate 
and adaptable to remain engaged in conflict-affected situations. Main issues addressed are also valid for fragile 

situations. Comprehensive recommendations were made in the final report that  provide IFAD Management with 
practical, prioritized and costed options to improve its institutional approach (including global engagement, financing, 

delivery modalities and supervision, human resources and field security ) and impact in those contexts.  
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government partners on specific resilience issues (e.g., exclusion, social contract, 
pastoralim and transhumance), in partnerships with other actors both national and 

international.  
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Evaluation criteria and definition 

Criteria Definition 
**
 

Relevance 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. An assessment should also 

be made of whether objectives and design address inequality, for example, by assessing the relevance 
of targeting strategies adopted. 

Coherence*** The compatibil ity of the country strategy and programme with corporate policies as well as 
interventions by other actors. Internal coherence refers to synergies and interlinkages between key 

elements of the country strategy and programme. External coherence refers to consistency of the 
country strategy and programme with other development partners, including complementarity, 

harmonisation and co-ordination with others. 

Effectiveness The extent to which the development intervention’s objectives were achieved, or are expected to be 
achieved, taking into account their relative importance. 

Rural poverty impact Impact is defined as the changes that have occurred or are expected to occur in the lives of the rural 
poor (whether positive or negative, direct or indirect, intended or unintended) as a result of 

development interventions. 

Efficiency 

 

Sustainability of benefits 

A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are converted into 
results. 

The likely continuation of net benefits from a development intervention beyond the phase of external 
funding support. It also includes an assessment of the likelihood that actual and anticipated results 

will be resil ient to risks beyond the project’s l ife. 

Other performance criteria 

Gender equality and 
women’s empowerment 

 

 

Innovation 

 

Scaling up 

The extent to which IFAD interventions have contributed to better gender equality and women’s 
empowerment, for example, in terms of women’s access to and ownership of assets, resources and 

services; participation in decision making; work load balance and impact on women’s incomes, 
nutrition and livelihoods.  

The extent to which IFAD development interventions have introduced innovative approaches to rural 

poverty reduction. 

The extent to which IFAD development interventions have been (or are likely to be) scaled up by 
government authorities, donor organizations, the private sector and others agencies.  

Environment and natural 
resources management  

The extent to which IFAD development interventions contribute to resil ient l ivelihoods and 
ecosystems. The focus is on the use and management of the natural environment, including natural 

resources defined as raw materials used for socio-economic and cultural purposes, and ecosystems 
and biodiversity - with the goods and services they provide. 

Adaptation to climate 
change 

The contribution of the project to reducing the negative impacts of climate change through dedicated 
adaptation or risk reduction measures. 

* As IOE is piloting a new CSPE structure in 2021, this information is subject to change.  

** With the exception of “Coherence”, these definitions build on the OECD-DAC Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results-

Based Management; the Methodological Framework for Project Evaluation agreed with the Evaluation Committee in September 
2003; the first edition of the Evaluation Manual discussed with the Evaluation Committee in December 2008; and further 

discussions with the Evaluation Committee in November 2010 on IOE’s evaluation criteria and key questions. 

*** Current working definition of “Coherence” in IOE based on the OECD-DAC Revised Evaluation Criteria, December 2019 
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SRE Evaluation framework 

Evaluation key questions Sub-questions Source of data / information Type of analysis 

Relevance:  

- To what extent have the design of country strategies, 

programmes and projects been relevant, taking into 
account fragility drivers and the principles of working in 

fragile situations?  

- How adequate and adaptive have intervention 
approaches and elements been, for a delivery in the sub-

regional contexts featured by economic, natural, social, 
institutional and security constraints? 

1) To what extent did COSOPs, programmes and 
projects incorporate a sound analysis of fragility 
drivers, for improving the population resil ience and 

reduce risks of conflicts?  

2) How were COSOPs relevant in light of fragility issues 
and risks for improving the population resil ience? 

3) To what extent did IFAD's Interventions meet the 

needs of the target communities despite the fragility 
constraints?  

4) How were the designs of projects and programmes 

(including grants and other initiatives) relevant and 
adaptive in l ight of fragility drivers? 

6) How adequate are the IFAD’s tools, and approaches 

in delivering programme activities given the fragile 
contexts, including transboundary issues? 

• COSOP documents 

• Programme design documents. 

• Key Informant Interviews with Country 
teams; hub teams (present and past);  

• Interviews with governments actors 

• Interviews with RBAs players, 

regional networks of stakeholder 
organisations; local institutions; direct 

individual beneficiaries. 

• IOE reports 

• Surveys (by SRE team) 

• Content analysis 

• Mapping 

• Frequency tables 

• Categorisation 

• Success stories 

 

Coherence:  

- How has IFAD’s engagement (strategies and 
operations) assumed internal coherence, and had similar 

or complementary developmental purposes, in order to 
contribute mitigating fragility constraints? 

1) To what extent was IFAD’s country programme 
support internally coherent and did thi s enhance the 

ability to address the challenges of fragile situations? 

2) To what extent was IFAD’s country programme 
support coherent with other international partners’ 

interventions and did this enhance the ability to address 
the challenges of fragile si tuations? 

• Programme and project design 
reports 

• IOE reports 

• Key Informant Interviews with Country 
teams; hub teams (present and past);  

• Interviews with governments actors 

• Content analysis  

• Framework matrices: 

summarising and 
analysing qualitative data 

in a two-by-two matrix 
table. 

Efficiency:  

- How efficient has IFAD’s support been in those 
challenging fragile contexts, considering financial 

instruments and procedures, managerial approaches 
(including field presence), tools and processes? 

1) Based on available evidence to what extent did 
approaches and tools applied contribute to efficiency in 

those fragile contexts? And why? 

2) What are explanatory factors of positive or negative 
efficiency performance in those contexts? 
 

• Programmes and projects 
documentation 

• IOE reports 

• Key Informant Interviews;  

• Partners programmes & projects 
documents (within the sub-region) 

 

• Cross tabulations: using 
contingency tables of two 
or more dimensions to 

indicate the relationship 
between variables. 

• Frequency tables 

Effectiveness:  

- How effective was IFAD’s past support (at national and 

sub-regional levels) in achieving results that contribute 
addressing key fragility drivers? 
 

1) Which results (adaptive to transformative capacities) 
have been achieved considering those fragile 
contexts? How and why? 

2) What are the contributing and constraining factors 
for achieving results and what are the barriers at 

national and sub-regional levels?  

3) Which approaches have been applied to address 
them? 

• All Monitoring reports, including 
supervision and completion  

• Key Informant Interviews with various 
stakeholders 

• RIA Impact assessment reports  

• IOE reports  

• Surveys ( by SRE team) 

• Content analysis 

• Mapping and Framework 
matrices 

• Frequency tables 

• Cross tabulations: using 
contingency tables of two 
or more dimensions  

 

https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/evaluation-options/framework_matrices
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Evaluation key questions Sub-questions Source of data / information Type of analysis 

• Partners programmes & projects 
documents (within the sub-region) 

 

Impact:  

- Based on evidence, to what extent have past supports 

contributed to build resil ience and fostering rural 
transformation in these fragile situations? 
 

1) What transformative results can be reported 
amongst the target communities? And why? 

2) How have programmes outcomes contributed to 
these changes, especially those related? 

3) To what extent were outcomes inclusive (e.g. gender 

equality, youth promotion and pro poor groups)?  

4) How did programmes contribute to manage risks of 
harmful events and their negative outcomes 

(displacement of population; plunder and destruction)? 

5) What are explanatory factors of contribution to 
impacts in those contexts? 

• Programme reports (completion) 

• Impact assessment report 

• Key Informant Interviews  

• IOE reports 

• Partners programmes & projects 
documents (within the sub-region) 

• Beneficiaries success stories 

• In-depth analysis of cases 

• Content extraction 

• Mapping  

• Exploratory Techniques 

• Cross tabulations 

Sustainability and scaling up:  

- To what extent have achievements and/or results been 
sustained and up scaled in these fragile contexts, and 

which lessons are relevant to IFAD’s future engagement 
in this sub-region? 
 

1) How has the continuum of absorptive, adaptive and 
transformative capabilities been sustained with IFAD’s 

support within the sub-region? 

2) To what extent are successful interventions (at all 
levels) scaled up, in those fragile situations? 

4) What are explanatory factors of sustained 

achievements in those contexts considering both IFAD 
and partners’ experiences? 

4) What are explanatory factors of scaling up results in 

those contexts? 

• Programme reports 

• Beneficiaries success stories 

• Key Informant Interviews with various 
stakeholders 

• IOE reports 

• In-depth analysis of cases 

• Partners’ documentation 

• Content analysis  

• Exploratory techniques 
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List of projects for the evaluation period 

Project name Country 

Total project 

cost  
US$ mill ion 

IFAD 
approved 

financing 
US$ mill ion 

Cofinancing 
US$ mill ion 

Counterpart 
US$ mill ion 

Beneficiary 

contribution 
US$ mill ion 

Executive 

Board 
approval 

Loan 
effectiveness 

Project 

completion 
date 

Cooperating 
institution 

Project 
status 

1. PASPRU Burkina Faso 25 213 000 16 150 000 5 100 000 3 867 000 96 000 30/04/2009 08/12/2010 31/12/2016 IFAD Completed 

2. Neer-Tamba 
Project 

Burkina Faso 117 452 000 80 140 000 7 269 000 24 134 000 5 909 000 13/12/2012 30/08/2013 30/09/2022 IFAD Ongoing 

3. PAPFA Burkina Faso 71 700 000 38 000 000 20 000 000 6 400 000 7 300 000 11/12/2017 15/03/2018 31/03/2024 IFAD Ongoing 

4. PAFA-4R Burkina Faso 72 052 000 52 290 000  12 000 000 7 762 000 12/09/2019 13/03/2020 30/06/2026 IFAD Ongoing 

5. PROHYPA Chad 22 590 000 19 500 000  2 510 000 580 000 15/09/2009 26/01/2010 31/03/2015 IFAD Completed 

6. PADER-G Chad 20 119 000 17 401 000  2 529 000 189 000 15/12/2010 18/10/2011 31/12/2016 IFAD Completed 

7. PARSAT Chad 36 234 000 17 200 000 12 308 000 6 107 000 619 000 01/12/2014 17/02/2015 31/03/2022 IFAD Ongoing 

8. RePER Chad 72 804 000 60 896 000  8 882 000 3 026 000 13/09/2018 28/02/2019 31/03/2025 IFAD Ongoing 

9. Rural 
Microfinance 

Programme 

Mali 38 564 000 25 045 000 9 259 000 3 666 000 594 000 30/04/2009 21/07/2010 30/09/2018 IFAD Completed 

10. PAPAM Mali 171 075 000 41 935 000 97 600 000 23 700 000 7 840 000 16/09/2010 13/10/2011 31/07/2018 IFAD Completed 

11. FIER Mali 49 006 000 30 095 000 10 884 000 4 070 000 3 957 000 11/12/2013 20/08/2014 30/09/2022 IFAD Ongoing 

12. INCLUSIF Mali 103 507 200 43 707 200 53 300 000 4 600 000 1 900 000 17/04/2018 09/11/2018 31/12/2024 IFAD Ongoing 

13. MERIT Mali 50 611 000 29 821 000 11 390 000 4 873 000 4 527 000 16/10/2019 09/12/2020 31/12/2026 IFAD Ongoing 

14. Oasis 
Sustainable 

Dev. 

Mauritania 17 562 510 11 407 600  4 894 910 1 260 000 18/12/2003 18/11/2004 30/04/2014 IFAD Completed 

15. ProLPRAF Mauritania 16 308 000 12 008 000 2 000 000 2 300 000  15/09/2009 19/02/2010 31/03/2016 IFAD Completed 

16. PASK II Mauritania 38 400 000 27 400 000 3 500 000 5 200 000 2 300 000 15/09/2011 12/06/2012 30/06/2019 IFAD Completed 

17. PRODEFI Mauritania 45 300 000 15 000 000 23 100 000 5 000 000 2 200 000 03/12/2016 12/01/2017 31/03/2025 IFAD Ongoing 

18. PROGRES Mauritania 44 000 000 23 700 000 14 000 000 5 300 000 1 000 000 02/06/2020 13/10/2020 31/10/2026 IFAD Ongoing 
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19. PUSADER Niger 19 360 000 13 000 000 6 360 000   15/12/2010 07/02/2011 31/03/2014 IFAD Completed 

20. PASADEM Niger 35 906 204 22 200 381 6 900 400 5 554 000 1 251 423 13/12/2011 12/03/2012 31/03/2018 IFAD Completed 

21. RUWANMU Niger 25 652 400 2 781 100 18 757 400 4 113 900  21/09/2012 19/02/2013 30/06/2018 IFAD Completed 

22. ProDAF Niger 27 016 987 18 996 170 4 398 756 2 722 128 899 933 22/04/2015 21/09/2015 30/09/2023 IFAD Ongoing 

23. ProDAF-Diffa Niger 25 482 800 12 500 000 10 365 900 2 473 900 143 000 29/09/2018 21/03/2019 31/03/2025 IFAD Ongoing 

24. PRECIS Niger 170 905 200 83 380 400 52 002 200 29 930 800 5 591 800 12/09/2019 05/08/2020 30/09/2026 IFAD Ongoing 

25. VCDP Nigeria 104 400 000 74 900 000 2 800 000 24 600 000 2 100 000 03/04/2012 14/10/2013 31/12/2024 IFAD Ongoing 

26. CASP Nigeria 80 569 029 58 445 338 14 949 000 5 774 691 1 400 000 11/12/2013 25/03/2015 30/09/2021 IFAD Completed 

27. LIFE-ND Nigeria 97 934 000 60 000 000 30 000 000 7 934 000  11/12/2017 21/02/2019 31/03/2025 IFAD Ongoing 
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List of grants reviewed  

Project/grant name Grant number 
Grant amount 

US$ Grant recipient Approval date Effective date Completion date Focus countries 

Smallholder Poultry Development 1000003362 800 000 FAO 30/04/2009 03/09/2009 30/09/2012 Burkina Faso, Mauritania 

Enabling Sustainable Land 
Management, Resilient Pastoral 
Livelihoods and Poverty Reduction in 

Africa 

1000003612 1 511 000 IUCN 17/12/2009 24/03/2010 31/08/2014 Chad 

Parkland Trees and Livelihoods: 
Adapting to Climate Change in the 
West African Sahel 

1000003831 1 500 000 ICRAF 07/10/2010 06/12/2010 31/12/2013 Burkina Faso, Mali, Niger 

Strengthening capacities of Farmers’ 
Organisations in relation with IFAD 

country programs 

1000003914 1 550 000 Agricord 05/12/2010 17/02/2011 30/09/2014 Mali, Niger 

Building Farmer's income and safety 
nets while securing local energy 
supply in West Africa 

1000004148 4 300 000 MBSA 13/12/2011 13/01/2012 31/08/2016 Mali 

Technical and Capacity Strengthening 
Support for Country Level Strategic 

Analysis and Knowledge Support 
Systems (SAKSS) in Selected African 

Countries 

1000004221 9 828 000 IFPRI 07/04/2012 05/06/2012 31/12/2016 Mali 

Participatory Microfinance for Africa 
(PAMIGA) 

1000004303 4 400 000 PAMIGA 12/08/2012 01/11/2012 31/12/2015 Mali 

Rainwater Harvesting for Food 
Security; Setting an enabling 
institutional and policy environment for 

rainwater harvesting 

1000004304 3 613 644 RAIN 12/08/2012 11/10/2012 31/12/2015 Burkina Faso 

More Effective and Sustainable 
Investments in Water for Poverty 
Reduction 

2000000119 2 000 000 IWMI 09/12/2013 14/04/2014 30/06/2018 Mali, Niger 

Capacity building in WCA 2000000239 1 896 500 2iE-BurkinaFaso 09/12/2013 21/05/2014 30/09/2018 Burkina Faso, Mali, Mauritania 

Humid Tropics 2000000175 2 500 000 IITA 09/12/2013 13/03/2014 31/03/2017 Nigeria 

Youth Agribusiness 2000000216 402 500 IITA 17/01/2014 14/03/2014 31/03/2016 Nigeria 
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Cassava Flour in Bread 2000000289 458 745 IITA 17/01/2014 11/03/2014 30/06/2016 Nigeria 

Agribusiness IITA NG KE DRC 2000001099 498 346 IITA 24/08/2015 22/09/2015 30/09/2017 Nigeria 

Climate change Large Grant 2000000474 1 510 000 FAO 13/09/2014 22/01/2015 31/03/2019 Mali, Niger 

Rural finance support 2000000477 950 000 DID 13/09/2014 08/01/2015 30/09/2018 Mali, Nigeria 

ASAP Learning Alliance 2000000517 3 100 000 CIAT 01/12/2014 30/01/2015 31/03/2018 Mali, Niger, Nigeria 

Direct Support to FO-Agricord 2000001137 250 000 Agricord 23/11/2015 03/02/2016 31/03/2019 Burkina Faso 

Capitalizing on experiences for greater 
impact rural development 

2000001091 1 500 000 CTA 04/12/2015 21/03/2016 31/03/2019 Niger 

Improving the articulation between 
social protection and rural 
development interventions in 

developing countries: Lessons from 
Latin America and Africa 

2000001102 1 820 000 Uni_Andes_COL 12/12/2015 01/07/2016 31/12/2020 Mali 

Beyond IYFF 2014: Support to 
National Committees for Family 

Farming 

2000001045 1 650 000 WRF 30/12/2015 31/03/2016 31/03/2020 Burkina Faso, Chad 

Strengthening capacity for assessing  
the impact of tenure security 
measures on IFAD supported and 

other projects within the SDG 
framework 

2000001310 220 000 UN Habitat 12/08/2016 20/01/2017 31/12/2019 Burkina Faso, Mali, Mauritania, Niger 

Rural Youth & Malian Diaspora 2000001291 509 850 ABC 22/09/2016 15/11/2016 15/10/2020 Mali 

Pastoralists driven data_CSO 2000001308 450 000 FAO 26/09/2016 03/01/2017 30/09/2019 Chad 

Tools for Youth Large Grant 2000001320 2 400 000 PROCASUR 23/12/2017 23/02/2018 30/06/2022 Mali, Nigeria 

Leveraging SSTC 2000002380 1 099 750 AGRA 29/11/2018 22/01/2019 31/03/2022 Burkina Faso, Mali  

NEPAD 2000002054 1 238 000 NEPAD 22/12/2018 09/10/2019 17/06/2022 Mali 

TAF for the ABC Fund 2000001991 3 500 000 Agriterra 30/12/2018 05/07/2019 05/07/2022 Burkina Faso, Mali, Niger 

Nutritious Water Productivity 2000002864 2 400 000 FAO 29/11/2019 06/02/2020 06/02/2023 Niger 

Farm Trac 2000002817 4 499 800 CILSS 
18/12/2019 27/04/2020 30/06/2023 

Burkina Faso, Chad, Mali, Mauritania, 
Niger 

ASAP Learning Alliance 2000003388 7 428 CIAT 04/05/2020 04/05/2020 30/06/2020 Mali 
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Promoting sustainability and resilience 
of smallholder irrigation impacts in 
sub-Saharan Africa 

2000002828 1 490 000 UNL_DWFI 24/07/2020 18/12/2020 30/04/2024 Niger 

Women's land rights initiative 2000003133 2 360 000 CIFOR 28/10/2020   Niger 

Rural youth employment Nigeria 2000002860 3 135 000 IITA 11/12/2019 15/06/2020 30/06/2024 Nigeria 
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Complementary background and information overview  

Box A1 

Evolution of OECD criteria 

• The 2007 list was assembled by identifying states in the bottom two quintiles of the World 

Bank’s Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) ranking as fragile; it also included 
non-ranked states such as the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea as  well as several states 
that clustered just above the fourth quintile cut-off.  

• From 2008-10, the list was compiled using the bottom two CPIA quintiles, data from the 

Brookings Index of State Weakness in the Developing World (Rice and Patrick, 2008 and the  
Carleton University Country Indicators for Foreign Policy [CIFP] Index, 2007). Since 2010, the 

fragile states list has been produced by combining the Harmonized List of Fragile Situations 

produced by multilateral development banks including the World Bank, the Asian Development 
Bank and the African Development Bank, with countries scoring 90 or above on the Fragile 
Country States Index produced by The Fund for Peace. 

• The 2015 States of Fragility presented present five dimensions of fragility that relate di rectly 

to post-2015 objectives at the national level: 1. Violence: reduction of violence 2. Justice: 

access to justice for all 3. Institutions: effective, accountable and inclusive institutions 4. 
Economic foundations: economic foundations, inclusion and stability 5. Resilience: capacity to 

prevent and adapt to shocks and disasters. The main goals of this approach are to identify 

groups of countries – both fragile and non-fragile – that will face similar challenges in making 
progress on the emerging post-2015 development agenda; to highlight countries facing stress 

factors that are likely to affect their ability to deliver sustainable development in the coming 

decades; and to illustrate differences in the geography and context of fragility, as compared 
to the traditional list of fragile states and economies. The specific approach taken is to 

disaggregate fragility, by presenting five discrete indices and sets of country rankings. These 
include peaceful societies, justice for all, and effective and accountable  institutions. 

• OECD introduced its multidimensional fragility framework in States of Fragility 2016. This 

framework captures the diversity of those contexts affected by fragility, measuring it on a 
spectrum of intensity across five dimensions: economic, environmental, political, security and 

societal. States of Fragility 2020 marks the third iteration of this multidimensional framework. 

There are 44 indicators across 5 dimensions of fragility. The choice of indicators has been 
driven by selection criteria in line with the OECD’s fragility concept of high risk and low coping 
capacity. 

 
Table A1 

Recommendations of 2015 Corporate Level Evaluation of IFAD’s Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-

affected States and Situations 

Area Detailed recommendation 

Policy and 
strategy 

Reconsider the current classification of fragile states.  The way forward needs more careful planning 
than trying to reconcile a coherent corporate strategy with recognition that development effectiveness will 
require bespoke programming in most countries. A particular problem is in trying to predict where the 

majority of the poor will l ive in the future. The MICS synthesis evaluation pointed out contrasting scenarios 
as to whether most absolute poverty will be in low-income and African states or, as today, mostly in 

middle-income states. That will depend to a large extent on the levels of growth achieved in those 
countries. Whilst IFAD’s primary focus will continue to be rural poverty, the close interaction between 

conflict, fragility and poverty means that even if the locus of poverty shifts away from MICs, IFAD is l ikely 
to sti l l be working in remote, hard to access locations where pockets of poverty persist. Instead of the 

current all-encompassing approach take the opposite stance and differentiate clearly among countries. A 
starting point is those states with weak national-level policy and institutional capacity, as reflected in the 

low CPIA score, which we have seen is correlated with weak project performance. But the IFI lists exclude 
middle-income countries and this is where more use could be made of the rural sector performance 

assessments that IFAD already employs, possibly with some modification, to classify such countries. All 
other settings would then reflect context specific factors and should draw on data from United Nations 

and independent sources to discriminate among conflict prone, conflict, post conflict, and transition 
settings and also include countries at risk from natural disasters. In view of the speed with which context 

can change, such assessment needs to be more frequent than current COSOP practice.  

Draft a statement that defines a set of principles to guide how IFAD plans to engage with fragile 
and conflict-affected states and sub-national situations. This is long overdue. It should distinguish 

clearly between natural and man-made disasters and it should put forward a working definition of fragility 
that identifies the major drivers of conflict and provide clear distinctions about how to deal with various 
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fragil ity dimensions and whether they are connected with proneness to conflict. The principles should also 
include discussion of how IFAD will respond to specific country needs when fragility and conflict are 

contained in subnational situations. They should take account of  distinct vulnerabilities to climate change 
and natural disasters. They should also assess the resil ience associated with disaster preparedness and 

institutional capacities geared to coping abilities. This should link to the 2011 Guidelines for Disaster Ea rly 
Recovery.  

Change the approach to analysis in the COSOP. Situational or context analysis is essential and the 

COSOP is widely considered to be the right instrument. IFAD needs to provide adequate resources, draw 
more explicitly on analysis done by partner IFIs and United Nations agencies and find a means to update 

the information more frequently than the current period between COSOPs. One solution would be to 
prepare a transitional COSOP after three years in all fragile and conflict -affected states and situations. A 

simpler approach could be to commission a separate working paper from time to time, dealing more 
specifically with drivers of fragil ity and conflict. Instead of l isting full synopses of pipeline projects in the 

COSOP, a short menu of possible interventions would bring more flexibil ity and choice that could be 
followed up depending on country performance. In many countries, the present poverty focused analysis 

will be enough and IFAD should therefore focus on enhancing the quality and comprehensiveness of the 
analysis and strengthening the link between analysis and what it and partners decide it should do. At the 

other extreme are countries where conflict looms or major conflict has recently been resolved by a peace 
agreement. In such cases, fragil ity analyses are often available and other security and development 

institutions are involved and the challenge for IFAD will be to draw on their analyses and identify its niche 
as part of multi -donor coalitions. In between is the large number of countries in which aspects of fragility 

will be found at either national or sub-national level. In these cases, IFAD needs to assess the risks, share 
them with other partners and manage them while concentrating on its comparative advantage.  

Project and 
programme 

implementation 

 Expand implementation support in quantity and technical content.  Opportunities exist to strengthen 
implementation support in several ways. (a) More resources for implementation support: Regional 

spending on implementation support should be made more transparent and allocated according to 
country needs so that relative effort can be monitored and managed across the whole portfolio. PTA 

already plans to increase technical involvement and this is to be welcomed. (b) IFAD country offices and 
outposting: Explicitly prioritize the establishment of new IFAD country offices and  outposting of CPMs in 

countries affected by fragility and conflict. (c) Strategic partnerships: In fragile states where statebuilding 
is an objective IFAD could take a more radical approach and expand partnership with IFIs and multi lateral 

agencies that can provide a higher level and broader basis of implementation support. IFAD’s policy on 
supervision stil l provides for contracted arrangements and these could be used selectively to expand 

IFAD’s reach in countries where IFAD has a small presence but partner IFI’s have large country teams. 
Such an approach is directly compatible with IFAD’s core policy of innovative designs leading to scaling 

up, for which close partnership working is desirable. 

Empowerment of 
staff 

Efforts should be made to introduce specific incentives for staff working in fragile states and conflict-
affected situations, including those based in headquarters discharging similar functions. Working in fragile 
situations should be included as a main criterion for professional development and diversification as well 

as career advancement within the broader framework of IFAD’s performance evaluation system. Greater 
attention to capacity-building and training needs of staff should also be explicitly promoted, and platforms 

for exchanging knowledge, good practices and experiences of working in fragile states (across regional 
divisions) should be introduced. 

Results 
measurement 

Plan and resource project M&E more selectively. The persistent problem of weak M&E needs to be 
reversed. It might help to develop a core competency within PTA. But greater attention needs to be paid 

to planning for monitoring and evaluation during project design. At present, the approach is one size fits 
all. But some project interventions are well proven and arguably need l ittle or no evaluation. Others may 

be innovative and require a counterfactual evaluation design to test their effectiveness. Most projects will 
fall somewhere between these extremes. All projects should be required to defend their design with 

proven evidence from earlier phases or other locations that the intervention will work in the planned 
context. That process leads logically to a decision on the necessary effort for evaluation. Where evidence 

is lacking, or contexts are very different, or where a project is an acknowledged innovation or pilot, 
evaluation will need more resources. More selective evaluation designs, supported by grants or 

partnerships with other donors, would enable resources to be concentrated where they are most 
necessary for learning.  

 Rev ise IFAD’s results measurement framework to include indicators of outcomes related to 

fragility. The major gaps are in measurement of women’s empowerment and institutional performance. 
Indicators and means of measurement need to be established in both  areas. 
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Table A2 

RBA conceptual framework for resilience: absorptive, adaptive and transformative capacities 

 
Source: FAO, IFAD and WFP (2015). Strengthening resil ience for food security and nutrition.  

Box A2 

Detailed SRE methodology 

• The SRE applied a mixed-methods approach, combining desk review, interviews of 

stakeholders, in-depth review of specific field (project) cases. The methodological steps are 
presented as below. They are not always sequential. 

• Desk review of documentation. This was the main source of information. It will be undertaken 

throughout all the SRE stages, with a high intensity until halfway (at least). It will cover 
documents related to IFAD country strategies, loan portfolio and grants programmes, IOE 

evaluations and databases, relevant studies, national strategies, other partners’ reports (WFP, 

FAO, WB and AfDB). Both quantitative and qualitative data will be extracted. Documentation 
on IFAD non-lending activities (i.e. knowledge management, partnerships, policy influence ) 

and on other special initiatives will also be reviewed. The review will enable generating 

preliminary trends in attempting to respond to the evaluation questions. Moreover, it will help 
completing the stakeholders mapping, as well as the identification o f key informants at 

regional, national or field levels. At the end of this stage, the SRE team will prepare internal 

working papers highlighting preliminary trends and information gaps, as well as suggest field 
cases to be subject to in-depth review and assessment. The team will therefore define how to 
fill evidence/information gaps identified. 

• Interviews of stakeholders. The SRE team conducted semi-structured interviews with the 

categories of stakeholders mentioned in Table A3 below. Modalities of engagement previously 

defined will be applied throughout the evaluation stages, using virtually meetings and/or in - 
person (when applicable). Responses were cross-checked within respondents and with other 
sources of information. 

• Self-assessment. In parallel to stakeholders’ interviews, and aligned with IOE practices, a self -

assessment review was organised, in form of a seminar (online), with the participation of 
relevant IFAD country teams and RBA partners. The aim is to gather perspectives and opinions 

on some aspects, for instance the transboundary and regional dimensions of IFAD’s support 
in those contexts. 

• Electric questionnaire. In addition to the previous data sources, a survey has been be carried 

out online, to capture opinions and views of IFAD partners. The survey results were used to 
confirm/infirm findings and conclusions. 

• Field data gathering. Team members within the countries implemented field visits for data 

gathering. Direct beneficiaries and representatives of implementing and local institutions 

working with them were visited and interviewed, in compliance with national rules related to 
the Covid 19 crisis. The aim was to validate preliminary trends identified through the desk 
review, as well as to fill information and evidence gaps (to the extent possible).  

• Data analysis. Analysis was based on triangulation of evidence and findings from the various 

sources to develop lessons learned from various experiences analysed, around key 

assumptions on what, how and why results are likely to be delivered, under contextual 
constraints. The IFAD learning frame was complemented by lessons from experiences of other 

partners – IFIs (WB, AfDB) and RBAs (FAO and WFP) – within the sub-region and over the 
same period (as much as possible). 
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• Report preparation. Following the field data gathering, the evaluation report was drafted by 
the SRE team. A workshop was organised with the focal groups of SD3C, to present and discuss 
emerging findings, as well as areas of recommendations, before sharing the draft report.  

• The final report was issued after comments are received from IFAD Management and other 

SD3C players. The last SRE stage will be the organisation of a learning event. The form, 
timeframe and modality of this event will be specified toward the end of the SRE. 
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Table A3 

Categories of SRE stakeholders, their potential interest and engagement  

Stakeholder Interest  Engagement modality 

IFAD Management (PMD) 

Relevant IFAD Country 
Directors and WCA Staff 

members 

Primary intended users of the SRE findings. 
Better understanding of explanatory factors of 

performance in fragile situations. Learning from 
the evaluation findings.  

Processing of knowledge for improving current 

and future operations within the sub-region, 
especially at a regional scale. 

Regular consultations throughout the 
evaluation process to (1) validate trends 

and preliminary findings (2) conduct an 
internal or self-assessment.  

A learning group, with relevant country 

directors and others will be established for 
continuous interactions. 

 

(National or State level) Central 
government resource persons 

Expressing views on Government strategies to 
strengthen resil ience, support rash recovery in 

post conflict situations in the fragility contexts as 
well as align cross border interventions, and the 

contribution of IFAD’s support 

Ability to learn from interventions, replicate them 
and upscale from practice to policies 

Individual interviews for data collection  

Managers of IFAD supported 
projects in the countries (project 

teams) 

Learning from past experiences (on the above); 
usage of lessons to improve further projects or 

programmes 

Expressing views on IFAD’s supports and 
operational procedures to implement them in 

fragile contexts 

Engagement in individual and collective 
discussions 

Contribution for purposely selection of 

cases for in-depth analysis; Feedback on 
findings  

Interviews during the SRE process 

Beneficiaries (organisations and 
individuals) – ie regional farmers 

organisations and networks;  
cross border traders and 

transporters, etc. 

Expressing views on processes and mechanisms 
enabling resil ience strengthening in their fragile 

contexts; then on the contribution of IFAD’s 
operations  

 

Interviews for primary data collection  

Field visits for in-depth analysis of cases 
where beneficiaries underwent relevant 

experiences (specific types of fragil ity and 
conflicts; successful and unsuccessful) 

Intermediate institutions 
operating in close interactions 

with beneficiaries (including 
local government and service 

providers; NGOs; IFIs; civil 
society representatives; etc.) 

Expressing views on processes and mechanisms 
enabling resil ience strengthening in their fragile 

contexts; then on the contribution of IFAD’s 
operations  

Contribution to understand factors for 

(in)effectiveness and (un)sustainability 

Interviews for primary data collection, 
coupled with beneficiary level 

investigations.  

Other SD3C partners: FAO, 
WFP, G5 Sahel Secretariat 

Secondary intended users of the SRE findings. 
Learning from past experiences and usage of 
lessons to improve the programme 

Expressing views on processes leading to fragility 

and conflicts and on mechanisms enabling to 
strengthen resil ience in such contexts, based on 

their own experience (in their organisation) 

Expressing views on IFAD’s supports and the 
suitabil ity of approaches  

Consultative group established at 
inception and used during the SRE 
process 

Feedback and validating findings and 

lessons to be learnt at regional level  

 

Other partners within the sub-
region (e.g. WBs, AfDB UNDP,) 

and their teams 

Expressing views on IFAD’s interventions, taking 
into account context specificities 

Interviews as deemed necessary; Contact 
with relevant staff or resources persons of 

these organisations 

Source: Evaluation team elaboration 
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Table A4 

Importance of the agriculture sector for the six countries 

Indicator Country 2009 2015 2019 

Agriculture, 
forestry, and 
fishing, value added 
(% of GDP) 

Burkina Faso 23.2 22.6 20.1 

Chad 46.5 50.3 42.5 

Mali 31.7 37.7 37.3 

Mauritania 19.1 20.6 18.6 

Niger 34.7 32.4 37.8 

Nigeria 26.7 20.6 21.9 

Employment in 
agriculture (% of 
total employment) 

(ILO estimate) 

Burkina Faso 52.7 29.7 26.2 

Chad 77.8 75.3 75.0 

Mali 68.9 62.2 62.4 

Mauritania 36.4 32.9 30.8 

Niger 75.4 73.7 72.5 

Nigeria 42.1 36.9 34.9 

Sources: World Bank indicators 

Table A5 

Food security situations in the G5+1 

Country 2020 Global 
Food security 
index score 

2020 Global Food 
security index rank 
(Rank/113) 

Overall situation of food security over the period 2012 – 2020 

Burkina Faso 47.4 88 The value increased from 40.6 to 47.4, well below the average 
value 60.4 of the 113 countries. Significant difference compared 

to average value were recorded with respect to Affordability (-
20.5) and Quality and Safety (-21.7) components.  

Chad 39.4 103 The country experienced a rise passing from a score of 32.4 to 
39.4. This improvement was mainly to the significant increase of 
the “Availability” component that rose from 23.1 in 2012 to 32.2 in 

2020. 

Mali 52.7 79 The improvement was slight, with the score that went from 49.7 to 
52.7. It has to be mentioned the “Availability” component remained 

around the average for the period.  

Mauritania n.a. n.a n.a. 

Niger  47.6 87 The index increased from 43.2 to 47.6, the increased derived from 
the “Availability” component that jumped from 35.2 to 48.8.  

Nigeria  40.1 100 A decrease from 40.9 to 40.1 was recorded. The , Affordability (-
33.0) and Quality and Safety (-26.1) components account for the 

main gap discrepancy with the average score. 

Source: https://foodsecurityindex.eiu.com/ , The Economist Intell igence Unit 
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Table A6 

Detailed PBAS allocation 

Country PBAS 2010-2012 PBAS 2013 - 2015 PBAS 2016 - 2018 PBAS 2019 - 2021 PBAS total 

Burkina Faso 39 575 310 28 495 294 37 999 891 68 155 269 174 225 764 

Chad 17 913 423 21 138 603 32 500 000 61 683 313 133 235 339 

Mali 31 838 547 28 421 542 46 154 146 53 645 308 160 059 543 

Mauritania 17 459 795 14 817 769 22 086 014 23 696 976 78 060 554 

Niger 33 399 790 48 560 040 61 024 540 88 387 501 231 371 871 

Nigeria 83 203 697 72 230 927 149 200 000 87 465 926 392 100 550 

Total 223 390 562 213 664 175 348 964 591 383 034 293 1 169 053 621 

WCA total 544 812 425 538 604 761 630 103 454 827 004 994 2 163 881 479 

 
Graph A1 

Evolution of the G5+1 Countries’ PBAS allocation  

 
Source: IFAD Oracle BI 

Table A7 

SD3C main elements 

Element Details 

SD3C components The SD3C financing includes loans (of highly concessional terms) and grants (under Debt Sustainability 
Framework, DSF) to countries individually, in the framework of their respective PBAS allocation. A 

regional large grant, to be implemented by the G5 Sahel Secretariat, is also included in the financing. 
There is an important co-financing of the Green Climate Fund, aligned with climate change challenges 

faced by those countries. 

The first component, related to productivity and production increase, aims at boosting production and 
productivity in the agricultural sector (crop farming, forestry, l ivestock and fishery) by clima te-resilient 

practices and technologies in combination with the sustainable management of natural resources. It will 
strengthen productive assets (increased approximately by 30 per cent at the end) and resil ience, as well 

as human capacity building and peacebuilding. It is complementary to the regional programme 
submitted by IFAD to the Green Climate Fund (GCF). 

The second component addresses regional economic integration issues, by contributing to expand (by 

10 per cent at the end) the domestic and regional trade. Interventions in this component are intended to 
strengthen cross-border markets and make border transactions more secure. Activities under the first 

and second components are implemented at national level. 

The third component relates to policy dialogue, coordination and management. It uses a regional 
approach to enable greater institutional support for the programme’s implementation.  
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Element Details 

SD3C Regional 
Grant 

The grant component of the SD3C aims at supporting regional coordination, policy dialogue and 
knowledge generation, as well as strengthening regional dialogue on issues related to COVID-19, 
conflict and climate change (3Cs) in the Sahel region. Its objectives are to: (i) promote inclusive policy 

and social dialogue related to the 3Cs in support of peace and security, and regional integration with the 
active involvement of producers' organizations; and (ii) support regional planning, management, 

KM/M&E to ensure harmonization and coherence of the approaches, tools and products adopted by the 
SD3C. Thus, the grant will play a significant role in view of fragil ity challenges identified. The recipient 

is the G5 Sahel Secretariat, which will be reinforced to broaden its influence on policy dialogue on rural 
and agricultural development. 

Source: Joint Programme for the Sahel in Response to the Challenges of COVID-19, Conflict and Climate Change President’s 
report, 2020 

Table A8 

SD3C financing per country (in euros) 

  IFAD Loan IFAD DSF IFAD Regional 

grant 

Co-financing 

(GCF) 

Financing gap total 

Burkina 1 085 000 - - - 11 188 000 12 273 000 

Chad 875 000 3 505 000 - - 7 011 000 11 391 000 

Mali 15 155 000 5 605 000 - - 7 287 000 28 047 000 

Mauritania - - - - 10 517 000 10 517 000 

Niger 3 200 000 1 185 000 - - 13 146 000 17 531 000 

Senegal 5 700 000    8 326 000 14 026 000 

G5 Sahel 
Secretariat 

- - 1 710 000 62 600 000 - 64 310 000 

Total 26 015 000 10 295 000 1 710 000 62 600 000 57 475 000 158 095 000 

Source: Joint Programme for the Sahel in Response to the Challenges of COVID-19, Conflict and Climate Change President’s 
report, 2020 

Table A9 

Nunber of persons interviewed by category of stakeholders  

Country Government 

Non-governmental 

organizations and 
associations 

Private sector 

 

Beneficiaries 

 

Burkina Faso 22 2 - 23 

Chad  21 2 1 88 

Mali 8 3 2 70 

Mauritania 20 - 2 14 

Niger 13 - 3 85 

Nigeria 38 4 6 11 

Total 122 11 14 291 
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Table A10 

List of areas visited by country 

Country Visited areas 

Burkina Faso 
Dedougou, Gourcy, Kaya, Nouna, Ouahigouya, Tougan,  

Chad Abtouyour, Barth-Signaka, Dababa, Fitri, Guéra 

Mali Ségou , Mopti , Bougouni, Kolondjèba, Sikasso, Kangaba 

Mauritania Adrar, Assaba, Brakna, Gorgol, Guidimakha, Tagant 

Niger Badaguichiri, Diffa, Guidan Roumdji, Madarounfa, Maradi, Ngourti 

Nigeria Niger, Katsina, Kebbi, Jigawa  
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Additional analytical information to chapters 3 to 6 

Table B1 

Review of the COSOPs strategic objectives 

Country Main focus areas and/or themes 

Burkina Faso The 2017 CSN called for the development of agricultural value chains as key-entry points to sustainably 
increase income and employment opportunities as well as resil ience to climate change for rural 
populations. The actions were confirmed by the 2019 COSOP by adding the focus on the development 

of rural microenterprises. 

Chad The 2010 COSOP poverty and vulnerability analysis helped to identify the regions to deepen IFAD’s 
intervention based on the number of vulnerable people and agricultural potential. Interventions were 
aimed at strengthening local people’s capacity to sustainably manage soil and water. The 2010 COSOP 

review and the 2017 CSN confirmed the relevance of those actions, as well as the development of resilient 
family farming, to ensure food and nutritional security for rural populations. No explicit discussion of 

whether political/military instability that leading to severe conflict influenced decisions on geographical 
location of projects. 

Mauritania The 2007 COSOP outlined as the most vulnerable poor person in Mauritania is rural, l ives in the southern 
regions and practices rainfed cultivation. She is vulnerable to drought, insect plagues and desertification. 

The goal of the IFAD COSOP and was to build inclusive and sustainable institutional systems that are 
supported through pro-poor investments and policies and relevant innovation and learning engagements. 

This is to be achieved through the following three strategic objectives: (a) strengthen the institutions of 
the rural poor using community-driven development approaches; (b) promote sustainable rural financial 
services; and (c) achieve sustainable agricultural development and food security. The 2018 COSOP 

confirmed the relevance of these interventions as the specific development objective is the empowerment 
of poor rural populations and their organizations in relation to the following aspects: i) sustainable access 

to natural resources and communal amenities; and ii) inclusive value chains. Geographically, priority was 
given to rural areas in the south of the country, which are the poorest, the most populated and whose 

agricultural potential is the most promising. 

Mali The 2007 COSOP targeted small agropastoralists, farmers and breeders in the Sahelian belt and the 
northern regions. These three groups have in common: (i) weak diversification of productive activities 
making them vulnerable to climatic fluctuations, which are particularly severe in the Sahelian belt and in  

the north; (i i) localization in isolated areas that have weak economic potential and degraded natural 
resources; (i i i) l imited access to basic social services; and (iv) weak levels of organization, which limits 

their economic outreach. The 2016 CSN aimed at supporting agricultural production resil ient to CCs, in 
response to the increase need of food and nutritional security of poor rural households while taking climate 

change into account. IFAD's interventions focused on increasing productivity and production through 
small-scale local irrigation and adaptation to climate change such as agro ecology.  With respect to 2020 

COSOP, its l ines of interventions reflected IFAD’s five -change-drivers for the Sahel, namely: creation of 
jobs, tackling climate change, cross-border operations, addressing conflict and coleadership. Moreover, 

some specific activities to counter the effects of the fragility were foreseen: (i) Develop and strengthen 
partnerships with other development agencies with complementary mandates on humanitarian 

interventions, (i i) Design and implement operations that focuses on the most vulnerable groups such as 
women and young people while promoting climate smart and resil ient economic activities, and (iii) 

Strengthen Institutional support (with the technical, logistical and financial means) to empower 
government agencies and local authorities with skil ls and capacities needed to effectively coordinate, 

monitor and evaluate the ongoing projects/programmes. 

Niger For the 2006 COSOP, IFAD strategy was articulated around 3 main axes: (i) reduction of vulnerability 
and strengthening of food security for rural households, (i i) improvement of income and access to markets 
for target groups and (ii i) better access to basic social services for the most vulnera ble populations. The 

actions responded to two of the four key priorities of the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper: (a) 
development of productive sectors and job creation, (b) access of the poor to essential social services. 

After focusing on Maradi region, IFAD entered a phase of expansion in Tahoua and Zinder with the 2013 
COSOP. Strategic objectives were formulated as follows: i) intensification and diversification of small -

scale production systems; i i) the adaptation of these systems to the effects of cli mate change 
(rehabilitation of degraded lands, development of watersheds, etc.); (i i i) strengthening of the socio -

economic tissue of the community and of rural entities; and iv) participatory targeting.  

Nigeria COSOP 2016 acknowledged that in some states, low counterpart contributions hampered project 
implementation while in other states, counterpart contributions have been regular. Thus, States/area of 
intervention were selected by the following key criteria: poverty; tangible commitment and political wil l to 

support a joint programme; clear focus on community development and smallholder agriculture; strong 
track record of public accountability and financial management; and will ingness to work with the private 

sector. Within states, targeting was based on reliable poverty data. Fewer but better-performing states 
would have been selected to benefit from focused IFAD support.  
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Table B2 

Available guidance to orient the analysis of fragility drivers  

Driv er Existing relev ant guidance related to dev elopment of: 

COSOPs Loan operations 

High poverty and related 

economic situation 

SECAP background study – Part 1: Situational 

analysis and main challenges (socio-economic 
situation and underlying causes).  

 
Reference documents:  

Operational Procedures and Guidelines for 
Country Strategies (May 2019) 

IFAD Strategic Framework 2016-2025 
Policy on Improving Access to Land and Tenure 

Security (2008) 
Rural Finance Policy (2021) 

 

As part of the Integrated Project Risk Matrix 

of the PDR 
Project Design Guidelines (2019); 

Rural Finance Policy (2021) 
 

 

Social inequality and weak 
social cohesion 

SECAP background study – Part 1: Situational 
analysis and main challenges (socio-economic 

situation and underlying causes).  
 

Reference documents:  
Operational Procedures and Guidelines for 

Country Strategies (May 2019) 
Mainstreaming Gender Transformative Approach 

at IFAD Action Plan (2019-2025) 
Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment 

Policy (2012) 
Policy on Engagement with Indigenous Peoples 

(2009) 
Policy on Improving Access to Land and Tenure 

Security (2008) 
Framework for Operational Feedback from 

Stakeholders (2019) 
IFAD Rural Youth Action Plan 2019-2021 

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

Mainstreaming Nutri tion in IFAD – Action Plan 
2019-2025 

Revised Operational Guidelines on Targeting 
(2020) 

As part of the SECAP analysis at the project 
design stage  

 
Reference documents:  

IFAD’s Social Environmental and Climate 
Assessment Procedures(SECAP) (2021) 

Operational Guidelines on Targeting (2019) 
Policy on Improving Access to Land and 

Tenure Security (2008); Policy on 
Engagement with Indigenous Peoples 

(2009) 
IFAD Policy on Gender Equality and 

Women’s Empowerment (2012) 
Environment and Natural Resource 

Management Policy (2012) 
Framework for Operational Feedback from 

Stakeholders (2019) 
IFAD Rural Youth Action Plan 2019-2021 

Mainstreaming Gender-transformative 
Approaches at IFAD – Action Plan 2019-

2025, 
IFAD Strategy and Action Plan on 

Environment and Climate Change 2019-
2025 

 Mainstreaming Nutrition in IFAD – Action 
Plan 2019-2025 

Revised Operational Guidelines on 
Targeting (2020); 

How-to-do Note on Free, Prior and Informed 
Consent  

 

Degradation of natural 

resources and climate change 
burdens 

SECAP background study. 

 
Reference documents:  

Page 16-19, Operational Procedures and 
Guidelines for Country Strategies (May 2019) 

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

Environment and NRM Policy (2012) 
Policy on Improving Access to Land and Tenure 

Security (2008) 
Policy on Engagement with Indigenous Peoples 

(2009) 
 

 

As part of the SECAP analysis at the project 

design stage Reference document:  
IFAD’s Social Environmental and Climate 

Assessment Procedures(SECAP) (2021) 
Policy on Improving Access to Land and 

Tenure Security (2008) 
Policy on Engagement with Indigenous 

Peoples (2009) 
IFAD Strategy and Action Plan on 

Environment and Climate Change 2019-
2025 

Erosion of trust in public 
institutions and weak social 

contracts 

Fragility assessment note. Reference document: 
Appendix V, Operational Procedures and 

Guidelines for Country Strategies (May 2019) 
 

 
 

 
As part of the SECAP analysis at the project 

design stage Reference document:  
IFAD’s Social Environmental and Climate 

Assessment Procedures(SECAP) (2021) 
How-to-do Note on Free, Prior and Informed 

Consent  

Greater insecurity and violent 

conflicts due to extremist 
groups 

Fragility assessment note. Reference document: 

Appendix V, Operational Procedures and 
Guidelines for Country Strategies (May 2019) 
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Table B3 

Relevance of fragility drivers by country, according to field stakeholders 

Driver Burkina 
Faso 

Chad Mali Mauritania Niger Nigeria Sub-
region 

Poverty leading to asset 
depletion 

3.2 2.8 3.5 3.0 3.0 4.2 3.3 

Unemployment and lack of 
incomes 

4.3 4.3 4.0 4.0 3.3 4.1 4.0 

Food insecurity and 
malnutrition 

4.2 4.3 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.9 3.8 

Social inequality and 
exclusion 

3.8 2.5 2.0 2.5 1.0 4.1 2.7 

Environmental /natural 
resources degradation 

4.3 4.4 4.0 4.0 3.5 3.7 4.0 

Climate/weather disturbance 4.5 4.5 4.7 4.0 3.5 3.7 4.1 

Poor availability of services 
linked to production  

4.0 4.0 3.8 3.3 4.0 4.2 3.9 

Insecurity and violation of 
human right 

4.3 2.8 3.8 1.5 2.3 3.0 3.0 

Violence and civil unrest 1.7 

 

2.8 1.5 0.8 2.9 2.0 

All fragil ity drivers average 3.8 3.7 3.6 3.0 2.8 3.8 3.4 

Appreciation level varies from (0) inexistent to (5) very high  

Table B4 

Reference to internal coherence in COSOPs  

Country Period COSOPs/CSNs Statements with linkage to internal coherence  

Burkina Faso CSN 2017-2018 The CSN focuses on consolidating and scaling up the achievements of 

PAMER, PROFIL and PASPRU and will extend these achievements with 
new targets, especially young people and women. 

COSOP 2019 The loan portfolio to support government investments consists currently 

of two ongoing projects, Neer-tamba (2013-2022) and PAPFA (2018–
2024). Two new projects will  be designed, namely a geographic 

extension of PAPFA (PAPFA-Extension) in 2019 and a youth and 
entrepreneurship project. 

Chad CSN 2017-2019 The 2017 CSN called for the adoption of a country program approach 

for effective management of IFAD's portfolio. This approach would make 
it possible to invest in the long term both on a thematic and territorial 

level and to build synergies in the implementation with other technical 
and financial partners (TFP) in order to harmonize the interventions and 

maximize the positive impacts. No evidence in documents reviewed on 
what this meant in practice. 

 
The actions of PARSAT, by emphasizing the development and 

resil ience of agricultural systems were complementary to those of 
PADER-G (development of socio-community infrastructures, the 

structuring and support producer organizations and the development of 
microfinance instruments in the Guéra region) and PROHYPA 

(development of communities and pastoral systems in the regions) 
where PARSAT would intervene. 

Mali  CSN 2017-2018 Mali internal coherence is achieved as most of projects are built upon 
the achievements of the previous ones, enabling both area of support 

and intervention area coherence.  
Mauritania COSOP 2018-2024 The 2016 CSN described the establishment of the country program 

management team to support the creation of a program approach. In 
this context, a joint PASK II / PRODEFI support unit bringing together 

permanent expertise and ad hoc technical assistance in terms of 
monitoring and evaluation, knowledge management, procurement, 

internal audit, communication, etc. will be incorporated. The country 
program will facilitate policy dialogue with the government, particularly 

on themes relating to: i) inclusive value chains; i i) promotion of local 
products; and ii i) support for inter-professional organizations. 

In order not to disperse portfolio interventions, after almost 25 years of 
support in the oases and the government's decision to create an Oasis 

Development Agency, priority will be given to rural areas located in the 
south of the country, which correspond to both in the most populated 

areas, the poorest and with the best agricultural potential 
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Niger COSOP 2013-2018 The Maradi Region has been the depository of a significant capital of 
experience in agricultural and rural development, and IFAD investments 

in Niger for more than 30 years, which has enabled a long -term 
contribution to strengthening the resil ience of populations. 

An example is the RUWAMNU which operates on complementarities in 
terms of productive sector, geographical area, and intervention logic 

with: (i) other projects financed by IFAD: for the strengthening of 
municipalities as master structure (IRDAR / PAC2), the targeted 

productions (PASADEM), market infrastructures (PASADEM but also 
IRDAR / PAC2 for the tracks) as well as the PPILDA and the PUSADER 

in the completion phase; 
Nigeria COSOP 2016-2021 IFAD will continue working in rural and peri-urban areas most affected 

by conflict and fragile ecology. Projects will focus on a smaller number 
of states where commitment to IFAD projects is high.  

Projects will continue to include strategies for gender equality and 

women's empowerment to support women's participation at all levels 
and in all spheres – public, private and community – and will scale up 

the GALS methodology and successes from VSCGs 

Three successful approaches will be scaled up: (i) CDD for planning at 
the local level; (i i) the enterprise incubator model; and (iii) rural financial 

inclusion. The pathway towards scaling up will integra te projects, KM 
and policy engagement 

 
Table B5 

Average values of efficiency indicators  

  Burkina Faso Chad Mali Mauritania Niger Nigeria 

Appraisal costs (USD mill ions) 71 604 250 

 

37 936 750 

 

82 552 640 

 

32 314 102 

 

50 720 599 

 

94 301 010 

 

Actual costs (USD mill ions)  20 603 772 71 923 445 17 909 247 24 245 775  

IFAD funding approved (USD 
mill ions) 

46 645 000 

 

28 749 250 

 

38 278 640 

 

16 003 120 

 

23 280 132 

 

69 431 446 

 

IFAD Disbursement rate (%) 56.9% 93.9% 98.2% 90.2% 97.0%  

Overall Disbursement rate (%) 39.2% 97.0% 79.9% 80.1% 89.8%  

Approval/ Entry into force lag 
(number of months) 

9.4 

 

5.7 

 

11.4 

 

6.2 

 

5.3 

 

16.3 

 

Approval/ First disbursement 
lag (number of months)  

16.0 

 

7.9 

 

18.5 

 

16.0 

 

8.5 

 

47.4 

 

Entry into force/ First 
disbursement lag (number of 
months)  

6.7 

 

2.2 

 

7.7 

 

9.7 

 

3.2 

 

31.1 

 

Appraisal Programme 
Management costs (%)

 
 

9.88% 

 

16.43% 

 

15.42% 

 

14.98% 

 

14.15% 

 

13.23% 

 

Actual Programme 
Management costs (%)

 
 

37.0% 

 

19.6% 

 

17.75% 

 

28.17% 

 

22.10% 

 

 

Estimated number of 
beneficiaries 

231 000 

 

366 833 

 

458 062 

 

134 000 

 

579 626 

 

336 660 

 

Actual number of beneficiaries  222 776 464 919 110 279 344 730 

 

 

Estimated cost per beneficiary 
(USD) 

138.8458 

 

127.8 

 

468.7 

 

262.9 

 

54.8 

 

1 400 

 

Actual cost per beneficiary 
(USD) 

651.0 

 

92.9 

 

532.9 

 

184.5 

 

74.9 
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  Burkina Faso Chad Mali Mauritania Niger Nigeria 

Estimated Internal Rate of 
Return (%) 

18.23% 

 

16.30% 

 

17.30% 

 

14.75% 

 

17.28% 

 

11.87% 

 

Actual Internal Rate of Return 
(%) 

9,78% 15.75% 20.65% 15.97% 

 

21.01% 

 

 

 

Box B1 

Example of social contract diagnostic as part of the World Bank’s Systematic Country Diagnostic for 

Mauritania 

The World Bank carried out a systematic country diagnostic (SCD) in 2017 for Mauritania to identify 

key constraints and priority interventions needed for the country to achieve the twin goals of the 

World Bank Group: i) ending extreme poverty and ii) improving shared prosperity among the 
poorest forty percent of the population (the bottom 40). The Bank used the findings and 

conclusions of the SCD to stimulate dialogue with the national authorities and relevant 
stakeholders.  

One of the areas covered by the SCD is fragility. It was found that the underlying fragility stresses 
associated with Mauritania’s delicate and complex social fabric and the environmental challenges 

of an encroaching coastline and an expanding desert risk undermining the development gains 

made to the time it was conducted. On environmental fragility, the SDC noted that in a na tion that 
depends so heavily on its natural resource endowments, the impact of environmental degradation 

and climate change on economic development and on the livelihoods of the poor could be 
catastrophic, as Mauritania is caught between an expanding desert and an eroding coastline.  

On social fragility, the SCD noted that social cohesion in Mauritania is precarious and risks derailing 

economic and social progress. The difficulties involved in cultivating a strong shared national 
identity are deeply rooted in ethno-racial divisions, sociopolitical tensions, historical grievances 

over discriminatory state practices, and the slow pace of integration of marginalized groups 

excluded from social and economic opportunity. The government addressed these challenges by 
undertaking concerted efforts to harness the richness of the country’s ethnic and cultural diversity 
and breaking away from the historical legacy of slavery and ethnic stratification.  

The SCD further noted that Mauritania has been a bulwark against regional instability, as it shares 

a long border with Algeria and Mali and suffered numerous attacks from Al-Qaeda in the Islamic 
Maghreb in 2005–2011, shutting down a small, but promising desert tourism industry. The 

continued rebellion in Mali has had many negative spillovers, including large numbers of refugees, 
trade disruptions, and illegal trafficking.  

Based on these and other analyses, and the Government’s own recognition of the importance of 

reinforcing national identity as a basis for building a stronger state-society relationship, the SCD 
concluded that the weak social contract represents a priority cross-cutting sustainability constraint 

to development in Mauritania. To strengthen the social contract the SCD presented solutions in 

the areas of national identity, protecting the vulnerable, and enhancing political inclusion. On 
protecting the vulnerable, it listed the following solutions 

– Explore options for positive discrimination in employment, and geographic targeting of public 
investment, and access to credit 

– Improve the targeting and consolidation of the Social Protection System 

– Strengthen the skills and youth agenda: develop a steady job creation plan for young workers; 
reinforce out of school programs; youth training programs 

– Improve access to justice amongst the most vulnerable including protection for women, 
slaves and former slaves and the landless. 

Source: “World Bank Group. 2017. Islamic Republic of Mauritania : Turning Challenges into Opportunities for Ending Poverty and 
Promoting Shared Prosperity. Systematic Country Diagnostic;. World Bank, Washington, DC. World Bank. 

https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/27997 License: CC BY 3.0 IGO.” 
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List of key persons met 

Government 

Directorate of Nutrition and Food Technology (DNTA) of Chad 

Abdelhakh Ahmat Saleh, Nutrition Focal Point in Guera 

Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation of Chad 

Batedjim Noudjalmabeye, Technical advisor of MoA Ministry 

Moussa Saleh, Direction M&E of Agricultural projects 

Ministry of Agriculture of Mali 

Yacouba Koné, Technical Advisor to the Rural Development Department  

Ministry of Rural Development of Mauritania 

Abdallahi Ould Babe, Director of Strategies, Cooperation and Monitoring and 
Evaluation 
Coulibaly Kodore, Head of the Rural Development Department at the Regional 
Delegation in Gorgol 
Harouna Sall, Head of the Rural Development Department at the Regional Delegation 

in Guidimakha 

Ministry of Economy and Industry of Mauritania 
Mohamed Salem Ould Nany, Director General for Finance, Public Investment and 

Economic Cooperation 

Ministry of Social Affairs for Children and the Family of Mauritania 

Gaitana Mint Mohamed, Regional Representative 

Burkina Faso 
Beclou Nagalo, OAC/ Head of Mission 

Chantal Sienou, Head of Agricultural Economy Unit  
Drissa Traore, Secretary General CRA Center Nord 
Hamidou Sawadogo, Land Commission 
Harouna Baya, OAC/ Head of Mission Assistant 
Hawa Ily, CRA-NORD / ARD 
Issa Kindo, Head of Planning Unit 

Joseph Ouedraogo, Land Commission 
Kouedregma Zongo, Neer-Tamba Project Coordinator 
Louba Dakio, CM/OAC/ NORD 
Moussa Ouedraogo, Head of Monitoring and Evaluation Unit  
Mrius Tamine, CM/OAC/ NORD 

Nonyeza Bonzi, CRA-BMH President 
Noufou Ouedraogo, Land Commission 
Orokia Sie, Rural Actors Reinforcement Officer 
Oumarou Kindo, CRA-NORD / SG 
Philippe Yonli, CRA-EST President 

Rasmane Oueadraogo, Land Commission 
Sié Salif Stephan Kambou, PAFPA Coordinator 
Simon Kabore, Environmental Monitoring Manager 
Théophile Hien, Dédougou Head of Antenna  

Tidiane Ongoiba, DPAAHM/UAT/BOGOYA 

Chad 
Abakar Hamit Mouctar, Chief of branch for PARSAT/RePER  
Abdoulaye Mahamoud Labit, Coordinator of PADER-G, PARSAT and RePER  

Adoum Defallah, TGR du PARSAT/RePER à Dababa 
Ali Gamane Kaffine, Chief of branch for PARSAT/RePER  
Allamine Ahmat Gamane, Supervisor for PARSAT 
Allassira Dieu Benit, Manager of water collection infrastructures  
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Beultoingar Lina, Manager of gender and targeting for PARSAT  
Brahim Taha, Coordinator for PROHYPA  
Datoloum Kilareaou, Manager of chain and agrobusiness for RePER  

Djedion Mbaihakambei Roland, Manager of agropastoral production systems for 
RePER  
Foulnou Solkissam, Manager of climate change and environment for PARSAT  
Gabpode Souapede Aristide, Manager of capacity building of FOs for PARSAT  
Gnebe Djiri Daniel, TGR du PARSAT/RePER  

Hamid Kiram, Manager in charge of production for PARSAT  
Khamis Youssouf, Manager of M&E for PARSAT 
Kodanbe Wadjonre, Weather station Observer  
Mahamat Saker Abderamane, Chief of branch for PARSAT/RePER  
Mahamoud Abdoulaye, Coordinator of PARSAT  
Masrabaye Bertrand, ASE of PARSAT/RePER  

Ouagah Djimet, ASE of PARSAT/RePER  

Sarhane Haroun Oppi, Business Advisor for PARSAT 

Mali 
Daouda Diallo, Former Coordinator of ASAP 
Draman Sidibé, Coordinator for INCLUSIF 
Ismail Dandara, Supervisor of M&E for INCLUSIF 
Issa Guindo, General Coordinator of INCLUSIF 

Lamine Diassana, Coordinator of FIER 
Mamadou Tamboura, Finance specialist of INCLUSIF 
Mamadou Traoré, Knowledge Management and Communication Expert of PMR 

Moussa Camara, Former Coordinator of PAPAM 

Mauritania  
Abdallahi Salem, Veterinarian and Head of the PRODEFI branch in Kaédi 
Abdelkader Ould Mohamed Saleck, Coordinator of PRODEFI 
Abdelkader Saleck, Coordinator for PRODEFI  

Abdelwehab Ould Sidine, Local Development Officer  
Ahmed ould Amar, Coordinator for PROGRES 
Ahmed Ould Amar, Coordinator of PROGRES and Former Coordinator PASK 2 
Ahmedou Ould Tlamid, PEPDO Coordinator in Tijigja and Former PDDO Collaborator 
Bamanthia Tandia, Head of the Prodefi Assaba and Hodhs branch  

Dah Ould Arouata, M&E officer and Representative of the PRODEFI regional office  
Ella Ould Abdeljelil, President of an AGPO in Tidjikja (Tagant) 
Mariam Diarra, Acting Regional Agricultural Delegate for Assaba 
Mister Gandega, Mayor of Diadjbeni in the Gorgol 
Mohamed Mbeirick, President of the management committee of the Boudami pastoral 
area 

Mohamed Ould Abdallahi, Technical Advisor and Former Coordinator of ProlPRAF 
Mohamed Ould Teyah, Regional Councillor in Tagant and Former Mayor of Tichitt 
(Tagant) 
Mohamed Yahya Ould Moussa, Agricultural engineer for FADES and pepdo 
Mohamedou Ould Mohamed Laghdaf, Coordinator of PEPDO and Former Coordinator 

of PDDO  
Mouhamed Ould Oumar, Secretary General of the UGAGPO of Assaba 
Oumar Niasse, Coordinator of the Ecodev NGO in Kaédi (Gorgol) 
Sidi Mohamed Ely Tayeb, Agricultural engineer, PRODEFI technical assistant and 

market garden sector Expert 

Niger 
Abdoulaye Soumaila, Regional Coordinator for ProDAF-MTZ-PRECIS  
Abdourahamane Mahamadou, Assistant in structural and productive planning of 

ProDAF 
Bodé Marou, Regional Coordinator for ProDAF-MTZ-PRECIS  
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Boubacar Altine, Coordinator for CENRAT and ProDAF 
Coulidiati Zara Inoussa, ALF/SNURGP PRODAF 
Harouna Traoré, Regional Coordinator of PASADEM 

Hassane Issa, Regional Coordinator for PRECIS  
Kimé Moustaphe, Coordinator for ProDAF  
Mahamadou Harouna Traoré, Regional Coodinator for ProDAF-MTZ-PRECIS  
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