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Vue d’ensemble

1. Généralités. Le présent document correspond a la 13° édition du Rapport annuel
sur les résultats et I'impact des opérations du FIDA, qui est élaboré chaque année
par I0E depuis 2003. Le FIDA fait partie des trés rares organisations multilatérales
ou bilatérales de développement qui produisent annuellement un rapport de ce
type, ce qui témoigne de la détermination du Fonds a promouvoir la transparence,
la responsabilisation et I'apprentissage a I'appui d’'une meilleure performance
institutionnelle et opérationnelle.

2. Objectifs. Le RARI a deux grands objectifs: i) présenter une synthéese des
résultats des opérations du FIDA fondée sur une méthodologie d’évaluation
commune; et ii) mettre en relief les problémes, enseignements et défis
systémiques et intersectoriels dont le FIDA et les pays bénéficiaires doivent se
préoccuper pour renforcer I'efficacité des opérations de développement financées
par le Fonds. De plus, comme convenu avec le Conseil d’administration I'année
derniére, le RARI 2015 comprend un chapitre spécial consacré a la durabilité des
avantages, qui est le theme d’apprentissage retenu dans I’édition de cette année.

3. Contexte du RARI 2015: la période couverte par la neuviéeme
reconstitution des ressources du FIDA (FIDA9). Le RARI 2015 est le dernier
rapport annuel de ce type produit pendant la période couverte par FIDA9
(2013-2015), dans la mesure ou les évaluations d’opérations qu’il analyse ont été
conduites en 2014. A ce titre, il donne aussi un apercu des progrés accomplis
jusqu’ici au regard de certaines priorités de la période FIDA9, convenues par la
direction et les Etats membres du FIDA. De plus, ce document comporte une partie
sur les problemes de portée générale et les enseignements qui ressortent d’'un
examen des anciens RARI, afin de mettre en évidence les principaux domaines
dont il faudra se préoccuper pendant la période FIDA10 (2016-2018).

4. Il convient de préciser que le présent RARI ne peut pas rendre compte de maniéere
exhaustive des résultats obtenus pendant I’ensemble de la période FIDA9 parce
que les évaluations d’opérations achevées en 2015 sont actuellement au dernier
stade de leur préparation. Par conséquent, une évaluation compléte de la
performance opérationnelle du FIDA pendant toute la période FIDA9 figurera dans
I’édition 2016 du rapport.

5. Base de données sur I’évaluation indépendante et source d’informations
du RARI. La base de données sur I’évaluation indépendante, qui contient les notes
attribuées a I'issue des 287 évaluations indépendantes réalisées par I10E depuis
2002, est librement accessible. On y trouve les notes successives des projets qui
ont été évalués plus d’'une fois par IOE au fil des ans. Seules les notes les plus
récentes d’un projet évalué par IOE sont utilisées pour élaborer le RARI. En
conséquence, le RARI 2015 s’appuie sur une base de données relatives a
241 évaluations de projets réalisées par I0OE depuis 2002, ce qui représente un
volume de prét total de 4 milliards d’USD, soit 25% des fonds que le FIDA a prétés
en faveur de projets et de programmes depuis 1978.

6. Valeur et age du portefeuille. Les 241 évaluations tiennent compte des notes
attribuées dans les 35 évaluations de projets individuels conduites en 2014. Le
montant total des préts accordés aux 35 projets évalués s’éléve a 600 millions
d’'USD, un montant qui peut étre comparé aux 714 millions d’'USD engagés par le
FIDA dans de nouveaux préts et dons I'année derniére.

7. Sur les 35 nouveaux projets évalués qui sont traités dans le RARI 2015, sept ont
été approuvés entre 1997 et 2001, 20 entre 2002 et 2005, et huit entre 2006 et
2009. Aucun de ces projets n’est encore en cours d’exécution: 20 ont été cléturés
entre 2009 et 2012, et 15 entre 2013 et 2015. La durée moyenne des projets était
de 8,9 ans, et huit projets avaient une période d’exécution supérieure a dix ans.
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C’est pourquoi, bien que ces projets aient été concus il y a au moins dix ans, un
grand nombre d’entre eux étaient encore en cours d’exécution récemment.

Nouveautés. Cette année, le RARI comporte plusieurs nouveautés. Premiérement,
il donne des explications plus détaillées sur la série de données utilisée pour son
élaboration. C’est ainsi qu’il rend compte avec transparence du nombre de notes
disponibles utilisées pour évaluer la performance du programme de pays au-dela
du niveau des projets.

Deuxiémement, outre une description des résultats en termes de proportion de
projets ayant obtenu la note "plutdt satisfaisant" ou une meilleure note, le RARI
2015 présente une analyse statistique plus approfondie des notes disponibles. Par
ailleurs, le RARI 2015 fait état des résultats d’'une comparaison "entre pairs" des
notes assignées a un méme échantillon de projets achevés pendant la période
2007-2013, d’'une part, dans les validations de rapports d’achévement de projet
(VRAP) et les évaluations de la performance de projet (EVPP) réalisées par IOE et,
d'autre part, dans les rapports d’achévement de projet (RAP) établis par la
direction. Une partie spéciale traite des points forts et des faiblesses des RAP.

Méthodologie. Les notes des évaluations de projet réalisées par I0E sont
présentées sous la forme de deux séries de données: i) toutes les données
d’évaluation; et ii) les données des VRAP/EVPP seulement. La premiére série
correspond aux notes des projets tirées de tous les rapports d’évaluation établis
depuis 2002; la seconde contient seulement les données provenant des VRAP, des
EVPP et des évaluations d'impact. Jusqu’a maintenant, IOE a mené a bien

102 VRAP/EVPP, qui constituent une base solide pour analyser la performance des
opérations du FIDA. Cette année, le RARI porte donc davantage sur la série de
données relatives aux VRAP/EVPP, dans la mesure ou I’échantillon est plus
substantiel et n’est pas biaisé par un quelconque critéere de sélection. Dans les
deux séries de données, les notations sont présentées en fonction de I'année
d’achévement du projet.

Comme indiqué plus haut, les principales tendances en matiére de performance
sont expliquées dans le cadre d’'une analyse de la proportion de projets ayant
obtenu la note "plutdt satisfaisant” ou une meilleure note. Cependant, cette
analyse ne fournit pas d’indication directe quant a savoir si la performance est
effectivement voisine ou éloignée d’'une notation donnée. C’est pourquoi le RARI
2015 présente aussi une analyse de la note moyenne et de la note médiane
relatives a certains critéres d’évaluation, ainsi que les mesures les plus
couramment utilisées de la dispersion d’'une distribution, a savoir I'écart type et
I'intervalle interquartile.

Performance des projets. Les opérations du FIDA ont des incidences positives
sur la pauvreté rurale: cet impact est jugé au minimum plutét satisfaisant dans
87% des projets évalués pendant la période 2011-2013, contre 80% pendant la
période 2007-2009. S’agissant du résultat global du projet, les notes sont
également honorables, puisque ce critere est jugé au minimum plutdt satisfaisant
dans 80% des projets pendant la période 2011-2013. Plus spécifiguement, le

RARI 2015 met en lumiére la place prépondérante accordée au renforcement du
capital humain et social, a 'autonomisation et a la parité hommes-femmes, qui
correspondent conjointement aux fondements de I'approche du FIDA en matiére de
développement.

Les incidences des opérations du FIDA s’agissant de I'amélioration des revenus et
des avoirs des ménages ruraux pauvres sont également positives: 87% des projets
ont obtenu la note "plutdt satisfaisant” ou une meilleure note pendant la

période 2011-2013 et, parmi ces projets, 48% ont été jugés satisfaisants. De plus,
le FIDA est performant dans les domaines essentiels de son mandat, a savoir la
productivité agricole et la sécurité alimentaire, puisque les données relatives a
2011-2013 montrent que la proportion de projets ayant obtenu la note
“Satisfaisant” dans ces domaines (43%) est la plus élevée depuis 2007-2009.
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En matiere de renforcement des institutions et des politiques et d’influence sur
celles-ci, le pourcentage de projets jugés au minimum plutdt satisfaisants a
augmenté, passant de 69% en 2008-2010 a 82% en 2011-2013. Cependant, 48%
des projets achevés en 2011-2013 ne sont encore que plutdt satisfaisants.

Comme le laissait prévoir I’édition du RARI de 'année derniére, la performance du
FIDA dans son réle de partenaire est bonne, 82% des projets ayant obtenu la note
"plutbt satisfaisant” ou une meilleure note. Les principaux facteurs de la bonne
performance du FIDA sont la supervision directe et I'appui a I'exécution, et le fait
que le Fonds ait poursuivi le processus de décentralisation et expérimenté de
nouveaux modeéles de bureaux de pays. Ce processus a aidé le FIDA a se
rapprocher du terrain en fournissant aux opérations un appui plus important et plus
rapide, et a renforcer la communication et le dialogue avec les principaux acteurs
du secteur de I'agriculture. Au demeurant, une analyse de corrélation conduite
cette année dans le cadre du RARI montre que la performance des projets relative
a un certain nombre de criteres d’évaluation — résultat global du projet, innovation
et reproduction a plus grande échelle, parité hommes-femmes et efficience — est
plus satisfaisante dans les pays dotés de bureaux de pays que dans les pays qui
n’en ont pas.

Cependant, le processus de décentralisation du FIDA se heurte a diverses
difficultés: nécessité de mettre a la disposition des bureaux de pays les
infrastructures nécessaires, délocalisation des chargés de programme de pays
(CPP) et allocation de ressources permettant a ces derniers de remplir les divers
types de taches qui leur sont assignées. Ces problemes et d’autres qui leur sont
apparentés — par exemple la dimension financiére des bureaux de pays et leurs
implications sur les activités hors préts du FIDA (concertation sur les politiques,
gestion des savoirs et renforcement des partenariats) — seront analysés d’'une
maniére plus approfondie dans I’évaluation au niveau de I'institution de la
décentralisation au FIDA, qu’lOE prévoit de conduire I'année prochaine.

A titre de repére, le RARI fait valoir que la performance des projets du FIDA dans
toutes les régions demeure comparable a celle du portefeuille de la Banque
mondiale dans le secteur agricole, avec 75% des opérations jugées au minimum
plutét satisfaisantes. Les projets du FIDA affichent une meilleure performance que
celle des opérations de la Banque asiatique de développement et de la Banque
africaine de développement dans le secteur agricole. Cependant, les comparaisons
sont délicates compte tenu des différences inhérentes qui existent entre les
organisations, notamment en termes de secteurs couverts et de taille, et il convient
donc que l'interprétation des résultats en tienne compte.

En résumé, le graphique 1 ci-aprés montre les tendances depuis 2007 des
performances relatives a cinq grands critéres d’évaluation: performance du projet,
résultat global du projet, impact sur la pauvreté rurale et performance du FIDA et
du gouvernement concerné, dans leurs réles de partenaires.
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Graphique 1
Vue d’ensemble des principaux critéres d’évaluation
Pourcentage de projets jugés au minimum plutét satisfaisants (données des VRAP/EVPP)
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Le graphique montre un fléchissement de la performance dans les projets achevés
en 2009-2011, et une progression réguliere des tendances depuis lors. Ce
fléchissement mérite une analyse plus approfondie, mais peut s’expliquer en partie
par deux facteurs. Premierement, un certain nombre des projets évalués achevés
en 2009-2011 étaient exécutés dans des Etats fragiles. Deuxiémement, ce recul
peut aussi résulter de l'introduction au FIDA, en 2008, du premier Manuel de
I’évaluation complet, qui a été utilisé pour évaluer les projets a compter de 2009.

Il n'en demeure pas moins qu’un certain nombre de points préoccupants doivent
étre suivis avec attention. Premiérement, un grand nombre de projets affichent
une performance plutdt satisfaisante en ce qui concerne la vaste majorité des
critéres d’évaluation notés par IOE, mais seul un petit nombre de projets
décrochent la note "satisfaisant" ou "tres satisfaisant”. Il est donc possible de
"placer la barre de la performance plus haut", en passant du niveau "plutét
satisfaisant” au niveau "satisfaisant"”, voire "trés satisfaisant".

Un certain nombre de domaines peuvent donner lieu a des améliorations plus
marquées, notamment I'efficience opérationnelle du FIDA, la durabilité des
avantages, la gestion de I’environnement et des ressources naturelles et le
suivi-évaluation (S&E). La note moyenne attribuée a I'efficience est égale a 3,6,
soit moins que le niveau "plutdt satisfaisant”. Plusieurs facteurs entravent
I'efficience, en particulier les dépassements de période d’exécution, le colt élevé de
la gestion des projets et, dans certains cas, le co(t important par bénéficiaire.

Avec une note moyenne de 3,7, la durabilité des avantages est le deuxiéme critére
d’évaluation le moins performant. Les facteurs sapant la durabilité sont notamment
une évaluation et une gestion des risques peu satisfaisantes, une analyse
financiére et économique insuffisante et I'absence de stratégie de retrait. Conscient
qu’il faut améliorer la durabilité des avantages, le FIDA a récemment élaboré un

Vi
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cadre opérationnel pour la reproduction a plus grande échelle, en tant que mesure
visant a corriger ce probléme.

L’amélioration de la performance en matiére de gestion des ressources naturelles
et de I'’environnement est manifeste, étant donné que 70% des projets ont obtenu
la note “Plutét satisfaisant” ou une meilleure note dans ce domaine d’'impact en
2011-2013. Cependant, seule une faible proportion d’entre eux (14%) ont été
jugeés satisfaisants, et 2% seulement trés satisfaisants. Les points auxquels il
convient de s’intéresser plus particulierement sont les suivants: i) les évaluations
d’'impact environnemental doivent étre plus systématiques, par exemple quand les
projets portent sur la construction d’infrastructures rurales (petits barrages,
irrigation, routes rurales, etc.); et ii) il faut renforcer les partenariats avec une
gamme plus large d’institutions s’occupant de la gestion des ressources naturelles
et de I'environnement dans les pays partenaires. Les problémes associés au S&E
seront examinés plus loin dans le présent résumé.

Les résultats ci-dessus sont largement confirmés par I'analyse comparative des
notes attribuées par I0OE et de celles attribuées par le Département gestion des
programmes (PMD) a un échantillon de 97 projets achevés pendant la période
2007-2013. Bien que, en moyenne, tous les critéres aient été notés plus
généreusement dans les RAP que dans les VRAP/EVPP, les différences n’étaient pas
énormes. La divergence la plus marquée concerne I’estimation de la pertinence, les
notes de PMD tendant, en moyenne, a étre supérieures de 0,44 point a celles
d’IOE. Il en va de méme pour le niveau de notation relatif a la pertinence, qui est
satisfaisant (5) selon les notes attribuées par PMD et plutdt satisfaisant (4) selon
les notes attribuées par IOE. Un autre décalage a signaler concerne lI'innovation et
la reproduction a plus grande échelle, un domaine dans lequel les notes de PMD
sont en moyenne supérieures de 0,29 point a celles d'IOE. De plus, le niveau de
notation fondé sur les notes de PMD est satisfaisant (5), alors qu’il est plutot
satisfaisant (4) si I'on se fonde sur les notes attribuées par IOE.

Il est possible de combler I’écart entre les notations d’lOE et celles de PMD en
continuant a progresser, et notamment en veillant & mieux harmoniser les
méthodes d’évaluation d’IOE et de PMD, et en renforcant la qualité des RAP et leur
processus d’élaboration. La publication de la deuxieme édition du Manuel de
I’évaluation en 2016, et le nouvel accord d’harmonisation entre le systéme
d’évaluation indépendante et le systeme d’autoévaluation contribueront a atténuer
le décalage entre les résultats présentés par IOE et les résultats présentés par la
direction du FIDA.

Performance des pays. Les évaluations de programme de pays mesurent non
seulement la performance des projets, mais aussi les résultats des activités hors
préts et la performance des stratégies de pays du FIDA. De plus en plus, les
activités hors préts sont reconnues comme étant des instruments essentiels des
programmes de pays du FIDA, s’agissant de promouvoir les transformations
institutionnelles et politiques et d’élargir I'impact des opérations du FIDA. Le
graphique 2 ci-aprés présente un résumé de la performance des activités hors
préts. Il montre que, malgré les progrés accomplis depuis la période 2006-2008, la
performance semble avoir stagné au cours des cing derniéres années, un point qui
sera examiné un peu plus loin.

vii
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Graphique 2
Performance des activités hors préts pendant la période 2006-2014
Pourcentage de projets jugés au minimum plutét satisfaisants, par critére
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Les stratégies de pays décrivent normalement les objectifs et les domaines
prioritaires de la concertation sur les politiques au niveau national. Cependant, il
ressort des évaluations que le FIDA rencontre des difficultés dans ce domaine, liées
notamment a I'établissement de programmes trop ambitieux en la matiére, qui
sont difficiles a traduire en plans opérationnels, compte tenu de facteurs tels que
les ressources limitées dont disposent les CPP et les multiples responsabilités dont
ils ont la charge. Un autre aspect influant sur la performance relative a ce critére
est le fait que les efforts sont essentiellement centrés sur les projets
d’'investissement et les questions opérationnelles, tandis que la possibilité de
valoriser dans la concertation sur les politiques la riche expérience de projets dont
dispose le Fonds est un peu négligée.

La performance dans le domaine de la gestion des savoirs a progressé puisqu’en
2006-2008 14% des programmes de pays évalués étaient jugés au minimum
plutét satisfaisants, alors gu’ils sont 67% en 2012-2014. Les facteurs essentiels de
cette amélioration sont I'adoption d’'une stratégie institutionnelle de gestion des
savoirs en 2007, I'inclusion de la gestion des savoirs parmi les objectifs dans
certains programmes de pays et le recours aux dons pour financer cette activité.

Cependant, les évaluations des programmes de pays au Bangladesh et en
République-Unie de Tanzanie ont mis en évidence un certain nombre de difficultés
liées a la gestion des savoirs. Premieérement, les connaissances acquises pendant
I’'exécution des projets n’étaient pas systématiquement enregistrées et largement
diffusées. Deuxiemement, les systemes de S&E n’accordaient pas une place
suffisante a I'évaluation et a 'apprentissage, et s’attachaient principalement a
suivre les réalisations au niveau des produits. Troisiemement, peu d’éléments
tendaient a prouver que la documentation de I'expérience tirée des activités
financées au titre de dons, dont un grand nombre portaient sur la mise au point de
technologies innovantes favorisant I'agriculture paysanne et I'acceés des petits
exploitants au marché, faisait I'objet de toute I'attention voulue. Enfin, il convient
de s’attacher davantage a apprendre des échecs, qui peuvent étre aussi instructifs
que les réussites, s’agissant d’améliorer I'efficacité du développement.

Sur les programmes de pays évalués pendant la période 2012-2014, 77% ont été
jugés au minimum plutét satisfaisants dans le domaine du renforcement des
partenariats, contre 58% pendant la période 2006-2008. Les approches
participatives et ascendantes de la transformation rurale adoptées par le FIDA
étaient appréciées, de méme que le travail mené avec la société civile et les

viii
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organisations non gouvernementales, notamment les activités de formation et la
constitution de groupements. Cependant, il faut redoubler d’efforts pour renforcer
la coopération au niveau du pays avec les institutions nationales s’occupant
d’'agriculture et de développement rural et avec les organisations multilatérales et
bilatérales de développement, en particulier celles qui ont leur siege a Rome. La
coopération avec les organisations ayant leur siege a Rome est bonne: par
exemple, I'Organisation des Nations Unies pour I'alimentation et I'agriculture (FAO)
accueille les bureaux de pays du FIDA dans de nombreux pays, mais la coopération
sur des aspects programmatiques (par exemple la coopération Sud-Sud et la
coopération triangulaire) dans les pays partenaires est moins développée.

Du point de vue de la performance des stratégies de pays — c’est-a-dire les
programmes d’options stratégiques pour le pays (COSOP) —, IOE a estimé que 87%
des stratégies du FIDA qu’il avait évaluées étaient au minimum plutot
satisfaisantes s’agissant de la pertinence, mais il n’en a jugé aucune tres
satisfaisante, et, dans les évaluations de programme de pays (EPP), I'efficacité des
COSOP était au minimum plutét satisfaisante dans 74% des rapports, plutdt
insuffisante dans 26% des cas et aucun COSOP n’était jugé trées satisfaisant.

Deux points liés a I'efficacité des COSOP méritent réflexion. Premierement, les
COSOP rendent compte de I'allocation dévolue aux projets d’investissement et aux
dons de pays dans le cadre du Systéeme d’allocation fondé sur la performance
(SAFP), mais ne donnent pas une estimation des co(ts a prévoir pour la gestion
générale du programme de pays ou pour atteindre les objectifs fixés en ce qui
concerne les activités hors préts. Il est clair que celles-ci sont pourtant
intrinséquement liées aux opérations d’'investissement du FIDA, et les évaluations
mettent en évidence la fagon dont les limites de ressources et de temps
compromettent les résultats des activités hors préts, en particulier au niveau
national (au-dela des sphéres des projets et des programmes individuels).

Deuxiémement, les évaluations permettent de constater qu’il est possible de
renforcer encore les synergies entre les activités de préts et les activités hors
préts, notamment la coopération Sud-Sud et la coopération triangulaire. Cette
synergie contribuerait a faire en sorte que toutes les activités appuyées par le FIDA
se renforcent mutuellement et concourent a la réalisation des objectifs du
programme de pays. De plus, les COSOP indiquent rarement la période gu’ils
couvrent, si bien que, dans de nombreux cas, la méme stratégie a orienté les
opérations du FIDA pendant plus d’'une décennie.

Questions récurrentes pendant la période couverte par FIDA9. Le RARI
2015 met en lumiére trois domaines dans lesquels des questions récurrentes se
sont posées pendant la période FIDA9: le S&E, les activités hors préts et la
performance du gouvernement dans son réle de partenaire.

Ces dernieres années, le FIDA a concentré ses efforts sur le renforcement de sa
culture d’amélioration des résultats et sur le renforcement des boucles
d’apprentissage, notamment en conduisant des évaluations d’impact rigoureuses
de ses opérations et en s’efforcant de perfectionner ses instruments internes de
suivi et de notification de la performance institutionnelle. Cependant, une
dimension essentielle des initiatives du FIDA relatives a I’évaluation des résultats
repose sur le S&E au niveau du projet et au niveau du pays, qui demeure
problématique. Ce domaine constitue une source de préoccupations pour le FIDA
comme pour d’autres partenaires du développement, depuis un grand nombre
d’années. Outre les problémes évoqués ci-dessus, les évaluations ont permis de
recenser plusieurs facteurs limitants dans les activités générales de S&E, par
exemple les enquétes de référence faibles ou, fréquemment, non disponibles ou
réalisées tardivement dans le cycle de vie du projet, et donc peu utiles. Les cadres
logiques ne comportent pas toujours des indicateurs faciles a suivre et a mesurer.
En particulier, il convient de veiller plus systématiquement a collecter des données
ventilées par sexe et des données sur les incidences nutritionnelles afin de mieux
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discerner la contribution des opérations du FIDA a la sécurité alimentaire et a
I'amélioration des moyens d’existence dans les zones rurales.

Le cadre de mesures incitatives a I'appui d’activités de S&E efficaces et efficientes,
a la fois au sein du FIDA et au niveau du pays, mérite de mobiliser I'attention. Les
budgets alloués aux activités de S&E ne sont pas toujours intégrés d’une maniére
transparente dans les tableaux des codts des projets. De méme, la supervision et
les activités d’appui a I’exécution ne traitent pas systématiquement les problémes
rencontrés dans ce domaine. Des systémes de S&E performants constituent des
éléments essentiels du systeme de mesure des résultats au FIDA et revétent une
importance critique s’agissant de promouvoir la responsabilisation et
I'apprentissage, notamment pour I’élaboration des RAP, dont la qualité est
actuellement variable. Jusqu’a aujourd’hui, le S&E des activités hors préts n'a pas
recu une attention suffisante.

L’édition actuelle et les éditions antérieures du RARI signalent toutes une
amélioration de la performance des activités hors préts, mais celles-ci restent dans
I'ensemble plutdt satisfaisantes (voir le graphique 2). Parallélement, les rapports
indiquent les domaines dans lesquels il serait intéressant d’intervenir pour stimuler
la performance de ces activités: avantages liés a la délocalisation des CPP,
nécessité de définir des objectifs réalistes associés a des allocations financiéres
suffisantes, importance revétue par le fait de rattacher plus étroitement les
activités hors préts au portefeuille d’'investissements du FIDA afin de mieux
intégrer toutes les activités dans les programmes de pays, et nécessité de
renforcer les partenariats au niveau du pays.

La performance du gouvernement dans son rble de partenaire fait partie des
principaux facteurs de réussite des projets financés par le FIDA. Ce point est
particulierement important dans le contexte du FIDA, parce que la principale
responsabilité de I'exécution des projets et des programmes financés par le FIDA
incombe aux gouvernements. La note moyenne attribuée a la performance du
gouvernement dans son réle de partenaire pendant la période 2012-2014 est égale
a 4,1 (une note légérement supérieure a celle qui correspond au niveau plutbt
satisfaisant), mais les précédents RARI ont mis en lumiére plusieurs facteurs
compromettant la performance du gouvernement, notamment la faiblesse des
institutions, en particulier a la base et dans les situations de fragilité; la rotation
fréquente du personnel chargé de la gestion des projets; et la connaissance
insuffisante et le manque de clarté des processus de passation de marchés et de
gestion financiére du FIDA. Il ressort des évaluations de 2015 qui servent de base
au présent RARI que ces problémes continuent a limiter la performance du
gouvernement dans son rble de partenaire et suscitent des préoccupations en ce
qui concerne les aspects fiduciaires, notamment s’agissant de la ponctualité et la
qualité incertaines des rapports de vérification des comptes et la faiblesse de la
gestion financiere.

Conclusions. Globalement, les opérations du FIDA sont satisfaisantes et
contribuent notablement a une transformation rurale durable qui ne laisse
personne au bord du chemin. Le Fonds joue un réle important dans I'architecture
de l'aide au développement, car il donne aux Etats membres en développement
des moyens de lutter contre les problémes chroniques liés a la pauvreté rurale, la
faim et la malnutrition. Cependant, le FIDA devra veiller a consolider les nombreux
bouleversements introduits ces cing a sept derniéres années, s'il veut placer la
barre de la performance plus haut, et passer ainsi du niveau plutot satisfaisant au
niveau satisfaisant, voire trés satisfaisant. Cette démarche renforcera aussi son
ambitieux programme de reproduction a plus grande échelle, visant a amplifier
I'impact sur la pauvreté.

Recommandations. Les recommandations adressées a la direction du FIDA dans
le RARI 2015 sont les suivantes:
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Durabilité. Le rapport du Président sur chaque nouvelle opération, qui est
soumis au Conseil d’administration pour approbation, doit comporter une partie
décrivant succinctement les mesures spécifiques qui seront prises pour garantir
la durabilité des avantages apres la cléture du projet. En particulier, le FIDA doit
élaborer, en collaboration avec le gouvernement concerné, une stratégie de
retrait pour chaque projet bien avant I'achévement de celui-ci, en tenant compte
des investissements et des activités hors préts du FIDA dans le pays, soit en
cours, soit planifiés. La stratégie de retrait doit définir en toute transparence la
répartition des rbles et des responsabilités entre le gouvernement, le FIDA, les
organisations a assise communautaire et les autres parties prenantes, s’agissant
des activités aprés projet. Les stratégies de retrait indiqueront aussi de quelle
facon le cadre opérationnel pour la reproduction a plus grande échelle,
récemment élaboré, sera mis en ceuvre afin de promouvoir la durabilité, et
préciseront toute dépense de fonctionnement, et les sources de financement
correspondantes, permettant de garantir la poursuite des services a lI'intention
des bénéficiaires du projet. La responsabilité conjointe du FIDA et du
gouvernement relative a I'’élaboration des stratégies de retrait doit clairement
apparaitre dans une nouvelle section spéciale a ce sujet, insérée dans tous les
accords de financement.

Suivi-évaluation. Tous les tableaux des coQts de projet doivent comprendre
une ligne budgétaire bien distincte spécifiguement consacrée aux activités de
S&E, celles-ci ne devant pas étre intégrées dans d’autres postes budgétaires. On
réduira ainsi le risque de voir des fonds alloués au S&E étre dépensés a d’autres
fins opérationnelles. Il faut conduire les enquétes de référence a I'étape de la
conception ou dans un délai maximal de 12 mois aprés la date de déclaration de
I’entrée en vigueur des opérations du FIDA. Il convient de veiller d'une maniére
plus systématique a affiner les indicateurs en général et a recueillir des données
sur les incidences nutritionnelles et des données ventilées par sexe. Tous les
cadres de mesure des résultats du COSOP doivent comprendre des indicateurs
et des cibles spécifiques et mesurables relatifs aux activités hors préts, en vue
de leur analyse et de leur notification lors des examens annuels, a mi-parcours
et d’achévement du COSOP. Enfin et surtout, le FIDA doit mettre en place des
mesures incitatives et des dispositifs de responsabilisation a I'intention du
personnel, afin que celui-ci accorde toute I'attention voulue aux activités de S&E
en général.

Stratégies de pays du FIDA. Toutes les nouvelles stratégies de pays doivent
étre assorties d’objectifs réalistes et réalisables, fondés sur I'avantage
comparatif du FIDA, son expérience antérieure et ses spécialités, dans un pays
donné. Il faut aussi que les COSOP indiquent plus clairement la période visée
par la stratégie de pays et la fagcon dont les activités de préts et les activités
hors préts se renforcent mutuellement et contribuent collectivement a la
réalisation des objectifs du COSOP. A cet effet, il conviendra de mieux calculer
dans les COSOP les estimations des colts (s’agissant a la fois du programme et
des ressources administratives) permettant d’atteindre les objectifs fixés. Enfin,
étant entendu que les incidences financiéres sont prises en compte, la conduite
systématique d’examens d’achévement de COSOP contribuerait a renforcer le
cadre de responsabilisation du FIDA et son aptitude a générer des
enseignements utiles aux futures stratégies de pays et aux interventions de
développement.

Théme d’apprentissage du RARI 2016. Le Conseil d’administration est invité
a adopter la recommandation qui demande a IOE de considérer la gestion des
savoirs comme théme d’apprentissage unique du RARI pour 2016, I'accent étant
mis sur la facon dont les opérations peuvent apprendre a améliorer la
performance.

Xi
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Introduction

Background

The Annual Report on Results and Impact of IFAD Operations (ARRI) is the flagship
report of the Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE). In line with the
requirements of the IFAD Evaluation Policy,! I0E has prepared this report on an
annual basis since 2003, making this the thirteenth edition of the ARRI.

When the ARRI was first produced, IFAD was one of the very first development
organizations to produce a report of this type. In fact, the Fund remains one of the
very few multilateral and bilateral organizations to produce an annual evaluation
similar to the ARRI.? The production of the ARRI is a reflection of IFAD’s continued
commitment towards strengthening accountability and transparency in reporting on
results, as well as learning for better impact on the ground.

Objectives, methodology and audience. The ARRI consolidates and summarizes
the results and impact of IFAD-funded operations on the basis of independent
evaluations conducted in the previous year.® The ARRI has two main objectives:

(i) present a synthesis of the performance of IFAD-supported operations based on
a common evaluation methodology; and (ii) highlight systemic and cross-cutting
issues, lessons and challenges that IFAD and recipient countries need to address to
enhance the development effectiveness of IFAD-funded operations.

The methodology used for conducting independent evaluations is documented in
the IFAD Evaluation Manual (2009).* A second edition of the manual has been
prepared in 2015 and will be implemented in January 2016 — forming the basis for
all evaluations undertaken from 2016 onwards. The revised manual will affect the
ARRI starting in 2017, as the 2016 ARRI will be based on evaluations performed in
2015 that follow the 2009 Evaluation Manual. Any implications of the second
edition of the manual to the ARRI will be clearly outlined in the document’s future
editions.

The primary audiences of the ARRI are IFAD Management, staff and consultants,
and the Fund’s Evaluation Committee and Executive Board. However, the report is
also of interest to recipient countries and the wider development community at
large, including the United Nations Evaluation Group, the Evaluation Cooperation
Group of the Multilateral Development Banks, and the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development/Development Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC)
Network on Development Evaluation.

Comments on the 2014 ARRI. Specific efforts were made by IOE in the
preparation of the 2015 ARRI to carefully address the main comments of IFAD
Management, the Evaluation Committee and the Executive Board on last year’s
edition of the ARRI. In particular, the suggestions contained in the Management
Response on the 2014 ARRI have been addressed herewith, as appropriate.

Management asked IOE to update in a more timely manner the ARRI ratings
database. In the past, IOE used to update the database in January with ratings
that were used to construct the previous year’s ARRI. To address this suggestion,
IOE updated the ARRI database in July 2015, with all ratings that have informed

! See http://www.ifad.org/gbdocs/eb/102/e/EB-2011-102-R-7-Rev-1.pdf.

2 The Independent Evaluation Department of the Asian Development Bank and the Independent Evaluation Group of
the World Bank also produce annual reports similar to the ARRI.

% Some of the evaluations included in this ARRI were finalised in the first part of 2015.

“ See document http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/process_methodology/doc/manual.pdf.
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this year’'s document. The same approach will be followed in the future.
Management also requested IOE to explore the possibility of including independent
evaluation ratings in the corporate Grants and Investment Project System.
Discussions to operationalize this suggestion are ongoing with IFAD’s Information
and Communication Technology Division.

On another matter, Management suggested that projects still under implementation
be included as part of individual country programme evaluations (CPEs), but that
the data not be included in the ARRI dataset. In this regard, IOE has two
observations: (i) it was agreed with Management during the preparation of the
second edition of the Evaluation Manual in 2015 that — within the context of CPEs —
IOE would evaluate projects against all evaluation criteria, if they have passed the
midway point of implementation; and (ii) CPEs are grounded on rigorous analysis,
as they are based on thorough desk reviews and data collection and interactions
with beneficiaries and other stakeholders in the field. Therefore, according to I10E,
it is indeed appropriate to include such projects evaluated in CPEs in the ARRI
analysis. Finally, it is important to note that IOE has not included the projects
evaluated in the 2014 CPEs that are in their initial stages of implementation.

Management expressed concern that the data series yielded by project
performance assessments (PPAs)/project completion report validations (PCRVS) is
limited and thus may not provide reliable data on trends. In this regard, it is useful
to recall that IOE conducts PCRVs in all closed projects and a select number of
PPAs. With regard to the latter, starting in 2016 I0E will increase the absolute
number of PPAs performed, therefore the sample of PCRVs and PPAs will increase
rapidly. Moreover, in a relatively short period of time (since 2011 with the adoption
of the Evaluation Policy), IOE has conducted 100 PCRVs and PPAs, which is
equivalent to 42 per cent of the total sample of evaluated projects included in the
2015 ARRI. Hence, the statement that the PPA/PCRYV sample is limited in number
needs to be interpreted with caution.

Learning themes. Since 2007, the ARRI has focused on one or two learning
themes. The topics for the learning themes are agreed upon with the Executive
Board, with the aim of deepening analysis on selected issues that merit additional
reflection and debate in order to enhance the performance of IFAD operations.
Chapter 11l addresses the learning theme selected for the 2015 ARRI, namely
sustainability of benefits.>

The ARRI process. In terms of process, as in previous years, the draft ARRI
document was internally peer-reviewed by IOE in September. Thereafter, an in-
house learning workshop was held in October 2015 to discuss the ARRI’'s main
findings and recommendations with IFAD staff. A dedicated meeting to discuss the
draft document was also held with the IFAD President and other senior staff.
Moreover, Management had the opportunity to prepare written comments on the
document. All major comments received by IOE on the draft 2015 ARRI have been
duly considered in the final document.

In terms of process, for the first time since the issuance of the first edition of the
ARRI in 2003, the underlying data collection and analysis and report writing for the
2015 ARRI has been done entirely by IOE staff. This is a reflection of IOE’s
intention to increasingly insource its evaluation work, with the ultimate aim of cost
savings and improved quality. However, it is important to note that I0E
collaborated with the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO)

® The learning themes addressed by previous ARRIs include: sustainability and innovation (2007); country context and
project-level monitoring and evaluation (2008); access to markets, and natural resources and environmental
management (2009); efficiency (2010); direct supervision and implementation support (2011); policy dialogue (2012);
understanding exceptional projects (2013); project management (2014); and sustainability of benefits (2015).
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Investment Centre to produce an issues paper that has informed chapter 111 of the
ARRI on sustainability of benefits.

Revised timeline for the ARRI. Since 2007, the ARRI and the Report on IFAD’s
Development Effectiveness (RIDE)® by IFAD Management have been presented to
the Evaluation Committee meeting in November and the Executive Board session in
December. This has allowed for comprehensive discussions on the organization’s
operational performance and systemic issues and lessons.

However, as decided by the Executive Board in September 2015, both the ARRI and
the RIDE will be presented to the September session of the Board starting in 2016.
In line with the IFAD Evaluation Policy and Terms of Reference and Rules of
Procedure of the Evaluation Committee, the latter will continue to consider the
document before it is discussed by the Board.

This will have no implications on the robustness of the ARRI or data sources used
in its preparation, given that the ARRI is based on independent evaluations
completed in the previous year. However, it does imply that IOE will have less time
to prepare the document, given that the document’s date of submission to the
Office of the Secretary for editing and translation will be advanced by about three
months (from the beginning of October to the beginning July, depending on when
the September Evaluation Committee meetings and Board sessions are planned
each year).

Document structure. This year’s ARRI is structured as follows: chapter Il reports
on the performance trends using independent evaluation ratings available from
2002, benchmarks the performance of IFAD operations against other international
financial institutions (IFIs) and internal targets adopted by the Fund, and highlights
the major issues raised in the 2014 evaluations. Chapter 11l is devoted to
sustainability of benefits of IFAD operations, which is the learning theme of the
2015 ARRI. The main conclusions and recommendations are presented in

chapter IV.

Context of the 2015 ARRI: the IFAD9 period

The 2015 ARRI is the last edition of the document produced under IFAD’s Ninth
Replenishment Period (IFAD9) (2013-2015). As such and based on independent
evaluations by IOE, this year’s report also provides an overview of the progress
made so far in selected priorities for the IFAD9 period, as agreed by Management
with IFAD Member States.” The document also includes a section on cross-cutting
issues and lessons emerging from a review of past editions of the ARRI. In
particular, the aim of this section is to underline key areas that will need attention,
especially taking into account some of the priorities agreed for the IFAD10 period
(2016-2018).

It is important to clarify that the evaluations conducted in 2015 could not inform
this year’'s ARRI, given the majority were under implementation at the time the
2015 ARRI was prepared. However, the 2016 ARRI will include a fuller account of
the achievements covering the entire IFAD9 period, based on all independent
evaluations done between 2013 and 2015.

The four overall priorities for the IFAD9 period are summarized in table 1. For each
priority, a number of areas of reform are envisaged. The 2015 ARRI focuses on two
IFAD9 priority areas, namely “increasing operational effectiveness” and “enhancing
IFAD’s results management system”. The other two priority areas are “increasing

® The RIDE is prepared by IFAD Management, capturing the performance of the organization against the main
indicators in the corporate Results Measurement Framework. As such, the report is an instrument to promote
accountability and maximize institutional learning.

" The priorities are shown in the final Report of the Consultation on the Ninth Replenishment of IFAD’s Resources at
http://webapps.ifad.org/members/gc/35/docs/GC-35-L-4.pdf.
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institutional effectiveness and efficiency” and “strengthening IFAD’s financial
capacity and management”. The rationale for focusing on the first two priorities is
because IOE has the required evaluative evidence in the areas of reform specified
under these priorities.

With regard to “increasing institutional effectiveness and efficiency”, I0E
completed a major corporate-level evaluation (CLE) on IFAD’s efficiency (CLEE) in
April 2013, which thoroughly covered the two areas of reform under this priority,
namely institutional efficiency and human resources reform. An Action Plan to
address the main recommendations from the CLEE was adopted by the Board in
September 2013. Hence, it is too early for IOE to assess the outcomes of the
various measures introduced by Management in the recent past.

In terms of “strengthening IFAD’s financial capacity and management”, 10E is
completing the CLE on IFAD’s performance-based allocation system (PBAS), which
will be presented to the Board in April 2016. It also undertook a CLE on IFAD’s
replenishments, which was completed in April 2014. The latter addressed several
issues related to IFAD’s financial capacity and management, and its
recommendations informed the IFAD10 Consultation last year and are being
currently implemented by Management.

Hence, in a nutshell, through the aforementioned CLEs, IOE has also been able to
assess progress in the priority areas of “increasing institutional effectiveness and
efficiency”, and “strengthening IFAD’s financial capacity and management”.

Table 1
Priorities and areas of reform for the IFAD 9 period (2013-2015)
IFAD 9 priorities Area of reform
1 Increasing operational : Scaling up
effectiveness : Private sector

Gender equality and women'’s empowerment

Climate change and sustainable management of environmental
resources

Project efficiency

Country level decentralization

Fragile states

National monitoring and evaluation systems

South-South and Triangular Cooperation

Partnership and advocacy

2 Increasing institutional

effectiveness and : Institutional efficiency
ey : Human resources reform

3 Strengthening IFAD’s : IFAD’s financial model
financial capacity and Internal resource mobilization

management ] o ) -
New sovereign donors and alternative financing modalities

4 Enhancing IFAD'’s results c Impact evaluation
MRS R S Results reporting

Independent evaluation database and ARRI data source

In line with the Evaluation Policy and the practice followed by the Independent
Evaluation Group of the World Bank, in 2013 IOE made its independent evaluation
database® available to the public. This database includes ratings from independent
evaluations done since 2002. The aim of this measure is to enhance transparency
and accountability, as well as to make the IOE independent evaluation dataset
available to IFAD staff, governing bodies and others interested in conducting

® The database may be accessed at: http:/www.ifad.org/evaluation/arri/database.htm.
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further research and analytic work on smallholder agriculture and rural
development.

It is important to clarify that ratings from all CPEs and project evaluations done by
IOE are included in the independent evaluation database, thereby ensuring the
completeness of the database. However, this implies that the database contains
ratings for some projects that have been evaluated more than once by IOE over
the years. This is because some ongoing projects evaluated and rated as part of
CPEs would be evaluated again separately, once fully completed.

Therefore, it is essential to underscore that only the most recent ratings for each
project evaluated by IOE are used in preparing the ARRI. This is critical to avoid
counting project evaluation ratings twice when conducting the analysis and
reporting on performance through the ARRI.

Based on the above, the 2015 ARRI draws on an overall sample of 287 project
evaluations done by IOE using the common methodology since 2002. However, as
mentioned above, the ratings from 46 project evaluations were replaced with
ratings from more recent evaluations of the same project. This means that the
analysis presented in this year’s document is informed by the ratings from 241
project evaluations.

The different data sources for project evaluations are summarized in table 2 below.

Table 2
Types and sample size of project evaluations used in the 2015 ARRI

Type of project evaluations Sample size
Projects evaluated as part of CPEs 139
Project evaluations 100
Impact (project) evaluations 2

Total projects evaluated 241

Source: IOE independent evaluation database.

IFAD has funded 991 projects in the period 1978-2014, out of which 740 have been
completed and 251 are ongoing.® The total lending volume of the 991 projects is
US$16 billion. Since 2002, IOE has evaluated 241 projects following a common
methodology and the total lending volume of the 241 projects is US$4 billion. This
is equivalent to 25 per cent of the funds IFAD has lent for projects and

programmes since 1978.

The 241 evaluations include ratings from 35 individual project evaluations done by
IOE in 2014.%° The total amount of lending of the 35 projects evaluated is US$600
million, as compared to US$714 million committed by IFAD in new loans and grants
in 2014. The 35 project evaluations are listed in annex 2 and include: six project
evaluations covered in two CPEs, one impact evaluation (IE), 22 project completion
report validations (PCRVs), and six project performance assessments (PPAS).
Details on the objectives of the country programmes and individual projects
evaluated can be found in annex 3. In addition, the CLE on IFAD’s engagement in
Fragile and Conflict-affected States and Situations and two evaluation synthesis

® Source: Grant and Investment Projects System.
1% The evaluation of the 35 individual IFAD-financed projects are included in 30 evaluation reports. This is because
CPEs include the evaluation of more than one IFAD operation, according to established practice.
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reports (on pastoral development and indigenous peoples)'! have been considered
in the preparation of the 2015 ARRI.

Age of the portfolio. Of the 35 new evaluated projects included in this year’s
ARRI, 7 were approved between 1997 and 2001, 20 between 2002 and 2005, and
8 between 2006-2009. None of these projects are still ongoing: 20 closed between
2009-2012 and 15 between 2013-2015. Moreover, the average project duration
was 8.9 years, with eight of them having an implementation period of more than
ten years. This shows that although these projects were designed ten years ago or
more, a large number of them were under implementation until quite recently.

The ARRI also assesses the performance of IFAD country programmes beyond the
project level, using the assessments contained in CPEs. Table 3 provides an
overview of the number of ratings available from CPEs conducted by IOE that have
been used in the 2015 ARRI.

With regard to table 3, it is important to note that CPEs done before 2006 did not
follow a common methodology and did not generally include ratings. However, with
the introduction of the Evaluation Manual in 2008, all CPEs follow a consistent
methodology and normally include an assessment and rating of the evaluation
criteria included in table 3 (over and above as assessment of project portfolio
performance). Part B of chapter Il includes a summary of IFAD’s operational
performance beyond the project level.

Table 3
Sample size and ratings from CPEs used in the 2015 ARRI

CPE sample size

CPEs conducted by IOE (1992-2015) 52

CPEs conducted between 2006-2015 (ratings 30
analysed in the 2015 ARRI)

Evaluation criteria rated

Policy dialogue 30
Knowledge management 30
Partnership-building 30
Overall non-lending activities (based on policy dialogue, 30
knowledge management, and partnership-building)

COSOP relevance 30
COSOP effectiveness 23
COSOP performance (based on COSOP relevance and 23
performance)

Overall IFAD-government partnership (based on portfolio 23

performance, non-lending activities and COSOP performance)

Source: See chapter on CPEs in the IFAD Evaluation Manual (2009).

New features. The ARRI continues to evolve, with significant changes made this
year in terms of analysis and presentation of results. Firstly, a more thorough
explanation has been provided on the data set used for the analytic underpinning
of the document.

As in the past, the document provides an account of results in terms of the
proportion of projects that are evaluated as moderately satisfactory or better, using

" CLEs and evaluation synthesis reports do not generally include evaluations/ratings of individual projects financed by
IFAD.
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three-year moving averages. However, this year’s ARRI goes further; it also
undertakes a distribution analysis of the ratings and analyses the ratings through
calculations of modes, medians, means, standard deviations, and interquartile
ranges.'? The results of this analysis will be discussed in chapter II.

Moreover, the 2015 ARRI presents the results of a “peer-to-peer” comparison of
the ratings in PCRV/PPAs by IOE and the ratings in project completion reports
(PCRs) by Management for the same sample of projects completed in 2007-2013.
This analysis allows an improved understanding of the “net disconnect” in ratings
for each evaluation criteria by IOE and IFAD Management, with the final aim of
better discerning the underlying causes for differences in project performance
assessments and to identify lessons for improving the Fund’s development
effectiveness.

This year’s document also includes a dedicated section on the strengths and
weaknesses of PCRs, a core product of IFAD’s self-evaluation architecture. The
analysis is based on ratings of four evaluation criteria (PCR scope, quality, lessons,
and candour) assessed in each PCRV by IOE.

Finally, as discussed before, the document includes a transparent account of the
number of ratings available and used to assess country programme performance,
beyond the project level, in terms of non-lending activities (policy dialogue,
partnership-building and knowledge management), COSOP performance (i.e. the
relevance and effectiveness of IFAD country strategies) and overall IFAD-
government partnership in reducing rural poverty.

Performance 2000-2014*

This chapter is divided into four sections. Section A discusses project performance
since 2000, followed by an analysis in section B of country programme
performance. Section C benchmarks the performance of IFAD-financed projects.
Finally, section D summarizes some recurrent issues in the IFAD9 period and
lessons based on a review of previous ARRIs, keeping in mind selected priorities in
the IFAD10 period.

Project performance

Methodology. As mentioned earlier, it is useful to recall that each project is
evaluated by IOE following the provisions of the Evaluation Manual, and is assessed
and rated across seven internationally recognized evaluation criteria including:
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, rural poverty impact, sustainability, gender
equality and women’s empowerment,** and innovation and scaling up.

IOE also has two composite evaluation criteria, namely: (i) project performance;
and (ii) overall project achievement. Project performance is based on the ratings of
three individual evaluation criteria (relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency),
whereas overall project achievement is based on all seven criteria applied by IOE.
Last but not least, each project is also evaluated for IFAD and government
performance as partners, in line with the practice at other IFls. The definitions for
each evaluation criteria is found in annex 4.

2 The mean is the average, whereas the mode is the most frequent occurrence in a data series. The median is the
middle number in a sequence of numbers. The Standard Deviation is a measure of how spread out the numbers are in
a data set. The interquartile range provides a measurement of how spread out the entirety of the data set is. In
particular, the interquartile range indicates the gap between the first and third quartile and the spread of the middle 50
%er cent of the data set.

The ARRI was first issued in 2003 based on evaluations done in 2002. These evaluations included IFAD-financed
rojects that were completed in 2000 onwards.
“ Also referred to as gender in other parts of the document.
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Rating scale and data series. In line with the Good Practice Standard of the
Evaluation Cooperation Group of the Multilateral Development Banks for Public
Sector Evaluations, IOE uses a six-point rating scale to assess performance in each
evaluation criterion. The rating scale is summarized in table 4.

Table 4
IOE rating system
Score Assessment Category
6 highly satisfactory
5 satisfactory Satisfactory
4 moderately satisfactory
3 moderately unsatisfactory
2 unsatisfactory Unsatisfactory
1 highly unsatisfactory

Source: IFAD Evaluation Manual (2009).

Ratings of the different evaluation criteria are the foundation of performance
reporting in 10OE evaluations. The ratings are thereafter used in the analysis of the
ARRI for reporting on IFAD’s aggregate operational performance. Therefore, in each
independent evaluation IOE pays maximum attention to ensuring that the ratings
assigned are based on clear-cut evidence, following rigorous methodology and a
thorough process. Moreover, comprehensive internal and external peer reviews are
organized in finalizing the assessments and ratings of each evaluation, also as a
means to enhance objectivity and minimize inter-evaluator variability.

As in the last two ARRIs, IOE project evaluation ratings are presented in two data
series: (i) all evaluation data; and (ii) PCRV/PPA data only.*® The latter contains
data only for completed projects and is used as a basis for calculating the “net
disconnect” between independent and self-evaluation ratings by IFAD Management.

The “all evaluation data” series includes ratings from all types of project
evaluations done by IOE since 2002, including CPEs. This data series now includes
evaluation ratings from 241 IFAD-funded projects, including the 35 project
evaluations done in 2014. One characteristic of this data series is that it includes
the evaluation of projects that were not selected randomly, but instead followed
other criteria.'®

The “PCRV/PPA data” series was introduced for the first time in the 2013 ARRI and
only contains ratings from PCRVs, PPAs and impact evaluations. As mentioned
earlier, since 2011, I0OE conducts PCRVs in all completed operations covering the
entire portfolio at exit. Therefore, there are no selection biases in the projects
chosen for evaluation, distinguishing the PCRV/PPA data series as compared to the
“all evaluation data” series. The PCRV/PPA data series currently includes ratings
from 102 evaluations of the total 241 evaluations analysed in the 2015 ARRI.

The results reported in the ARRI are based on both of the abovementioned data
series. However, this year’s ARRI devotes greater attention to the PCRV/PPA data
series because its sample does not include any selection biases. The analysis has
been carried out based on the year of project completion, rather than by the year
of project approval®’ or by the year when the evaluations were undertaken. This is

*® This includes impact evaluations by IOE, even though we only refer to it as the PCRV/PPA data series.

8 For example, in the past it was mandatory for IOE to undertake an interim (project) evaluation before Management
could proceed with the design of a second phase of the same operation.

v Reporting by year of project completion is preferred as this includes all the inputs and changes to the project, not just
project design and appraisal.

10
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consistent with most other IFls, and is preferable to the previous method of
presenting the data by the year of evaluation.'®

Analysis of ratings. As in the past, the ARRI uses three-year moving averages to
smooth both data series.'® This is particularly applicable to the “all data series”,
which also includes projects evaluated by IOE that are not selected on a random
basis. Though the latter is not a concern in the PCRV/PPA dataset, the main reason
for using three-year moving averages in this case is to ensure a larger number of
available ratings in each three-year period.

The main text of the ARRI includes charts and analysis on performance over time
using three-year moving average based on the PCRV/PPA data series, given its
homogeneity as compared to the “all evaluation data series”. Charts showing the
moving averages of performance based on the “all evaluation data series” and by
“IFAD replenishment periods” are included in annex 5, and are also considered as
part of the analysis in the main text, as and where appropriate. However, only the
“all data series” has been used for the analysis and reporting on performance by
IFAD replenishment periods. This is because the ARRI reports on performance
trends since the Fifth Replenishment period (2001-2003) onwards, and PCRV/PPA
data is not available from that period.

The main trends in performance are explained through an analysis of the
percentages of projects that are rated as moderately satisfactory or better.
However, as requested by the Evaluation Committee, the proportion of ratings for
each evaluation criteria falling within the full range of the six point rating scale (i.e.
from highly unsatisfactory to highly satisfactory) used by IOE are shown in annex
6.

IOE’s six-point rating scale is linear and composed of whole numbers (without
decimal points), which is similar to the practice of evaluation offices at other IFls.
This avoids over-complication in the rating system. However, assigning whole
number ratings to evaluation criteria does not provide an immediate indication of
how close or how far performance actually is from an assigned rating, without
carefully reading the accompanying narrative.

Therefore, in this year’s ARRI, in addition to the charts showing the percentages of
projects rated moderately satisfactory or better, a second chart has been included
to display the mean and the median rating for selected evaluation criteria, along
with the most commonly used measures of dispersion of a distribution, which are
the standard deviation (SD) and the interquartile range (IQR).

The SD takes into account every variable in the dataset. When the values in a
dataset are tightly bunched together, the SD is small and the data are concentrated
around the mean. On the contrary, when the values are spread apart the SD will be
relatively large. The SD is usually presented in conjunction with the mean.

Means and SD are well suited for analyzing the ARRI database, for two main
reasons: (i) the narrowness of the IOE rating scale, which spans from 1 to 6; and
(ii) the relatively few outliers in the IOE ratings dataset. In this regard, the
distribution analysis undertaken shown in chart 1 reveals that out of the total
1,269 ratings (in the PCRV/PPA dataset) across all evaluation criteria, there are few

'8 presentation by year of evaluation results in a very wide spread of project approval dates and sometimes very old
Projects being included. Presentation by year of project completion provides a more homogenous cohort.

° Three-year moving averages were first used in the 2009 ARRI, before IOE started undertaking PCRVs/PPAs. A
three-year moving average allows for the assessment of trends in performance over time, and also overcomes any
biases that may result from the sample of projects evaluated, which are not chosen on a random basis. Three-year
moving averages are calculated by adding evaluation results from three consecutive years and dividing the sum by
three. The reason for introducing moving averages is that they produce statistically more valid results, since they
smooth out short-term fluctuations and highlight long-term trends.

11
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outliers.?° That is, there are only 114 instances of ratings of 1, 2 or 6, which is 9
per cent of the total dataset.

Chart 1
Distribution of all ratings — PCRV/PPA data (N=1269)

600 - 559
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100 -
5

1 2 3 4 5 6

Source: Independent evaluation ratings database, IOE.

However, as a complimentary analysis, this year’s ARRI also calculates the median
and IQR on the PCRV/PPA dataset (see table 5). The IQR is the range of data that
lies between the first and third quartile of the distribution. Therefore, unlike the
SD, this measure of dispersion does not take into account the full data set, but only
the middle 50 per cent of the ratings which is closest to the median of the
distribution (also called 2" quartile), thus avoiding the presence of outliers in the
distribution.

Block analysis. Before proceeding with more detailed analysis, the ARRI analyses
the PCRV/PPA dataset as a block. Table 5 therefore provides a summary of the
mode, mean and SDs, and median and IQR by evaluation criteria using all the
ratings in the PCRV/PPAs dataset. There are some points worth highlighting:

(i) Apart from human and social capital and empowerment, which is satisfactory,
the mode and median show that project performance is moderately
satisfactory in all other evaluation criteria. However, for a more nuanced
understanding of performance, it is important to analyse the mean together
with the SD, and the median with the IQR (as will be done in the next
section).

(ii) The analysis of the means reveals that all criteria are between 3.6 and 4.4.
Operational efficiency (3.6) and sustainability (3.7) are the two worst
performing evaluation criteria, with SDs of 0.97 and 0.87, respectively.
Though both the mode and median rating for efficiency and sustainability are
moderately satisfactory, a large number of projects are moderately
unsatisfactory or worse (as shown in annex 7) in these areas, underlining the
need for caution in drawing conclusions using only the mode and median
values.

0 Ratings of 1,2 and 6 are considered outliers for the purpose of this analysis.

12
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Table 5
Averages and data dispersion per criteria — PCRV/PPA data
Criteria Mean SD Mode Qu artﬁ: @™ q'\f,'Zﬂ:fg; Qu artﬁ: IOR
Relevance 4.3 0.80 4 4.00 4 5.00 1
Effectiveness 3.9 0.90 4 35 4 5.00 15
Efficiency 3.6 0.97 4 3.00 4 4.00 1
Project performance 3.9 0.79 4 3.51 4 4.46 0.85
Rural poverty impact 4.2 0.77 4 4.00 4 5.00 1
Sustainability 3.7 0.87 4 3.00 4 4.00 1
Innovation and scaling-up 4.2 1.04 4 4.00 4 5.00 1
Gender equality and 4.3 0.94 4 4.00 4 5.00 1
women's empowerment
IFAD performance 4.2 0.88 4 4.00 4 5.00 1
Government performance 3.9 1.09 4 3.00 4 4.00 1
Overall project achievement 4.1 1.10 4 4.00 4 5.00 1
Household income and 4.2 0.86 4 4.00 4 5.00 1
assets
Human and social capital 4.4 0.85 5 4.00 5 5.00 1
and empowerment
Food security and 4.1 0.85 4 4.00 4 5.00 1
agricultural productivity
Environment 3.9 0.75 4 3.00 4 4.00
Institutions and policy 4.1 0.95 4 4.00 4 5.00

Source: Independent evaluation ratings database, IOE.

The following paragraphs analyse the independent evaluation ratings according to
three metrics: (i) analysis of trends in performance over time by moving averages
and replenishment periods; (ii) relation analysis of project performance against key
IFAD9 priorities; and (iii) peer-to-peer comparison of IOE and PMD ratings.

Trends in performance over time

This section outlines the trends in performance over time for the two composite
evaluation criteria (i.e. project performance and project overall achievement), rural
poverty impact, and performance of partners (i.e. IFAD and government). The
performance of IFAD operations in terms of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency
is discussed under project performance, whereas sustainability, innovation and
scaling up, and gender equality and women’s empowerment are treated under
overall project achievement. The section devoted to rural poverty impact includes
the assessment of its five subdomains (household income and assets, human and
social capital and empowerment, food security and agricultural productivity, natural
resources and environment and climate change, and institutions and policies).

As mentioned previously, the PCRV/PPA dataset is the primary basis of analysis in
this chapter. Therefore, the main text that follows includes two bar charts each —
based on the PCRV/PPA data series — for project performance, rural poverty
impact, overall project achievement and performance of partners. The first chart
shows the percentage of projects that perform moderately or better, whereas the
second one displays both the mean with the corresponding SDs and the median
with the IQR. However, for the sake of transparency and completeness, annex 5
contains bar charts with the projects rated as moderately satisfactory or better
based on the “all evaluation data series” and replenishment periods for all the
evaluation criteria.

Project performance. This composite criterion is the arithmetic average of ratings
for relevance, effectiveness and efficiency. Chart 2 shows a consistent trend in
project performance since 2008 and that 73 per cent of the projects are rated
moderately satisfactory or better in the period 2011-2013. However, no projects

13



Appendice EC 2015/90/W.P.4

60.

61.

are rated as highly satisfactory for project performance and over 20 per cent are
rated moderately unsatisfactory or worse. Similar trends are visible in the “all
evaluation data series” and by “IFAD replenishment period”.

Chart 2.1 reveals that the mean project performance rating has improved since
2008. In fact, in 2011-2013, the mean project performance rating is 4.1, with a SD
of 0.81, as compared to 3.83 with a SD of 0.73 in the period 2008-2010. The same
chart shows that the median rating for project performance has remained 4 over
time, though IQR analysis shows that the middle 50 per cent of the ratings in the
period 2011-2013 fall between 3.7 and 4.7, with a greater proportion of projects
above the median. The means based on “all evaluation data series” and “by
replenishment period” have also improved.

Chart 2
Project performance — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)
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Chart 2.1
Project performance — by year of completion
Averages and dispersion in the distribution of ratings (PCRV/PPA data series)
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As mentioned above, project performance is informed by the ratings of relevance,
effectiveness and efficiency. In terms of relevance, 86 per cent of projects were
rated as moderately satisfactory or better in the period 2011-2013, down from 96
per cent in 2007-2009. However, it is to be recognized that a greater proportion of
projects are now satisfactory (50 per cent in 2011-2013), as compared to 28 per
cent in 2007-2009. The mean ratings for relevance have improved from 4.24 in
2007-2009 to 4.45 in 2011-2013, but with a bigger SD (up from 0.51 to 0.85) in
the same period.

14
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The proportion of projects that are rated moderately satisfactory or better (80 per
cent) has remained the same between 2007-2009 and 2011-2013 for
effectiveness. The mean ratings (3.96 in 2007-2009 and 4.04 in 2011-2013) and
the SD does not show any significant change either. There is a slight improvement
in efficiency from 64 per cent moderately satisfactory or better in 2007-2009 to 68
per cent in 2011-2013. Also, a slight improvement is visible in the mean rating for
efficiency from 3.7 to 3.8, but with a widening of the SD from 0.88 to 1.01 in the
same period.

Evaluations reveal that there are a number of systemic factors that are
constraining different dimensions of project performance. Complexity in design with
over-ambitious objectives, multiple components and insufficient analytical work are
frequently noted as having affected relevance. In this regard, for example, the
Rural Rehabilitation and Community Development Project in Guinea Bissau offers a
good example of high relevance to national policies and the needs of the poor, but
limited results on the ground due to the instable country context and fragile
situation, which had not been adequately factored in at design. Sharper targeting
and tailored approaches to address different social groups is also an area that
deserves added attention in design, as found in the two evaluation synthesis
reports that have informed the ARRI (see box 1).

Box 1 — Targeting indigenous peoples and pastoralists in IFAD operations
Strengths

IFAD’s support to participatory approaches, community development,
empowerment and inclusion, that has enabled the organization to naturally
follow a proactive (“do good”) approach to supporting indigenous peoples. In
the case of projects targeting pastoral communities, community-based
participatory approaches to institution building has helped identify and manage
key resources and/or conflict.

Weaknesses

Uneven understanding of the particularities of pastoral development and
indigenous peoples’ issues.

Insufficient attention to proper institutional analysis, sound socio-cultural and
vulnerability analysis of different social groups, tailored and differentiated
approaches to build on the culture, identity and knowledge of indigenous
peoples’ and pastoral communities.

Factors that are affecting effectiveness include little ownership and participation of
national and local authorities and beneficiaries. On the contrary, the effectiveness
of IFAD operations is successful when projects are carefully designed and
implemented by and embedded in local and national institutions. In the Albania
Programme for Sustainable Development in Rural Mountain Areas, effectiveness
was constrained because the two main institutions (Mountain Area Development
Agency and the Mountain Areas Finance Fund) created with IFAD support (including
through a predecessor project in the country) have not emerged as sustainable
institutions to support the smallholder agriculture development in mountain areas.

In terms of efficiency, the two project evaluations in India covered in the ARRI
noted high turnover in project staff as a key factor affecting efficiency as well as
the fact that each of these projects covered two different states, causing challenges
to institutional coordination, monitoring and evaluation (M&E), and supervision and
implementation support. The CPE for the United Republic of Tanzania noted high
management costs in some operations, whereas the cost per beneficiary was found
to be high in the Turkey Sivas-Erzincan Development Project.

Rural poverty impact. Impact on rural poverty is assessed using five impact
domains: household income and assets; human and social capital and
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empowerment; food security and agricultural productivity; natural resources, the
environment and climate change; and institutions and policies. Based on the
assessments and ratings of these five domains, IOE provides an integrated
overview of the rural poverty impact of IFAD operations.

Chart 3 shows that 87 per cent of projects assessed in the period 2011-2013 are
moderately satisfactory as compared to 80 per cent in the period 2007-2009.
Moreover, a greater proportion of projects are satisfactory in the 2011-2013 period,
though nearly 40 per cent of the projects are only moderately satisfactory and
none are highly satisfactory for rural poverty impact in this period.

Similar trends are visible in the “all evaluation data series” and by “IFAD
replenishment period”. More specifically, 94 per cent of projects are moderately
satisfactory or better in 2012-2014, as compared to 71 per cent in 2000-2002,
using the “all evaluation data series”. A greater proportion of projects are also
satisfactory in the 2012-2014 period. Likewise, 91 per cent of projects are
moderately satisfactory or better in the IFAD9 period, as compared to 71 per cent
in the IFAD5 (2001-2003) period.

Chart 3.1 shows the average ratings for rural poverty impact together with the SD,
as well as the median and IQR. It reveals that the mean rural poverty impact rating
has improved since 2007-2009 from 4.0 to 4.2 in the period 2011-2013, with little
variation in the SD in the two periods. The chart shows that the median rating for
rural poverty impact has remained a 4 since 2007, though the IQR analysis shows
that the middle 50 per cent of the ratings in the period 2011-2013 falls between
4.0 and 5.0, which reflects that a greater proportion of projects are above the
median as compared to the ratings in the period 2007-2009. The mean based on
“all evaluation data series” shows an improvement from 4.07 (2000-2002) with a
SD of 1.03, to 4.38 (2012-2014) with a SD of 0.59. There has been a slight
reduction in the mean when the data is analysed by replenishment period, from
4.36 (IFAD5) with a SD of 0.89, to 4.26 (IFAD9) with a better SD of 0.62.

Chart 3
Rural poverty impact — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)
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Chart 3.1
Rural poverty impact — by year of completion
Averages and dispersion of the distribution of ratings (PCRV/PPA data series)
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As described in the following paragraphs, this positive trend in rural poverty impact
is driven by better performance in key thematic areas such as income and assets,
human and social capital and empowerment, food security and agricultural
productivity, and institutions and policies. Moreover, it is worth noting that human
and social capital and empowerment, institutions and policies, and natural
resources and the environment and climate change, together with gender, are
areas in which some IFAD-financed projects are assessed as highly satisfactory.
Yet, no projects are rated highly satisfactory for rural poverty impact overall in any
of the data series analysed. Therefore, there are opportunities for performance
improvements, in particular in working towards raising the bar from moderately
satisfactory to satisfactory or highly satisfactory impacts.

Household income and assets. Chart 4 shows that 87 per cent of projects are
moderately satisfactory or better for income and assets in 2011-2013, as compared
to 83 per cent in 2007-2009. However, what is more revealing is that a larger
proportion of projects (45 per cent) are satisfactory in 2001-2013, as compared to
30 per cent in 2007-2009. The mean rating has also increased from 4.00 (2007-
2009) with a SD of 0.93, to 4.23 (2011-2013) with a lower SD (0.88).

Chart 4
Income and assets — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)
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The 2014 evaluations found that there are a number of drivers in achieving better
incomes and assets. These include improved rural services, rural roads for better
connectivity, value addition of produce and access to input and output markets, as
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well as the importance of diversification of the economic base of the rural poor to
reduce their vulnerability to unexpected events. The India impact evaluation of the
Jharkhand-Chhattisgarh Tribal Development Programme (JCTDP) provides further
evaluative evidence, supported by rigorous quantitative and qualitative analysis, of
key drivers to improvements in income and assets (see box 2).

Box 2
Some key drivers to improvements in income and assets: lessons from the JCTDP impact
evaluation

The impact survey conducted by IOE in the context of the JCTDP impact evaluation
covered 8,804 households, including treatment and comparison groups. The results of
the survey show that the programme contributed to increased paddy production,
introduction of income-generating activities (IGA) and improved access to microfinance,
resulting in higher monthly incomes in the treatment group by US$6.49 in Jharkhand
and US$5.22 in Chhattisgarh. More specifically, the household monthly income of the
members of the treatment groups was US$24.1 in Jharkhand and US$21.8 in
Chhattisgarh, as against US$17.6 in the comparison group in Jharkhand and US$16.5 in
Chhattisgarh.

Human and social capital and empowerment. Chart 5 shows that 83 per cent
of projects were moderately satisfactory or better for human and social capital and
empowerment in 2011-2013, as compared to 88 per cent in 2007-2009. In spite of
this slight reduction, it is to be noted that few projects were highly satisfactory in
2011-2013, whereas none were highly satisfactory in 2007-2009. The mean rating
also decreased slightly from 4.40 (2007-2009) with a SD of 0.69, to 4.35 (2011-
2013) with a SD 0.89.

Chart 5
Human and social capital empowerment — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)
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The evaluation of the “Gente de Valor” project in the State of Bahia, Brazil, found
that the project’s participatory approach contributed to creating strong bonds and a
sense of solidarity in the communities, and has promoted farmers’ willingness to
learn and improve their living conditions. This approach is currently being
replicated in other projects in Brazil and other countries in the Latin America and
Caribbean region. The evaluation of the India Livelihood Improvement Project in
the Himalayas found that investments in village infrastructure, and especially in
bottom-up governance structures, show reduced conflicts and enhanced ownership
and accountability within the community. Moreover, training activities focused on
literacy, numeracy, basic health care and principles of self-help usually give project
participants basic tools to help better understand their situation and how best to
address constraints to their development.
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On the other hand, some evaluations emphasize the importance of the financial
viability and sustainability of groups. For example, social capital has been
strengthened among the target groups in the Agricultural Marketing Systems
Development Programme in the United Republic of Tanzania. However, such social
capital rests to a large extent on the financial viability of the groups and
cooperatives. If these operate at a financial loss or with a negligible profit, the
social capital is likely to fade away.

Agricultural productivity and food security. As illustrated in chart 6, the
percentage of projects rated as moderately satisfactory or better increased steadily
since 2009-2011. Eighty-three per cent of the projects are rated moderately
satisfactory or better in the period 2011-2013. In the latter period, the data also
shows the highest proportion of projects (43 per cent) with satisfactory ratings for
agricultural productivity and food security since 2007-2009. The mean rating for
this impact domain has increased from 3.81 in the period 2007-2009 with a SD of
0.91, to 4.21 with a SD of 0.82.

Chart 6
Agricultural productivity and food security — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)
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In assessing this criterion, I0OE evaluations are able to build on adequate quality
and quantity of data available related to agricultural productivity (e.g. in terms of
increases in yields). However, project-level M&E systems do not yet systematically
collect data on nutritional impacts (e.g. children underweight or stunted), which
makes assessing food security more challenging.

Notwithstanding the aforementioned, the 2014 evaluations find a number of factors
contribute to better agricultural productivity and food security. For instance, the
Project for the Promotion of Local Initiative for Development in Aguié in Niger is an
example of how the establishment of grain banks would secure access to food for
vulnerable groups and provide an increase in the time that they could dedicate to
farming activities, resulting in an overall intensification of the agricultural
production and productivity.

The introduction of sustainable and low-cost technologies is another important
factor. The assessment of the portfolio performance in the Bangladesh CPE shows
that the introduction of new production technologies/practices by the projects has
significantly increased productivity and cropping intensity with a positive impact on
food availability and thereby increased food security and reduced malnutrition. For
example, the evaluation of the Bangladesh Market Infrastructure Development
Project in Charland Regions reported malnutrition in the project area dropped from
16 per cent at baseline to 8 per cent at completion.

Natural resources and environment and climate change. This impact domain
is one of the weakest areas in the performance of IFAD operations and there is no
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marked trend, although there is some improvement since 2009. As demonstrated
in chart 7, 70 per cent of projects are moderately satisfactory or better in this
domain, but only a small proportion are rated satisfactory (14 per cent) and highly
satisfactory (2 per cent). In fact, 55 per cent of the projects are moderately
satisfactory and another 30 per cent are in the unsatisfactory zone. The mean
rating also does not show improvement. In 2007-2009, the mean rating was 3.85
with a SD of 0.73, as compared to 3.84 with a SD of 0.80 in 2011-2013.

Chart 7
Natural resources and environment and climate change — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)
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IFAD has undertaken important steps in the last five years towards enhancing the
environmental sustainability of its operations. The establishment of the IFAD
environment and climate change division in 2010, the 2011 environmental policy,
the ASAP programme and the collaboration with GEF, and the inclusion in the
IFAD10 RMF of a dedicated indicator to assess “support for smallholder adaptation
to climate change”, are examples of IFAD’s efforts towards improving its
environmental impact. The recent introduction in 2015 of the social, environmental,
and climate assessment procedures (SECAP) is another example of IFAD’s efforts
to improve impact in this domain.

However, in 2014, only seven projects were rated as moderately satisfactory or
better for environment and natural resources. The Mount Kenya East Pilot Project
for Natural Resource Management was an outlier, as it was rated highly satisfactory
(6) for this impact domain. This project was successful because it paid attention to
protecting, enhancing and rehabilitating natural resources, worked on awareness
raising of rural communities, and made efforts to collect environmental data that
form the baseline for future assessments and inform the development of
environmental policies.

The Bangladesh CPE highlights that the activities related to environmental
protection have a positive impact also on agricultural productivity and food
security. The improved stability of the agricultural land on the chars, soil
improvements, improved water availability through irrigation, the introduction of
short-season rice varieties and growth of fodder for livestock, boosted
diversification and increased agricultural production in the areas of the country
where IFAD is active.

Areas that will need attention moving forward is the need to undertake more
systematic environmental impact assessments, for example, when projects focus
on the construction of rural infrastructure (e.g., small dams, irrigation and rural
roads). Other constraints limiting appropriate natural resources and environmental
management were the lack of broader partnerships with national authorities other
than the ministry of agriculture, low investments in the subsector and the lack of
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policy engagement. Finally, closer monitoring would have helped to ensure that
environmental activities envisaged at appraisal were actually undertaken. In
Guinea Bissau, poor monitoring resulted in several activities not being conducted in
the Rural Rehabilitation and Community Development Project.

Institutions and policies. The ratings for this impact domain have improved
markedly, as shown in chart 8. More specifically, the percentage of projects rated
as moderately satisfactory or better increased from 69 per cent in 2008-2010 to 82
per cent in 2011-2013, even though 48 per cent of the projects in 2011-2013 are
still only moderately satisfactory. The projects rated unsatisfactory decreased from
32 per cent to 19 per cent over the same time period. The mean ratings have also
improved from 3.94 with a SD of 1.03 (2008-2010) to 4.17 with a SD of 0.91
(2011-2013).

Chart 8
Institutions and policies — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)

B Moderately Satisfactory W Satisfactory Highly Satisfactory
100 -+
90 -
80 -
70 -
60 -
X 50 4
40
30 4
20 -~
10 -
0 T T T T 1
2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013
(22) (35) (55) (51) (50)
Completion years (N of projects)

In 2014, only two projects were rated highly satisfactory for their impact on
institutions and policies. The Support Project for the Strategic Plan for the
Transformation of Agriculture in Rwanda had a significant impact on the structure
and direction of the entire agricultural sector in Rwanda. In turn, the policies and
institutional arrangements have had a significant impact on increased project
efficiency and effectiveness. The Rural Enterprises Project — Phase Two in Ghana
has had an exemplary impact on institutions at the national and district levels. The
project undertook a number of policy dialogue activities towards the elaboration of
a more conducive policy framework for the promotion of small and medium rural
enterprise development and affected significant policy changes in this subsector.

On the other hand, factors negatively affecting the impact on institutions and policy
are mainly related to failures in converging with national programmes and policies,
and in sustainably linking grass-roots institutions supported by the programme to
line departments, as was the case of the JCTDP in India. Moreover, the Ethiopia
Agricultural Marketing Improvement Programme shows that the change of the
implementing ministry from Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development to the
Ministry of Trade during the course of implementation reduced the effectiveness of
the capacity-building efforts at the federal, regional and woreda (third-level
administrative division) levels, given that the project had worked with the Ministry
of Agriculture and Rural Development until then and the change in implementing
ministry meant changes in implementation arrangements at all levels.

Overall project achievement. This is a composite evaluation criterion which
provides an assessment of IFAD-funded projects drawing upon the ratings for
project performance, rural poverty impact, innovation and scaling-up, gender
equality and women’s empowerment, and sustainability.
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Chart 9 shows 80 per cent of projects are rated as moderately satisfactory or
better in 2011-2013. Moreover, the number of projects rated satisfactory increased
from 20 per cent in 2007-2009 to 38 per cent in 2011-2013. However, none are
highly satisfactory. This is confirmed by the “all evaluation data series”, as 83 per
cent of projects were rated moderately satisfactory or better in 2012-2014, as
compared to 70 per cent in the early 2000s. The same is evident by replenishment
period, with 80 per cent of the projects rated as moderately satisfactory or better
in IFAD9 as compared to 76 per cent in IFADS5.

Chart 9.1 shows the mean ratings for overall project achievement together with the
SD, as well as the median and IQR. It reveals that there has been an improvement
in the mean rating for overall project achievement from 3.92 with a SD 0.80 in
2007-20009, to 4.13 with a SD of 0.85 in 2011-2013. The median rating for overall
project achievement has remained a 4 since 2007, though the IQR analysis shows
that the middle fifty per cent of the ratings for projects closing between 2010-2012
and 2011-2013 falls between 4.0 and 5.0, which reflects that a greater proportion
of projects are above the median as compared to the ratings in the periods 2007-
2009, 2008-2010 and 2009-2011.

The mean based on “all evaluation data series” shows an improvement from 3.98
(2003-2005) with a SD of 0.80, to 4.19 (2012-2014) with a SD of 0.76. With
regard to performance by replenishment periods, here has also been an increase in
the mean from 3.88 (IFAD6) with a SD of 0.81, to 4.11 (IFAD9) with a SD of 0.71.

Chart 9
Project overall achievement — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)
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Chart 9.1
Project overall achievement — by year of completion
Averages and dispersion of the distribution of ratings (PCRV/PPA data series)
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While the results on project performance and rural poverty impact has been
reported earlier in the document, the following paragraphs include a summary of
performance in terms of sustainability, innovation and scaling up, and gender
equality and women’s empowerment.

Sustainability. Ensuring the sustainability of benefits of its operations remains a
challenge for IFAD, with only 62 per cent of the projects rated as moderately
satisfactory or better in 2011-2013, out of which 47 per cent are only moderately
satisfactory. There is little improvement since 2007-2009, where 60 per cent of the
projects evaluated were moderately satisfactory or better. The mean rating for
sustainability also show very little improvement, from 3.68 (2007-2009) with a SD
of 3.68, to 3.71 (2011-2013) with a SD of 0.78. The median rating is a 4
(moderately satisfactory) with the IQR ranging between 4 and 3.

As further underlined in the 2015 learning theme on sustainability of benefits
(chapter I11), some of the factors limiting sustainability include the lack of exit
strategies, weak assessment and management of risks, and inadequate financial
and economic analysis. IFAD is conscious of the need to improve the sustainability
of benefits, and has recently developed an operational framework for scaling up, as
one measure to promote greater sustainability.

Chart 10
Sustainability of benefits - PCRV/PPA — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)
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Innovation and scaling up. Innovation and scaling-up is one of the core
principles of engagement of IFAD as enshrined in the Strategic Framework 2011-
2015 and one of the main priorities for the IFAD9 period. In particular, scaling up is
“mission critical” for IFAD, to ensure a wider impact on rural poverty reduction and
sustainability of benefits. The PCRV/PPA data series in chart 11 reveals an upward
trend for this criteria since 2008, with the percentage of moderately satisfactory or
better projects increasing from 72 per cent in 2008-2010 to 82 per cent in 2011-
2013. A greater number of projects are rated as satisfactory (42 per cent) in 2011-
2013, as compared to 28 per cent in 2007-20009.

The mean also increased from 4.04 with a SD of 0.92 in 2007-2009, to 4.25 with a
SD of 0.94 between 2011-2013. The median rating is moderately satisfactory (4),
with an IQR between 5 and 4, which is better than in 2007-2009 when the IQR was
between 5 and 3.
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Chart 11
Innovation and scaling-up — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)
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The projects evaluated in 2014 show increasing attention to introducing innovative
technologies, developing niche market products and pioneering new forms of
cooperation with the private sector, national and local government and farmers’
organizations. A valuable example of public-private-sector partnership is illustrated
by the Uganda Vegetable Oil Development Project, with the private sector providing
US$120 million in cofinancing for oil palm processing.

The Decentralized Programme for Rural Poverty Reduction in Ha Giang and Quang
Binh Provinces in Viet Nam was assessed innovative for the use of self-
management boards, which played an important role in supervision and M&E for
small-scale infrastructure, as well as in the allocation of Local Development
Budgets to village communities for the development of community infrastructure.

There are also some good examples of scaling up. The Projet de Promotion de
I'Initiative Locale pour le Développement a Aguié in Niger influenced the national
policy on agriculture and rural development in relation to the importance attached
to the valorization of small farmers agriculture as a mainstay of local development.
Another good example may be found in the Sudan South Kordofan Rural
Development Programme, which experimented with village-based extension model,
which is being scaled up by the Ministry of Agriculture all over Sudan.

In spite of some good examples, scaling up is not as mainstreamed as possible.
Apart from insufficient attention to non-lending activities and some engagement
with private operators for specific project activities (e.g. agro-processing), country-
level public-private partnerships are still not sufficiently developed. Partnership
with larger private-sector agents will need to be enhanced at the country level to
accelerate scaling-up of impact. In this regard, the new operational framework for
scaling up is a welcome initiative, which broadly aims to systematize IFAD’s efforts
to scaling up. The framework also recognises that the principles of scaling up and
sustainability are closely linked and feed into each other, underlining that a clear
assessment is needed of the key spaces and the institutional actors that will give a
local initiative continuity in the absence of donor funding.

Gender equality and women’s empowerment. Chart 12 reveals an
improvement in this criterion since 2008-2010, when 78 per cent of projects
evaluated were moderately satisfactory or better, as compared to 89 per cent in
2011-2013. Moreover a greater proportion of projects (51 per cent) are
satisfactory or better in 2011-2013, as compared to 32 per cent in 2008-2010.

In addition, the mean rating in 2008-2010 was 4.10 with a SD of 0.92, whereas the
mean rating in 2011-2013 was 4.42 with a SD of 0.85. The median throughout the
period analysed was 4 with the IQR remaining constant between 5.0 and 4.0.
IFAD’s good performance is also recognised by the UN Women in the context of its
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annual assessment of the implementation of the UN System Wide Action Plan on
gender.

Chart 12
Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)
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This positive finding is in line with the analysis in previous ARRIs and confirms the
role and attention devoted in IFAD-financed operations to gender issues including
in complex contexts such as the Dhamar Participatory Rural Development Project in
Yemen (see box 3).

Box 3
An example of a highly satisfactory programme in gender equality and women empowerment

The Dhamar Participatory Rural Development Project (Yemen)

In a backdrop of extreme gender bias towards men, the project’s main
achievements were:

The adoption of a participatory development approach with the key objective
of empowering communities (especially women) to participate in and benefit
from development planning and project execution;

The empowerment of women through literacy, awareness-raising about their
rights, and active involvement in all community organizations; and

The development of women’s economic enterprises financed by saving and
credit groups established by them.

On the same note, the findings of the India JCTDP impact evaluation reveal that
IFAD is boosting participatory community-based development approaches focusing
on women and other disadvantage groups. Women are supported to participate in
grass-roots organizations and in undertaking alternative 1GA to improve their
economic base.

However, there are opportunities for improvement as only 6 per cent of the
projects are highly satisfactory. Women’s empowerment cannot be adequately
addressed without considering the relations between women and men and the
awareness level of men regarding gender issues. Therefore, project designs need
to more comprehensively articulate gender strategies that can ensure women have
enhanced roles in decision-making and resource allocation processes, enabling
them to secure access to inputs and outputs to promote on and off-farm activities
for better incomes.

The results of the JCTDP impact evaluation reflect the above need for adequate
gender equality strategies. For example, the impact survey by IOE found that the
share of men that considered women’s empowerment as a driver for the economic
improvement of the family as a whole is also very low (10 per cent on average)
and higher in the comparison group. Along the same lines, only 51 per cent of men
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in both beneficiary and comparison groups considered women’s empowerment as a
condition for social development.

Finally, additional efforts are needed to ensure that women and men have equal
access to training opportunities to improve their entrepreneurial skills, create
market linkages and strengthen business capacities. Also, further improvements
are needed in collecting gender-disaggregated data in order to feed the RIMS and
the PCRs with reliable evidence of project impact on gender.

Performance of partners. This criterion assesses the contribution of two key
partners (IFAD and the government) to project design and execution, monitoring
and reporting, supervision and implementation support, and evaluation.

IFAD’s performance as a partner. Chart 13 reveals that IFAD’s performance as
a partner is rated moderately satisfactory or better in 84 per cent of the projects in
2011-2013. Data analysed according to replenishment periods shows a decisive
improvement in IFAD’s performance from 53 per cent moderately satisfactory or
better in the IFAD5 period, to 86 per cent in the IFAD9 period. Similar trends over
time are visible using the “all evaluation data series”.

However, since 2010 no projects have been rated as highly satisfactory in any of
the data series analysed. Moreover, the data in chart 13 suggest that the
performance of IFAD as a partner: (i) remains moderately satisfactory in 41 per
cent of the projects; and (ii) in nearly one out of 5 projects funded is in the
unsatisfactory zone.

Chart 13.1 shows that the mean rating in 2008-2010 was 4.12 with a SD of 0.74,
whereas in 2011-2013 it improved to 4.24 though with a SD of 0.78. Similar
improvements in means are evident based on the “all evaluation data series”. The
mean in the IFAD9 period is 4.36, as compared to 3.73 in the IFAD5 period, with
more or less the same SD in both periods. The chart also shows that the median
rating of 4 has remain unchanged since 2008-2010, with a constant IQR between
5.0 and 4.0.

Chart 13
IFAD Performance — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)
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Chart 13.1
IFAD Performance — by year of completion
Averages and dispersion of the distribution of ratings (PCRV/PPA data series)
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In spite of the generally good performance, the 2014 evaluations found some
challenges in relation to IFAD’s performance as a partner. For example, the
evaluation of the Albania Programme for Sustainable Development in Rural
Mountain Areas noted that project design did not adequately include some of the
recommendations from IOE’s previous evaluation in the country and suggestions
from IFAD’s ex ante quality assurance process. The Turkey Sivas—Erzincan
Development Project evaluation noted that the midterm review was not
undertaken, and that supervision and implementation missions did not
systematically include experts in key thematic areas of challenge faced by the
project (e.g. M&E and value chain development).

The 2014 CPEs highlight some additional limitations. The United Republic of
Tanzania CPE points to the frequent CPM rotation (five in the past ten years), and
to limited partnership with United Nations agencies and the private sector. The
Bangladesh CPE found insufficient attention was devoted to knowledge sharing,
which has constrained IFAD’s visibility and brand in the country as well as
opportunities for scaling up successful innovations and development approaches.

Although there are opportunities for further improvement as highlighted above, the
2014 evaluations recognize that IFAD is valued and trusted by governments for its
focus, flexibility and responsiveness. For instance, the United Republic of Tanzania
and the Bangladesh CPEs recognized the overall positive performance of IFAD as a
partner, in particular underlining that IFAD’s country presence was a key
determinant for better development effectiveness. The issue of country presence
will be further discussed in section B of this chapter.

Government performance as a partner. The rating of government’s
performance has improved steadily since 2009-2011, as chart 14 shows. Fifty-eight
per cent of projects in 2009-2011 were moderately satisfactory or better, as
compared to 74 per cent in 2011-2013. The “all evaluation data series” also shows
improvements from 67 per cent moderately satisfactory or better in 2000-2002 to
84 per cent in 2012-2014. Yet, no projects are rated as highly satisfactory and the
majority (at least 50 per cent) are only moderately satisfactory in both the
PCRV/PPA and all evaluation data series. There is little difference in government
performance when analysing the data across the different replenishment periods.

Chart 14.1 reveals that the mean rating in 2008-2010 was 3.71 with a SD of 0.99.
This improved to 3.91 in 2011-2013, with a lower SD of 0.84. Similar
improvements in means are evident based on the “all evaluation data series”,
especially since 2003-2006. The mean in the IFAD9 period improved to 4.09 with a
0.70 SD, as compared to IFAD6 in which government performance had the worst
mean and SD values (e.g. 3.79 and 1.04). The chart also shows the median rating
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of 4 has remain unchanged since 2007-2009, but the IQR changed, from between
4.0 and 3.0 in 2007-2009, to between 4.0 and 3.5 in the 2011-2013 period. This
means that more projects are closer to 4 than to 3.

Chart 14
Government Performance — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)

® Moderately Satisfactory ~ m Satisfactory Highly Satisfactory
100
90
80
70
60
X 50
40
30
20
10
0
2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013
(25) (42) (60) (56) (55)
Completion years (N of projects)

Chart 14.1
Government Performance — by year of completion
Averages and dispersion of the distribution of ratings (PCRV/PPA data series)
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Government’s performance is key to ensuring the success of IFAD-funded projects.
This is particularly true because recipient Governments have the main
responsibility for the execution of IFAD-supported projects and programmes. The
Support Project for the Strategic Plan for the Transformation of Agriculture in
Rwanda, the Pakistan’s Programme for Increasing Sustainable Microfinance and the
Ghana Rural Enterprises Project — Phase Two are examples from the 2014
evaluations which rated government performance as satisfactory.

The evaluation reports highlight key factors of satisfactory performance, such as
the timely availability of counterpart funding, the adherence to procurement
guidelines, the quality and timeliness of audits and the high level implementation
support and leadership from national authorities.

On the other hand, unsatisfactory performance is often rooted in the weak
institutional capacity at national and local level and high staff turnover, as the
evaluation of the Agricultural Marketing Improvement Programme in Ethiopia
shows. Moreover, some projects reveal concerns with fiduciary aspects, such as
delays in and inadequate quality of audit reports and weak financial management.
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dition of the evaluation manual, 10E will

devote more systematic attention to assessing fiduciary aspects as part of

Government’s performance in the eval

120.
of Tanzania and the Bangladesh CPEs,

uations done in 2016 onwards.

The performance of government is evaluated positively also in the United Republic

which assigned government performance a

rating of 4 and 5 respectively. In particular the Government of the United Republic

of Tanzania was recognized for having

developed and implemented a

comprehensive and overarching framework for public investment in the agriculture
sector. The Government of Bangladesh was commended for the overall supportive

policy environment, enhanced coordin

ation between the government and

development partners, and for the successful M&E system at project level, as

described in the example in box 4.
Box 4

Example of M&E arrangements in the Bangladesh Market Infrastructure Development Project in

Charland Regions (MIDPCR)

An independent M&E unit was establish

ed within the Project Management Unit (PMU),

headed by an M&E specialist with a field monitoring officer (FMO) based in each of the

five districts, plus a computer operator

in both zonal offices. The PMU also hired a

short-term consultant to assist with data analysis and report writing and to support the

MTR and PCR. At MTR the M&E section
studies (2009-2010). The M&E section

carried out a total of ten baseline and impact
of the PMU also carried out an impact

assessment of the improved market connecting roads and ghats, impact studies on
fish, vegetable and poultry subsector, and two knowledge, attitude and practice
surveys to assess the effectiveness of training on homestead vegetable cultivation and

beef fattening, and prepared a number

of case studies.

121. To summarize the aforementioned, chart 15 provides a visual overview of the

trends in project performance, overall

project achievement, rural poverty impact,

and performance of partners. The chart shows a dip in performance in projects
completing in 2009-2011, with a steady improvement in trends thereafter. While
this deserves deeper analysis, such a dip in performance may be partly explained
by two factors. Firstly part of the projects evaluated that completed in 2009-2011
were implemented in fragile states, where the policy and institutional

environments is weak as compared to
also be a reflection of the introduction

other country contexts. Secondly, it might
of IFAD’s first comprehensive evaluation

manual in 2008, which was the basis for the projects evaluated in 2009 onwards.

Chart 15
Combined overview of the main evaluation criteria

Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)
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All in all, the 2014 evaluations show a positive picture of performance. The
percentage of projects rated as moderately satisfactory or better are above 70 per
cent for all evaluation criteria, with the exception of efficiency (65 per cent) and
sustainability (62 per cent). Notwithstanding the aforementioned, table 6 shows
the performance of IFAD-financed projects, by evaluation criteria, when only
considering satisfactory or better ratings. The analysis reveals that projects score
best in terms of relevance, and worse in terms of environment and sustainability.

Table 6
Ranking of evaluation criteria - percentage of projects completing in 2011-2013, rated as
satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data only)

Percentage of projects rated
satisfactory or better

Evaluation criteria (N=55)
Best Relevance 56.4
Human and social capital and empowerment 51.9
Gender equality and women’s empowerment 50.9
Innovation and scaling up 455
Household income and assets 44.7
IFAD as a partner 41.8
Food security and agricultural productivity 41.7
Rural poverty impact 39.6
Overall project achievement 38.2
Institutions and policies 34.6
Effectiveness 30.9
Government as a partner 23.6
Project performance 21.8
Efficiency 21.8
Environment and natural resources 15.9
Worst Sustainability 14.5

Relation analysis

As mentioned in the introduction, the 2015 ARRI provides an analysis of project
performance on selected key priorities for the IFAD9 period, namely: innovation
and scaling-up, gender equality and women’s empowerment, operational efficiency,
performance of fragile states,?* and country level decentralization. The
performance of projects with respect to innovation and scaling-up, and gender
equality and women’s empowerment — which are also IFAD9 priorities — has
already been described in the previous section.

The next paragraphs outline the analysis of project performance in fragile states
and in countries where IFAD has set up a country office, in relation to four
evaluation criteria: overall project achievement, innovation and scaling-up,
operational efficiency, and gender. The rationale for this analysis is to further
analyse and validate evidence from IOE evaluations that IFAD’s operational
performance tends to be: (i) better in countries with an IFAD country office; and
(ii) worse in fragile states as compared to other country categories. In this regard,

2 The definition adopted by IFAD for its work in fragile states is as follows: "Fragile states are 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." This definition was included in IFAD's
corporate Policy on Crisis Prevention and Recovery, which was adopted by the Executive Board in April 2006.
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the evidence suggests that with IFAD country offices, for example, the Fund is able
to promote more timely and continuous supervision and implementation support,
which is one driver of better performance, and that weak institutional capacities are
a major limiting factor in fragile states affecting the performance of IFAD
operations.

Overall project achievement was chosen for this comparative analysis, because it is
the most holistic composite evaluation criteria. The other three criteria were chosen
because, as mentioned above, IFAD committed to promote further innovation and
scaling-up, enhance efficiency and strengthen gender equality and women'’s
empowerment, as part of its priorities for the IFAD9 period.

The analysis was conducted on the PCRV/PPA data series and the results, displayed
in charts 15, 16 and 17, are presented in terms of: (i) the percentage of projects
that have performed moderately satisfactory or better in the above criteria in the
presence of a country office,?? as compared to those implemented without an IFAD
country office (ICO); and (ii) the percentage of projects that have performed
moderately satisfactory or better in the above criteria in fragile states, as
compared to those in non-fragile states.

It is important to clarify that the ARRI uses the current list of countries classified as
fragile states by IFAD Management. This is with the understanding that — following
the CLE on Fragile States (April 2015) — IFAD decided to develop a new strategy for
engagement in fragile situations to be presented to the Board in 2016, which will
include a new definition and methodology for classifying countries facing situations
of fragility. Pending the development of the new strategy, the 2015 ARRI therefore
uses the current IFAD system for classifying countries as fragile states.

Country level decentralization. IFAD’s country presence was initiated in 2003 as
the Field Presence Pilot Programme, with offices in 15 countries and a budget of
US$3 million for three years. To date, 40 country offices have been established and
this number is expected to increase to 50 by the end of 2015. In fact, IFAD
management declared 2015 as the year of ICOs, further illustrating its commitment
to organisational decentralisation for better performance.

As shown in chart 16, the percentage of projects rated as moderately satisfactory
or better for overall project achievement is similar (77 per cent) in countries with
or without ICOs. This analysis has not gone into further details of countries with or
without outposted CPMs, something that will be done in the context of the CLE on
decentralization in 2016. However, the analysis reveals that the proportion of
projects rated as satisfactory is greater with ICOs. In particular, 44 per cent of
projects in countries with ICOs are satisfactory, as compared to 26 per cent
without. Similar patterns can be observed for innovation and scaling up, and for
gender equality and women’s empowerment.

For innovation and scaling up (chart 17), projects implemented in countries with
ICOs had a slightly larger proportion of highly satisfactory ratings than projects
without ICOs. However, a greater proportion of projects are satisfactory (53 per
cent) for innovation and scaling up with ICOs, as compared to 29 per cent in
countries without ICOs. Among other reasons, the presence of an ICO allows IFAD
to engage more actively in policy dialogue, knowledge sharing, and partnership-
building, which are critical drivers for scaling up. For example, the Bangladesh CPE
revealed that the setting up of the country office in Dhaka has been a positive
move in strengthening project implementation and improving partnership both with
the Government and with the United Nations Country Team as well as with other
development partners. At the same time, the evaluation notes that improvements

2 projects qualified into the "country office” group if IFAD field presence existed in the country of implementation for at
least half of the project’s duration. The effectiveness date and completion date were used as starting and ending dates,
respectively.

31



Appendice EC 2015/90/W.P.4

131.

132.

133.

134.

in policy dialogue would be achieved if the country office were staffed with more
senior IFAD officials. The issues related to ICOs are treated in more detail in
section B on CPEs.

When looking at performance related to gender equality and women’s
empowerment (chart 18), projects in countries with ICOs have a higher proportion
of highly satisfactory ratings (9 per cent), as compared to countries without ICOs
(3 per cent). Moreover, projects in countries with ICOs have a considerably larger
proportion of satisfactory ratings (47 per cent) than those with no ICO (32 per
cent). One explanatory factor for better performance in countries with ICOs is that
several offices have a dedicated staff or consultant responsible for gender
mainstreaming.

In addition to the above, the ARRI also undertook an analysis of the relation
between ICOs and operational efficiency (see chart 19). This analysis also reveals
that operational efficiency is better in countries with ICOs than without. In general,
the above analysis confirms the findings in most CPEs that ICOs are critical drivers
for achieving better development effectiveness.

Fragility and conflicts. Non-fragile states have performed better than fragile
ones in all three criteria. In particular, with regard to overall project achievement,
nearly 70 per cent of the projects were rated moderately satisfactory or better in
fragile countries, as compared to 84 per cent in non-fragile states.

Along the same lines, innovation and scaling-up is moderately satisfactory or better
in 85 per cent of the projects implemented in non-fragile states as compared to 69
per cent in fragile states. Moreover, while 88 per cent projects were rated
moderately satisfactory or better in non-fragile states for gender, the same
percentage drops to 78 per cent in fragile states. This result reinforces the findings
of the CLE on fragile states which call for greater customization and further
sharpening of IFAD approaches and operating model to achieve better outcomes in
fragile and conflict-affected states and situations.

Chart 16
Overall project achievement — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)
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Chart 17
Innovation and scaling-up
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better by criteria (PCRV/PPA data series)
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Chart 18

Gender equality and women’s empowerment
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better by criteria (PCRV/PPA data series)
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Chart 19

Operational efficiency
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better by criteria (PCRV/PPA data series)
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(iii) Peer-to-peer comparison

135. This is the first time such an analysis is included in the ARRI. As mentioned in
chapter I, the aim of this analysis is to assess the “net disconnect” between PMD
and IOE ratings for each criteria included in PCRs and PCRVs. This allows for a
better understanding of where differences lie in reporting on performance and the
underlying reasons for those differences.
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Therefore, this section includes a comparison of IOE and PMD ratings for a sample
of 97 projects completing in the period 2007-2013.2% All projects compared have
been rated by PMD in the PCRs, and subsequently by IOE in the PCRV/PPA. In line
with the IFAD Evaluation Policy, IOE validates the entire portfolio of IFAD-funded
projects at exit in any given year, therefore there are no sampling biases in the
selection of projects which have been used in this peer-to-peer comparison.

The ratings for the above-mentioned projects are analysed as follows: (i) by
comparing the entire ratings dataset from the 97 closed projects by each
evaluation criteria; and (ii) by comparing the percentage of projects rated as
moderately satisfactory or better for five evaluation criteria, namely project
performance, rural poverty impact, overall project achievement, IFAD performance
and government performance.

In addition to the above, in annex 8 the ARRI presents the list of the 23 projects
completed in 2011 together with the corresponding ratings for the main evaluation
criteria used by IOE and PMD. The year 2011 was chosen for this analysis, given
that 2011 is the year in which the largest number of PCRVs/PPAs were available for
completed operations.

Table 7 shows the comparison of IOE and PMD ratings for all evaluation criteria,
using the mean and mode figures. The analysis shows that although on average all
the criteria are rated higher in PCRs than in PCRVs/PPAs, the differences are not
generally that large.

The largest disconnect is in the assessment of relevance, with PMD ratings tending
to be on average 0.44 higher than IOE ratings. A similar pattern is observed in the
mode rating for relevance, which is satisfactory (5) as per PMD ratings and
moderately satisfactory (4) based on IOE ratings. A review of PCRVs find that this
is because — in analysing and rating relevance of a project — the PCRs primarily
assess the relevance of project objectives and do not focus sufficiently on the
relevance of design. IOE assessments and ratings for relevance cover both aspects
— review of project objectives and design — which are both critical in ensuring
effectiveness. Another explanatory factor is that many PCRs only assess relevance
of the project as embedded in design documents, while IOE assessments include
an analysis of relevance both at the time of design as well as at project completion.

Another disconnect worth highlighting is related to innovation and scaling up, with
PMD ratings being on average 0.29 higher than IOE ratings. Also, the mode rating
based on PMD data is satisfactory (5), as compared to moderately satisfactory (4)
by IOE. One of the main reasons for the disconnect is the different definitions used
respectively by IOE and IFAD Management in assessing and rating scaling up. In
line with the IFAD Evaluation Manual, IOE provides a favourable assessment and
rating to scaling up if projects or specific aspects of IFAD-financed projects are
scaled up by other partners such as the government, private sector, or other
development partners, without further IFAD funding. On the other hand, IFAD
Management ratings reflect the understanding that scaling up can also be done by
IFAD itself, for example, through the financing of a successor project with or
without funding from other partners.

Finally, table 7 shows that the mode rating — from the 97 PCRVs/PPAs analysed — is
4 (moderately satisfactory) in 15 out of 16 evaluation criteria. On the other hand,
the mode in PMD ratings is 5 (satisfactory) in 9 out of 16 evaluation criteria,
implying that the frequency of satisfactory ratings is significantly higher in PMD
data.

2 Although IOE’s PCRV/PPA data set includes 102 projects, only 97 of them are used because 3 of them do not
correspond to the period analysed (2007-2013) and 2 of them are not comparable to the PCR database due to
differences in how loans are grouped together.
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Table 7
Comparison of IOE’'s PCRV/PPA ratings and PMD’s PCR ratings for all evaluation criteria

Criteria Mean rating Disconnect Mode ratings
of mean rating

IOE PMD IOE PMD

1. Relevance 4.32 4.75 -0.44 4 5
2. Effectiveness 3.92 4.15 -0.24 4 4
3. Efficiency 3.63 3.90 -0.26 4 4
4.  Project performance 3.93 4.25 -0.31 4 4
5.  Rural poverty impact 4.13 4.17 -0.04 4 5
6. Sustainability 3.67 3.96 -0.29 4 4
7. Innovation and scaling-up 411 4.40 -0.29 4 5
8. Gender equality and women's 4.28 4.46 -0.18 4 4

empowerment
9. IFAD performance 4.16 4.44 -0.27 4 5
10. Government performance 3.80 3.98 -0.18 4 4
11. Overall project achievement 4.00 4.19 -0.19 4 5
12. Household income and assets 4.15 4.32 -0.16 4 5
13. Human and social capital and 4.35 4.52 -0.17 5 5

empowerment
14. Food security and agricultural 4.08 4.27 -0.18 4 5

productivity
15. Environment 3.86 4.11 -0.26 4 4
16. Institutions and policy 4.07 4.32 -0.25 4 5

143. The general trend in the above analysis is further supported by the second type of
analysis which is presented in charts 20 and 21. Although the percentage of
projects rated moderately satisfactory or better is generally similar in the selected
criteria, a higher percentage of projects have been rated satisfactory or better in
PCRs than in PCRVs/PPAs. The greatest difference is in project performance, where
42 per cent of PCR ratings were satisfactory or better, while only 18 per cent of I0OE
ratings fell in these category. Moreover, the PMD and IOE ratings for IFAD
performance also show an important disconnect with 55 per cent and 34 per cent
of satisfactory or better projects, respectively, in PCRs and PCRVs/PPAs.

Chart 20

Comparison of PCR and PCRV/PPA ratings for project performance, rural poverty impact
and overall achievement

Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better by criteria
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Chart 21
Comparison of PCR and PCRV/PPA ratings for performance of partners
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better by criteria
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There are opportunities for narrowing the disconnect between IOE and PMD ratings
moving forward, in particular by ensuring further harmonization between IOE and
PMD evaluation methods as well as strengthening the quality and underlying
process for PCRs (the latter will be discussed in the next section of this chapter). In
particular, the introduction of the second edition of the Evaluation Manual in 2016,
together with the new harmonization agreement between IFAD’s independent and
self-evaluation systems, will also contribute to narrowing the disconnect in results
reports by IOE and IFAD Management.

Project completion reports. PCRs are a key product in IFAD’s self-evaluation
architecture, for both strengthening accountability and learning. Each IFAD-
supported project is required to produce a PCR within six months of the project
completion date. As per the financing agreements of loans provided by IFAD,
recipient governments are responsible for preparing PCRs, based on the current
IFAD guidelines, which date back to 2006 but are currently being revised by
Management. However, on a case-by-case basis, IFAD supports governments in
preparing PCRs by mobilizing consultant resources to help them in specific areas to
ensure the final products are of the required quality.

As mentioned earlier and in line with IFAD’s Evaluation Policy (2011), IOE validates
all PCRs. This is a fundamental task, as it expands the evidence and analytical base
for other independent evaluations by IOE, and is similar to the practice followed in
other multilateral development banks. IOE has specific guidelines for validating
PCRs, which have been developed further in the context of the second edition of
the Evaluation Manual to be implemented in 2016. Discussions are ongoing
between IOE and Management to harmonize PCR and PCR validation (PCRV)
guidelines, so that similar methodologies are applied to facilitate comparison of
results reported through IFAD’s independent and self-evaluation systems.

In PCRVs, IOE assesses and rates PCRs using four evaluation criteria. These are:
(i) scope (e.g. whether the PCR has adhered to IFAD guidelines for PCRs); (ii) data
(e.g. robustness in terms of the evidence base used in forming evaluative
judgements); (iii) lessons (e.g. whether the PCR includes lessons on the proximate
causes of satisfactory or less than satisfactory performance); and (v) candour (e.g.
in terms of objectivity in the narrative, and whether ratings in the PCR are
supported by evidence included in the document). Ratings for each of these criteria
is aggregated in the PCRVs to provide an overall rating of the PCR document.

There are a number of quality and process issues that IOE has found in the
validation of the PCRs that should be addressed moving forward. While it is
encouraging that efforts are being made to ensure that 100 per cent of closed
projects produce a PCR, the quality of the final documents is considerably variable.
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As seen in table 8, less than half the PCRs produced in 2011-2013 are considered
satisfactory or better, though there is some improvement as compared to the
period 2010-2012.

That noted, some good PCRs are available (for example, of the Burkina Faso
Sustainable Development Programme), which was considered satisfactory by IOE in
the validation process — in particular in terms of the inclusion of lessons and
candour, but such examples are few. At the same time, challenges in the
production of PCRs remain, including in the quality of data used, focus on outputs
rather than outcomes, and inconsistency between narrative and ratings. Thus,
given the opportunities to further enhance quality across the board, a more
systematic internal quality assurance process for all PCRs within PMD would be
welcome.

Table 8
Quality of PCR documents (PCRV/PPA data series)

Evaluation Percentage satisfactory Percentage moderately satisfactory or better
criteria for or better
assessing PCRs

2010-2012 2011-2013 2010-2012 2011-2013
Scope 41.8 48.1 73 79.6
Quality 19.6 222 54 68.5
Lessons 47.3 52.8 84 88.7
Candour 39.3 50 71 88.9
Overall rating for 37.7 43.8 70 77.1

PCR document

Source: PCRVs by IOE.

There are two important process issues that deserve attention. Firstly, PCRs as
submitted by governments do not generally include ratings to the evaluation
criteria covered in the document. Ratings are assigned by the Office of the
Associate Vice-President, PMD, as a separate process based on PMD'’s review of the
PCRs, which was carried out by consultants. Some consultation takes place with
the concerned CPM, but the involvement of the regional divisions in the assignment
of ratings is generally limited. Also, consultations with the government is not
included in this rating process. This causes delays in the finalization of PCRs and
the ratings are not ultimately included in the PCR documents, but retained in a
separate document/database, thus not providing a complete self-evaluation of the
projects. Hence, the process for assigning ratings and ensuring completeness of
PCRs needs reflection.

Secondly, I0E found that there is often a one and a half to two-year time lag
between project completion, preparation of the PCR and ratings by PMD and the
submission of the PCRs with ratings to IOE. This delay has important implications in
the preparation of PCRVs by IOE, which in turn affects the PCRV/PPA data series
used in the ARRI. In fact, in this year’'s ARRI, the last subperiod analysed is 2011-
2013, which means that IOE did not receive any PCRs for projects completing in
2014 to be included in the 2015 ARRI. Therefore, it is imperative that the time lag
in submitting complete PCRs with ratings to IOE be shortened, so that each year
the ARRI can provide a more contemporary update on IFAD’s operational
performance.

Country programme evaluations

Background. CPEs provide broader assessments of IFAD-government partnerships
in the reduction of rural poverty and serve to inform the development of new
country strategies and IFAD-supported activities in the country.
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Since 2010, the ARRI contains a dedicated chapter on CPEs, to analyse and report
on performance beyond the project level and to identify lessons that cut across
IFAD country programmes. In line with such practice, this chapter provides a
synopsis of the performance on: (i) non-lending activities (i.e. policy dialogue,
knowledge management and partnership-building); and (ii) country strategies (i.e.
the COSOP) in terms of relevance and effectiveness. It also includes a section on
cross-cutting issues of importance to ongoing and future IFAD country strategies.

A total of 52 CPEs have been carried out by IOE since the product was introduced
in the 1990s (see annex 9 for the complete list). Of these, 30 CPEs have been
conducted since 2006, based on a consistent methodology including the use of
ratings, which allows for the aggregation of results across country programmes.
This year’s ARRI includes two CPEs — Bangladesh and the United Republic of
Tanzania.

Non-lending activities. Non-lending activities (policy dialogue, knowledge
management and partnership-building) are increasingly recognized as essential
instruments in IFAD country programmes to promote institutional and policy
transformation and to scale up impact of IFAD operations. Chart 22 shows the
performance of IFAD’s non-lending activities between 2006 and 2014. Though
there have been improvements since 2006-2008, performance appears to have
plateaued in the past five years, as discussed in the next paragraphs.

Chart 22
Performance of non-lending activities 2006-2014
Percentage rated moderately satisfactory or better by criteria
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Fifty-eight per cent of CPEs conducted between 2012-2014 rated national level
policy dialogue as moderately satisfactory or better, which is better than the 29 per
cent reported for 2006-2008. However, it is still below the 70 per cent target set in
the IFAD9 (2013-2015) Results Measurement Framework (RMF). Having said that,
a more accurate picture of performance in national level policy dialogue against the
RMF target will only be possible in the 2016 ARRI, which will also include the CPEs
undertaken this year.

The 2014 CPEs highlight some important issues related to national level policy
dialogue that merit to be addressed in future country strategies. The Tanzania CPE
concluded that both the 2003 and 2007 COSOPs set an over-ambitious agenda for
policy dialogue, which are difficult to translate into operational plans also in light of
the limited resources available and multiplicity of responsibilities of the CPM. The
Bangladesh CPE noted that the focus of the government-1FAD partnership was
largely on operational matters, and insufficient attention was devoted to leveraging
on the Fund’s rich project experience to conduct and enrich dialogue on broader
sectoral policies and institutions.
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In terms of knowledge management, performance has improved from 14 per cent
moderately satisfactory or better of the country programmes evaluated in 2006-
2008 to 67 per cent in 2012-2014. Key drivers for this improvement include the
adoption of a corporate strategy for knowledge management in 2007, inclusion of
knowledge management as an objective in some country programmes (e.g. China),
and the use of grant resources for knowledge management (e.g. the three-year
grant to IFADAFRICA for integrating knowledge management and learning in IFAD-
supported projects in Eastern and Southern Africa). However, the demand,
especially from middle-income countries, for IFAD’s experience, lessons and good
practices is increasing, also in the context of South-South and Triangular
Cooperation. There is therefore opportunity to do more and further improve
performance.

Both the Tanzania and Bangladesh CPEs identified some challenges in knowledge
management. Firstly, knowledge acquired during project implementation were not
systematically captured and shared widely. Secondly, M&E systems have not
sufficiently emphasized evaluation and learning, but focused mostly on monitoring
output level achievements. Thirdly, little evidence was found that due attention was
made to documenting experiences from grant-funded activities, many of which
focus on innovations in technology development for smallholder agriculture and
market access. Finally, more attention ought to be devoted to learning from
failures, which can prove to be as valuable as learning from successes for
enhancing development effectiveness.

Seventy-seven per cent of the country programme evaluated between 2012-2014
were rated moderately satisfactory or better for partnership-building, which is
higher than 58 per cent in the period 2006-2008. Though good improvements have
been made, performance in this indicator is lower than the 90 per cent target set in
the IFAD9 RMF. However, as for policy dialogue, a more accurate picture on
partnership-building in the IFAD9 period will be provided in next year’s ARRI, once
the 2015 CPEs have also been completed and factored into the analysis.

The Bangladesh and Tanzania CPEs found that IFAD has strong partnership with
government agencies, who appreciate IFAD’s participatory and bottom-up
approaches to rural transformation. However, in Bangladesh, limited partnership
with the Ministry of Agriculture was raised as a point deserving attention in the
future, an issue also raised in previous CPEs (e.g. China in 2014 and India in
2010). Partnership with civil society and NGOs were found to be good, especially in
the provision training and group formation.

Partnership with donors was good in Tanzania in the context of IFAD’s participation
in agricultural sector wide approaches, and positive efforts have been made in
Bangladesh to co-finance projects with the Asian Development Bank and the World
Bank. The IFAD country office (ICO) in Tanzania is hosted by FAO, and WFP is the
host agency of the ICO in Bangladesh. However, in spite of this and some
cooperation in technical assistance at the project level, wider cooperation with the
Rome-based agencies remains underexploited in these countries. Both CPEs
underlined limited partnerships with the private sector, for example in value chain
development.

COSOP performance. COSOPs are fundamental instruments to determine IFAD’s
strategic positioning in the country and to articulate the mix of interventions that
will contribute to rural poverty reduction. Results-based COSOPs were introduced in
2006, which helped sharpen their results-orientation. Each CPE includes an
assessment and ratings for COSOP performance, which entails the review of
relevance and effectiveness of IFAD country strategies. Based on these ratings,
CPEs also generate an overall rating for COSOP performance.

Table 9 summarizes the ratings from the 30 CPEs done between 2006-2014.
Eighty-seven per cent of the country strategies evaluated by IOE found IFAD
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country strategies to be moderately satisfactory or better for COSOP relevance, but
none are considered highly satisfactory. Seventy-four per cent of CPEs found
COSOP effectiveness to be moderately satisfactory or better, none to be highly
satisfactory, and 26 per cent are moderately unsatisfactory. Finally, COSOP
performance is moderately satisfactory or better in 82 per cent of the country
programmes evaluated.

Table 9
Results of COSOP relevance, effectiveness and performance ( percentage of country programme
rated moderately satisfactory or better)®

Rating COSOP COSOP COSOP
relevance effectiveness performance”
6 Highly satisfactory 0 0 0
5 Satisfactory 30 13 30
4 Moderately satisfactory 57 61 52
Total moderately satisfactory or better 87 74 82
3 Moderately unsatisfactory 13 26 17
2 Unsatisfactory 0 0 0
1 Highly unsatisfactory 0 0 0
Total moderately unsatisfactory or 13 26 17
worse
Country programmes rated 30 23 23

& The seven CPEs completed before 2009 did not contain ratings for COSOP relevance, effectiveness and
overall performance, since this rating was not required by the IOE methodology at that time. IOE thus
decided to assign ratings on the basis of the evidence available in the seven CPEs. This was possible for
county strategy relevance in all seven cases, but there was insufficient evidence to provide reliable
ratings for country strategy effectiveness and overall COSOP performance.

b COSOP performance is a composite rating based on the individual ratings for COSOP relevance and
COSOP effectiveness. This composite rating is not an arithmetic average of the individual ratings for
relevance and effectiveness, but rather a round number based on the available evidence and the
objective judgement of the evaluations.

Source: Country Programme Evaluations by IOE from 2006-2014.

Systemic issues. COSOPs are generally strong in aligning IFAD objectives with
the country’s main policies for smallholder agriculture and rural development, and
they are generally developed following broad-based consultations with multiple
stakeholders. Given the relatively limited resources invested in preparing COSOPs
(between US$30,000 and US$50,000), some are less strong on context and risk
analysis that would enable a better understanding of the opportunities and
challenges facing the agriculture sector.

Past CPEs have noted that COSOP effectiveness could be further enhanced if they
were to be fully costed and a summary of such analysis included in the documents.
This is generally not the case at the moment, apart from the PBAS allocation for
loan-funded investment projects and country grants. Costing would involve
estimating the administrative budget (including and human and financial resources)
required to operationalize the COSOP to ensure more realistic objectives and
effectiveness. This is critical because CPEs find that insufficient resources is one of
the key reasons for limiting effectiveness, especially in non-lending activities
including South-South and Triangular Cooperation.

Another driver of COSOP effectiveness is the effectiveness of the project portfolio in
the country evaluated. This is critical because, though attention to non-lending
activities is gradually increasing including South-South and Triangular Cooperation,
the majority of IFAD assistance is still channelled through loan-funded investment
projects. However, as mentioned earlier in the ARRI (see table 5), the mode and
median rating for project portfolio effectiveness is moderately satisfactory, and the
mean is 3.9, which is close to moderately satisfactory.

There are two further issues worth underlining raised in most CPEs done by IOE.
The first point is the importance of ICOs, which have helped the organization get
closer to the ground, providing greater and more timely support to IFAD-funded
operations, and to strengthen communication and dialogue with key actors in the
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agriculture sector. However, CPEs also find that in many countries — especially
larger countries with several ongoing operations — the level of human resources
(e.g. for procurement and administrative services) and infrastructure available
(e.g. information and communication technology) in ICOs is insufficient to promote
desired effectiveness. Although IFAD has experimented with alternative models in
ICOs, CPEs have also tended to favour the outposting of CPMs from IFAD
headquarters as the preferred model, supported by national country presence
officers and country presence assistants. This is because international staff as head
of the ICOs bring the required seniority and credibility, and generally have the
breadth of experience (also in other IFAD country programmes) that enables them
to better tap into high level policy dialogue, enhance the Fund’s visibility and
brand, as well as promote strategic partnerships beyond the project level including
with the private sector. In any case, I0OE will undertake a more detailed analysis of
ICOs in 2016 — including on costs and the implications of ICOs for non-lending
activities - in the context of the CLE on IFAD’s decentralization.

The second issue relates to the systematic undertaking of COSOP completion
reviews, a recommendation included in the 2014 ARRI. However, COSOP
completion reviews are still not being undertaken across the board, though they
were prepared in both Bangladesh and Tanzania and were of good quality. COSOP
completion reviews (just as project completion reports, which are required in all
cases) would give an opportunity to IFAD Management and other partners to
collectively assess the results achieved at the country level and to generate lessons
for future country strategies and activities. Moreover, COSOP completion reviews
would strengthen the analytic base for CPEs by IOE, and further align IFAD’s
broader independent and self-evaluation architecture with the existing practice in
other IFI. The ARRI does however recognize that undertaking COSOP completion
reviews is likely to require additional administrative resources.

Finally, the Bangladesh CPE found limited synergies between lending and non-
lending activities. Such a finding has also been documented in other CPEs and
points to the need for more effort in ensuring that all IFAD interventions are
mutually reinforcing so they can collectively lead to better effectiveness of IFAD
country programmes.

Benchmarking

In line with the practice of previous ARRIs, the 2015 report benchmarks the
performance of IFAD operations externally, against the performance of the
agriculture sector operations of other development organizations. Moreover,
internal benchmarking is done against the targets included in the IFAD9 and
IFAD10 RMFs, and across the five geographic regions®* covered by IFAD operations.

External benchmarking. It is useful to map IFAD’s performance in relation to
selected development organizations. The ARRI benchmarks performance with other
IFIs and regional development banks, in particular the African and Asian
Development Banks and the World Bank.?® These organizations have been selected
because, like IFAD, they are members of the Evaluation Cooperation Group of the
Multilateral Development Banks and therefore broadly use similar evaluation
methodologies and have independent evaluation offices. Another reason is
because, although each organization is different in size and has a different
geographic focus, they have similar operating models as IFAD. That is, unlike the
United Nations specialized agencies, programmes and funds, the African and Asian

2 Asia and the Pacific, East and Southern Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean, Near East, North Africa and
Europe, and West and Central Africa.

®The Inter-American Development Bank and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development are not
included in the benchmarking analysis because the former does not use a ratings as part of their evaluations, while the
nature and focus of operations and geographic coverage of the latter is significantly different from IFAD.
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Development Banks and the World Bank also provide loans for investment
operations with sovereign guarantees.

173. This year, the period compared is from 2005-2014. This is because comparable
data’® is available for this time frame, thus enhancing the reliability of the
benchmarking exercise. The data analysis has been undertaken using the
independent evaluation ratings databases made available to IOE by the evaluation
offices of the three banks earlier in the year.

174. Table 10 summarizes the results of the benchmarking done in this year’'s ARRI.
Overall, it can be concluded that IFAD’s project performance in all regions
continues to be comparable to that of the World Bank, with 75 per cent of the
operations evaluated as moderately satisfactory or better.

175. In the Asia and Pacific region, IFAD’s project performance is better than the
performance of the agriculture sector operations of the Asian Development Bank.
However, it is important to note that the success rate of the Bank’s projects are
based on the ratings of four evaluation criteria, namely relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency and sustainability, whereas IFAD’s project performance does not include
the sustainability rating. Similarly, IFAD’s project performance in Africa is better
than the performance of the agriculture operations of the African Development
Bank (AfDB), but their assessments also includes the sustainability rating. Hence,
the data needs to be interpreted with some caution.

176. Finally, even though the ARRI compares IFAD’s project performance with the
agriculture sector operations of the other three banks, it is important to note that
IFAD-funded projects have some distinguishing characteristics, such as enhanced
focus on remote rural areas, targeting of disadvantaged populations (e.g.
indigenous peoples, pastoralists and artisanal fisher folk), grass-roots institution
building, bottom-up participatory resource allocation methods, and work in fragile
situations. All these factors make the design, implementation, supervision and
evaluation of IFAD-funded projects rather challenging.

Table 10
Project performance — Percentage of agriculture and rural development projects completed in
2005-2014 rated moderately satisfactory or better (all evaluation data series)

Time period IFAD IFAD IFAD ADB World Bank AfDB
Africa Asia and
Pacific
2005-2014 75 74 78 63 74 65
(percentage)
Number of
agriculture
projects evaluated 193 90 54 86 360 91

Source: Independent Evaluation Ratings Databases of the African and Asian Development Banks, I0OE
and the World Bank.

177. Internal benchmarking. Table 11 benchmarks the internal performance against
selected indicators and targets in the IFAD9 and IFAD10 RMFs. One qualification is
necessary to interpret the data. While the IFAD9 targets are for end-2015, the
ARRI data cut-off point is end-2014, and therefore a more accurate picture of
performance against the IFAD9 targets can only be provided in the 2016 ARRI —

% The rating used for IFAD is project performance which is an composite of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency. For
ADB it is the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) overall rating of agriculture and natural resources and rural
development projects, which is a composite of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability. For the World
Bank, it is the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) outcome rating for agriculture and rural development projects,
which is a composite of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency, similar to IOE’s project performance criterion. For AfDB
it is the Independent Development Evaluation (IDEV) project performance rating for agriculture projects, which is a
composite of relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability, similar to ADB.
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which will also be informed by the evaluations completed this year. Moreover, the
reason for including the IFAD10 targets, which are for end-2018, is to draw
attention to those areas that might be particularly lagging and need special
consideration in the future. Actually, the targets for 2018 in the IFAD10 RMF are
the same as in IFAD9, given the aim is to consolidate achievements, rather than
set new targets beyond what experience suggests is achievable.

The table illustrates that performance is generally good. Further attention will be
needed in operational efficiency and sustainability. Improvements in effectiveness
and innovation and scaling up are possible, especially in relation to the respective
targets. There is room also for improving performance in project relevance, and it
is therefore unfortunate that this criterion has been dropped from the IFAD10 RMF.
In light of current performance, the reintroduction of the relevance criterion with
an appropriate target in the IFAD10 RMF would merit serious consideration.

Table 11
Internal benchmarking — Projects rated moderately satisfactory or better against RMF targets
(Percentage)

Outcome indicators All evaluation data PCRV/PPA 2015 2018
(percentage of projects rated Targets Targets
moderately satisfactory or 2012-2014 2011-2013 from the from the
better) at completion 2013-2015 2016-2018

IFAD 9 RMF IFAD 10 RMF
Relevance 84 85 100 -
Effectiveness 81 80 90 90
Efficiency 67 65 75 80
Rural poverty impact 94 73 90 90
Sustainability 68 62 75 85
Innovation and scaling up 81 82 90 90

Gender equality and

women's empowerment
91 89 90 90

Government performance

as partner
84 75 80 80

The internal benchmarking exercise in this year’'s ARRI has been further developed.
To provide a more nuanced appreciation of performance, table 12 benchmarks
project performance, rural poverty impact and overall project achievement across
the five geographical regions covered by IFAD operations. Previous ARRIs only
benchmarked performance using the overall project achievement criterion.

It is also important to note that benchmarking performance across regions should
not be considered tantamount to assessing the performance of the corresponding
IFAD regional division. This is because the regional divisions’ performance is only
one, although important, factor affecting project performance. The performance of
IFAD operations is especially driven by government performance, who are
ultimately responsible for project execution and other factors (such as quality of
service providers, evolutions in country context, etc.).

As in previous years, the Asia and the Pacific region (APR) shows the best results in
all evaluation criteria analysed. Between 2000-2014, APR has the highest
proportion of projects that are moderately satisfactory or better, and also the
highest proportion of projects that are satisfactory or better. One key factor is that
84 per cent of the projects evaluated by IOE in APR show a moderately satisfactory
or better performance for government performance, confirming that the latter is
one of the single most important determinants of successful outcomes. The
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performance of IFAD operations in the West and Central Africa region continues to
remain the weakest.

Table 12

Internal benchmarking — Comparison across geographic regions from 2000-2014
(All evaluation data series)

Asia and Latin America and Eastand Near East, North West and
Proiect performance the Pacific the Caribbean Southern Africa African and Central Africa
Jectp N=70 N=38 N=49 Europe N=48
N=37
Percentage of 87 76 77 78 58
projects rated
moderately
satisfactory or better
Percentage of 50 49 27 14 21
projects rated
satisfactory or better
Asiaand Latin America and Eastand Near East, North West and
Rural poverty impact the Pacific the Caribbean Southern Africa African and Central Africa
poverty imp N=66 N=35 N=43 Europe N=46
N=35
Percentage of 89 83 84 77 61
projects rated
moderately
satisfactory or better
Percentage of 48 31 33 26 24
projects rated
satisfactory or better
Asia and Latin America and Eastand Near East, North West and
Overall project the Pacific the Caribbean Southern Africa African and Central Africa
achievement N=70 N=37 N=49 Europe N=48
N=37
Percentage of 86 76 78 78 62
projects rated
moderately
satisfactory or better
Percentage of 49 27 22 14 19

projects rated
satisfactory or better

Enhancing IFAD’s results management system. Related to the internal
benchmarking and the self-assessment of results by Management, two areas of
reform were defined as part of IFAD9 priorities towards “enhancing IFAD’s results
management system”, which are impact evaluations and results reporting. In

general, IFAD is devoting attention to building a strong results culture and
strengthening learning loops.

With regard to impact evaluation, Management has set up an impact evaluation
programme and is conducting 30 such evaluations of IFAD-funded projects, using
quantitative and qualitative methods in partnership with several external agencies.
The newly established Strategic Planning and Impact Assessment Division, headed
by a director will be dedicated to the topic, and a comprehensive source book on
impact evaluations has also been developed. Management has committed to
present a synthesis report on the 30 impact evaluations to the Board in December
2015, together with IOE comments thereon. The IOE comments on the initiative
will contain an assessment of the methodologies and process followed and results
reported. However, it has since been decided to shift the presentation of the
synthesis report to the April 2016 Board.

It is important to note that IOE also conducts impact evaluations, however they are
not part of the impact evaluations being undertaken by Management during IFAD9
or IFAD10 periods. Moreover, projects selected by IOE for impact evaluations do
not overlap with those covered by Management. Among other issues, impact

44



Appendice EC 2015/90/W.P.4

185.

186.

187.

evaluations allow IOE to more rigorously measure rural poverty impact in IFAD
operations based on the application of innovative methods and processes. The
increasing experience gained by IOE also enables it to contribute more thoroughly
— building on the first-hand knowledge generated — in both internal and external
debates and platforms on impact evaluations.

IOE has conducted two impact evaluations so far, in Sri Lanka in 2013 and in India
in 2014. It is undertaking a third impact evaluation in Mozambique in 2015 and has
planned a fourth impact evaluation in 2016 in a project/country yet to be selected.
The main lessons learnt from the Sri Lanka and India impact evaluations are
summarized in box 5.

Box 5 - Lessons learnt from impact evaluations undertaken by IOE

Undertaking an in-depth technical evaluability assessment at the outset of any impact
evaluation is fundamental. Among other issues, it allows evaluators to select
appropriate methods and instruments for data collection and analysis, taking into
account the findings from the evaluability assessments.

The absence of or poor quality baseline surveys pose major challenges, particularly to
ex post impact evaluations. Under such circumstances, specific methods must be
deployed to reconstruct baseline situations at the time of the evaluation, allowing for
a more rigorous assessment of the changes induced by the operation being evaluated.

IOE adopted a quasi-experimental mix-methods approach (i.e. propensity score
matching), allowing the assessment of impact in a quantitative manner while also
paying attention to qualitative aspects of IFAD operations. At the same time, IOE also
assessed other key evaluation criteria (e.g. project efficiency and sustainability) in the
context of its impact evaluations, providing a more comprehensive assessment of
project results.

Impact evaluations take time and careful ex ante planning is essential to ensure
timely completion of the exercise. In particular, within the IFAD context, hiring a
company to collect primary data requires competitive bidding, which is labour and
time intensive. To overcome this challenge, for its second impact evaluation in India,
IOE recruited a national company for the collection of primary data through a closed
bidding process, thus reducing the costs for data collection as well as time taken for
the competitive process.

With regard to results reporting, during the IFAD9 period, each year the
Management presented to the Board its Report on IFAD’s Development
Effectiveness (RIDE), accompanied by IOE comments on the document. The RIDE
reports results based on the indicators included in the IFAD9 RMF and has been
further developed building on IOE comments, and now also contains dedicated
annexes on gender, ex ante quality assurance, and grants. In addition,
Management presented a midterm review of the IFAD9 commitments to the first
session of the tenth replenishment consultation in February 2014, and at the same
session, also presented a summary of the results included in several external
assessment of IFAD including by the Multilateral Organisation Performance
Assessment Network (MOPAN), several bilateral development agencies (Australia,
Finland, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom), and the Brookings
Institution and the Centre for Global Development. All in all and in spite of the
need to improve M&E systems (see below), attention to impact evaluations and
results reporting was good during the IFAD9 period.

Recurrent issues in the IFAD9 period

There are several recurrent issues that the ARRIs have highlighted in the IFAD9
period, in particular the challenges associated with operational efficiency,
environmental and natural resources management, and sustainability of benefits.
These issues have been extensively analysed and discussed in different fora and in
previous ARRIs and other IOE evaluations. Therefore, excluding these issues, this
section highlights only three recurrent issues (i.e. M&E, non-lending activities, and
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government performance as a partner) from the IFAD9 period raised by a review of
previous ARRIs. Though these issues have been discussed for several years within
the context of the ARRI and other individual evaluations, improvements are slow. It
is therefore critical they be addressed in a timely and comprehensive manner for
better development effectiveness.

Monitoring and evaluation. The ARRIs have highlighted the importance of
effective and efficient country and project-level M&E systems. They are at the core
of assessing results for accountability and learning for better development
effectiveness, and at the foundation of achieving the IFAD9 priority of enhancing
IFAD’s results management system. M&E systems are also essential for better
knowledge management, partnership-building and policy dialogue, which in turn
are important for accelerating the scaling up of impact, a key area to increasing
operational effectiveness and ensuring the sustainability of benefits of IFAD
operations. Well-functioning M&E systems are also useful management tools,
allowing implementing agencies to make necessary adjustments during project
execution to ensure the desired final outcomes.

As mentioned in previous paragraphs, IFAD has focussed in recent years in
strengthening its results culture and learning loops, including by embarking on
undertaking rigorous impact assessments of IFAD operations and paying attention
to strengthening its internal corporate performance monitoring and reporting
instruments. However, one key dimension of IFAD’s results assessment initiatives
relates to monitoring and evaluation at both the project and country levels, which
continue to remain a challenge. This has been an area of concern for many years,
for both IFAD and other development partners.

This year’s ARRI notes there are some good examples of M&E systems. For
example, the Rwanda-Support Project for the Strategic Plan for the Transformation
of Agriculture is one of them. The project set up a simplified sector-wide
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system directly linked to the three project
implementation units’ M&E systems (IFAD, WB and AfDB). Such a mechanism
further stimulated learning in IFAD, Ministry of Agriculture and the sector at large.
The significant number of knowledge products developed has helped to capture
innovations and success stories for replication and scaling up.

However, there is scope to improve performance in this area as the quality of M&E
systems is variable on the whole. Issues affecting M&E performance include in first
place the lack of an incentive framework both in IFAD and at the country level for
effective and efficient M&E activities, including the improvement in the expertise of
staff assigned to M&E functions in projects management units. This would enhance
the quality of both baseline surveys, which at the moment do not generally have
data on comparison groups, and logical frameworks, that do not contain easily
measurable indicators. Nor do they collect gender-disaggregated data on a
systematic basis, and as mentioned earlier, data on nutritional impact is scant.
Data on changes in incomes induced by IFAD operations are also not readily
available.

Other M&E limitations have been the focus on collection of output level data, rather
than outcome and impact data, and not all projects have a specific budget line in
project cost tables allocated to M&E. Beyond the project level, few countries have
been successful in M&E activities in relation to non-lending activities. In summary,
M&E systems need enhancement so that reliable evidence on results and impacts
are generated to systematically inform policy and decision-making and project
design and implementation.

Non-lending activities (policy dialogue, knowledge management, and
partnership-building). All COSOPs have a dedicated section on non-lending
activities which is a sign of the importance they have in achieving country strategy
objectives, alongside investment operations. IFAD is increasingly recognizing that —
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while loan-funded investment projects are the core of its operations — it needs to
achieve results in non-lending activities for increased effectiveness and to avoid the
“micro-macro paradox” of having successful investment projects in specific
geographic areas that do not contribute sufficiently to rural poverty reduction more
broadly at the country level.

Though this ARRI and past ARRIs have seen improvements in the performance of
non-lending activities, on the whole they are still moderately satisfactory. At the
same time, the ARRIs have highlighted areas that merit attention to ramp up
performance in non-lending activities, such as the advantages of outposting of
CPMs, the need to define attainable objectives, the importance of better linking
non-lending activities with IFAD’s investment portfolios for wider integration of all
activities in country programmes, and the need for strengthening partnerships
including with the Rome-based agencies at the country level in policy dialogue,
knowledge sharing, and South-South and Triangular Cooperation. While it is clear
that IFAD’s non-lending activities are intrinsically linked to its investment
operations, evaluations are underlining that resource and time constrains are
limiting results in non-lending activities, especially for such activities at the national
level (beyond the realms of individual projects and programmes).

Government performance as a partner. Unlike in projects funded by other
United Nations specialized agencies, programmes or funds or bilateral aid agencies,
IFAD-funded projects are entirely implemented by recipient country authorities,
with the support of other national institutions such as local NGOs and private-
sector actors. Therefore, government performance as a partner in the design and
implementation is a central driver of successful outcomes of IFAD-financed
projects.

Although the mean rating for government performance as a partner in the period
2012-2014 is 4.1, past ARRIs have highlighted that government performance has
been affected by several factors, including weak institutions, especially in rural
areas and at the grassroots levels. This is exacerbated in fragile situations where
IFAD has a very large number of operations and where performance is further
constrained by limited human resources capacities and knowledge of IFAD
procurement processes, financial and other fiduciary aspects of project
management and M&E requirements, as well as delays in appointments and
frequent rotation of project management staff.

To address weaknesses in government performance, in 2013 IFAD provided a grant
to FAO for a pilot programme covering 15 projects in 10 countries to improve
fragile states’ capacity to plan, manage and implement agricultural programmes,
with the aim of fostering better development outcomes. This was a good, but one-
off initiative that needs to be institutionalized more widely in IFAD operations, to
support governments to build the much required capacities that is the cornerstone
of sustainable and inclusive rural transformation.

Learning theme: Sustainability of Benefits

Background

As agreed by the Executive Board in December 2014, the 2015 ARRI learning
theme focuses on the sustainability of benefits of IFAD-funded operations.
Sustainability was selected as the 2015 learning theme because it has recurrently
been an area of weak performance in IFAD operations.

Definition of sustainability. Sustainability is one of IFAD’s central principles of
engagement in delivering on its mandate of rural poverty reduction. In line with the
OECD/DAC definition of sustainability, the IFAD Evaluation Manual defines
sustainability as “the likely continuation of net benefits from a development
intervention beyond the phase of external funding support. It also includes an
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assessment of the likelihood that actual and anticipated results will be resilient to
risks beyond the project’s life”.

Objectives of the learning theme. The overall objectives of the learning theme
are to: (i) deepen the understanding of results in sustainability; and (ii) identify
key factors that drive or limit the achievement of sustainable benefits.

Approach

The results presented in this chapter draw from the findings of three
complementary analyses: (i) statistical analysis of the “all evaluation data series”
ratings, with a specific focus on sustainability, to examine the relationships
between sustainability and other evaluation criteria; (ii) country visits to China,
Ghana and Mozambique to assess the post-completion sustainability in six IFAD-
supported projects; and (iii) desk review of previous evaluations and studies as
well as an outlier analysis of ten closed IFAD-supported projects that were
previously rated either high or low for sustainability to identify the drivers and
limiting factors for sustainability.

Main findings

Statistical analysis. Chart 23 shows that 57 per cent of the historically available
independent evaluation ratings for sustainability (219) are in the satisfactory zone,
whereas 43 per cent lie in the unsatisfactory zone. However, a large number of
projects rated satisfactory are in effect only moderately satisfactory and none are
highly satisfactory for sustainability. The same figure also shows that a greater
proportion of sustainability ratings are in the unsatisfactory zone (43 per cent as
mentioned earlier), as compared to the proportion of unsatisfactory ratings (28 per
cent) for all criteria evaluated by IOE since 2002.

Chart 23
Proportion of all ratings and ratings for sustainability of benefits

50% -

40,4% 42,5%

40%
30%
20%

10%

Proportion of Ratings

0%
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
All ratings (n = 3,495) Sustainability ratings (n = 219)

The mean rating for sustainability of the entire data set analysis is 3.59 with a SD
of 0.92. Chart 24 shows how mean sustainability ratings differ by region and by
subsector (i.e. the IFAD project types). It shows that the mean rating for IFAD-
supported projects is highest in the Asia and Pacific region and lowest in the West
and Central Africa region, thus confirming the findings from the benchmarking
analysis done in the previous chapter. However, in none of the regions is the mean
more than moderately satisfactory (4). Sustainability also differs by subsector,
though less consistently than by region. On average, sustainability ratings are
higher than the mean for access to credit and research projects, whereas they are
lower than the mean for irrigation and livestock projects.
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Chart 24

Mean ratings of sustainability by region and sector
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Region (n)

Sector (n)

204. A correlation analysis of the mean rating for sustainability with the mean ratings
for all other evaluation criteria rated by IOE was also conducted. The aim of this
analysis was to assess the extent of the relationship between sustainability and the
other evaluation criteria. The results of this analysis are shown in chart 25. In a
nutshell, the correlation analysis reveals that IFAD’s efforts to improve project
sustainability might best focus on: (i) overall project achievement: (ii) project

205. However, it is important to keep in

206.

performance; (iii) effectiveness; and (iv) rural poverty impact.

Chart 25
Means of each evaluation criteria correlated with the mean for sustainability

6 -

Means

-~

-——
-
-
-~ ———
-
-
-
-

-

-

~

~

Variable Means
== == = Corr. w/ Sustainability

1.00

- 0.80

Sustainability

Project Overall Achievement

Effectiveness

Project Rural Poverty Impact

Project Performance

Innovation & Scaling-up

Government

Household Income & Assets

Institutions & Policies

Human & Soc. Capital & Empwrmt.

Efficiency

IFAD

Food Security & Ag. Productivity

Env. & Natural Resource Mgt.

Relevance

Gender Eq. & Women's Empwrmt.

0.60

0.40

0.00

Correlation with Sustainability

mind that correlations are linear associations
between criteria, which do not explain why they are associated (or not). Given the
aforementioned, the results of the correlation analysis were triangulated with other
sources of evaluative evidence such as in-depth project reviews and country visits
to identify drivers and limiting factors to the achievement of sustainable benefits.

A further analysis was undertaken (see table 13) to benchmark only the ratings for
the sustainability of IFAD-financed projects with the agriculture sector operations of
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the Asian Development Bank and the World Bank.?’ For all three organizations, the
table shows less than sixty per cent of operations evaluated in 2005-2015 are
moderately satisfactory or better for sustainability. However, the results for
sustainability of IFAD operations are better than in the two comparator
organizations.

Table 13

Sustainability - Percentage of agriculture and rural development projects completed in 2005-2014
rated moderately satisfactory or better

Time period IFAD AsDB WB
2005-2014 (percentage) 58 56 51
Number of agriculture projects evaluated 101 86 227

Source: Independent evaluation ratings databases of the Asian Development Bank, IOE and the World
Bank.
*PCRV/PPA data series.

Key drivers and limiting factors for sustainability. As mentioned above, this
analysis was conducted triangulating evidence from different sources: (i) desk
reviews of available IFAD studies on sustainability, including the ARRIs produced
since 2003; (ii) in-depth review and outlier analysis of ten projects; and

(iii) country visits to China, Ghana, and Mozambique.

This learning theme has narrowed down the analysis and distilled four main drivers
that can contribute to promoting sustainability of benefits, which are discussed
here below.

Firstly, there is need for adequate integration of project objectives into
national development strategies. That is, designing project objectives in full
harmony with government development strategies and long-term vision is an
essential driver for ownership and sustainability. In this context, it is necessary to
have sufficient political will in the country to advance the promotion of smallholder
participation and empowerment in agricultural and rural development initiatives.
For example, the Rural Enterprise Project Il (REP-I1) in Ghana was designed with
the aim of ensuring that project interventions were mainstreamed into the national
system. The delivery mechanisms proved to be well anchored in both national and
district level institutions, while the commitment of national stakeholders to sustain
benefits was still strong four years after project completion.

When projects are adequately connected with policies at the national level, they
are more effective in supporting the government’s institutional, policy and legal
developments for lasting impact of project benefits. For example, the Sofala Bank
Artisanal Fisheries Project (PPABAS) supported Mozambique’s Fisheries Sector
Economic Development Plan and the development of the policy and regulatory
framework for the Strategic Plan for the Artisanal Fisheries Sector (PESPA 2006).
In so doing, it laid the foundations and guidelines for further development in the
subsector. At the time of the country visit — three years after completion — all
national and sector policies, strategies, and plans continued to guide project
interventions, thereby providing a conducive environment and the required
continuity to sustain project impacts. The perception among all interviewed heads
of key government institutions was that the project was a milestone in the
development of the country’s artisanal fishery subsector. Moreover, the innovative
and ambitious livelihoods approach introduced by the project reportedly delivered
wide-ranging, tangible and sustainable results beyond fishery development.

It is equally important that projects’ objectives align with complementary initiatives
of other development partners working in agriculture and rural development in the

' These two organizations were selected given the availability of separate ratings for sustainability.
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same country. In some cases, although the national policy and institutional
environment provide cohesion, stability and commitment to continuing project
benefits, there may be contradictions in donors’ approaches that undermine project
sustainability. For example, in the Sofala Bank Artisanal Fisheries Project in
Mozambique — visited three years after completion — some of the donor
interventions in the agricultural and fisheries sectors were based on “hand-out”
approaches, which clashed with the development rationale on which the IFAD
projects were based — i.e. participation of beneficiaries. When these interventions
were implemented side-by-side, the contradictions caused confusion and even
suspicion towards participatory approaches on the ground.

Secondly, investment in activities that enhance communities’ human and
social capital through inclusive development is another driver of sustainability.
Building human and social capital and promoting effective participation and
empowerment of rural communities are key drivers of lasting social benefits. Those
drivers are essential to achieving IFAD’s mandate for rural poverty reduction, as set
forth in its Strategic Framework 2011-2015: “enabling poor rural people to improve
their food security and nutrition, raise their incomes and strengthen their
resilience.” The IFAD projects reviewed in this study employed various ways to
promote equitable participation and adequate outreach to benefit different
community members, for example, through the introduction of (i) quotas for
participation for vulnerable groups, like women and youth; (ii) targeted skills-
training for groups usually not included in development interventions; and

(iii) alternatives tailored to the poorest or most remote households.

In the case of Microfinance for Marginal and Small Farmers Project (MFMSFP) in
Bangladesh, the project impacted considerably on the human capital of
participating households though improved nutrition and capacity-building, and by
helping communities make linkages with external actors. These included public
agencies, such as the Department of Agricultural Extension, which provided
training and other support for technical and social aspects of development. In
value-chain development projects, such as the Agricultural Markets Support
Programme in Mozambique, the main sustained social benefits were found five
years after project completion — farmer group development resulted in improved
local leadership and enhanced levels of trust along the value chain, as well as in
the community as a whole.

The Northern Region Poverty Reduction Programme in Ghana introduced incentive
mechanisms to stimulate the incorporation of community needs into district
planning processes, making district assemblies’ access to resources dependent on
performance and delivery to communities. The practice of developing community
action plans as the basis for Medium-Term District Plans, was found one year after
project completion to be fully integrated into the decentralized planning process of
the National Development Planning Commission. As such, aside from sustaining
project benefits, the project’s new approach influenced the Government of Ghana
to transform its decentralized planning process from top-down to bottom-up, with
lasting impact.

In addition to the above, IFAD should promote investments in activities that
strengthen rural enterprises and producer organizations and promote market.
Strengthening the capacity of individual farmers and producers, rural enterprises or
producer organizations (POs) to manage themselves and to strengthen their
position in markets and vis-a-vis government is essential to ensure their ability to
operate beyond the life of the project without outside support. Key factors
contributing to this continuity were a combination of social mobilization, access to
microfinance, strengthened market linkages, and the provision of guidance,
technical support and training. Vertically along value chains, the ability of
producers to satisfy buyers’ product requirements and fulfil contractual obligations
enhanced business trust and resulted in continuous trade deals.
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The MFMSFP in Bangladesh provides a good example of the far-reaching effects of
intensive guidance of POs. In the highlighted case of Mozambique’s sugar cane
producer “Association Against Poverty”, the sustainability of financial benefits was
attributed to the quality of local leadership and its vision, proactive attitude and
business acumen demonstrated in its growing influence within the community as a
promoter of local economic development ideas — some of which were funded by the
Fair Trade Foundation — as well as the ability to manage the association’s
production and financial activities successfully. The risk to the financial
sustainability in this case was largely external and connected to the global sugar
market and price fluctuations.

Thirdly, clear and realistic strategies for gender mainstreaming are crucial
in promoting sustainability. In fact, the learning theme found that the absence
of appropriate gender strategies can lead to: (i) project designs that do not pay
sufficient attention to tailoring gender and poverty targeting, as in the case of the
Northern Region Poverty Reduction Programme in Ghana, and (ii) limited attention
to gender issues during implementation even when gender is embedded at design
as a cross-cutting issue, as shown in the outlier analysis of the Guatemala National
Rural Development Programme. In both cases, the lack of gender strategies
compromised sustainability.

On the other hand, gender-equality benefits are more likely to achieve long-term
sustainability when gender strategies: (i) include realistic targets for women’s
participation and (ii) strengthen relevant national and PMU capacities to address
gender issues in implementation. In most of the projects reviewed, special
attention was given to gender-equality issues and the promotion of specific benefits
targeted to women, including income generation and increased representation in
farmer groups or local government, both of which have proven to contribute
considerably to empowering women and improving their self-perceived well-being.
For example, in the Rural Finance Sector Programme (RFSP) in China, gender
equality and women’s empowerment was promoted through: (i) gender sensitive
training for all stakeholders at each level; (ii) involvement of women'’s federations
in programme design and implementation; (iii) inclusion of women into village-
investment groups; and (iv) design and implementation of women-specific
activities, including health and education interventions and a women'’s credit
programme for income generation. These activities brought sustainable human and
social capital benefits that were visible five years after project completion,
including higher women'’s literacy rates, reduced maternal mortality rates and
increased women'’s decision-making in household and community affairs.

Finally, promoting community-level ownership and responsibility is
another key driver. The sustainability of economic benefits deriving from
infrastructure improvements, such as construction of roads and markets, depends
heavily on the extent to which governments and communities assume ownership
and responsibility for ongoing maintenance and operations. In the projects
reviewed, benefits at the community level were sustained when governments at
the local, district and national levels were committed to continuing activities in the
areas of leadership, political support, provision of funds for selected activities,
provision of human resources, continuity of supportive policies and participatory
development approaches, institutional support, community management and
contributions as appropriate. Building community-level institutional capacities to
promote ownership and responsibility was particularly effective in areas of
governance, coordination, conflict resolution, social supports, access to formal or
informal technical assistance, and maintaining and operating community
infrastructure. The presence of competent and dedicated leaders able to mobilize
the community was important for sustaining local level economic benefits.
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Factors limiting sustainability. The 2015 ARRI learning theme identifies five
major limiting factors constraining sustainability of benefits, which are discussed
here below.

The first is related to weak assessment and management of risks. Project designs
have a tendency to be ambitious, especially regarding the potential for successful

delivery mechanisms. This is often a result of inadequate understanding of socio-

political and institutional risks during project design, a situation that is aggravated
by poor management of risks during implementation.

The Gash Sustainable Livelihoods Regeneration Project (GSLRP) in Sudan is a good
example of these risks. Although the project met a number of its objectives, its
overall achievements and sustainability fell short, mostly because the initial
aspirations were ambitious, and the project area was challenging. Project design
had underestimated the complexities of the social, political and institutional
contexts. IFAD had to address delicate issues of access to land and water resources
in a society with a strong tribal hierarchy and power structure, which was risky but
courageous in pursuit of targeting disadvantaged poor people.

Box 6 below presents two examples from Latin America of underestimating
institutional risks to sustainability.

Box 6: Underestimating institutional risks to sustainability: The cases of
Guatemala and Mexico

The design of the National Rural Development Programme (PRONADER) in Guatemala
failed to identify major institutional weaknesses in the project’s governmental
counterpart, the Ministry of Agriculture. The analysis of the decentralization process
that was taking place in Guatemala was inadequate and did not predict institutional
changes that proved detrimental to implementation. The programme’s poor
performance and lack of sustainability were due largely to the highly fluctuating
political and institutional context in the country. The Strengthening of the National
Watershed Programme in Mexico had similar limitations. The programme’s poor
performance, premature closure and absence of any sustainable intervention were
caused largely by an underestimation of institutional risks at all governmental levels as
well as IFAD’s failure to engage in policy dialogue with the Government to provide
adequate supervision and follow-up on project implementation.

Secondly, carrying out a sound financial and economic analysis (FEA) during project
design, appraisal, and implementation can make a notable difference in achieving
desired economic outcomes and increasing the likelihood of sustained economic
benefits. In many projects reviewed that aimed at enhancing productivity and
profitability of smallholder production systems and smallholders’ access to markets,
a FEA was not found to be an integral part of the project. This omission
compromised the ability of decision makers to identify bottlenecks and make the
required adjustments that could have led to better sustainability. Based on a
sensitivity analysis carried out during project design, a FEA can be the tool for
quantifying the effects of actual changes in key parameters during a project’s
implementation (e.g. costs, benefits, outreach, adoption and the pace of
implementation) and the tool for validating the assumptions incorporated in the
logical framework. A FEA may also help identify new risks during implementation or
adjust the assumptions made during design, thus helping to identify risk-mitigating
measures and modifications to implementation arrangements as needed. This
review identified some good examples of effective uses of FEAs during
implementation (through business plans) that helped ensure resources were used
for financially viable investments as a precondition for adoption and sustained use
of technologies by beneficiaries.

The Rural Enterprise Project Il in Ghana provides a good example of financial
analysis being a core element of any microproject or enterprise development plan,
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as a precondition for accessing project funds. Similarly, in the Armenia Rural Areas
Economic Development Programme, the identification of commercially-derived
infrastructure was based on an assessment of the economic viability and market
linkages, and the requirement that all investments should be able to generate an
economic internal rate of return of >10 per cent (among other criteria).

The third limiting factor relates to wide geographic and subsector coverage of
operations. The tendency to target wide geographic areas and numerous
subsectors decreases the likelihood of sustained benefits. General social and
economic factors that define the environment within which the project is
implemented have a significant impact on the level of risk to long-term
sustainability, especially in cases where these factors are largely outside of the
project’s scope to mitigate. Realistic objectives and focused components, requiring
the involvement of few agencies and simple institutional coordination efforts
facilitates achievement of sustainable benefits.

The selection of project intervention areas was also found to have major impacts
on the potential sustainability of benefits. For example, in the Agricultural Markets
Support Programme in Mozambique, the ability of rural enterprises to operate
without outside support beyond the life of the project — which was visited five years
after completion — was influenced by external factors related to the choice of target
area. There was a notable difference between sustainability of the same project
benefits between the north and the south of the country. In the north, benefits
were not sustained due to the difficult business environment, which included high
poverty, low human resource capacity, poor infrastructure development and low
overall levels of trade. By contrast, in the south, more benefits were sustained as a
result of the more favourable peri-urban business context favoured by shorter
distances between businesses, higher technical and business skills and regular
exposure to external and urban markets. Moreover, in the south, higher levels of
literacy, especially among adult women, proved to have far-reaching social
benefits.

The fourth constraint is the lack of exit strategies. The projects reviewed for this
study transitioned to local control at the end of project implementation with varying
degrees of success. In most organizations, including IFAD, designing and
implementing viable exit strategies during the life of the project is a recurrent
weakness that limits sustainability. For example, the project for the Restoration of
Earthquake Affected Communities and Households (REACH) in Pakistan lacked an
exit strategy. The absence of a process for handing over operations from the
Pakistan Poverty Alleviation Fund to the Earthquake Reconstruction and
Rehabilitation Authority lead to an institutional gap and the abrupt closure of
regional and field operations upon the project’s completion. This was also a
consequence of a mismatch between project objectives and national development
plans, the latter of which expressed no interest in maintaining the rural roads in
remote areas built under the project. As a result, the thousands of community
organizations established by the project were left with no support, as no funding
was made available for institutional development or for maintenance of the
community infrastructure schemes developed.

By contrast, the South Gansu Poverty Reduction Programme in China designed and
implemented a viable exit strategy with benefits that were visible 2.5 years after
the project’s completion. During the last stages of implementation, the provincial
Project Management Office (PMO) and Department of Finance issued a “Post-
Programme Management Guideline”, covering a period of 10 years following
completion. Each county PMO developed “Post-Programme Management Measures”
accordingly, which detailed arrangements for the gradual handover of
responsibilities for operation and maintenance of programme equipment and
infrastructure, and the continuity of technical, social, and credit services. PMO
staffing costs were included in the government’s budget. At the time of the country
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visit for this study, the provincial and all three county PMOs were still active in
carrying out post-project follow-up actions.

Finally, building communities’ and households’ resilience to withstand external
shocks is a key element of sustainability, influenced by a multiplicity of social,
economic, institutional and environmental factors. However, even with good
resilience-building efforts from projects, IFAD’s targeted beneficiaries often remain
highly vulnerable to different types of shocks, requiring institutional safety nets. In
some cases, environmental, economic, and political shocks were too challenging to
overcome, resulting in the worst cases in increased vulnerabilities to future shocks.
Weaknesses were noted in IFAD’s capacity to incorporate disaster risk management
into projects in countries with high vulnerabilities to climate fluctuations (floods,
droughts, etc.) and natural calamities.

Conclusions and recommendations

Conclusions

This is the final ARRI produced in the IFAD9 (2013-2015) period and the general
conclusion is that IFAD is an organization on the move, with improved operational
performance in many areas to further its specialized agenda of promoting rural
transformation for better livelihoods in recipient member countries. Given the large
number of poor people who continue to live in rural areas, IFAD’s loans and grants
for sustainable and inclusive smallholder agricultural development distinguishes it
from other development organizations, making it an important actor in the
international aid architecture.

However, the Fund needs to pay more attention to consolidating the many
important changes introduced in the past 5-7 years to raise the performance bar
from moderately satisfactory to satisfactory or better, which will also support its
important scaling up agenda for wider impact on poverty.

There are areas that will require attention as the organization moves forward to
operationalize the priorities set for the IFAD10 period (2016-2018), within the
broader framework of its contribution to the Sustainable Development Goals.
Among other issues, the ARRI underlines the need for IFAD to further enhance its
operational delivery model and tools. In particular, this will require attention to
non-lending activities, identifying pathways for scaling up impact, M&E for
evidence-based decision-making, and strengthened country presence with greater
outposting of CPMs. All these factors are critical for the policy and institutional
change needed to induce lasting development results on the ground.

Project performance. First and foremost, IFAD operations are revealing good
impact on rural poverty. There are several drivers for good achievements in rural
poverty reduction, including strong attention to building human and social capital
and empowerment, and gender, which taken together are at the cornerstone of
IFAD’s development approach. However, continued efforts will be needed to raise
the performance bar, as one in two projects are still only moderately satisfactory
for rural poverty impact.

Two other strong areas of performance are gender equality and women’s
empowerment, and agricultural productivity and food security. IFAD operations pay
specific attention to providing socio-economic opportunities to women, including
through IGA and preparing them for a greater role in decision-making and resource
allocation processes. Results in this area are corroborated by IFAD’s positive
performance as assessed within the context of the United Nations System-Wide
Action Plan on Gender. However, as for rural poverty impact, 40 per cent of the
projects are still moderately satisfactory, so there is room for improvement
including in ensuring gender-disaggregated data is collected more systematically to
inform design and implementation.
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IFAD-supported operations do well in the core area of the organization’s mandate,
agricultural productivity and food security, though the achievements in the latter
are also due to attention devoted to off-farm employment generation. In terms of
agricultural productivity, the introduction of sustainable, low-cost technologies are
helping small farmers improve cropping intensity, production and productivity.
However, one of the challenges in enhancing agricultural productivity and
production is access to input and output markets for value addition and access to
stable and customized rural financial services and products for smallholder farmers.

As anticipated in last year’s ARRI, IFAD’s performance as a partner is good. One of
the key factors is that the organization has continued its decentralization efforts
and experimented with alternative models for ICOs, which as the analysis in this
year’s ARRI reveals, is a fundamental characteristic to achieve better development
effectiveness. Additional inroads will be needed to learn from past experience for
more broad-based results, including the provisions of adequate infrastructure such
as in the area of ICT and administrative services, and recognizing that
strengthening existing ICOs and establishing additional ones is likely to have cost
implications. However, the further development of IFAD’s decentralization model,
bringing the organization to the forefront of action, has to be embraced as an
“effectiveness agenda” and not only be viewed from an efficiency perspective.

There are areas in IFAD’s operational effectiveness that need specific attention for
the organization to make the leap forward from moderately satisfactory
performance to satisfactory or better. The areas highlighted as challenges in this
ARRI are not new and several measures are being put in place, but they will
require continued M&E to ensure the changes implemented bring about the
required improvements.

Firstly, operational efficiency is the weakest area of project performance, whether
one looks at the mean ratings or proportion of projects that are moderately
satisfactory or better. There are several explanatory factors affecting performance
in this area, including high project management costs, weak financial management,
delays in the recruitment of and frequent changes in project management
personnel, and wide geographic coverage in many operations. Simpler designs with
fewer components and activities would help improve efficiency and also contribute
to enhanced effectiveness.

Secondly, though there have been some improvements in recent times,
sustainability of benefits is another area of concern. This is not a challenge unique
to IFAD, as other organizations also face challenges related to sustainability. The
detailed review of sustainability in this year’'s ARRI revealed that, inter alia, many
projects do not have clear exit strategies, nor is sufficient attention devoted to
ensuring the maintenance of key community infrastructure developed during the
investment phase of projects.

Challenges are indeed inherent to the complex and remote context in which IFAD
operates, which necessitates accelerating the scaling up of activities linked to
greater public-private partnerships at the country level, and longer-term
commitment to capacity-building efforts for better sustainability. There are other
drivers and inhibitors of sustainability, such as the need for geographic and
thematic selectivity within IFAD-supported projects, which need to be carefully
considered in the design of future operations and the implementation of all
operations. Assessment of risks and definition of risk mitigation measures as well
as sound economic and financial analysis are other limiting factors that merit more
systematic consideration during the design phase.

The third area where performance is inadequate is country- and project-level M&E
activities. Notwithstanding some good examples found by the 2014 evaluations, on
the whole, M&E is weak. For instance, the quality of baseline surveys is poor; in

many cases, they are not available or done late in the project cycle, thus reducing
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their usefulness. Logical frameworks require indicators that are easy to track and
measure. In particular, a more systematic collection of gender-disaggregated and
nutritional impact data is needed in order to better discern the contribution of IFAD
operations to food security and enhanced livelihoods in rural areas.

Incentive framework for efficient and effective M&E systems are not yet sufficiently
developed. Budgets for M&E activities are not always transparent in project costing,
and supervision and implementation support missions do not systematically
address challenges in that area. Well-functioning M&E systems are the bedrock of
IFAD’s results measurement system, and a critical component for promoting
accountability and learning, including for the preparation of PCRs, which are
currently of variable quality. M&E of non-lending activities has not been sufficiently
emphasized thus far.

Performance at the country level. IFAD country strategies are fundamental
instruments that provide an overarching framework for articulating IFAD’s strategic
positioning in the country as well as for specifying how all activities supported by
IFAD gel into coherent country programmes. One key dimension necessary to
achieving this is to design country strategies with feasible, realistic objectives. This
dimension is not backed up by clear estimates of the total resource envelop
required (for investments, grants, non-lending activities, administration) to
translate intentions into concrete actions.

Moreover, while individual IFAD operations generally show good results in the
geographic areas they cover, there are opportunities to tighten the diverse
activities supported by the organization at the country level. The aim should be to
ensure that the good results at the “micro level” be scaled up into national policies
and programmes for wider impact on rural poverty, an issue that will require more
strategic partnerships with other development organizations and the private sector,
more attention and resources allocated to knowledge sharing and national policy
dialogue, and better synergies between lending operations and non-lending
operations, including grant-funded initiatives.

Achievements in the IFAD9 period. IFAD performed well in the IFAD9 period,
and broadly addressed the main areas of reform envisaged, even though a fuller
assessment will only be possible once the next ARRI is able to draw upon
evaluations of operations completed in 2015. In any case, during the IFAD9 period,
IFAD devoted attention to climate change, gender, decentralization, and fragile
situations, to name a few priorities. It has also laid more emphasis to results
measurement, even though this agenda needs further work.

However, there is need for consolidation of initiatives and systematizing activities in
other areas of priority, such as South-South and Triangular Cooperation, non-
lending activities, environmental and natural resources management, private-
sector engagement and scaling up for wider developmental impact. And, the
organization will need to further strengthen its efforts in other key processes such
as economic and risk analysis, M&E and partnerships at the country level, including
with the Rome-based agencies.

In sum, as IFAD moves forward into the IFAD10 period starting in 2016, and with
further adjustments needed in the areas identified by the 2015 ARRI, the
organization has the opportunity to firmly position itself as the premier global
institution dealing with rural transformation through smallholder agricultural
development.

Recommendations

The Board is invited to adopt the following four recommendations, three of which
are addressed to IFAD Management and one to IOE itself.

Sustainability. The President’s Report submitted for Board approval for each new
operation should include a short section describing the specific measures that will
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be taken to ensure the sustainability of benefits after project closure. In particular,
in collaboration with the concerned government, IFAD should prepare an exit
strategy in each project well before completion. Such an exit strategy would
transparently define the respective roles and responsibilities of the government,
IFAD, community-based organizations and other concerned players in post-project
activities. Exit strategies would articulate how the recently developed operational
framework for scaling up will be implemented as a measure for promoting
sustainability, and any recurrent costs needed and the corresponding sources of
funding to ensure continuation of services to project beneficiaries. The joint
responsibility of IFAD and the government in preparing such exit strategies should
be clearly reflected in a new dedicated section in all loan financing agreements.

Monitoring and evaluation. All project cost tables should clearly include a
separate budget line devoted specifically to M&E activities, which should not be
embedded within other budget items. This would reduce the risk that funds
allocated towards M&E are used for other operational purposes. Baseline surveys
should be performed at design or no later than twelve months after the “entry into
force” date of IFAD operations has been declared. More systematic attention should
be given to sharpening indicators in general, and in collecting data on nutritional
impacts and gender-disaggregated data. All COSOP RMFs should include specific
and measurable indicators and targets also for non-lending activities, which would
be analysed and reported during COSOP annual, midterm and completion reviews.

IFAD country strategies. All new country strategies should contain realistic and
achievable objectives based on IFAD’s comparative advantage, track record and
specialization in a particular country. COSOP documents should also more clearly
specify the time frames covered by the country strategy, and how lending and non-
lending activities reinforce each other and collectively contribute to achieving
COSOP objectives. Among other issues, this will require that the COSOPs include a
more detailed account of the estimated “costs” (both programme and
administrative resources) needed to achieve stated objectives. Finally, taking into
account resource implications, continued attention to conducting COSOP
completion reviews would strengthen IFAD’s accountability framework and ability to
generate lessons for future country strategies and development interventions.

2016 ARRI learning theme. The Board is invited to adopt the recommendation
for I0E to treat knowledge management as the single learning theme in the 2016
ARRI — with particular emphasis on how operations can learn to improve
performance. Although there have been improvements in knowledge management
activities in recent years, there is scope for further developing knowledge
management in country programmes for better effectiveness. IOE has ample
evaluative evidence on the topic, as each CPE includes a dedicated assessment on
the topic. Additionally, in the process, I0OE will work towards identifying relevant
good practices for IFAD based on a desk review of evaluations carried out by other
organizations, such as the recent evaluation by the Independent Evaluation Group
of the World Bank on “Learning and Results in World Bank Operations”.
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Type

Country/ Title

Region

Executive
Board
approval date

Project completion
date

IFAD loan®
(US$ million)

Total project
costs®
(US$ million)

Corporate-level
evaluations

All CLE on IFAD's Engagement
in Fragile and Conflict-

affected States and

Situations

Evaluation
syntheses

All  Joint Evaluation Synthesis
Report on FAO'’s and IFAD’s
engagement in pastoral
development

All Evaluation Synthesis on
IFAD’s Engagement with
Indigenous Peoples

Country
programme
evaluations

Impact evaluatic

United Republic

Bangladesh Microfinance and Technical
Support Project

Microfinance for Marginal

and Small Farmers Project

Market Infrastructure
Development Project in
Charland Regions

Sunamganj Community-
Based Resource
Management Project

Finance for Enterprise
Development and
Employment Creation
Project

National Agricultural
Technology Project

Participatory Irrigation

of Tanzania Development Programme

Rural Financial Services
Programme

Agricultural Marketing
Systems Development
Programme

India Jharkhand-Chhattisgarh
Tribal Development

Programme

10 Apr 2003

02 Dec
2004

13 Dec
2007

12 Sep 2001

12 Sep 2007

13 Dec 2007

08 Sep 1999

07 Dec 2000

06 Dec 2001

29 Apr 1999

31 Dec 2010

30 Jun 2011

30 Sep 2013

31 Mar 2014

31 Mar 2014

31 Dec 2014

31 Dec 2006

31 Dec 2010

31 Dec 2009

30 Jun 2012

16.3

20.1

25.0

22.0

35.0

19.6

171

16.3

16.3

23.0

20.2

29.7

43.9

34.3

57.8

84.8

25.3

23.8

42.30

41.7

Project
completion
report
validations

Sustainable Rural
Development Project

Burkina Faso

Ethiopia Agricultural Marketing
Improvement Programme

(AMIP)

Ghana  Ryral Enterprise Project -

Phase II

Guinea-
Bissau

Rural Rehabilitation and
Community Development
Project

02 Dec 2004

02 Dec 2004

05 Sep 2002

12 Sep 2007

61

30 Jun 2014

31 Dec 2013

30 Jun 2012

30 Jun 2013

16.0

27.2

11.2

4.7

38.3

35.1

29.3

5.6
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Country/
Region

Type

Title

Executive
Board
approval date

Project completion
date

IFAD loan®
(US$ million)

Total project
costs®
(US$ million)

Kenya

Project Malawi
Completion
Report

Validations

Mozambique

Nicaragua

Niger

Pakistan

Rwanda

Sri Lanka

Sudan

Uganda

Viet Nam

Yemen

Zambia

Project
performance
evaluation

Albania

Mount Kenya East Pilot
Project for Natural
Resource Management

Rural Livelihoods Support
Programme

Rural Finance Support
Programme

Technical Assistance Fund
Programme for the
Departments of Leon,
Chinandenga and Managua

Agricultural and Rural
Rehabilitation and
Development Initiative
Project

Project for the Promotion of
Local Initiative for
Development in Aguié

Programme for Increasing
Sustainable Microfinance

Rural Small and
Microenterprise Promotion
Project - Phase I

Smallholder Cash and
Export Crops Development
Project

Post-Tsunami Coastal
Rehabilitation and Resource
Management Programme

South Kordofan Rural
Development Programme

Vegetable Oil Development
Project

Decentralized Programme
for Rural Poverty Reduction
in Ha Giang and Quang
Binh Provinces

Improving Market
Participation of the Poor in
Ha Tinh and Tra Vinh
Provinces

Al-Mahara Rural
Development Project

Dhamar Participatory Rural
Development Project

Pilot Community-Based
Rural Infrastructure Project
For Highland Areas

Rural Finance Programme

Programme for Sustainable
Development in Rural
Mountain Areas

11 Dec 2002

12 Sep 2001

17 Dec 2003

09 Dec 1999

17 Dec 2008

11 Dec 2002

12 Sep 2007

11 Sep 2003

11 Dec 2002

19 Apr 2005

14 Sep 2000

29 Apr 1997

02 Dec 2004

14 Sep 2006

09 Dec 1999

05 Sep 2002

19 Apr 2005

02 Dec 2004

13 Dec 2005

62

30 Sep 2012

30 Sep 2013

30 Sept 2013

30 Jun 2013

30 Sep 2013

30 Jun 2013

30 Sep 2013

30 Jun 2013

30 Sep 2011

30 Sep 2013

30 Jun 2012

31 Dec 2011

30 Sep 2011

30 Jun 2012

30 Sep 2009

31 Dec 2012

31 Mar 2013

30 Sep 2013

31 Mar 2013

16.7

13.47

9.5

14.0

8.0

10.0

35.0

14.9

16.3

14.2

17.9

20.0

24.1

26.0

12.3

14.0

9.0

13.8

8.0

25.7

19.6

34.3

20.6

61.5

17.6

46.6

17.6

25.1

33.5

39.6

60.0

38.8

37.3

17.8

22.7

10.4

17.4

24.3
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Type Country/ Title Executive  Project completion IFAD loan® Total project
Region Board date e costs?
approval date (rRdmlieny (US$ million)
Brazil Rural Communities 20 Apr 2006 31 Dec 2012 30.0 60.5
Development Project in the
Poorest Areas of the State
of Bahia
Livelihood Improvement
India  Project for the Himalayas 18 Dec 2003 31 Dec 2012 39.9 84.3
Community Development
Pakistan Programme 18 Dec 2003
30 Sep 2012 21.8 30.7
Support Project for the
Rwanda Strategic Plan forthe 08 Sep 2005
Transformation of 31 Mar 2013 8.2 20.1
Agriculture (PSTA)
Turkey Sivas — Erzincan 11 Sep 2003 31 Mar 2013
Development Project 13.1 30.0
Total 757.01 1,696

% The figures are not indicative of IFAD’s total loans to the country nor are they representative of the total costs of all projects
financed by the Fund in that country.
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Objectives of country programmes and individual
projects evaluated

Objectives of country strategies. The main objectives of the two country strategies
are summarized below:

(i) Bangladesh. The 2012 COSOP was organized around three strategic objectives:

Strategic objective 1: The livelihoods of poor people in vulnerable areas are
better adapted to climate change;

Strategic objective 2: Small producers and entrepreneurs benefit from
improved value chains and greater market access; and

Strategic objective 3: Marginalized groups, including poor rural women, are
economically and socially empowered.

(ii) United Republic of Tanzania. The 2007 COSOP identified the following strategic
objectives:

Strategic objective 1: Improved access to productivity-enhancing
technologies and services;

Strategic objective 2: Enhanced participation of farmer organizations in
ASDP planning;

Strategic objective 3: Increased access to sustainable rural financial
services; and

Strategic objective 4: Increased access to markets and opportunities for
rural enterprise.

Objectives of projects and programmes

Country and
project/programme names Objectives

Albania The programme goal is to increase household incomes in Albania’s mountain areas, particularly
among the poorer rural population. The overall objective of the programme is to achieve:

(i) additional resource mobilization in and for the mountain areas; (ii) accelerated economic growth
and poverty reduction; and (iii) strengthened abilities of local institutions and organizations to
influence and support private- and public-sector investment. This overall objective is to: (a) position
MADA in terms of staffing, levels of competence, functions, institutional linkages and financial
arrangements to act as an EU-style regional development agency, and (b) support the conversion
of MAFF into a rural commercial bank.

Programme for Sustainable
Development in Rural
Mountain Areas

Bangladesh The project’s goal is the improved livelihoods and food security of moderately poor and extremely
poor households and the empowerment of women. Its objectives are the adoption of sustainable
income-generating activities and livestock technologies by the moderately poor and hard-core poor
and the acquisition of knowledge regarding livestock by PKSF and its POs. The project will seek to
meet these objectives by financing three components: (i) microcredit; (ii) technical support, with
four subcomponents (training for beneficiaries, training for PO staff, training for PKSF and other
government staff, and research and development); and (iii) project implementation support, with
three subcomponents (project coordination, monitoring and evaluation, and support to POs).

Microfinance and Technical
Support Project

Bangladesh The goal of this six-year project is to improve the livelihoods of 210,000 poor small and marginal
farmer households. The project will seek to meet this goal by financing three components:

(i) microfinance services: (ii) capacity-building and market linkages; and (iii) project coordination
and management. The objectives of these components are to: (i) establish viable microfinance
institutions to provide opportunities to 210,000 small and marginal farmer households to invest in
on- and off farm enterprises; (ii) increase agricultural production through access to information, the
adoption of new technologies and linkages to markets; and (iii) develop and mainstream PKSF
operational procedures for lending to farmers and related agro-enterprises.

Microfinance for Marginal and
Small Farmers Project

The project goal is to improve the well-being and reduce the poverty of 87,500 direct beneficiary
Bangladesh 4 ,seholds — comprising primary producers, char-based traders (both women and men), and
Market Infrastructure landless and single women. This will be achieved though: (i) improvement of market facilities and
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Country and
project/programme names

Objectives

Development Project in
Charland Regions

Bangladesh

Sunamganj Community-
Based Resource
Management Project

Bangladesh

Finance for Enterprise
Development and
Employment Creation Project

Bangladesh

National Agricultural
Technology Project

Brazil

Rural Communities
Development Project in the
Poorest Areas of the State of
Bahia

Burkina Faso

Sustainable Rural
Development Programme

Ethiopia

Agricultural Marketing
Improvement Programme

Ghana

Rural Enterprises Project -
Phase Two

Guinea-Bissau

Rural Rehabilitation and
Community Development
Project

India

Jharkhand — Chhattisgarh
Tribal Development
Programme

the terms of access for men and women to rural markets; (ii) increased wage employment for poor
women; (iii) increased production and sale of goods for the market; and (iv) movement of primary
producers up the value chain.

The main objectives of the project are to: (i) increase the assets and income of 135,000
households by developing self-managing grass-roots organizations to improve beneficiary access
to primary resources, employment, self-employment and credit; and (ii) support the development of
a viable national institution to replicate the project approach in other areas of Bangladesh. The
project’s objectives will be met through the financing of five components designed to assist the
poor: (i) labour-intensive infrastructure development; (ii) fisheries development; (iii) crop and
livestock production; (iv) credit; and (v) institutional support.

The project goal is to stimulate pro-poor growth to increase employment opportunities and reduce
poverty. The project objective is to expand existing microenterprises and establish new ones.

The project’s overall objective is to support the Government’s strategy to increase national
agricultural productivity and farm income. Its specific objective is to improve the effectiveness of the
national agricultural technology system in Bangladesh for the benefit of small and marginal
farmers.

The project goal is to significantly reduce poverty and extreme poverty levels of semi-arid
communities of the State of Bahia. Specific objectives were: (i) empowerment of rural poor and
their grass-root organizations by improving their capacities to participate in local, micro-regional
and municipal social and economic development processes; and (ii) improving target population’s
income-generating capacities, transforming subsistence economic activities into profitable
agricultural and non-agricultural business with sustainable use of the environment and natural
resources of the semi-arid zone.

The aim of the programme is to contribute to the effort to tackle rural poverty. It will accomplish this
through: (i) capacity-building among target village groups and their institutions so that they can
better manage their productive terroirs (land resources); (ii) a reversal in the trend towards the
degradation of cultivated and non-cultivated land through watershed development and irrigation
schemes; (iii) an increase in the revenues of the targeted rural poor through improved agricultural
production and productivity; and (iv) improvements in the living conditions of the target groups
through enhanced access to basic social services and markets. The foreseen activities are in line
with the COSOP for Burkina Faso and IFAD’s strategy for Western and Central Africa.

The programme goal is the sustainable reduction of poverty by securing, safeguarding and
increasing real incomes and food security among the majority smallholder farmers. The objective is
to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of agricultural output marketing.

The overall goal is to reduce poverty and improve the living conditions in the rural areas, and
increase the incomes of women and vulnerable groups through increased self- and wage
employment. The specific objective is to develop a competitive rural MSE sector, supported by
relevant good quality easily accessible and sustainable services. The services would: (i) create a
more enabling environment for MSEs; (ii) stimulate the establishment and expansion of MSEs;
(iii) enhance the quality, design and packaging of MSE goods and services; (iv) improve the
marketing of MSE products; (v) increase the access of MSEs to working capital and investment
funds, and (vi) empower trade associations and client organizations.

The overall goal is to reduce rural poverty by improving the income and living conditions of the
target group, particularly through the valorization of natural resources and their sustainable
management. The specific aim is to enable target group members to become major players in
building the social fabric of their communities, and to strengthen their capacity to establish their
priority goals and then develop economic and social initiatives to realize them.

The programme’s objective will be to develop and implement a replicable model that ensures
household food security and improves the livelihood opportunities and the overall quality of life of
the tribal population, based on a sustainable and equitable use of natural resources. To achieve
this the programme will: (i) empower tribal grass-roots associations and users’ groups, including
women and other marginal groups, so that they will become more capable to plan, implement and
manage their own development and negotiate with the relevant authorities to harness the
necessary resources; (ii) promote activities that generate sustainable increases in production and
productivity of land and water resources; and (iii) generate alternate sources of income outside of
agriculture, particularly for the landless.
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Country and
project/programme names

Objectives

India

Livelihood Improvement
Project for the Himalayas

Kenya

Mount Kenya East Pilot
Project for Natural Resource
Management

Malawi

Rural Livelihoods Support
Programme

Mozambique

Rural Finance Support
Programme

Nicaragua

Technical Assistance Fund
Programme for the
Departments of Leon,
Chinandenga and Managua

Niger

Agricultural and Rural

Rehabilitation and

Development Initiative
Project

Niger

Project for the Promotion of
Local Initiative for
Development in Aguié

Pakistan

Community Development
Programme

The project’s primary objective is to improve the livelihoods of vulnerable groups sustainably by
promoting greater livelihood opportunities and strengthening the local institutions concerned with
livelihood development. Specific objectives are to: (i) promote a more sensitive approach to the
design and implementation of development interventions; (ii) enhance the capabilities of local
people to select appropriate livelihood opportunities, access the required financial resources, and
manage new technologies and institutions at the village level; (iii) increase incomes through more
sustainable income-generating cultivation systems and the establishment of non-farm enterprises
at the micro and small-scale level; and (iv) establish effective and appropriate delivery systems for
inputs and for the maintenance of assets and resources, with emphasis on microfinance, savings
and thrift, and micro-insurance products, along with access to business development services that
will link household-based livelihood activities with the larger economy.

The overall goal of the proposed project will be to contribute to poverty reduction by promoting a
more effective use of natural resources and improved agricultural practices. An intermediate
objective will be to enhance the equitable use of these resources with particular focus on
environmental conservation. Specific objectives will be to: (i) introduce on- and off-farm
environmental conservation and rehabilitation practices in the areas adjacent to rivers and trust
lands, focusing on soil erosion control; (ii) bring about improvements in river water management in
order to increase dry season base flow and reduce sediment loads and pollution in these rivers;
(iii) raise household income through improved marketing of agricultural and natural resource-based
products; and (iv) strengthen governance at the local level for better land use and water
management.

The overall objective of the programme is to improve the livelihoods and quality of life of the target
population by improving access to resources and ensuring more efficient resource use by village
households. The programme will achieve this objective by: (i) keeping the target population better
informed and encouraging self-motivation; (i) empowering the target group to organize its access
to resources and improve production; (iii) ensuring responsiveness of service providers;

(iv) reducing the hunger gap; and (v) improving the dietary and nutritional status of the target
group.

The goal of the RFSP is to contribute to economic growth and poverty eradication by improving the
livelihoods of poor households and the viability of enterprises in the rural areas of Mozambique.
Key to achieving this goal are the RFSP’s objectives of aiming to provide poor individuals,
vulnerable groups and emerging enterprises in rural areas with sustainable access to financial
services and create a conducive institutional and policy environment for the development and
sustainable provision of rural financial services to improve the economic opportunities and income
of the poor.

The development objective of the TAF will be to increase the productive and marketing capacity of
small and medium-scale farmers and small-scale entrepreneurs living in rural areas by contributing
to family incomes and improving living conditions. The specific objective of the TAF will be to
ensure access by small-scale farmers and rural entrepreneurs to technical assistance services in a
sustainable manner based on the competitive supply of services and in accordance with
beneficiary needs. TAF implementation will result in: (i) strengthened organizations of small-scale
farmers and entrepreneurs that are able to formulate technical assistance needs and to demand,
negotiate and cofinance these services and other agricultural-production support services;

(ii) sustainable and efficient providers of technical assistance that use methodologies and
appropriate techniques responsive to the demands of farmers’ organizations; and (iii) different
modalities of technical assistance provision operating and linking supply and demand on a
selective basis.

The project aims to strengthen the ability of 56 rural communes, mostly in the Maradi region, to run
local affairs competently, including planning, implementing and operating investments aimed at
improving food security and quality of life at the household level. It will also seek to reduce or
reverse land degradation by promoting sustainable land management.

The overall development goal is to improve the incomes and living standards of the poor in Aguié
and, to a limited extent, in a few contiguous communes, with a special emphasis on women and
young adults. Its specific objectives will be to strengthen, through a local development process,
target group capacities to identify and implement innovations and initiatives (technical, economic or
organizational) that could reduce their poverty or vulnerability, or improve their food security.

The main objectives of the proposed programme will be to consolidate, expand and improve the
well-being of the rural poor in AJK while being gender-sensitive and using a community-based,
participatory planning, implementation and monitoring process of village development. This will be
achieved by: (i) strengthening the role and capabilities of existing community organizations and
establishing new ones; (ii) laying the basis for a successful devolution process by promoting
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Country and
project/programme names Objectives

effective governance, transparency and accountability through operational and financial
improvements and better relationships between central and local institutions; (iii) improving natural
resource management; and (iv) expanding the social and economic infrastructure necessary to
increase the rural poor’s income and employment opportunities and reduce their poverty levels.

Pakistan The programme’s development goal is to reduce poverty, promote economic growth and improve
the livelihoods of rural households. Its overall objective is to facilitate sustainable growth in

Programme for Increasing icrofinance in order to give the rural poor greater access to financial services.

Sustainable Microfinance

Rwanda The project has been conceived within the framework of the COSOP-recommended strategy for
Rwanda, the Government’'s PRSP of 2001 and the National Strategy for Agriculture, which
recognize that the sustainable development of agricultural sectors, access to export markets,
support for farmers’ groups and professional associations, and credit and other financial
mechanisms for rural-based activities are critical to sustaining the country’s economic recovery.
The specific goal of the project is to maximize and diversify the income of poor smallholder cash
crop growers by developing financially sustainable commercial processing and marketing activities
to do with coffee, tea, and new cash and export crops. The project design is simple and focused,
and aims at: (i) introducing mechanisms to secure the greatest possible price increases for
growers, in line with financially sound processing and marketing; (ii) maximizing the quality and
value of coffee and tea products sold on the international market; (iii) developing efficient,
democratically managed and spontaneously formed primary cooperative societies of coffee and tea
growers, and securing their full participation and empowerment in the processing and marketing
enterprise; (iv) facilitating the participation of poor women heads of household in coffee and tea
development activities; (iv) developing efficient, cost-effective and financially sustainable
processing and marketing enterprises in the private sector, to be ultimately run by the primary
cooperative societies; and (v) promoting diversification of the cash and export crops produced by
SMEs and smallholder cooperatives, with particular attention to women and very poor households.

Smallholder Cash and Export
Crops Development Project

Rwanda To improve the living standards of the most disadvantaged rural groups, the project will focus on

promoting rural microenterprises (particularly for vulnerable groups); developing professional

- - *~ organizations capable of providing services to SMEs; and supporting the development of a national

Microenterprise Promotion qjicy and dialogue platform for SMEs. Specifically, the project objectives are to: (i) promote the

Project - Phase Il yeyelopment of viable SMEs and their professional organizations so that they can respond to the

needs of the target group; (ii) improve the performance and productivity of SMEs through access to
sustainable non-financial services; (iii) promote the use of appropriate technology, the observance
of acceptable quality standards and better access to markets; (iv) enhance access to financial
services adapted to the requirements of SMEs; and (v) improve the institutional and legal
framework of SMEs.

Rural Small and

Rwanda The overall objective of the project is to contribute to the poverty reduction process in Rwanda by
. providing concentrated and collaborative implementation support to the PSTA, which aims to
Support Project for the  5nsf0rm the current practice of subsistence farming into market-oriented agriculture, increasing
Strategic Plan for the 54 nities for growing cash crops, while ensuring food security and preserving the existing
Transformation of Agriculture esqoyrce base. This will be achieved by: (i) strengthening the technical, managerial and institutional
capacity of the major stakeholders (farmers’ organizations, government and decentralized district
administrations, civil society organizations, the private sector and NGOs) associated with PSTA
implementation, to improve their performance in delivering priority services to the target group;
(i) undertaking innovative agricultural pilot action programmes consisting of watershed protection,
livestock development, crop production in marshland and strengthening of the research and
extension system. These programmes can then be replicated on a larger scale to make substantial
contributions to raising farmers’ incomes and diversifying current agricultural operations; and
(iii) improving the overall management information system and the communications system and
strengthening the participatory monitoring and evaluation system to accelerate dissemination and
adoption of farm technologies as well as enable the stakeholders to take corrective action based on
periodic monitoring of results.

Sri Lanka The programme goal is to restore the assets of women and men directly or indirectly affected by
the tsunami and to re-establish the foundation of their previous economic activities while helping
them diversify into new, profitable income-generating activities. The immediate objectives of the
activities are that (i) tsunami-affected families are provided with essential social and economic
infrastructure, particularly housing; (ii) tsunami-affected communities are strengthened and are
sustainably managing coastal resources; and (iii) women'’s participation in social and economic
activities increases.

Post-Tsunami Coastal
Rehabilitation and Resource
Management Programme

Sudan The programme’s overall goal is to improve and sustain the living standards of the target group by
assuring their food security and providing them with social services in a secure environment in
which they can manage their own community affairs. Under the flexible lending mechanism, the

South Kordofan Rural SPecific objectives to achieve the goal are encompassed in each of the programme'’s two five-year
Development Programme Phases. The first phase aims to: (i) establish locality councils as well as state institutions with the
resources and cost-effective systems to assist rural communities in improving their livelihoods;
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project/programme names
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United Republic of
Tanzania

Participatory Irrigation
Development Programme

United Republic of
Tanzania

Rural Financial Services
Programme

United Republic of
Tanzania

Agricultural Marketing
Systems Development
Programme

Turkey

Sivas — Erzincan
Development Project

Uganda

Vegetable Oil Development
Project

Viet Nam

Decentralized Programme for

(i) enhance the productivity and incomes of individuals and groups from crop and livestock
enterprises through the provision of a community-based extension service, and technical and input
support; (iii) reduce the incidence of disease and mortality by establishing community-owned and
managed water supply and basic health facilities; and (iv) improve and maintain the rural road
network so that communities have access to markets and public services. The second phase aims
to: (i) foster equitable communal range and farm-land management, which reduces conflict,
through changes in government land-use policy and agreements between all groups involved and
the locality councils; (ii) develop sustainable rural credit services with participatory informal financial
institutions for savings and credit, linked with the formal financial system; and (iii) impart to the men
and women in rural communities, the capabilities for planning, implementing and managing their
own development activities and resolving group conflicts.

The strategic goal of the programme is sustainable improvement in smallholder incomes and
household food-security. Its purpose is to enhance the institutional, organizational and technical
capacities of farmers, the private sector, NGOs, civil-society organizations and government
institutions, to construct, develop and sustain small-scale irrigation systems throughout the
marginal areas. The objectives of the programme will be achieved by: (a) increasing the availability
and reliability of water through improved low cost systems of water control; (b) raising agricultural
productivity by improving agricultural extension services to respond better to farmers’ needs; and
(c) building institutional capacity to realize, over the long term, the vast potential for smallholder
irrigation development throughout the programme area. The six-year programme will consolidate
the irrigation development effort in the central plateau.

IFAD has a long-term commitment to assist the emergence of a viable, transparent and diversified
financial system in rural areas. The main objectives of the programme will be to: (i) support the
design, development and implementation of a financial architecture with roots at the village or ward
level in the form of village banks or SACCOs/SACAs (microfinance institutions [MFIs]), with
emphasis placed on savings mobilization, the payment system, the extension of financial services
and governance; (ii) enhance technical, operational and outreach capacity of MFlIs for savings and
lending operations to enable them to provide a broad range of financial services to the rural poor
(consisting of both individuals and groups, including the landless and women) for potential
productive and income-generating activities, based on appropriate selection criteria, instruments
and modalities; (iii) empower the rural poor through minimizing the legal, regulatory and social
barriers constraining their active participation within MFIs and providing them with the opportunity
to enhance their business and technical skills; and (iv) strengthen the financial instruments, skills
and capital base of the grass-roots MFls and the financial intermediaries (commercial/community
banks) to enable them to ensure economies of scale, efficiency, and operational viability and
flexibility.

The overall goal of the programme is to increase the income and food-security situation of the rural
poor in the Northern and Southern Marketing Zones. The objectives of the programme are to
improve the structure, conduct and performance of the agricultural marketing and pricing systems
in the country in order to raise smallholder incomes and diversify their production in an active and
equitable partnership with the private sector. Specific objectives include: (a) improvement of
relevant marketing policies; (b) empowerment of the target groups by strengthening them
financially and organizationally; and (c) enabling the target groups to own and operate the system,
and become active partners in all decision-making processes.

The main objectives of the project are to (i) increase agricultural productivity and income levels of
the rural poor in the less developed parts of Sivas and Erzincan provinces; (ii) expand rural
employment opportunities and encourage individual and group initiatives of smallholders; (iii) build
and strengthen self-sustaining institutions directly related to the rural poor; and (iv) improve living
conditions of the rural poor and especially of women.

The main thrust of the project is to increase cash income among smallholders by revitalizing and
increasing domestic vegetable oil production. More specifically, the project will: (a) develop an oil
palm industry chiefly promoting partnership between smallholder growers and private sector
processors with the Government and IFAD playing catalytic roles; (b) introduce industrial-size mills
that are energy efficient and of high environmental standards for the efficient and cost-effective
processing of fresh fruit bunches; (c) develop with NGO support the potential for smallholder
vegetable oil and other arable oilseeds production and processing, (d) catalyse and support the
development of smallholder-produced raw material base and know-how for the subsequent
commercial extraction of essential oils; and (e) support Government efforts to establish a
consultative body (Vegetable Oil Development Council [VODC]) to facilitate the interaction between
farmers, trade associations, processors, financial institutions, NGOs and other principal actors
involved in shaping the development of the vegetable subsector.

The programme goal is to improve the socio-economic status of the poorest households in Ha
Giang and Quang Binh Provinces, with particular emphasis on the use of highly decentralized
community-driven development approaches operationalizing the Government'’s "grassroots
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Rural Poverty Reduction in democratization" legislation. This would be achieved by: (i) enhancing the capabilities of local
Ha Giang and Quang Binh people to become active stakeholders in the management of commune and village-level
Provinces institutions; (ii) increasing the productivity and income levels of poor households, ethnic minorities

and women, and improving their household food security; (iii) reinforcing the ongoing
decentralization processes, with emphasis on village-level infrastructure; (iv) establishing
decentralized programme management structures and delivery services responsive to the priorities
of the target group; and (v) developing local capabilities to bridge the gap between national-level
policies and provincial implementation of initiatives on decentralization.

Viet Nam The goal is to contribute to the sustainable improvement of incomes of poor people in rural areas of
Viet Nam. The purpose is to facilitate the rural poor’s access to and participation in markets in Ha
Tinh and Tra Vinh Provinces, with relevance elsewhere in Viet Nam. Programme thrusts include:

(i) improvement of key markets and market mechanisms, processes and linkages — either directly
or indirectly for the poor; (i) off-farm job creation and improvement of agricultural incomes; and

(iii) linking market-based initiatives to the needs and priorities of poor communes within a better
functioning market environment.

Improving Market
Participation of the Poor

Yemen The overall project goal is to improve the well-being of participating smallholder households and
rural communities by encouraging their active involvement in managing their social needs and a
Al-Mahara Rural 46 productive and sustainable use of their natural resource bases. To help achieve this goal,
Development Project ,iact investments will aim to (i) support the development of more self-reliant communities and
strengthen the partnerships among all stakeholders in the economic development of Al-Mahara;
(ii) strengthen the capacity of male and female farmers and fishermen and their communities,
particularly disadvantaged groups, to determine access to and use of appropriate resources,
technology and financial services for agriculture, fisheries and livestock development; and (iii) build
knowledge and capacity in public and private institutions and enterprises in Al-Mahara to deliver
equitable, sustainable and profitable financial and technical services to the rural community.

Yemen The overall goal of the project is to enhance the food security of subsistence farmers, raise family
. incomes and improve the living conditions and development participation of small farm households
Dhamar Participatory Rural 5,4 yjjlage communities in Dhamar Governorate. To that end, the project will: (i) empower
Development Project ommunities, including women and the poor, to mobilize and organize themselves to participate in,
and gain direct benefit from, development planning and project execution; (ii) remove critical
physical, infrastructural and social constraints to productivity and advancement; and (iii) equip and
support farming households with a view to increasing their output to enable them to secure basic
food supplies, produce marketable surpluses and pursue income-generating opportunities.

Yemen The project’s development goal is to improve the living standards of the poor in remote highland
. . communities. The specific objectives are to: (i) empower communities to be proactive in
Pilot Community-Based Rural 4\ ercoming infrastructure constraints; (ii) reduce the isolation of communities and improve overall
Infrastructure Project For i ohijiy and access to markets and services in highland areas; (i) institutionalize community-led
Highland Areas ;jjjage access road improvement within the overall framework of rural road network development;
and (iv) provide poor households with improved access to drinking water.

Zambia The programme’s development goal is to improve the livelihoods of rural households. Central to
achieving this goal and as its overall objective, the programme aims to increase the use of
sustainable financial services in rural areas. This will be achieved through investments in five
components to: (i) develop the use of sustainable community-based financial institutions;

(ii) promote rural banking services; (iii) increase and intensify small-scale production in contract-
farming operations; (iv) develop new and expanding existing financial service products in rural
areas; and (v) establish a more conducive policy and institutional framework for rural finance.

Rural Finance Programme
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Definition of the evaluation criteria used by 10E

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 in achieving its objectives.

Effectiveness The extent to which the development intervention’s objectives were achieved,
or are expected to be achieved, taking into account their relative importance.

Efficiency A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.)
are converted into results.

Rural poverty impactb 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.

Household income provides a means of assessing the flow of economic
benefits accruing to an individual or group, whereas assets relate to a stock of
accumulated items of economic value.

Household income and
assets

Human and social capital and empowerment include an assessment of the
changes that have occurred in the empowerment of individuals, the quality of
grassroots organizations and institutions, and the poor’s individual and
collective capacity.

Human and social capital and
empowerment

Changes in food security relate to availability, access to food and stability of
access, whereas changes in agricultural productivity are measured in terms of
yields.

Food security and agricultural
productivity

The focus on natural resources and the environment involves assessing the
extent to which a project contributes to changes in the protection, rehabilitation
or depletion of natural resources and the environment as well as in mitigating
change the negative impact of climate change or promoting adaptation measures.

Natural resources, the
environment and climate

The criterion relating to institutions and policies is designed to assess changes
in the quality and performance of institutions, policies and the regulatory
framework that influence the lives of the poor.

Institutions and policies

Other performance criteria

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 resilient to risks beyond the
project’s life.

Sustainability

The extent to which IFAD development interventions have: (i) introduced
innovative approaches to rural poverty reduction; and (ii) the extent to which
these interventions have been (or are likely to be) replicated and scaled up by
government authorities, donor organizations, the private sector and others
agencies.

Innovation and scaling up

The criterion assesses the efforts made to promote gender equality and
women’s empowerment in the design, implementation, supervision and
implementation support, and evaluation of IFAD-assisted projects.

Gender equality and
women’s empowerment

Overall project achievement This provides an overarching assessment of the project, drawing upon the
analysis made under the various evaluation criteria cited above.

Performance of partners This criterion assesses the contribution of partners to project design,

IFAD execution, monitoring and reporting, supervision and implementation support,
and evaluation. It also assesses the performance of individual partners against

their expected role and responsibilities in the project life cycle.
Government

& These definitions have been taken from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development/Development Assistance
Committee Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results-Based Management and from the IFAD Evaluation Manual (2009).
The IFAD Evaluation Manual also deals with the “lack of intervention”, that is, no specific intervention may have been foreseen or
intended with respect to one or more of the five impact domains. In spite of this, if positive or negative changes are detected and
can be attributed in whole or in part to the project, a rating should be assigned to the particular impact domain. On the other hand, if
no changes are detected and no intervention was foreseen or intended, then no rating (or the mention “not applicable”) is assigned.
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Appendice — Annexe V EC 2015/90/W.P.4

Project performance trends

Project performance — by replenishment period
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (All evaluation data)
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Project performance — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (All evaluation data )
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Appendice — Annexe V EC 2015/90/W.P.4

Rural poverty impact

Rural poverty impact — by replenishment period
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (All evaluation data)
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Appendice — Annexe V EC 2015/90/W.P.4

Overall project achievement

Overall project achievement — by replenishment period
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (all evaluation data)
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Appendice — Annexe V EC 2015/90/W.P.4

IFAD performance

IFAD performance — by replenishment period
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (all evaluation data)
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Appendice — Annexe V

Government performance

Government Performance — by replenishment period
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (all evaluation data)

EC 2015/90/W.P.4
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Appendice — Annexe V EC 2015/90/W.P.4

Criteria composing performance

Relevance — by year of completion
Percentage of projects rated moderately satisfactory or better (PCRV/PPA data series)
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Project performance

PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion

Percentage of projects

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013
Average rating 3.95 3.83 3.82 3.85 4.05
1% Quartile 4.00 3.18 3.00 3.25 3.70
3" Quartile 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.30 4.70
Standard deviation 0.72 0.73 0.79 0.83 0.81

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013
Highly satisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 20.0 14.3 15.0 14.3 21.8
Moderately satisfactory 56.0 52.4 51.7 53.6 50.9
Moderately unsatisfactory 20.0 28.6 26.7 23.2 21.8
Unsatisfactory 4.0 4.8 6.7 8.9 5.5
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100
All evaluation data - by replenishment period
Percentage of projects
2001-2003 2004-2006 2007-2009 2010-2012 2013-2015
(5th) (6th (7th) (8th) (9th)
Highly satisfactory 4.8 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 38.1 35.6 23.6 19.7 32.6
Moderately satisfactory 42.9 40.0 49.1 53.0 45.7
Moderately unsatisfactory 9.5 20.0 21.8 19.7 21.7
Unsatisfactory 4.8 0.0 5.5 7.6 0.0
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100
Average rating 4.29 4.23 3.96 3.97 4.21
Standard deviation 0.88 0.83 0.79 0.83 0.71
1* Quartile 4.00 4.00 3.70 3.70 4.00
3" Quartile 5.00 5.00 423 4.70 5.00
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Project performance (cont.)

All evaluation data — by year of completion

Percentage of projects

2000-2002 2001-2003 2002-2004 2003-2005 2004-2006  2005-2007 2006-2008 2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013 2012-2014

Highly satisfactory 0.0 4.8 5.7 4.4 4.4 2.3 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 29.4 38.1 40.0 40.0 35.6 32.6 27.9 23.6 16.1 16.2 19.7 24.6 33.3
Moderately satisfactory 52.9 429 40.0 40.0 40.0 44.2 51.2 49.1 51.6 51.4 53.0 49.3 43.9
Moderately unsatisfactory 11.8 9.5 14.3 15.6 20.0 14.0 11.6 21.8 29.0 27.0 19.7 21.7 21.1
Unsatisfactory 5.9 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.0 7.0 55 3.2 5.4 7.6 4.3 1.8
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Average rating 4.08 4.29 4.37 4.33 4.26 4.13 4.13 3.96 3.90 3.86 3.97 4.07 4.22
Standard deviation 0.80 0.88 0.80 0.79 0.82 0.88 0.84 0.78 0.74 0.79 0.83 0.80 0.75
1* Quartile 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.70 3.18 3.00 3.70 3.70 4.00
3" Quartile 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.15 4.00 4.23 4.70 4.70 5.00
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Rural poverty impact

PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion
Percentage of projects

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013
Average rating 4.00 4.10 4.05 4.19 4.23
1% Quartile 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
3" Quartile 4.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Standard deviation 0.75 0.78 0.85 0.81 0.77

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013
Highly satisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 24.0 30.8 31.6 38.5 39.6
Moderately satisfactory 56.0 53.8 49.1 48.1 47.2
Moderately unsatisfactory 16.0 10.3 12.3 7.7 9.4
Unsatisfactory 4.0 5.1 7.0 5.8 3.8
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100
All evaluation data — by replenishment period
Percentage of projects
2001-2003 2004-2006 2007-2009 2010-2012 2013-2015
(5th) (6th (7th) (8th) (9th)
Highly satisfactory 5.9 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 35.3 20.9 29.6 45.2 35.7
Moderately satisfactory 29.4 41.9 46.3 43.5 54.8
Moderately unsatisfactory 235 27.9 22.2 6.5 9.5
Unsatisfactory 5.9 7.0 19 4.8 0.0
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100
Average rating 4.36 3.80 4.05 4.29 4.26
Standard deviation 0.89 0.92 0.78 0.79 0.62
1 Quartile 3.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
3" Quartile 5.00 4.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
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Rural poverty impact (cont.)

All evaluation data by year of completion

Percentage of projects

2000-2002 2001-2003 2002-2004  2003-2005 2004-2006 2005-2007 2006-2008  2007-2009 2008-2010  2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013 2012-2014

Highly satisfactory 7.1 5.9 6.5 24 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 28.6 35.3 29.0 26.8 20.9 22.0 26.2 29.6 35.6 35.2 45.2 40.3 43.4
Moderately satisfactory 35.7 29.4 38.7 36.6 41.9 41.5 50.0 46.3 47.5 46.5 43.5 47.8 50.9
Moderately unsatisfactory 21.4 23.5 22.6 29.3 27.9 31.7 21.4 22.2 13.6 12.7 6.5 9.0 5.7
Unsatisfactory 7.1 5.9 3.2 49 7.0 4.9 24 1.9 34 5.6 4.8 3.0 0.0
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Average rating 4.07 412 4.13 3.93 3.84 3.82 4.01 4.05 4.15 411 4.29 4.25 4.38
Standard deviation 1.03 1.02 0.94 0.92 0.91 0.84 0.76 0.77 0.78 0.83 0.79 0.74 0.59
1* Quartile 3.25 3.00 3.50 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
3 Quartile 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 4.90 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
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Overall project achievement

PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion
Percentage of projects

I\ @xauuy - adipuaddy

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013
Highly satisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 20.0 21.4 23.3 30.4 38.2
Moderately satisfactory 60.0 57.1 53.3 48.2 41.8
Moderately unsatisfactory 12.0 11.9 13.3 10.7 145
Unsatisfactory 8.0 9.5 10.0 10.7 5.5
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100
All evaluation data — by replenishment period
Percentage of projects
2001-2003 2004-2006 2007-2009 2010-2012 2013-2015
(5th) (6th (7th) (8th) (9th)
Highly satisfactory 4.8 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 28.6 20.0 21.8 36.4 31.1
Moderately satisfactory 42.9 46.7 54.5 455 48.9
Moderately unsatisfactory 19.0 28.9 20.0 9.1 20.0
Unsatisfactory 4.8 2.2 3.6 9.1 0.0
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100
Average rating 4.10 3.88 3.94 4.09 4.11
Standard deviation 0.92 0.81 0.76 0.90 0.71
1* Quartile 4.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
3" Quartile 5.00 4.00 4.00 5.00 5.00

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013
Average rating 3.92 3.90 3.90 3.98 4.13
1% Quartile 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
3" Quartile 4.00 4.00 4.00 5.00 5.00
Standard deviation 0.80 0.84 0.87 0.92 0.85

m

(@]

N

o

=

o

S

©

o

N

z

v

N



Z8

Overall project achievement (cont.)

All evaluation data — by year of completion

Percentage of projects

2000-2002 2001-2003 2002-2004 2003-2005 2004-2006 2005-2007 2006-2008 2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013  2012-2014

Highly satisfactory 5.9 4.8 5.7 2.2 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 29.4 28.6 25.7 22.2 20.0 20.9 23.3 21.8 24.2 25.7 36.4 36.2 38.6
Moderately satisfactory 35.3 42.9 48.6 48.9 46.7 48.8 58.1 54.5 53.2 50.0 45.5 43.5 43.9
Moderately unsatisfactory 23.5 19.0 17.1 24.4 28.9 27.9 16.3 20.0 16.1 16.2 9.1 15.9 15.8
Unsatisfactory 5.9 4.8 2.9 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.3 3.6 6.5 8.1 9.1 4.3 1.8
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Average rating 4.06 4.10 4.14 3.98 3.91 3.88 4.02 3.94 3.95 3.93 4.09 4.12 4.19
Standard deviation 1.00 0.92 0.87 0.80 0.81 0.75 0.70 0.76 0.81 0.86 0.90 0.83 0.76
1* Quartile 3.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 3.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
3" Quartile 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.50 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.75 5.00 5.00 5.00
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IFAD performance

PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion
Percentage of projects
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2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013
Average rating 4.20 4.12 4.15 4.14 4.24
1% Quartile 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
3" Quartile 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Standard deviation 0.71 0.74 0.78 0.75 0.78

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013
Highly satisfactory 4.0 2.4 1.7 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 24.0 26.2 31.7 33.9 41.8
Moderately satisfactory 60.0 52.4 48.3 48.2 41.8
Moderately unsatisfactory 12.0 19.0 16.7 16.1 145
Unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 17 1.8 1.8
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100

All evaluation data — by replenishment period

Percentage of projects
2001-2003 2004-2006 2007-2009 2010-2012 2013-2015
(5th) (6th (7th) (8th) (9th)

Highly satisfactory 0.0 45 3.7 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 20.0 25.5 16.7 37.9 50.0
Moderately satisfactory 33.3 18.2 57.4 45.5 36.4
Moderately unsatisfactory 46.7 47.7 185 15.2 13.6
Unsatisfactory 0.0 2.3 3.7 15 0.0
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100
Average rating 3.73 3.71 3.98 4.20 4.36
Standard deviation 0.77 1.08 0.81 0.74 0.71
1% Quartile 3.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
3" Quartile 4.00 5.00 4.00 5.00 5.00
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IFAD performance (cont.)

All evaluation data — by year of completion

Percentage of projects

2000-2002  2001-2003  2002-2004  2003-2005  2004-2006  2005-2007  2006-2008  2007-2009  2008-2010  2009-2011  2010-2012  2011-2013  2012-2014
Highly satisfactory 0.0 0.0 33 2.4 45 48 48 3.7 1.6 14 0.0 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 0.0 20.0 33.3 29.3 255 9.5 16.7 16.7 25.8 31.1 37.9 45.6 452
Moderately satisfactory 27.3 33.3 20.0 22.0 18.2 38.1 45.2 57.4 53.2 51.4 455 41.2 35.5
Moderately 72.7 46.7 40.0 43.9 47.7 42.9 28.6 185 17.7 135 15.2 11.8 12.5
unsatisfactory
Unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 33 2.4 2.3 2.4 2.4 3.7 1.6 2.7 1.5 1.5 0.0
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 24 24 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Average 3.27 3.73 3.93 3.85 3.75 3.64 3.86 3.98 4.08 415 4.20 431 436
Standard deviation 0.45 0.77 1.00 0.95 1.07 0.95 0.97 0.80 0.75 0.77 0.74 0.73 0.69
1% Quartile 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
3 Quartile 3.50 4.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
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Government performance

PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion
Percentage of projects

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013
Average rating 3.88 3.71 3.72 3.73 3.91
1* Quartile 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.50
3" Quartile 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Standard deviation 0.99 0.96 0.96 0.92 0.84

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013
Highly satisfactory 4.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 20.0 16.7 20.0 21.8 23.6
Moderately satisfactory 48.0 42.9 38.3 40.0 50.9
Moderately unsatisfactory 16.0 26.2 28.3 26.8 18.2
Unsatisfactory 12.0 11.9 11.7 10.7 7.3
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100
All evaluation data — by replenishment period
Percentage of projects
2001-2003 2004-2006 2007-2009 2010-2012 2013-2015
(5th) (6th (7th) (8th) (9th)
Highly satisfactory 11.1 2.3 1.9 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 16.7 27.3 22.2 28.8 27.3
Moderately satisfactory 55.6 29.5 44.4 39.4 56.8
Moderately unsatisfactory 16.7 34.1 22.2 22.7 13.6
Unsatisfactory 0.0 45 9.3 9.1 2.3
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100
Average rating 4.22 3.79 3.85 3.88 4.09
Standard deviation 0.85 1.04 0.94 0.93 0.70
1 Quartile 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.00
3" Quartile 4.75 5.00 4.00 5.00 5.00
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Government performance (cont.)

all evaluation data — by year of completion

Percentage of projects

2000-2002 2001-2003 2002-2004 2003-2005 2004-2006 2005-2007 2006-2008 2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013  2012-2014
Highly satisfactory 16.7 1.1 9.4 4.7 2.3 0.0 1.9 1.9 1.6 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 16.7 16.7 25.0 25.6 27.3 23.8 26.2 22.2 21.0 23.0 28.8 27.9 28.6
Moderately satisfactory 33.3 55.6 43.8 32.6 29.5 33.3 45.2 44.4 41.9 39.2 39.4 50.0 55.4
Moderately
unsatisfactory 33.3 16.7 15.6 30.2 34.1 35.7 23.8 22.2 25.8 25.7 22.7 16.2 12.5
Unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 3.1 4.7 4.5 7.1 4.8 9.3 9.7 10.8 9.1 5.9 3.6
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 3.1 2.3 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Average 4.17 4.22 4.13 3.88 3.82 3.74 3.93 3.85 3.79 3.78 3.88 4.00 4.09
Standard deviation 1.07 0.85 1.08 1.06 1.03 0.90 0.83 0.94 0.94 0.96 0.93 0.82 0.74
1* Quartile 3.00 4.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 4.00
3" Quartile 5.00 4.75 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 4.75 4.00 4.00 4.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
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Criteria composing performance

Relevance

PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion

Percentage of projects
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2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013
Highly satisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 5.5
Satisfactory 28.0 23.8 23.8 35.7 50.9
Moderately satisfactory 68.0 71.4 71.4 50.0 29.1
Moderately unsatisfactory 4.0 4.8 5.0 8.9 12.7
Unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 1.7 1.8 1.8
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

100 100 100 100 100

Effectiveness
PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion
Percentage of projects

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013
Highly satisfactory 0 0 0 0 0
Satisfactory 24 23.8 21.7 25 30.9
Moderately satisfactory 56 47.6 50 48.2 49.1
Moderately unsatisfactory 12 19 16.7 16.1 12.7
Unsatisfactory 8 9.5 11.7 10.7 7.3
Highly unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0 0

100 100 100 100 100

Average rating 3.96 3.86 3.82 3.87 4.04
1* Quartile 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.00
3" Quartile 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.50 5.00
Standard deviation 0.82 0.88 0.90 0.92 0.85

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013
Average rating 4.24 4.19 4.25 4.31 4.45
1% Quartile 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
3" Quartile 5.00 4.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Standard deviation 0.51 0.50 0.65 0.76 0.85
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Criteria composing performance (cont.)

Efficiency

PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion
Percentage of projects

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013

Highly satisfactory 0 (] (] 6] 1.8
Satisfactory 16 14.3 18.3 16.1 20
Moderately satisfactory 48 33.3 28.3 35.7 43.6
Moderately unsatisfactory 24 38.1 37.7 33.9 25.5
Unsatisfactory 12 14.3 13.3 10.7 5.5
Highly unsatisfactory 0 (0] 1.7 3.6 3.6
100 100 100 100 100

Average rating 3.68 3.48 3.49 3.51 3.76
1* Quartile 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
3 Quatrtile 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Standard deviation 0.88 0.92 0.99 1.01 1.01
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Impact domains

Household income and assets

PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion

Percentage of projects

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013

Highly satisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 30.4 34.2 32.1 39.6 44.7
Moderately satisfactory 52.2 50.0 49.1 43.8 42.6
Moderately unsatisfactory 4.3 10.5 7.5 8.3 4.3
Unsatisfactory 13.0 5.3 11.3 8.3 8.5
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100

Average rating 4.00 4.13 4.02 4.13 4.23
1 Quartile 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
3" Quartile 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Standard deviation 0.93 0.82 0.92 0.89 0.88
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Impact domains (cont.)

Human and social capital empowerment
PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion

Percentage of projects

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013

Highly satisfactory 0.0 2.5 1.7 3.8 3.7
Satisfactory 52.0 47.5 44.8 45.3 48.1
Moderately satisfactory 36.0 37.5 36.2 34.0 31.5
Moderately unsatisfactory 12.0 10.0 12.1 11.3 13.0
Unsatisfactory 0.0 2.5 5.2 5.7 3.7
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100

Average rating 4.40 4.38 4.26 4.31 4.35
15t Quartile 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
3 Quartile 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Standard Deviation 0.69 0.81 0.88 0.93 0.89
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Impact domains (cont.)

Food security and agricultural productivity
PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion

Percentage of projects

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013

Highly satisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 19.0 26.5 31.4 39.6 41.7
Moderately satisfactory 57.1 55.9 47.1 41.7 41.7
Moderately unsatisfactory 9.5 8.8 11.8 125 125
Unsatisfactory 14.3 8.8 9.8 6.3 4.2
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100

Average rating 3.81 4.00 4.00 4.17 4.21
1* Quartile 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
3" Quartile 4.00 4.75 5.00 5.00 5.00
Standard deviation 0.91 0.85 0.91 0.86 0.82
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Impact domains (cont.)

Natural resources, environment and climate change

PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion

Percentage of projects

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013

Highly satisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 2.3
Satisfactory 15.0 16.1 12.8 11.4 13.6
Moderately satisfactory 60.0 64.5 55.3 52.3 54.5
Moderately unsatisfactory 20.0 16.1 25.5 29.5 25.0
Unsatisfactory 5.0 3.2 6.4 4.5 4.5
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100

Average rating 3.85 3.94 3.74 3.79 3.84
1* Quartile 3.75 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
3" Quartile 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Standard deviation 0.73 0.65 0.76 0.79 0.80
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Impact domains (cont.)

Institutions and policies

PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion

Percentage of projects

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013

Highly satisfactory 4.5 5.7 5.6 5.9 5.8
Satisfactory 27.3 22.9 25.9 21.6 28.0
Moderately satisfactory 45.5 40.0 38.9 45.1 48.1
Moderately unsatisfactory 18.2 22.9 20.4 19.6 11.5
Unsatisfactory 4.5 8.6 9.3 7.8 5.8
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
100 100 100 100 100

Average rating 4.09 3.94 3.98 4.00 4.17
1 Quartile 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.00
3" Quartile 5.00 4.75 5.00 4.75 5.00
Standard deviation 0.90 1.03 1.03 0.98 0.91

IA 9Xauuy - adipuaddy

¥'d"M/06/ST0C O3



6

Other performance criteria

Sustainability

PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion

Percentage of projects

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013

Highly satisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Satisfactory 20.0 17.1 13.6 12.7 14.5
Moderately satisfactory 40.0 46.3 42.4 47.3 47.3
Moderately unsatisfactory 28.0 29.3 373 32.7 32.7
Unsatisfactory 12.0 4.9 5.1 5.5 5.5
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 2.4 1.7 1.8 0.0
100 100 100 100 100

Average rating 3.68 3.71 3.61 3.65 3.71
1 Quartile 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
3" Quartile 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Standard deviation 0.93 0.88 0.84 0.84 0.78
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Other performance criteria (cont.)

Innovation

PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion

Percentage of projects

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013

Highly satisfactory 4.0 4.8 33 3.6 3.6
Satisfactory 28.0 28.6 30.0 37.5 41.8
Moderately satisfactory 40.0 38.1 40.0 33.9 36.4
Moderately unsatisfactory 24.0 19.0 18.3 16.1 14.5
Unsatisfactory 4.0 7.1 6.7 7.1 1.8
Highly Unsatisfactory 0.0 2.4 1.7 1.8 1.8
100 100 100 100 100

Average Rating 4.04 3.98 4.00 4.09 4.25
1 Quartile 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 4.00
3" Quartile 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Standard deviation 0.92 1.09 1.02 1.07 0.94
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Other performance criteria (cont.)

Gender

PCRV/PPA data series — by year of completion
Percentage of projects

2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013

Highly satisfactory 8.3 4.9 3.3 1.8 5.5
Satisfactory 25.0 26.8 28.3 39.3 45.5
Moderately satisfactory 54.2 46.3 46.7 39.3 38.2
Moderately unsatisfactory 8.3 17.1 18.3 17.9 7.3
Unsatisfactory 4.2 4.9 3.3 1.8 3.6
Highly unsatisfactory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

100 100 100 100 100
Average rating 4.25 4.10 4.10 4.22 4.42
1% Quartile 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
3" Quartile 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Standard deviation 0.88 0.92 0.85 0.82 0.85
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Number of projects per each rating in the PCRV/PPA series

Evaluation criteria <=6 <=5 <=4 <=3 <=2 <=1
Relevance 2.9 39.2 47.1 9.8 1.0 0.0
Effectiveness 0.0 28.4 47.1 15.7 8.8 0.0
Efficiency 1.0 17.6 38.2 314 9.8 2.0
Project performance 0.0 18.6 51.0 24.5 5.9 0.0
Rural poverty impact 0.0 34.7 49.0 12.2 4.1 0.0
Sustainability 0.0 16.8 44.6 31.7 5.9 1.0
Innovation and scaling-up 3.9 36.3 36.3 17.6 3.9 2.0
Gender equality and women'’s 5.0 36.6 42.6 11.9 4.0 0.0
empowerment
IFAD performance 1.0 35.3 45.1 17.6 1.0 0.0
Government performance 1.0 20.6 46.1 225 9.8 0.0
Overall project achievement 0.0 31.4 47.1 13.7 7.8 0.0
Household income and assets 0.0 40.0 44.4 6.7 8.9 0.0
Human and social capital and 3.0 48.5 32.3 13.1 3.0 0.0
empowerment
Food security and agricultural 0.0 36.0 46.5 10.5 7.0 0.0
productivity
Environment 1.3 16.3 55.0 23.8 3.8 0.0
Institutions and policy 5.4 27.2 43.5 17.4 6.5 0.0
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I0E-PMD peer-to-peer comparison

Ratings from 23 projects completed in 2011

Rural Innovation
Country Project name Relevance Efficiency Effectiveness | Performance poverty Sustainability and Gender IFAD Government
f B Overall
impact scaling-up -
Achievement
IOE PMD | IOE PMD | IOE PMD IOE  PMD | IOE PMD | IOE PMD | IOE PMD | IOE PMD | IOE PMD | IOE PMD | IOE PMD
North Western Rural 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 5 4 4 4 3 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 4
Argentina Development Project
North East Rural 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 3 4 4 5 5 4 4 3 4 4 5 5
Azerbaijan Development Project
Microfinance for 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 5 5
Bangladesh Marginal and Small
Farmers Project
Participatory Artisanal
Benin Fisheries Development d 5 £ 3 g 3 g 4 £ 4 g 4 £ 4 4 4 £ 4 d 5 £ E
Support Programme
Rural Poverty 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 3 5 4 4 5 6 4 4 4 5 4 5
Cambodia Reduction Project
Rural Development
Project in the Plateaux, 4 4 2 3 1 2 2 5 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 5 3 3 2 2
Congo Cuvette and Western
Cuvette Departments
Small Horticultural 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 4
Cote d'lvoire | Producer Support
Reconstruction and 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 4 4 5 5 4 6 5 3 4 5 5 5
El Salvador Rural Modernization
Programme
Rural Development
Georgia Programme for 4 3 4 2 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 2 4 2 3 2 2 2 4 3 2 3
Mountainous and
Highland Areas
Georgia Rural Development 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 3 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 3
Project
Northern Region 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 3 4 3 3
Ghana Poverty Reduction

Programme
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Country

Project name

Relevance

Efficiency

Effectiveness

Performance

Rural
poverty
impact

Sustainability

Innovation
and
scaling-up

Gender

Overall
Achievement

IFAD

Government

IOE PMD

IOE  PMD

I0E PMD

IOE  PMD

IOE  PMD

I0E PMD

IOE  PMD

IOE  PMD

IOE PMD

IOE

PMD

IOE PMD

Guatemala

Lesotho

Moldova

Mongolia

Mozambique

Pakistan

Pakistan

Panama

Rwanda

Rwanda

Uruguay

Rural Development
Programme for Las
Verpaces

Sustainable Agriculture
and Natural Resource
Management
Programme

Rural Business
Development
Programme

Rural Poverty
Reduction Programme

Sofala Bank Artisanal
Fisheries Project

Microfinance
Innovation and
Outreach Programme

Microfinance
Innovation and
Outreach Programme

Sustainable Rural
Development Project
for the Ngobe-Buglé
Territory and Adjoining
Districts

Umutara Community
Resource and
Infrastructure
Development Project

Smallholder Cash and

Export Crops
Development Project

Uruguay Rural
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Rural Innovation
Project Name Relevance Efficiency Effectiveness | Performance poverty Sustainability and Gender IFAD Government
Country : p Overall
impact scaling-up =
Achievement
IOE PMD | IOE PMD | IOE PMD IOE  PMD | IOE PMD | IOE PMD | IOE PMD | IOE PMD | IOE PMD | IOE PMD | IOE PMD
Decentralized
Programme for Rural
Viet Nam Poverty Reduction in 5) 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 5) 5 5 4 4 5 5) 5 4 4
Ha Giang and Quang
Binh Provinces
Average 4.43 461 | 391 413 | 3.74 3.96 395 426 | 404 426 | 3.65 387 | 417 426 | 426 4.43 | 3.91 4.09 | 422 4.43 | 3.87 4.04
Average disconnect -0.17 -0.22 -0.22 -0.31 -0.22 -0.22 -0.09 -0.17 -0.17 -0.22 -0.17

1A 9Xauuy - adlpuaddy

¥'d"M/06/ST0C O3



Appendice — Annexe IX

EC 2015/90/W.P.4

List of country programme evaluations completed by I10E

(1992-2015)>

Publication
Nr. Division Country programme evaluation year
1 NEN Yemen 1992
2 NEN Sudan 1994
3 APR Bangladesh 1994
4 APR Pakistan 1995
5 LAC Honduras 1996
6 WCA Ghana 1996
7 WCA Mauritania 1998
8 APR Nepal 1999
9 APR Viet Nam 2001
10 NEN Syrian Arab Republic 2001
11 APR Papua New Guinea 2002
12 APR Sri Lanka 2002
13 ESA United Republic of Tanzania 2003
14 NEN Tunisia 2003
15 APR Indonesia 2004
16 WCA Senegal 2004
17 WCA Benin 2005
18 LAC Plurinational State of Bolivia 2005
19 NEN Egypt 2005
20 LAC Mexico 2006

%8 This list does not include CPEs ongoing in 2015.
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Appendice — Annexe IX

EC 2015/90/W.P.4

Publication
Nr. Division Country programme evaluation year
21 APR Bangladesh 2006
22 ESA Rwanda 2006
23 WCA Mali 2007
24 LAC Brazil 2008
25 NEN Morocco 2008
26 APR Pakistan 2008
27 NEN Ethiopia 2009
28 WCA Nigeria 2009
29 NEN Sudan 2009
30 APR India 2010
31 ESA Mozambique 2010
32 LAC Argentina 2010
33 WCA Niger 2011
34 ESA Kenya 2011
35 ESA Rwanda 2012
36 WCA Ghana 2012
37 APR Viet Nam 2012
38 NEN Yemen 2012
39 ESA Uganda 2013
40 WCA Mali 2013
41 APR Nepal 2013
42 WCA Madagascar 2013
43 APR Indonesia 2014
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