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Resumen
A. Antecedentes
1. Esta evaluacion, efectuada en 2015, es la segunda evaluacion del programa en el

pais (EPP) de la Republica Federal de Nigeria. La evaluacion abarca el periodo
comprendido entre 2009 y 2015 y tiene dos objetivos principales: i) evaluar los
resultados y el desempefio de la asociacion entre el FIDA y el Gobierno a la hora de
reducir la pobreza rural, y ii) generar hallazgos y recomendaciones que guien la
asociacion futura entre el FIDA y la Republica Federal de Nigeria. La presente EPP
se ha llevado a cabo de acuerdo con el Manual de Evaluacion elaborado por la
Oficina de Evaluacion Independiente del FIDA (IOE) (primera edicién) y servira de
base para preparar el nuevo programa sobre oportunidades estratégicas nacionales
(COSOP) en 2016.

La mision principal al pais tuvo lugar en septiembre de 2015 y abarcé numerosas
visitas sobre el terreno a nueve estados de la franja central y del sur (Abia, Benue,
Cross River, Edo, Lagos, Oyo, Nasarawa, Niger y Rivers), asi como reuniones con
partes interesadas en Abia, Abuja, Ibadan, Lagos y Port Harcourt. En el marco de
la evaluacion de los resultados del Programa de Desarrollo Agricola y Rural de Base
Comunitaria ya se habian realizado visitas sobre el terreno a cuatro estados del
norte (Jigawa, Katsina, Kebbi y Sokoto).

Programa sobre oportunidades estratégicas nacionales
(COSOP) del FIDA

Pertinencia del COSOP. El segundo COSOP del FIDA (2010-2015) coincidia en
lineas generales con las prioridades normativas del Gobierno de Nigeria fijadas por
la dltima administracion en 2010. En este segundo COSOP, el programa dio un giro
estratégico hacia el eje principal de la labor del FIDA, la agricultura, sin dejar de
tener en cuenta la ventaja comparativa del Fondo, que estriba en luchar contra la
pobreza y la penuria de las comunidades por medio de la creacion de activos y
fortaleciendo las capacidades a nivel comunitario. Este giro supuso dejar de lado
las amplias inversiones de indole social y econdmica basadas en un enfoque de
desarrollo impulsado por la comunidad para centrarse en temas relacionados con
las cadenas de valor de productos basicos orientadas al mercado y la financiacion
rural.

En el segundo COSOP se siguié un método coherente para seleccionar los sectores,
las regiones y los grupos objetivo. En el norte, el FIDA promovié las instituciones y
los servicios comunitarios con el acento en la agricultura. Dado que esta es la zona
del pais con menor cobertura de servicios e infraestructuras del Gobierno, la
estrategia de invertir en el empoderamiento de las comunidades y en
infraestructuras fue acertada. En el Delta del Niger, la densidad demogréfica es
elevada y hay un mejor acceso a los mercados, por lo que resulté apropiado crear
empleo rural para la gran proporcion de jovenes y las mujeres que seguian
viviendo en el medio rural y promover las empresas rurales agricolas y no
agricolas. En la franja central, donde hay grandes extensiones de tierra poco
explotadas y un buen acceso a los mercados, la estrategia de aumentar los
rendimientos proporcionando tecnologias, insumos y servicios de crédito fue
pertinente.

Eficacia del COSOP. Durante el periodo abarcado por el COSOP, los programas
respaldados por el FIDA llegaron a 9,2 millones de beneficiarios de los

14,2 millones previstos. Esta cifra representa alrededor del 10 % de la poblacion
rural, estimada en 98 millones de habitantes, de los que la mayoria reside en zonas
remotas con escasos recursos. La EPP muestra que el FIDA ha contribuido
eficazmente a mantener la tendencia general de reducciéon de la pobreza en el pais,
sobre todo en los estados mas pobres del norte, donde las operaciones del FIDA
fueron esenciales para respaldar los medios de vida de las comunidades a las que
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se dirigia la ayuda. Aunque el nimero de beneficiarios fue inferior al previsto en la
evaluacién ex ante, el enfoque de concentrar los esfuerzos en un niamero limitado
de aldeas permitié que la ejecucién en estos lugares fuera satisfactoria, eficiente y
a menudo sostenible. Sin embargo, teniendo en cuenta el tamafo del pais, la
escala del impacto sigue siendo limitada, y las estadisticas sobre la pobreza
reflejan en general una brecha cada vez mas grande entre las zonas rurales y
urbanas, y entre ricos y pobres.

Resultados de la cartera de proyectos

La cartera del FIDA en curso comprende cuatro operaciones: el Programa de
Ordenacion Comunitaria de los Recursos Naturales — Delta del Rio Niger, el
Programa de Creacion de Instituciones de Financiacion Rural, el Programa de
Desarrollo de las Cadenas de Valor, y el Programa de Adaptacion al Cambio
Climatico y Apoyo a los Agronegocios en el Cinturén de la Sabana.

Pertinencia

Disefo del programa. Los programas se caracterizan por presentar, de un modo
u otro, disefios excesivamente complejos y ambiciosos. Esto incluye ambitos
geograficos muy amplios, disposiciones de ejecucién de multiples niveles, una
colaboracién con una gran variedad de asociados o0 una combinacién ambiciosa de
inversiones y actividades. Aunque este enfoque garantiza que las intervenciones
tengan una base amplia y puedan abordar distintas necesidades y dimensiones de
la pobreza, también dificulta su ejecucion, sobre todo conociendo las capacidades
de los estados y las administraciones locales.

Modificaciones al disefio Los programas del FIDA tenian una duracién larga
(alrededor de diez afios, incluyendo proérrogas), razon por la cual se han debido
introducir multiples ajustes en el disefio segun iba evolucionando la estrategia del
Fondo en el pais o cuando las misiones de supervisién ponian de relieve
necesidades especificas en este sentido. Este aspecto ha repercutido
considerablemente en la pertinencia: los programas mas antiguos han tenido que
volver a disefiarse o reajustarse en sumo grado para que sean acordes con la
orientacion estratégica general del FIDA. Estos cambios han creado confusiéon sobre
el terreno y reducido los plazos de ejecucién. Los planes que ya se habian puesto
en comun con las comunidades tuvieron que modificarse a instancias del FIDA, lo
que debilité el sentido de apropiacion local, y el personal estatal tuvo que adaptar
la orientacion en cuestiones técnicas.

Focalizacion en la pobreza. La ambicion del FIDA en un pais tan extenso y
econdmicamente diverso como Nigeria es lograr llegar a las comunidades mas
pobres y evitar los estados y regiones mas prdsperos. En consecuencia, el FIDA ha
centrado mas su apoyo en las regiones mas pobres del norte y reducido las
inversiones en el sur, en mejor situacién econémica. Ante la ausencia de datos
fiables sobre la pobreza a nivel subestatal, la focalizacion dentro de los estados y
las administraciones locales siguio siendo un desafio. En los programas se
emplearon métodos participativos para seleccionar los lugares y los hogares mas
pobres, pero a juzgar por la documentacion empirica disponible, el proceso que
tuvo lugar efectivamente fue mas bien poco claro. Los criterios de focalizacion
directa sefialaron como beneficiarios a las mujeres y los jévenes.

Conflictos y fragilidad. Aunque Nigeria ha dejado de considerarse un Estado
fragil, existen zonas en determinadas regiones en las que reina un clima de grave
inseguridad e insurreccidon. Dada la escala de intervencion del FIDA, los programas
han sido vulnerables a los conflictos, las rebeliones y los disturbios, ya fuera en el
nordeste con Boko Haram, en la franja central por los conflictos entre pastores y
agricultores o en la regién del Delta por la violencia y los disturbios. La mayor parte
de los programas no incluye un analisis de conflictos o una evaluacion de riesgos
sobre la forma en que los cambios introducidos por el FIDA afectarian a las
situaciones de conflicto e inseguridad, ya sea positiva o negativamente, ni tampoco
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medidas de mitigacion. Cuando se propone una estrategia de mitigacion en el
diseno, el principal objetivo es seleccionar administraciones locales o aldeas que se
encuentren fuera de las zonas conocidas de conflicto y hallar lugares seguros desde
donde fortalecer las capacidades del personal y los beneficiarios ubicados en areas
conflictivas.

Eficacia

La consecucion de resultados se ha visto afectada por un lento desembolso de
los fondos, los trastornos ligados a las modificaciones del disefio y los cambios en
las normas relativas al desembolso de los préstamos. En consecuencia, el alcance
no ha sido el esperado en el caso del Programa de Expansion del Cultivo de Raices
y Tubérculos y del Programa de Desarrollo Agricola y Rural de Base Comunitaria, ha
sido satisfactorio en el caso del Programa de Ordenacion Comunitaria de los
Recursos Naturales — Delta del Rio Niger e incierto en el caso del Programa de
Creacion de Instituciones de Financiacion Rural por presentar cifras cuestionables.
En el ambito del acceso a los servicios financieros, el fortalecimiento de
capacidades de las comunidades y la creacion de empleo se registraron logros
notables. En los lugares seleccionados, los beneficios generados en materia de
creacion de activos y difusion de tecnologias han sido muy buenos. La focalizacién
geografica podria haber sido mas rigurosa, pero la focalizacion en la poblacién
pobre, las mujeres y los jévenes en el seno de las comunidades ha sido buena.

Retrasos. Los programas sufrieron retrasos en la ejecucion debidos a problemas
vinculados primero con los convenios de préstamo y cuestiones de eficacia, y
después al lento desembolso o bloqueo de los fondos de contrapartida. En
promedio, el retraso en la efectividad de los préstamos para los programas
examinados en la presente EPP fue de 32 meses y 26 dias, mas del doble de la
media del FIDA, de alrededor de un afio. Los programas iniciados mas
recientemente se estan retrasando tanto como los que forman parte de la cartera
desde hace tiempo. Ello se debe, entre otros motivos, a retrasos a la hora de
obtener acuerdos legislativos a nivel federal y estatal, de cumplir las condiciones de
los préstamos, (por ejemplo, nombramientos de personal) y de abrir las cuentas
bancarias necesarias. Las demoras experimentadas en los primeros afios de vida
del programa pueden acabar provocando que no se desembolsen los fondos de
préstamo del FIDA o que su reposicion sea lenta.

Fondos de contrapartida. Pese a saberse por operaciones previas del FIDA que el
nivel de compromiso de los gobiernos estatales era variado y, por lo general, bajo,
algunos programas de seguimiento siguieron dependiendo en gran medida de esas
contribuciones de contrapartida. El motivo subyacente de la reticencia de muchos
estados a proporcionar los fondos de contrapartida convenidos fue la baja prioridad
otorgada a la agricultura en contraposicién a los sectores sociales, el transporte o
la fabricacion, especialmente en el sur. Incluso cuando el FIDA redujo el porcentaje
de financiacion estatal, el lento e imprevisible flujo de fondos de contrapartida
siguié minando los resultados de la cartera.

Eficiencia

Supervision. Aungue las misiones fueron regulares y las conclusiones se
documentaron de forma rigurosa, la EPP concluyd que los miembros de las
misiones no siempre tenian la suficiente experiencia o esta no siempre fue
empleada de manera sistemaética, con una gran heterogeneidad en el personal y los
ambitos de especializacion. Este aspecto afecté a los programas de mayor
duracion, ya que el disefio tuvo que modificarse considerablemente a mitad de
periodo e incorporar numerosos ajustes técnicos menores en respuesta a las
misiones de supervision. Al introducir cambios imprevistos en los programas se
generd ineficiencia, lo que a su vez redund6 en un desperdicio de recursos.
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Cambios politicos. Otro factor similar de ineficiencia tiene que ver con los efectos
derivados de los frecuentes cambios politicos en los distintos niveles de gobierno
causados por procesos electorales, retrasos burocraticos y otros trastornos. La
renovacion de personal asociada al ciclo electoral cre6 la necesidad de justificar y
defender una y otra vez el enfoque del programa ante las nuevas autoridades,
muchas de las cuales llegaban con prioridades nuevas y un deseo comprensible de
que las personas a las que representaban se beneficiaran de los proyectos
financiados por los donantes.

Gastos generales de gestion. El gran nimero de estados y administraciones
locales involucrados en los programas elevé los gastos generales de gestion. Las
unidades de coordinacién de los programas tenian sus recursos saturados, por lo
que les era complicado trabajar eficazmente en tantos estados y administraciones
locales. En consecuencia, los gastos generales asociados al seguimiento, la
supervision y la promocion ante los dirigentes locales fueron elevados. Los costos
de gestion representaron mas del 20 % del costo total en todos los programas. Los
programas de desarrollo impulsado por la comunidad generaron costos de gestion
de casi el 30 %; esto se debié a una administracion descentralizada de los fondos
donde cada estado procesaba un elevado nimero de solicitudes de retiro de fondos
para efectuar gastos autorizados de cuantias relativamente pequefias.

En cuanto al uso 6ptimo de los recursos, los programas de desarrollo
impulsados por la comunidad tuvieron un mejor desempefio que los demas: se
sirvieron de mano de obra directa y utilizaron algunos materiales locales para crear
activos. El FIDA casi nunca recurrié a contratistas, sino que dejé que las
comunidades administraran directamente las inversiones con el apoyo del gobierno
local y el personal de los programas; este aspecto permitié reducir los gastos
generales y de subcontratacion. La comunidad utiliz6 materiales locales siempre
que fue posible, ya fuera para construir escuelas, granjas piscicolas o hacer
perforaciones. En relacion con la eficiencia en la asignacion de los recursos, los
programas impulsados por la comunidad aprovecharon bien los recursos porque los
fondos se invirtieron en activos basados en preferencias expresadas por la
comunidad, en lugar de proporcionados por el gobierno local u otras entidades sin
tener debidamente en cuenta las prioridades locales.

Impacto en la pobreza rural

Ingresos y activos de los hogares. Se ha registrado un incremento notable de
los activos en las aldeas destinatarias de los programas, especialmente en las
zonas de intervenciéon del Programa de Desarrollo Agricola y Rural de Base
Comunitaria y el Programa de Ordenacién Comunitaria de los Recursos Naturales —
Delta del Rio Niger. El gran volumen de inversiéon social y econémica canalizado en
los ultimos diez afios, y su concentracion en un determinado grupo de
comunidades, ha permitido aumentar los activos y los ingresos de numerosos
beneficiarios directos. En muchas zonas mas remotas, el apoyo del FIDA fue la
principal fuente de actividades de desarrollo. Al estar el proceso impulsado por la
comunidad, era mas pertinente y logré suscitar un mayor sentido de apropiacion
entre los beneficiarios que en otras zonas. Sin embargo, el impacto podria haber
sido mayor si las modificaciones a los disefios no hubieran reducido el periodo de
ejecucion previsto para obtener resultados mas trascendentales a mayor escala.

Capital humano y social y empoderamiento. La formaciéon de grupos, la
transferencia de las labores de planificacién y toma de decisiones de inversion a los
comités de aldea, y el principio de que los menos privilegiados tengan acceso a
estos activos y puedan opinar sobre su uso han impulsado el capital social y
empoderado a la poblacién mas pobre en las comunidades seleccionadas. En el
marco del Programa de Desarrollo Agricola y Rural de Base Comunitaria,

8 280 grupos de agricultores representantes de distintos intereses, oficios y ramas
permitieron que las comunidades asumieran la responsabilidad de su desarrollo y
aumentaron la capacidad de accion colectiva. En el Programa de Ordenaciéon
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Comunitaria de los Recursos Naturales — Delta del Rio Niger, la importancia
atribuida al empoderamiento de los jévenes fue un logro destacado. El aumento de
los ingresos fomentod la confianza de estos grupos y, para algunos, ha tenido una
repercusion fundamental en sus vidas. Entre otros beneficios sociales importantes
se observo también una reduccién de la emigracion juvenil a medida que
aumentaban las oportunidades laborales y una disminucién de la delincuencia y el
vandalismo.

Seguridad alimentaria y productividad agricola. Los estudios de impacto
indican que se ha producido un aumento notable de la produccion y la
productividad en las zonas de intervencion de los programas. Sin embargo, se
desconoce en qué medida pueden atribuirse estos cambios al FIDA. En los estados
donde se llevan a cabo los programas del FIDA existen otros programas de apoyo a
la agricultura y no es facil separar la influencia de estos del apoyo prestado por el
FIDA. La gran envergadura del sector y el papel bastante limitado del gasto publico
(contando tanto el gasto interno como la ayuda extranjera) en la promocion del
crecimiento parecen indicar que el incremento de la produccién agricola se debi6,
en su mayor parte, a las inversiones privadas.

Instituciones y politicas. Los programas del FIDA han influido considerablemente
en las instituciones locales y, a través de ellas, también en una serie de servicios
que benefician a la poblaciéon pobre, entre ellos, los servicios de apoyo social, a la
produccion y de crédito. La institucionalizacion de las asociaciones de desarrollo
comunitario como un cuarto nivel de gobierno es un resultado importante del
Programa de Desarrollo Agricola y Rural de Base Comunitaria. Si bien las
asociaciones centrales de desarrollo de productos basicos creadas en el marco del
Programa de Ordenacién Comunitaria de los Recursos Naturales — Delta del Rio
Niger son recientes, ya gozan de una amplia aceptaciéon. En mayor o menor
medida, estas estructuras de desarrollo comunitarias a nivel de aldea han sido
adoptadas de forma generalizada dentro y fuera de las zonas de intervenciéon de los
programas. Aun cuando existan injerencias politicas en la selecciéon de las
localidades y los lideres, estos grupos actian como 6rganos de propiedad local que
canalizan recursos y facilitan la expresion de las opiniones y prioridades de
aquellos que suelen vivir en comunidades remotas y desvalidas. En los estados de
Katsina, Kebbi y Sokoto se han introducido disposiciones legislativas y asignado
fondos para reproducir el enfoque de asociaciones de desarrollo comunitario en las
administraciones locales que no reciben apoyo del FIDA, asi como en nuevas aldeas
dentro de las administraciones locales respaldadas anteriormente por el Fondo.

Otros criterios relativos a los resultados

Igualdad de género y empoderamiento de la mujer. Por lo general, la
capacidad de los programas para involucrar a las mujeres en las actividades ha
sido cada vez mas eficaz. La cuestidn relativa a la sostenibilidad de la inclusion y el
empoderamiento de las mujeres es mas dificil de verificar, pues hay pocos datos
empiricos que muestren cémo las mujeres han aprovechado las oportunidades
brindadas por los programas para mejorar su estatus econémico y social. Las
evaluaciones realizadas sobre el terreno en el marco de la EPP parecen indicar que,
aunque los programas del FIDA han aumentado la participacién de las mujeres en
las actividades de desarrollo comunitario, su impacto en las esferas de toma de
decisiones, empoderamiento y cambio social no es tan grande. Quizas la limitacion
mas importante de las estrategias de los programas en materia de género ha sido
no haber tenido debidamente en cuenta las diferencias étnicas y religiosas. A la
hora de definir enfoques eficaces para abordar la igualdad de género y el
empoderamiento de las mujeres, es fundamental entender la diversidad étnica y
religiosa de Nigeria y como influye en el reparto de funciones entre hombres y
mujeres y en los procesos socioeconémicos (por ejemplo, en las cadenas de valor y
la inclusién financiera).

vii
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Innovacion y ampliacion de escala. La expansion del enfoque de desarrollo
impulsado por las comunidades es la innovacién mas importante de los programas
del FIDA basados en estos contextos. Las inversiones del Fondo proporcionaron la
estructura y los principios para la aplicacion de este enfoque en las aldeas. En el
caso del Programa de Desarrollo Agricola y Rural de Base Comunitaria, estos
esfuerzos influyeron en la modalidad de trabajo entre el gobierno local y el cuarto
nivel de gobernanza que acababa de instituirse. Otro logro importante de este
programa ha sido la demostracién de un modelo a gran escala de produccién de
semillas certificadas de calidad procedentes de agricultores de Yobe y Jigawa. La
iniciativa juvenil “Jovenes en la Agricultura” fue una estrategia bien concebida para
abordar el problema de la delincuencia y el desempleo entre los jovenes del Delta.
Sin embargo, el éxito del FIDA a la hora de promover la reproduccion y la
ampliacién de escala de esas innovaciones fue limitado. EI Programa de Desarrollo
Agricola y Rural de Base Comunitaria parece ser el Unico que logré extender
considerablemente el enfoque de desarrollo impulsado por la comunidad.

Las cuestiones relativas a los recursos naturales, el medio ambiente y el
cambio climatico no ocuparon un lugar destacado en la cartera del FIDA durante
el periodo abarcado por la EPP, y la proporcién de fondos destinados a estas
esferas en las comunidades fue muy reducida. La creacion de empleo rural por
medio del fomento de actividades empresariales en ambitos como la piscicultura, la
produccion de arroz y yuca, y la cria de aves de corral ha sido beneficiosa para el
medio ambiente al disminuir la incidencia de practicas mas destructivas. Por otro
lado, al desplazar el eje de trabajo a las cadenas de valor, la financiacion rural, los
procesos de elaboracién y comercializacién, se ha hecho menos hincapié en el
desarrollo de sistemas de produccién agricola mas sostenibles. El norte de Nigeria
esta particularmente afectado por el cambio climéatico y la relacion entre la
creciente presiéon que sufren las comunidades pastoriles y agricolas y la variabilidad
del clima es cada vez mas evidente. En el marco del Programa de Adaptacion al
Cambio Climatico y Apoyo a los Agronegocios en el Cinturén de la Sabana esta
previsto efectuar un analisis exhaustivo de las implicaciones del cambio climatico
en el Sahel, y actualmente se esta prestando mayor atencion a esta esfera. La
donacion del Programa de Adaptacion para la Agricultura en Pequeria Escala (ASAP)
se destinara especificamente a medidas relacionadas con el clima para los
agricultores. No obstante, los multiples objetivos del programa (comercializacion,
empresas, gobernanza) pueden reducir las oportunidades de abordar el cambio
climatico dadas las prioridades concurrentes de estas esferas.

Actividades no crediticias

Actuacion normativa. El establecimiento de una oficina del FIDA en el pais en
2008 permitié que surgieran posibilidades mas eficaces y rentables de participar en
dialogos sobre estrategias de desarrollo y actividades del programa. Por conducto
de su oficina en el pais, el FIDA ha participado activamente en el Grupo de Trabajo
de los Socios en el Desarrollo Agricola, cuyas reuniones mensuales copreside desde
2015. En este grupo, los donantes pueden intercambiar buenas practicas y
conocimientos, organizar actividades de seguimiento conjunto y acordar la division
del trabajo siguiendo un enfoque armoénico del tratamiento de cuestiones y
prioridades en materia de politicas relacionadas con la agricultura y el desarrollo
rural. En 2012, por medio de la donacion titulada “Apoyo al disefio de una
estrategia y plan de accidon para incrementar el impacto de las cadenas de valor de
productos basicos en Nigeria” se crearon vinculos normativos positivos en el marco
del Programa de Transformacion Agricola del Ministerio Federal de Agricultura y
Desarrollo Rural. También vale la pena destacar la contribucion del FIDA al diadlogo
sobre politicas relacionadas con la microfinanciacion, las cadenas de valor y el
desarrollo comunitario.
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Gestion de los conocimientos. Ha habido un notable aumento de las actividades
de gestidon de los conocimientos emprendidas por la oficina del FIDA en el pais,
apoyado por una estrategia especifica y el uso eficiente de los recursos disponibles.
La atencion se ha centrado en intercambiar conocimientos sobre el enfoque de
desarrollo impulsado por la comunidad a fin de promover el didlogo sobre enfoques
participativos y animar a los gobiernos locales a trabajar con las comunidades.
Ademas, se intercambiaron conocimientos practicos con las comunidades locales
para aprender de las experiencias y desarrollar procedimientos apropiados con
respecto a este enfoque; este ejercicio ha ayudado en la elaboracidon de programas
posteriores, como el Programa de Ordenacion Comunitaria de los Recursos
Naturales — Delta del Rio Niger y el Programa de Desarrollo de las Cadenas de
Valor. Sin embargo, teniendo en cuenta la experiencia considerable del FIDA en
aplicar este tipo de enfoques en Nigeria, la documentacion de estas actividades de
gestion de los conocimientos realizadas a la que puede accederse publicamente es
practicamente inexistente.

Creacién de asociaciones. Desde que el gerente del programa en Nigeria esta
destinado en el pais, se han incrementado los esfuerzos para crear asociaciones
con un amplio abanico de partes interesadas. Sin embargo, al no contar con una
estrategia de asociacién, los contactos han sido ocasionales y determinados por las
circunstancias, y se han centrado en las necesidades de programas especificos en
lugar de establecerse a un nivel mas estratégico. A nivel local, las asociaciones
entre los programas respaldados por el FIDA son muy escasas y, pese a la
consolidada presencia del Fondo en ciertos estados y administraciones locales, los
pactos en materia de cofinanciacién son muy escasos. A nivel nacional, los
progresos del FIDA en la creacidn de asociaciones se han visto obstaculizados por
la falta de recursos y la necesidad de dar prioridad a los programas con retrasos en
la ejecucion. La ausencia del sector privado, especialmente en la cartera anterior,
es un factor critico teniendo en cuenta que toda la cartera se ha reorientado hacia
los mercados y las actividades de elaboracion. La cofinanciacion de los programas
por parte de otros donantes no ha sido un aspecto caracteristico de las
asociaciones del FIDA en Nigeria y es una deficiencia importante porque fue una de
las recomendaciones mas destacadas del examen a mitad de periodo del COSOP.
En su lugar, las asociaciones con otros agentes de desarrollo han sido
especialmente positivas en lo que respecta a la ejecucion conjunta y el intercambio
de conocimientos.

Donaciones. En el periodo abarcado por la EPP, se han concedido 20 donaciones
por un total de USD 39,19 millones. Las donaciones giran en torno a temas
importantes de la cartera de Nigeria, como la mejora de los cultivos alimentarios y
las cadenas de valor para reducir la pobreza y la vulnerabilidad en las zonas
rurales. Las donaciones relacionadas con la investigacion para el desarrollo tuvieron
cierta repercusion a escala nacional, pero los esfuerzos por aprovechar y compartir
esos conocimientos para que pudieran aplicarse inmediatamente en los proyectos
respaldados por el FIDA en el pais fueron limitados. El uso eficaz de esos
conocimientos requeriria contar con servicios de extensiéon para distribuir estas
tecnologias, pero estos se ven afectados por las restricciones presupuestarias y de
capacidad ligadas a la pérdida de relevancia del Programa de Desarrollo Agricola y
la disminucién de los fondos gubernamentales. Han sido pocas las donaciones
utilizadas para crear asociaciones con ONG, pero ofrecen buenos ejemplos de
aprendizaje y han creado vinculos con otras operaciones, en especial las
donaciones concedidas al Centro Songhai (Benin) para promover el desarrollo de
los jovenes de las zonas rurales y los negocios agricolas y crear oportunidades para
los jévenes de las zonas rurales.
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Conclusiones

Focalizacion geografica. La focalizacion geogréfica y la atencion a la pobreza han
mejorado en la cartera del FIDA asociada al segundo COSOP, pero el alcance
amplio en numerosas regiones (27 de los 36 estados del pais) gener6 disparidades
y no pudieron establecerse sinergias entre los programas. En los estados en que se
llevan a cabo diferentes programas del FIDA, un mejor enfoque del solapamiento
geografico podria llevar a un uso mas eficiente del personal capacitado, a
aprovechar las capacidades de los gobiernos locales y a mejorar la sostenibilidad
de los activos y los grupos existentes en las comunidades.

El fortalecimiento de la oficina del FIDA en el pais impulsé la labor asociativa y la
participacion en la elaboracion de politicas. Sin embargo, habida cuenta del tamario
del pais y la complejidad del sistema federal, las capacidades disponibles parecen
seguir siendo insuficientes para abordar multiples funciones, entre ellas el apoyo a
la ejecucion, el didlogo sobre politicas y la creacion de asociaciones. A nivel estatal,
se emprendieron pocas actividades de analisis 0 asesoramiento normativo acerca
de cuestiones contextuales que influyen en los resultados de la cartera, como la
gobernanza y la lucha contra la corrupcién, los conflictos sociales y la legislaciéon
estatal de apoyo al crecimiento de las empresas y mejora de la seguridad
alimentaria. Las asociaciones se forjaron en su mayoria en el marco de los
programas para abordar temas especificos de estos como la investigacién sobre
agricultura y microfinanciacion, la capacitacion de los agricultores y la financiacion
rural. La inexistencia de asociaciones sdlidas con otros actores influyentes como el
Banco Mundial, el Ministerio Britanico para el Desarrollo Internacional (DFID) y la
Agencia de los Estados Unidos para el Desarrollo Internacional (USAID) a través de
programas cofinanciados ha limitado la capacidad de movilizacién del FIDA a nivel
federal y estatal.

Persisten problemas importantes que ya se sefialaron en la ultima EPP (2008). Ante
todo, la complejidad administrativa continué siendo un factor que dificulté las
operaciones del FIDA, puesto que dio lugar a retrasos en el flujo de fondos y un
escaso apoyo de las contrapartes. Los programas se vieron afectados también por
los problemas relacionados con la mala gobernanza. La concesién de crédito a los
gobiernos estatales no resolvio el problema de la financiacién de contrapartida
debido a la falta de apropiacion y responsabilidad de los estados. El problema de la
financiacién de contrapartida es crucial y, si no se halla una solucién, seguira
perjudicando gravemente a los resultados de la cartera en Nigeria. Otro problema
conexo es la dispersion geografica de las actividades, distribuidas en un gran
numero de estados, que limita el impacto de la financiacién del FIDA.

A nivel federal sigue habiendo problemas de capacidad y funciones de coordinacion
deficientes. Pese a la proliferacion de asociados a nivel federal, no se ha avanzado
demasiado en la ampliacién de la estructura de ejecucién y coordinacién mas alla
del Ministerio Federal de Agricultura y Desarrollo Rural, la Comision Nacional de
Planificacion y el Consejo Nacional de Semillas Agricolas. La falta de una unidad de
coordinacién de politicas bien estructurada en el seno del Ministerio Federal de
Agricultura y Desarrollo Rural es un gran obstaculo a la eficacia de la actuacion
normativa y la difusién de los resultados entre los contrapartes gubernamentales.
La ausencia de una funcién de coordinacion sélida en el Ministerio Federal de
Agricultura y Desarrollo Rural o en la Comision Nacional de Planificacion también ha
dificultado la creacién de asociaciones estratégicas. En cuanto al personal
especifico de los programas, no se ha avanzado lo suficiente en conseguir la
combinacion de experiencia y competencia necesaria que se ajuste a la nueva
orientaciéon tematica. Por ejemplo, para gestionar las actividades relacionadas con
la financiacion rural y las cadenas de valor se necesita contar con suficiente
personal con experiencia en el sector privado.
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AUn deben establecerse mayores sinergias entre préstamos y donaciones, como se
recomendd en la dltima EPP. Algunas donaciones se utilizaron para respaldar la
aplicaciéon de politicas a nivel federal con buenos resultados. Sin embargo, la
mayoria de las donaciones seguian teniendo un enfoque regional, lo que limitaba
los vinculos entre el principal receptor de las donaciones del FIDA (el Instituto
Internacional de Agricultura Tropical [IITA]) y las operaciones respaldadas por el
Fondo. La utilizacion de donaciones de contrapartida para subvencionar inversiones
extraordinarias es insostenible y no se corresponde con las orientaciones técnicas y
la documentacion sobre buenas practicas del FIDA.

La eficacia de la gestion de los conocimientos se vio limitada por el uso de sistemas
deficientes de seguimiento y evaluacion (SyE). El FIDA podria aportar una inmensa
experiencia sobre el terreno al discurso normativo sobre la base de la recopilacién
sistematica de datos empiricos de sus operaciones. Sin embargo, las lagunas de
informacién percibidas y la ausencia de una evaluacién empirica s6lida del impacto
indican que los datos derivados del SyE de los programas han de utilizarse con
prudencia para apoyar el discurso normativo. Los estudios de referencia y los
estudios del impacto elaborados en el marco de varios programas no colmaron las
expectativas, por lo que su aplicacion ha sido muy restringida. La ausencia de
estudios tematicos también ha hecho dificil determinar la eficacia y el impacto de
los programas respaldados por el FIDA.

Los programas tampoco propiciaron lo suficiente la participacion del sector privado.
Teniendo en cuenta la nueva orientacion de la cartera hacia los mercados y la
elaboracion, es fundamental contar con la colaboracion del sector privado en la
ejecucion. Los propios informes del Programa de Transformacion Agricola también
subrayan la necesidad de movilizar asociaciones con el sector privado en materia
de fertilizantes, semillas y procesos de elaboracién. La participacion del sector
privado ha aumentado, especialmente en el Programa de Creacidn de Instituciones
de Financiacion Rural y el Programa de Creacion de Instituciones de Financiacion
Rural. Sin embargo, las estructuras de ejecucion de estos programas siguieron
apoyandose demasiado en entidades publicas del plano federal y local. Podia
haberse aprovechado la oportunidad de incluir a inversores privados en calidad de
cofinanciadores, pero no se ha hecho. Incluso en el ambito normativo tampoco se
ha dedicado suficiente atencion a favorecer la intervencion del sector privado en el
sector agricola.

La decision de llevar a cabo programas mas grandes hizo ain mas dificil abordar
problemas relacionados con la gobernanza local, la fragilidad y la diversidad
cultural. Este giro no mejor6 la eficiencia general de la ejecucion, como se habia
previsto, porque los equipos de coordinaciéon y los fondos de los programas estaban
repartidos en un gran nimero de estados. Ademas, la diversidad politica y cultural
del pais hizo dificil intervenir en cuestiones de gobernanza local. En el disefio y la
ejecucion de la cartera se han pasado practicamente por alto aspectos cruciales de
la gobernanza, como la fragilidad y los conflictos. El proceso de inclusion de los
estados en los programas deberia haber integrado un analisis mas profundo de las
cuestiones de gobernanza local.

Aunque la seleccion de los estados que se incluirian en los programas corri6 a
cargo del Gobierno nacional, el FIDA podria haber proporcionado criterios mas
claros con los que determinar el compromiso y la voluntad politica de apoyar un
programa conjunto, como: la estabilidad politica, prioridades comunes (por
ejemplo, desarrollo comunitario o agricultura en pequefia escala) y buenos
antecedentes (por ejemplo, en materia de reforma del sector publico, rendimiento
financiero o rendicion de cuentas por los resultados de desarrollo). El logro de un
fuerte sentido de apropiacion parece estar asociado a unidades geograficas mas
pequefias y zonas de intervencion mas homogéneas, como ocurrié en el caso de
programas anteriores en el norte. Si se hubiera prestado suficiente atenciéon a los
aspectos relacionados con la gobernanza, el FIDA podria haber desarrollado un

Xi



38.

39.

40.

EC 2016/93/W.P.3

enfoque mas adaptativo a nivel estatal. Este tipo de enfoque deberia permitir
fomentar las asociaciones, fortalecer el sentido de apropiaciéon local, mantener el
compromiso y responder de forma proactiva a las crisis y los imprevistos.

Recomendaciones

Aparte de las recomendaciones formuladas en la Ultima EPP, la presente evaluacion
ofrece las recomendaciones siguientes.

Recomendaciéon 1. Aumentar la concentracion geografica, transformar las
asociaciones a nivel estatal y plantear niveles realistas de financiacion de
contrapartida.

Deberian explorarse las siguientes opciones:

a) Desarrollar un mecanismo transparente de seleccion de estados adoptando
criterios claros que tengan en cuenta los indicadores de pobreza y
gobernanza sobre la base de un analisis sélido.

b) Llevar a cabo una evaluacion adecuada de la gobernanza y las finanzas
publicas del estado en cuestion durante la evaluacion institucional que se
realiza en la fase de disefio antes de extraer conclusiones sobre su
compromiso y su capacidad de contribuir (“conoce a tu cliente”).

c) Adoptar estrategias para atraer la atenciéon de los gobernadores de los
estados y obtener su compromiso, como por ejemplo: i) ejercer presiéon a
través de los asociados federales; ii) dirigir mayores inversiones a menos
estados; iii) ofrecer recompensas a los estados que obtengan mejores
resultados; iv) aumentar la presencia del FIDA en estados clave; v) mantener
la financiacion de contrapartida en niveles viables, por ejemplo, un tanto por
ciento del minimo o cero, y que la contribucién de los beneficiarios sea
indispensable para desembolsar los fondos.

d) Concebir estrategias para fortalecer el sentido de apropiacion local, por
ejemplo, desarrollando programas que se concentren en menos estados y
abarquen una zona geografica mas pequefia o0 mas homogénea.

e) Fortalecer la actuacion normativa a nivel estatal para garantizar que los
programas respaldados por el FIDA ocupen un lugar prioritario en la agenda
politica.

Recomendaciéon 2. Aumentar la capacidad de movilizacion y la presencia
en las operaciones.

El FIDA puede mejorar su eficacia y eficiencia cambiando la forma en que presta
apoyo a la ejecucion.

a) Hay opciones para establecer lazos mas coherentes entre diferentes
programas y entre estos y actividades no crediticias, por ejemplo, vinculando
las iniciativas de financiacion rural del Programa de Creaciéon de Instituciones
de Financiacién Rural con las actividades en cadenas de valor del Programa
de Creacion de Instituciones de Financiacion Rural, especialmente a nivel
local. Estos vinculos deben ir acomparfiados de un mecanismo de coordinacién
mas integrado a nivel estatal.

b) Las misiones de supervision deberan mejorar la coherencia de las
recomendaciones y una comprension progresiva de las cuestiones, por
ejemplo, estableciendo un equipo principal al que se incorporaran
especialistas en temas especificos segln sea necesario. Siempre que se
recomienden cambios de enfoque habréa que tener debidamente en cuenta la
repercusion que tendran en los compromisos ya asumidos en el marco del
programa y su comprension por parte de la comunidad.
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c) El FIDA deberia destinar capacidades técnicas a afianzar las relaciones con
estados clave. Deberia estudiarse la manera adecuada de descentralizar el
personal del Fondo en estados y regiones clave, con la funciéon de impulsar el
didlogo estratégico sobre politicas con los gobiernos estatales y las
administraciones locales.

d) Para aumentar la capacidad de movilizacion de la oficina en el pais, el FIDA
también necesita establecer contactos de alto nivel con representantes clave
de los gobiernos entrantes (por ejemplo, nuevos ministros) a fin de promover
un dialogo sobre orientaciones de politica.

e) El FIDA también deberia aprovechar los debates que mantiene sobre los
resultados del sector rural y los resultados de la cartera en el marco de su
sistema de asignacion de recursos basado en los resultados (PBAS) para
actuar a un nivel de politicas mas alto.

Recomendacioén 3. Destinar recursos a cuestiones transversales que
requieran mayor atencion y un analisis mas detenido a fin de facilitar la
sostenibilidad de los resultados de los programas.

Dada la complejidad y dificultad del contexto, para entender las cuestiones
transversales es necesario efectuar mas analisis y que ademas sean mas
exhaustivos. Estos analisis deberian basarse en la elaboracion de estudios y la
extraccion de ensefianzas en el marco de los programas y las donaciones. Su
objetivo deberia ser encontrar cauces para intervenir de manera mas eficaz en
cuestiones transversales mas alla del dia a dia de la ejecucién. Entre las cuestiones
transversales mas importantes cabe destacar:

a) Jovenes. A este respecto se han emprendido algunas iniciativas loables, por
ejemplo en el Programa de Ordenacion Comunitaria de los Recursos Naturales
— Delta del Rio Niger, que podrian servir de base para otras y cuya
continuidad debe respaldarse. Asimismo, las experiencias que de ellas se
deriven deberian documentarse y compartirse.

b) Género. Adoptar estrategias en materia de género culturalmente apropiadas:
abordar los roles de género y los problemas conexos en el contexto local (por
ejemplo, la trata, trabas sociales para ocupar cargos publicos, la propiedad de
la tierra) adaptandose a las capacidades existentes.

c) Conflictos. Integrar el andlisis de los conflictos en el disefio de los programas
y en los informes de situacién, tanto a nivel operacional como del COSOP.

d) Pastores. Los pastores son uno de los grupos mas pobres y vulnerables de
Nigeria. El FIDA deberia hallar maneras de abordar los problemas entre
agricultores y pastores e integrar a estos ultimos en la ejecucién de los
programas.

e) Gestidn de los recursos naturales y medio ambiente. Efectuar analisis mas
especializados e identificar inversiones mas sustanciosas y mas focalizadas en
esta esfera por medio del ASAP.

Recomendacion 4. Desarrollar las asociaciones existentes y forjar otras

nuevas, especialmente con actores no gubernamentales.

a) El FIDA deberia forjar lazos con actores de la sociedad civil para tener mas
oportunidades de garantizar la sostenibilidad y el empoderamiento sobre el
terreno (por ejemplo, con agricultores jévenes en el Programa de Ordenacion
Comunitaria de los Recursos Naturales — Delta del Rio Niger o con
asociaciones de financiacién rural en el norte). El hecho de crear asociaciones
mas estratégicas con organizaciones de la sociedad civil, mas alla de la
prestacion de servicios, favorecerd la sostenibilidad y permitird que sigan
participando una vez finalizados los programas. Las donaciones del FIDA
también deberian respaldar explicitamente estos esfuerzos. Cuando sea
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posible, estas partes deben ser identificadas en la fase de disefio y figurar por
escrito en el convenio de préstamo o en los posteriores memorandos de
entendimiento.

b) El FIDA debe facilitar la participacion del sector privado en la agricultura de
manera mucho mas eficaz. Ello exige medidas como contratar a personal del
sector privado para ejecutar los programas, junto con personal del gobierno,
y utilizar asesores del sector privado que actien como mentores de los
funcionarios publicos actuales. También requiere aplicar acuerdos tripartitos
entre el sector privado, los agricultores y el FIDA en programas como el
Programa de Desarrollo de las Cadenas de Valor y el Programa de Adaptacion
al Cambio Climatico y Apoyo a los Agronegocios en el Cinturén de la Sabana,
de modo que los fondos del FIDA se utilicen para atraer a inversores
privados, como se contempla en la nota de orientacién técnica del FIDA sobre
las donaciones de contrapartida.

c) El FIDA debe tratar de concertar acuerdos de cofinanciacion con sus
principales asociados (el Banco Mundial, USAID, DFID, etc.) para mejorar su
capacidad de movilizacion, sobre todo en el dialogo sobre politicas, atraer
financiacion de contrapartida y aumentar el nivel de ejecucion en los sectores
prioritarios del FIDA.

Recomendacion 5. Seguir consolidando la estrategia de gestion de los
conocimientos del FIDA mejorando la calidad de los datos empiricos que
se recaban sobre el terreno.

En primer lugar, es necesario mejorar la evaluabilidad en la fase de disefio:
elaborar teorias del cambio claras y légicas y disefiar marcos practicos de SyE que
se ajusten a las capacidades del personal, asi como minimizar los indicadores del
sistema de gestion de los resultados y el impacto (RIMS). Por otro lado, se deben
intensificar los esfuerzos y el rigor en la evaluacion. El FIDA deberia promover el
uso de tecnologias (realizar entrevistas por ordenador y aprovechar los teléfonos
moviles y las herramientas web) asi como métodos participativos. También deberia
velar por que las encuestas en las que se basan los estudios de referencia o
impacto mas importantes se disefien y analicen de manera rigurosa y hacer un
seguimiento de los estudios tematicos encargados a terceros para asegurarse de
que logran sacar a la luz los factores que inciden en cémo y por qué se genera el
impacto, y cémo afectan estos a determinados grupos vulnerables. Para fortalecer
el sistema nacional de SyE dentro de la orientacion general de mejorar la eficacia
del desarrollo, el FIDA deberia considerar respaldar el establecimiento de
mecanismos institucionales y el desarrollo de capacidades en el seno del Ministerio
Federal de Agricultura y Desarrollo Rural.
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Federal Republic of Nigeria
Country programme evaluation

Agreement at Completion Point
Introduction

1.

This is the second country programme evaluation (CPE) undertaken by the
Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE) of the IFAD-Nigeria partnership.
The CPE covers the period 2009-2015 and had two main objectives. These are to:
(i) assess the results and performance of the IFAD-Government partnership to
reduce rural poverty; and to (ii) generate findings and recommendations for the
future partnership between IFAD and the Federal Republic of Nigeria. The CPE
includes an assessment of the 2009 IFAD country strategy for Nigeria, six IFAD-
finances projects and programmes, grant-funded activities, and non-lending
activities (knowledge management, policy dialogue and partnership building).

The Agreement at Completion Point (ACP) reflects the understanding between the
Government of Nigeria and IFAD Management of the main Nigeria CPE findings and
recommendations. In particular, it comprises a summary of the main evaluation
findings in Section B, whereas the agreements are contained in Section C. The ACP
is a reflection of the Government’s and IFAD’s commitment to adopt and implement
the CPE recommendations within specific timeframes.

The implementation of the recommendations agreed upon will be tracked through
the President’s Report on the Implementation Status of Evaluation
Recommendations and Management Actions (PRISMA), which is presented to the
IFAD Executive Board on an annual basis by the Fund’s Management.

The ACP will be signed by the Government of Nigeria (represented by Mrs Kemi
Adeosun, Honourable Minister for Finance) and IFAD Management (represented by
Perin Saint Ange, Associate Vice-President, Programme Management Department).
IOE’s role is to facilitate the finalisation of the ACP. The final ACP will be submitted
to the Executive Board of IFAD as an annex to the new COSOP for Nigeria. It will
also be included in the final Nigeria CPE report.

Key findings

The Government-IFAD partnership has grown stronger over the current COSOP
period. The 2010-15 COSOP provided a reasonably aligned and coherent
instrument to guide the IFAD lending and non-lending programme in Nigeria, with
strong points around the balance approach, building on previous experience, a
growing geographical focus and the fit with IFAD and Nigeria policy frameworks.
The IFAD-supported portfolio has become better focussed on Government priorities
in agriculture.

Efforts to reach the poorest communities and to avoid states or regions that are
better off had led to a greater focus of support on the poorest regions of the North,
while reducing investments into the better-off South. Poverty targeting within
states and within LGAs remained a challenge due to the lack of credible poverty
data at sub-state level.

But the broad multi-region coverage (of all but 9 out of 36 states) created gaps
and prevented synergies between the programmes. The thin geographical spread
across a large number of states limits the influence of IFAD’s financing. Better
geographical overlap in the states supported by different IFAD programmes would
make efficient use of trained staff, build on capacitated local governments and
sustain already existing community assets and cadres.

Over the COSOP period, the IFAD-supported programmes reached 9.2 million
beneficiaries out of the 14.2 million targeted. Beneficiary outreach was less than
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

targeted at appraisal, but concentration of efforts in a limited number of villages
has delivered interventions that were successful, efficient and often sustained.
Notable achievements were recorded with regard to access to financial services,
community capacity-building and job creation. Within the locations, delivery of
benefits in terms of building assets and spreading technology has been very good.
Still, the scale of the impact remains limited given the size of the country, and
poverty statistics overall show an increasing divide between the urban and the rural
and the wealthy and the poor.

The programmes have been vulnerable to various forms of conflict, insurgency or
unrest, whether in the North East from Boko Haram, from pastoralist-farmer
conflicts in the middle belt or violence and unrest in the Delta region. Most
programmes do not include any conflict analysis or risk assessment and where a
mitigation strategy is put forward at design, it is largely to avoid working in known
conflict zones by selecting LGAs or villages outside of known areas of disturbance,
and by bringing staff and beneficiaries located in conflict zones to attend capacity-
building or other sessions in safer programme locations.

IFAD’s operations continued to be affected by the administrative complexity that
led to funding delays and weak counterpart support and they struggled with issues
of weak governance. Lending to state governments did not solve the issue of
counterpart funding due to the lack of ownership and responsibility at state level.
Additional measures would have been needed to penalize under-performing states
more stringently while rewarding more strongly those that do deliver. The issue of
counterpart funding is fundamental and, unless a solution is found, will continue to
seriously hamper the performance of the Nigeria portfolio.

A similar aspect of inefficiency surrounds the effects of frequent political changes in
different levels of government because of elections and other disruptions or
bureaucratic delays and obstructions. The turnover caused by the electoral cycle
has led to a repeated need to justify and defend the programme approach to
incoming leaders, many of whom have new agendas and an understandable desire
to see their constituency benefit from donor projects.

The large number of states and LGAs involved in the programmes increased
management overheads. For the Nigeria programme, management costs, as a
proportion of the total programme costs, are way above the IFAD average. Having
larger programme did not reduce the management overhead.

The move towards larger programmes made it even more difficult to address issues
of local governance, fragility and cultural diversity. Deeper analysis of local
governance issues would have enabled a more adaptive approach at state level, for
example through nourishing strategic partnerships, strengthening local ownership,
sustaining commitment, and responding to crisis and disruptions in a proactive
way.

The establishment of the IFAD country office in 2008, created better and more
cost-effective opportunities to engage in policy discussions on development
strategies and programme operations. There has been a marked increase in
knowledge management activities instigated by the ICO team, underpinned by a
strategy and efficient use of available resources. Yet programme M&E data are not
available in sufficient quality and quantity to support evidence-based policy
discourse. The absence of thematic studies has also limited the understanding of
the effectiveness and impact of IFAD-supported programmes.

In the absence of a partnership strategy, engagement has been somewhat
opportunistic and ad hoc and built around the needs of individual programmes
rather than at a more strategic level. At local level, partnership between IFAD-
assisted programmes themselves is very limited, and despite the long presence in
certain states and LGAs, there is limited partnering in the sense of a joint, co-
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funding relationship. At national level, IFAD’s progress in developing partnerships
has been hampered by a shortage of resources for this area and the need to
devote a great deal of energy to overcoming delays in programme implementation.

A missing partner, particularly in the earlier portfolio, has been the private sector,
crucial given the move towards markets and processing across the portfolio. Even
the ATA reports highlight the need to mobilize a range of public-private
partnerships around fertilizer, seeds and processing. Failure to include private
investors as co-financers seems a missed opportunity. Even in the policy work
there has not been sufficient attention to providing support for private sector
engagement in the agriculture sector.

Co-funding of programmes by other donors has not been a feature of IFAD’s
partnerships in Nigeria and is a significant gap, considering this was a key
recommendation of the COSOP Mid-term Review. Instead, partnership-building with
other development partners has achieved more around co-implementation and
knowledge sharing.

The absence of a well-structured policy coordination unit within FMARD is a major
constraint for effective policy engagement as well as dissemination of results to
government systems and institutions. The lack of a strong coordinating function or
office in either FMARD or NPC has also limited the development of strategic
partnerships. At the level of individual programme staff, insufficient progress has
been made in securing a mix of experiences and skills in line with the changed
thematic focus. For example, a sufficient number of personnel with more private
sector experience would be required to manage the rural finance and value chain
operations.

Under the CPE period, 20 grants received an overall amount of US$39.19 million
amongst all types of IFAD grants. The grants revolve around key themes within the
Nigeria portfolio, such as improved food crops and value chains to reduce rural
poverty and vulnerability. Only a few grants were used to build partnerships with
non-governmental organizations, but they provide positive examples of learning
and linkages with operations, such as the grants for Songhai-Benin for Rural Youth
and Agricultural Business Development and for Creating Opportunities for Rural
Youth. Some grants were successfully used to support federal level policy
implementation. The majority of grants continued to have a regional focus and
therefore linkages between the main recipient of IFAD grants, the International
Institute of Tropical Agriculture, and IFAD-supported operations were not
systematically promoted. The use of matching grants to subsidise one-off
investments is unsustainable and not aligned with IFAD’s technical guidance and
good practices documented elsewhere.

Agreement at Completion Point

IFAD and Government will prepare a new COSOP for Nigeria, which will build on the
findings and recommendations of this CPE and provide the foundation of the main
areas of intervention in the context of a renewed partnership and cooperation
between the Fund and Nigeria.

The 1% CPE has provided a number of findings and recommendations that still
remain valid and should be considered. In addition this CPE offers five critical
recommendations that should be included into the new COSOP: (1) address issues
of state commitment; (2) increase leverage and presence in operations; (3)
dedicate resources to important crosscutting issues outside day-to-day
implementation; (4) expand existing and develop new partnerships particularly
outside of government; and (5) continue to build on IFAD’s knowledge
management strategy by improving the quality of evidence from the field.

Recommendation 1. Address issues of state commitment through increased
geographic focus, transformed state-level partnerships and realistic levels of
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counterpart funding. The CPE recommends that the COSOP should explore the
following strategies to strengthen state commitment: (a) adoption of a transparent
mechanism for selection of states through clear selection criteria that consider
poverty and governance-related indicators based on a robust analysis; (b) proper
assessment of state governance and public finances as an input into the selection
process; (c) strategies to raise attention and sustain commitment from state
governors; (d) strategies to strengthen local ownership; and (e) increased policy
engagement at state level.

While the selection of states is done by the Federal Government, IFAD should
provide some clearly defined criteria to assess the commitment and political will for
a joint programme, such as political stability, shared priorities (e.g. community
development, smallholder agriculture), track record (e.g. public service reform,
financial performance, accountability to development results).

IFAD will also need to adopt a wider range of strategies to get the attention and
commitment of state governors such as: (i) pressure from federal partners

(ii) increasing the size of investment in fewer states (iii) mechanisms rewards for
better performing states, (iv) increasing IFAD presence in key states, (v) keeping
counterpart funding at feasible levels, e.g. % to minimum or zero, and making
beneficiary contribution the trigger for release.

The National Roundtable Workshop held at the end of the CPE has identified a
number of possible strategies to sustain political commitment from participating
states. This includes (i) alignment with the state development priorities through
high level engagement from the beginning in all participating states;

(ii) strengthening community ownership of programmes as driver for continuity;
(iii) engagement with key influencers and change champions such as NGOs and
CBOs within in the states who could facilitate access to high level advocacy
meetings and follow-up on government action in the States.

The National Roundtable recommended that in post conflict areas in Nigeria, IFAD
would need to rely heavily on people who are very familiar with the areas in
question and possibly on community based organizations and faith based
organizations, who already have some experience working in the affected areas. In
post conflict settings, it is also crucial that target beneficiaries are actively engaged
in the project cycle. The tendency to neglect to do this are usually high in an
environment where trust for political leadership has been destroyed, livelihoods
disrupted and traditional forms of governance have altered

With the programmes in the South coming to an end, this provides an opportunity
for the COSOP to prepare a sound contextual analysis together with a strategy that
will enable greater geographic focus, based on governance and poverty focus. The
CPE recommends that the geographic scope covered by any new programme
should be reduced to minimise the political, cultural and agro-ecological diversity
that will have to be managed. The CPE has highlighted evidence that larger
programmes did not perform better, in particular on efficiency indicators.
Furthermore, experience shows that smaller and more homogeneous programme
units will enable better cohesion and stronger local ownership.

IFAD and Government response to Recommendation 1: Government of
Nigeria and IFAD concur to this recommendation.

The Results Based Country Strategy Opportunities Paper (COSOP), which is to be
developed by the Government of Nigeria and IFAD for the period 2017-2022 will
agree upon and include a mechanism for selection of states through clear selection
criteria that consider poverty and governance-related indicators. Before designing
ant new IFAD investment, the criteria for selection, such as political stability,
priorities and proven track records, would be shared with the states and those that
have complied with criteria will be selected. During implementation, IFAD Country
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Office in consultation with the Federal Ministry of Finance and Federal Ministry of
Agriculture and Rural Development will develop strategies to raise and sustain
commitment from State Governors and visits would be made on an annual basis to
programme states. Through the support of the IFAD-assisted programmes and
IFAD country office, there would be increased policy engagement for project
related issues at state level.

30. Timeline for implementation: COSOP will be submitted to Executive Board in
December 2016 and the selection of states will happen during the design process
of the investment programmes. Raising and maintaining state commitment would
happen through annual visits.

31. Responsible: Federal Ministry of Finance, Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development and IFAD.

32. Recommendation 2. Increase leverage and presence in operations. There is
scope to improve operational effectiveness and efficiency through the way IFAD
delivers its implementation support. Given the scale of the country programme and
the complexity of the federal system, stronger engagement at state level and
improved implementation support will ultimately require capacities to be added to
the country office. The CPE recommends that IFAD should: (a) improve linkages
between programmes and between programmes and grants where they work on
similar issues or in the same states; (b) ensure continuity in supervision for
improved consistency of recommendations and progressive learning; (c) dedicate
technical capacity for engagement with key states, for example through
decentralized posting of IFAD staff; (d) engage with incoming government leaders
in a timely manner; and (e) create opportunities for high-level policy engagement,
e.g. Performance-based Allocation System (PBAS) discussions.

33. IFAD and Government response to Recommendation 2: Government of
Nigeria and IFAD concur to this recommendation.

34. A Programme Officer position is being proposed for Nigeria IFAD Country Office to
enhance capacity of the IFAD Country Office. There will be enhanced focus on
sharing of implementation experience between programmes on operational issues,
like procurement, monitoring and evaluation, financial management as well as
more technical areas like value chain development and financial services provision
through workshops and training events regularly organised by the IFAD Country
Office. Supervision missions will work with a dedicated group of resource persons
to keep the recommendations from IFAD consistent. Given that the IFAD Country
Office will maintain a lean structure, to manage the much required interaction with
the states, we will identify technical partners focussing particularly on the states
that are facing implementation challenges. IFAD Country Office will work much
more closely with the Technical Departments of the Federal Ministry of Agriculture
and Rural Development.

35. Timeline for implementation: Programme Officer would be identified late 2016 or
early 2017. Trainings and workshops on common thematic areas for programmes
will be implemented at least on a bi-annual basis. During programme
implementation, IFAD Country Office would identify technical partners that could
engage at the State level to address implementation challenges.

36. Responsible: Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development and IFAD
Country Office.

37. Recommendation 3. Dedicate resources to important crosscutting issues
outside day-to-day implementation that require further analysis and focus for a
joint-up engagement and sustainable programme results. Analysis of crosscutting
issues should not only be part of the contextual analysis conducted at design stage.
It is also part of programme M&E to understand the factors that help or hinder
achievement of programme results. In addition, the CPE highlights the need to
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explore important cross-cutting issues that require joint-up approaches within
Government and with other development partners to be addressed in a meaningful
way. These issues are youth, gender, natural resource management, pastoralism
and conflict and fragility. Because of the complexity and difficulty of the context,
the understanding of these crosscutting issues requires more and deeper aimed at
identifying opportunities for more effective engagement on crosscutting issues
outside day-to-day implementation.

IFAD and Government response to Recommendation 3: Government of
Nigeria and IFAD concur to this recommendation.

Youth and gender are crosscutting issues for the IFAD country programme in
implementation; Rural Finance Institution Building Programme (RUFIN) and Value
Chain Development Programme (VCDP) have started some studies on gender and
youth. IFAD Country Office will provide technical support and guide the required
impact assessments and thematic studies, particularly as they pertain to relevant
crosscutting issues for the Programme Completion process for RUFIN. Under the
Climate Change Adaptation and Agribusiness Support Programme (CASP),
assessments will be carried out particularly for resource management, conflict and
fragility.

Timeline for implementation: During programme implementation, resources will be
dedicated to relevant studies and assessments.

Responsible: Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development and IFAD
Country Office.

Recommendation 4. Expand existing and develop new partnerships
particularly outside of government. IFAD should link with civil society actors to
widen opportunities for achieving on-the-ground sustainability and empowerment
(e.g. Young farmers in CBNRMP; rural finance associations in the North). Building
more strategic partnerships with civil society organizations, rather than only for
service provision, would encourage sustainability and extend their engagement
beyond a programme’s duration. IFAD needs to facilitate the private sector in
agriculture much more effectively. This requires measures such as hiring from the
private sector as well as from government for programme implementation, and
using private sector advisors as mentors for existing government staff. It also
requires implementing tripartite agreements between the private sector, farmers
and IFAD in programmes such as VCDP and CASP, so that IFAD funds are used to
crowd-in private investors, as envisaged by IFAD’s technical guidance note on
matching grants. Finally, IFAD needs to seek co-funding arrangements with its
major partners (World Bank, United States Agency for International Development,
Department for International Development, etc.) in order to improve leverage,
especially around policy dialogue, counterpart funding, and increasing levels of
delivery in IFAD’s priority sectors.

The National Roundtable recommended the review and strengthening of the current
Government (Federal, State and Local Government Areas LGA’'s) coordinating desk
or unit for all donor supported programmes; where this is not in existence yet such
a desk or unit should be created. It also recommended institutionalization of a
regular review of all agricultural related projects at Federal, State and LGA level.

IFAD and Government response to Recommendation 4: Government of
Nigeria and IFAD concur to this recommendation.

The IFAD programmes will work with civil society organisations; VCDP is to develop
master trainers for youth on enterprise development and business planning; CASP
will organise Financial Service Associations in the North of Nigeria. VCDP has
identified over 20 off-takers linked to target group producers. IFAD Country Office
will continue to facilitate linkages with larger off-takers. RUFIN will continue to
work with Microfinance Banks and some select commercial banks, identifying
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‘winners’ that are ready to provide financial services in the rural space. During the
RB-COSOP development, development partners active in the agricultural sector will
be consulted to identify partnership and cofinancing opportunities. IFAD would
support coordination efforts in the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development.

Timeframe for implementation: During RB-COSOP development (June — November
2016) and programme implementation.

Responsible: IFAD assisted Programmes and IFAD Country Office.

Recommendation 5. Continue to build on IFAD’s knowledge management
strategy by improving the quality of evidence from the field. This first
requires improving evaluability during design - developing clear and logical theories
of change, and designing practical M&E frameworks matching staff capacity, while
minimising RIMS indicators. It then requires greater effort and rigour for
evaluation. IFAD should support use of improved technology (such as computer-
assisted personal interviewing, and the use of mobile phones and web tools), and
also participatory methods. It should ensure rigorous survey design and analysis
for major baseline or impact studies, and also follow up on the commissioning of
thematic studies to ensure they are conducted in a way that reveals underlying
factors as to how and why impact occurs, and how these affect particular
vulnerable groups. To strengthen country M&E systems within the overall move to
improved development effectiveness, IFAD should consider providing support to
building institutional mechanisms and capacities within FMARD.

The National Roundtable recommended that coordinating mechanisms should be
strengthened within the existing structure of FMARD. The capacity of the Planning
and Policy Coordination (PP&C) department to effectively coordinate and monitor
policy implementation across different departments and division should be
strengthened. Furthermore, good practices from the former PCU should be
revisited. The implementation of a sector-wide M&E system will require clear roles
and responsibilities. It should be linked to the M&E framework developed by the
Ministry of Budget and Planning. The PP&C department in FMARD should
strengthen its capacity to coordinate sector-wide M&E data collection and analysis.

To address the issue of counterpart funding, FMARD should adopt a proactive
approach to communicating and coordinating requests for new programmes in the
agricultural sector with all stakeholders concerned well in advance. The National
Roundtable recommended regular meetings between FMARD and FMF to streamline
requests for incorporation into the borrowing plan for approval by the National
Assembly.

IFAD and Government response to Recommendation 5: Government of
Nigeria and IFAD concur to this recommendation.

To improve M&E under the IFAD assisted programmes, emphasis would be laid on
using time-tested Monitoring Information System (MIS) to collate data from the
field and generate sound data analysis. IFAD Country Office would work with the
IFAD assisted programmes to carry out capacity building of the M&E staff. All IFAD
assisted programmes would be requested to carry out outcome assessments and
thematic work to highlight lessons and build on implementation experience to
develop knowledge management tools. Strong coordination within the Federal
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development would lead to sector-wide M&E data
collection, feedback on implementation as well as coordinated requests for new
programmes. The IFAD supported Central Communication Unit would support IFAD
assisted programmes on their Knowledge Management (KM) strategies and
improving KM products.

Timeline for implementation: During programme implementation.
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Currency equivalent, weights and measures
Currency equivalent

Currency unit = Nigeria Naira (NGN)
1 US$ = 198.8 NGN (March 2016)

Abbreviations and acronyms

ADP Agricultural Development Programme

ADWG Agriculture Development Partner Working Group

ASAP Adaptation for Smallholder Agriculture

ATA Agricultural Transformation Agenda

BOA Bank of Agriculture

CADA commodity apex development association

CASP Climate Change Adaptation and Agribusiness Support Programme
in the Savannah Belt

CBARDP Community-based Agricultural and Rural Development
Programme

CBN Central Bank of Nigeria

CBNRMP Community-based Natural Resource Management Programme —
Niger Delta

CDA community development association

CDD community-driven development

CDF community development fund

COSOP country strategic opportunities programme

CPE country programme evaluation

CPM Country Programme Manager

EU European Union

FGN Federal Government of Nigeria

FMARD Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development

FSA financial service association

GDP gross domestic product

GNI gross national income

HTA International Institute for Tropical Agriculture

I0E Independent Office of Evaluation

LEEDS Local Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy

LGA local government area

M&E monitoring and evaluation

MFB microfinance bank

MTR mid-term review

NBS National Bureau of Statistics

NARI national agricultural research institute

NGO non-governmental organisation

NDDC Nigeria Delta Development Commission

NEEDS National Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy

NIRSAL Nigeria Incentive-Based Risk-Sharing System for Agricultural
Lending

NPC National Planning Commission

ODA official development assistance

PBAS performance-based allocation system

PCR project completion report

PMP performance monitoring plan

PPA project performance assessment

RTEP Roots and Tubers Expansion Programme

RUFIN Rural Finance Institutions Building Programme
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SSO state support office
UNDP United Nations Development Programme
VCDP Value Chain Development Programme
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Map of ongoing IFAD-supported operations
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Map of IFAD-supported operations closed since 2008
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Federal Republic of Nigeria
Country Programme Evaluation

A.
1.

Background

Introduction

In line with the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) Evaluation
Policy* and as approved by the 113th session of the IFAD Executive Board,? the
Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE) undertook the second country
programme evaluation (CPE) of the Federal Republic of Nigeria in 2015. The main
purpose of this evaluation is to assess the results and performance of the ongoing
country strategic opportunities programme (COSOP) (2010-2015) and to generate
findings and recommendations for the upcoming COSOP to be prepared in 2016.
This CPE takes into consideration the agreements at completion point of the first
CPE for Nigeria (2008).

Table 1
A snapshot of IFAD operations in Nigeria since 1985

First IFAD-funded project 1985

Number of approved loans 10

On-going projects 4

Total amount of IFAD lending US$317.9 million

Counterpart funding (Government and US$280 million

beneficiaries)

Co-/parallel financing amount US$197.6 million

Total portfolio cost US$795.3 million*

Lending terms Intermediate from 1985-1988; highly concessional from 1990 to 2014;
currently blended

Focus of operations Agricultural development, credit and financial services, fisheries,
research/extension/training, and rural development,

Main co-financiers World Bank, domestic financial institutions, UNDP, EU, Ford Foundation

COSOPs 2001 and 2010

Past Cooperating institutions IBRD, UNOPS, IDA

Country Office in Nigeria Country presence since Dec. 2005. Country office approved in 2004,

present in Abuja since 30 Sept. 2008. Host Country Agreement since 23
Jan. 2012. The ICO is currently, staffed with a Country Programme
Manager (CPM), Country Programme Officer (CPO) and Country
Programme Assistant (CPA)

Country programme managers 2 CPMs since 2010, including the current CPM, Ms Atsuko Toda, based
in Abuja since 2012

Main government partner Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development; Ministry of Finance

(*) Any differences are due to rounding

Overview of IFAD-supported programme. IFAD’s involvement in Nigeria began
in 1985 (table 1), and was brought under the guidance of the first COSOP from
2001-07, focussing on the following major strategic thrusts: empowerment of the
rural poor, particularly women, and access to and management of resources,
infrastructure and services. The second COSOP was prepared in 2010. With a total
of US$317.9 million (active and closed portfolio) in 2014, Nigeria had the largest
portfolio in IFAD’s West and Central Africa Division (WCA) (12.4 per cent) and the
second largest in the Africa Region (2.3 per cent of total IFAD as of June 2014).
The average amount per loan is the highest in WCA and the Africa portfolio

' IFAD (2011) Evaluation Policy.
2 EB/2014/113/R.2
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(US$24.20 million compared to the average of US$13.70 million for the WCA region
and US$ 12.20 million for IFAD average).®

3. The Government of Nigeria and programme beneficiaries have provided US$280
million (35.2 per cent of total portfolio costs). Major external co-financiers have
included the World Bank, the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), and
the European Union (EU). These, along with domestic financial institutions, have
provided US$197.6 million in co-financing (24.8 per cent of total portfolio costs). At
least 20 grants with activities focused in Nigeria were in force or approved as of
2008, mainly within the Global/Regional category (annex I1l). IFAD has had a
country office presence in Nigeria since 2005; the Country Programme Manager
has been out-posted since 2012.

4. The ongoing IFAD portfolio includes four operations: the Community-based Natural
Resource Management Programme — Niger Delta (CBNRMP); the Rural Finance
Institutions Building Programme (RUFIN); the Value Chain Development
Programme (VCDP), and the Climate Change Adaptation and Agribusiness Support
Programme in the Savannah Belt (CASP).

5. The Government’s coordinating ministry is the Federal Ministry of Finance
(FMF). The lead implementing agency for IFAD-funded operations is the Federal
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (FMARD), previously the Federal
Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources (FMAWR). At state-level, IFAD
programmes use the facilities provided by the Agricultural Development
Programme (ADP), which was intended as a shared platform for coordinating donor
projects. The ADP system, which was introduced in the 1970s as a state-level arm
for channelling government and donor funding for agricultural investment and
extension services, has continued to operate but with fewer resources and remains
dependent on external funding.

6. Sectoral allocation of IFAD’s support (figure 1) over the ongoing COSOP period
was overwhelmingly dedicated to local capacity building and rural infrastructure
(together 58 per cent). Local capacity building included strengthening institutions,
farmers’ organisations, and community development associations (CDAs). Rural
infrastructure included community and market infrastructure, and community
funds. Other important components included project management” (11 per cent of
approved funds), input supply, technical support and research®, and rural financial
services (6 per cent of approved funds each). Loans were provided to the Federal
Government of Nigeria (FGN) on highly concessional terms.®

% IFAD Country Summary Sheet (July 2013-June 2014)

* Project management components include credit to MFIs and support of the Central Bank of Nigeria, management and
co-ordination, M&E, and policy support and development

® Technical support and research components include technology development, technology transfer, and processing

® IFAD lends on highly concessional, intermediate or ordinary terms. Between 1985 and 1988 IFAD loans to Nigeria
were on intermediate terms
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10.

Figure 1
IFAD-supported programmes in Nigeria 2008-2014: Investment per component at approval
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Objectives, methodology and process

The CPE covers the period 2009-2015 and has two main objectives. These are to:
(i) assess the results and performance of the IFAD-Government partnership to
reduce rural poverty; and to (ii) generate findings and recommendations for the
future partnership between IFAD and the Federal Republic of Nigeria. The CPE
follows the IFAD Evaluation Policy’ and the IFAD IOE Evaluation Manual (1%
edition). It adopts a set of internationally recognized evaluation criteria and a six-
point rating scale (annex V). The findings, lessons and recommendations from this
CPE will inform the preparation of the new COSOP in 2016.

Scope. The CPE assesses the results and performance of the activities conducted
since the last CPE (2008). It identifies the factors that contributed to the
achievement of strategic objectives and results, including the management of
project activities by IFAD and the government. It also reviews IFAD’s strategic
position in Nigeria, in particular its comparative advantage and positioning in a
large middle income country such as Nigeria and the extent to which IFAD has
effectively and efficiently influenced Nigerian policies, strategies and development
interventions with regard to rural development, poverty reduction and agriculture
transformation.

The portfolio in Nigeria has been developing slowly and because this is the second
CPE after only 6 years, any changes that could be observed at the portfolio and
strategic level were rather incremental. Only two new operations have been
approved since the last CPE where the design could realistically have responded to
the last CPE’s findings and recommendations. Five programmes reviewed by the
current CPE had already been assessed by the last CPE, albeit an early stage of
implementation. One programme that has closed under the current COSOP had
even predated the previous COSOP in its design. The report thus distinguishes
between the different design phases wherever appropriate. Still, the programmes
conceptual frameworks, implementation focus and the partnership approaches
have evolved over the same period. To detect any changes and trends for individual
performance criteria and activities the analysis had to apply a high level of
granularity. Unfortunately, the data situation has hardly improved and the evidence
to conduct this analysis was limited (see below under limitations). Furthermore,
there is only one IOE project performance assessment (PPA) available for this CPE.

Table 2 below lists the programmes covered by the CPE, and shows the lengthy
period to achieve effectiveness as well as the latest loan disbursement percentage.

"http://www.ifad.org/pub/policy/oe.pdf
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It also indicates which of the standard evaluation criteria will be used against each

programme.
Table 2
Evaluability of projects covered by the 2015 CPE
Project Name Board Effective Status Completion Disbursed CPE 2008 CPE 2015
Approval Criteria Criteria
Roots and Tubers 09 Dec 31 Jul Closed 30 Sept 60%  All criteria All criteria
Expansion Programme 1999 2001 2012
(ROTEP)
Community-based 12 Sep 31 Jan Closed 31 Mar 98%  All criteria All Criteria
Agricultural and Rural 2001 2003 2013
Development Programme
(CBARDP)
Rural Finance Institutions 14 Sep 20 Jan Ongoing 31 Mar 57% Relevance Relevance
Building Programme 2006 2010 2017 Effectiveness
(RUFIN) Efficiency
Community-based 11 Dec 06 Jun  Ongoing 30 Sept 97% Relevance All Criteria
Natural Resource 2002 2005 2015
Management Programme
(CBNRMP)
Value Chain 03 Apr 14 Oct Ongoing 31 Dec 57% n/a Relevance
Development Programme 2012 2013 2019
(VCDP)
Climate Change 11 Dec 25 Mar Ongoing 31 Mar 5% n/a Relevance
Adaptation and 2013 2015 2021

Agribusiness Support
Programme in the
Savannah Belt (CASP)

Rural Microenterprise 13 Dec n/a Cancelled n/a n/a Relevance Relevance
Development Programme 2007
(RUMEDP)

11. The grants portfolio for the CPE period includes five loan component grants, two
country-specific grants and 15 regional grants that covered Nigeria (see list of
grants in annex I11). Grants will not be rated as such, but the activities they
supported (policy dialogue, knowledge management and partnership building) will
be assessed as part of the country programme strategy implementation.

12. In addition to the pertinent issues of COSOP alignment and coherence, the CPE
approach paper has identified five important thematic issues that permeated the
performance of IFAD’s portfolio across the usual evaluation criteria. These issues
have been systematically reviewed across operations and activities. The following
box below presents the selection of thematic issues and the key evaluation
questions to address them.®

® The CPE Approach Paper includes the full set of evaluation questions in the Evaluation Framework (Annex 1 of the
CPE Approach Paper).
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Box 1
Key Evaluation Questions for this CPE

COSOP alignment and coherence: Did the 2010-2015 COSOP enable greater relevance and
alignment with Nigeria’s new strategic priorities in the agriculture and rural development sector
(Agricultural Transformation Agenda vision)? How coherent and consistent is IFAD’s engagement
and activities in relation to the activities of other development partners and the private sector?

Community-driven development approach: How relevant, effective and sustainable is IFAD’s
support to 4th tier institutions? Have the 4th tier institutions (community development associations
(CDAs), financial service associations (FSAs)) been maintained or replicated? Has this ‘4th tier’ of
government resulted in better service delivery to and empowerment of remote villages?

Political and social conflict: To what extent did issues of insecurity affect the outreach and
sustainability of IFAD-supported programmes? How well have risks been understood and managed,
in particular those relating to corruption, poor governance and fragility?

Governance context: How effective was IFAD’s engagement at federal and state levels? How did
country presence support the COSOP strategic objectives, influence policies and enhance
programme coordination and collaboration with Government, sector ministries and strategic
development partners? To what extent did it enable stronger engagement at state level?

Women and youth: Which mechanisms were most effective in supporting economic inclusion of
women and rural youth?

Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E): What are the main reasons for the underperformance of M&E
systems? Why did M&E systems not respond satisfactorily to the challenge of capturing project
results and impacts? How reliable a basis for tracking project performance is the IFAD ratings
system?

Evaluation process. The CPE was conducted in several phases. The key issues for
the CPE to focus on were identified through a preliminary desk review of the
available programme documentation. The issues papers have informed the
preparation of the CPE Approach Paper which specifies the evaluation questions
and methodology. They also helped to identify the key issues for the PPA of the
Community-based Agricultural and Rural Development Programme (CBARDP),
which IOE conducted in preparation for this CPE in June-July 2015. The PPA
provided an in-depth assessment of one programme that was also part of this
CPE.®

IOE conducted a preparatory country mission to Abuja in July 2015 to consult with
key stakeholders, such as FMARD and the Federal Ministry of Finance, on the focus
and scope of this CPE, which together with the experiences from the PPA led to the
finalisation of the CPE methodology and approach paper. The main country mission
took place in September 2015, which included extensive field visits in nine states in
the Middle Belt and in the South (Oyo, Lagos, Edo, Rivers, Abia, Cross Rivers,
Benue, Nasarawa and Niger) as well as stakeholder meetings in Abuja, Ibadan,
Lagos, Abia, and Port Harcourt. The PPA had earlier covered four northern states
through field visits (Sokoto, Katsina, Jigawa and Kebbi). The CPE main mission
concluded with a wrap-up meeting in Abuja on 17 September.

The final (desk-based) phase of this CPE involved a further documents review and
extensive analysis of primary and secondary data obtained during the country
missions. This included data from field visits, programme M&E data as well as
official statistical data. The resulting draft report was then peer reviewed within
IOE. It was thereafter shared with IFAD’s West and Central Africa Division and the
Government of Nigeria.

Evidence. The evidence for this CPE was derived from multiple sources: (i) the
CPE conducted an extensive review of the available COSOP and programme
documentation (e.g. COSOPs, annual reports, portfolio reviews, programme design
documents, mid-term reviews (MTRS), supervision reports, project completion
reports (PCRs)) as well as country background documentation and research studies
on relevant issues; (ii) the CPE analysed statistical data obtained from the National

® The PPA report is available as a separate publication.

19



Appendix Il EC 2016/93/W.P.3

17.

18.

19.

Bureau of Statistics (NBS) at Federal and, where available, at state level; (iii) the
CPE used programme M&E data, impact assessments and performance self-
assessments where available and to the extent possible; (iv) the CPE triangulated
and complemented those data with findings and observations obtained during field
visits, stakeholder meetings and interviews; (v) the CPE drew on detailed findings
from the PPA of CBARDP conducted in early 2015; (vi) the CPE conducted a
systematic survey of community assets, using the asset verification form developed
for the PPA of CBARDP; and (vii) the CPE also commissioned two research papers,
on agro-business development and governance, as additional analysis and to
complement the existing evidence base on how well IFAD addressed governance
and private sector issues across the portfolio.'®

Self-assessment tools. The CPE designed four self-assessment tools that
focussed on selected evaluation criteria and questions from the CPE framework that
were used to guide the interactive group discussions during the CPE mission. The
design of those tools was led by the following considerations: They should: (a)
complement the CPE assessment on those questions where the internal programme
perspective will add value (e.g. alignment with current policies and programmes,
aspects that have limited outreach of the programme); (b) add to (not duplicate)
the existing programme documentation; and (c) provide a basis for discussion with
the CPE team during the main mission. At the level of individual operations, the
template provided a structure for the CPE team to answer key questions on the
standard evaluation criteria, as applicable. For the non-lending portfolio, the
template provided key questions with regard to policy dialogue, knowledge
management, partnerships and grants. At the COSOP level, the template provided
questions with regard to relevance and effectiveness. In addition, the CPE used an
ICO capacity self-assessment tool for an interactive discussion for the ICO team in
Abuja.™ The tools were useful in structuring the interaction between the CPE team
and programme staff, and helped progress towards a shared understanding as far
as the credibility and availability of the existing evidence base for this CPE is
concerned.

Limitations

M&E data. Overall, the programme has kept fair records on use of funds, activities
and outputs. However, throughout the COSOP period, the quality of evaluation data
on outcomes and impacts were found to be poor. The CPE analysis was hampered
by missing data and inconsistent data even on basic parameters, such as
beneficiary numbers. Wherever possible, the CPE revisited the original data sets
and complemented it with data from other sources (e.g. government data) and
field visits.

Impact studies are available for several programmes. For the CBARDP, baseline,
mid-term and impact surveys were done, but having carefully examined these
reports and spoken to those involved'? as part of the PPA, there are a number of
flaws which lead to doubts over the validity of the data. For the Roots and Tubers
Expansion Programme (RTEP), no impact study was available but several ex-post
academic research studies with very small samples were conducted for a number of
states, mainly focussing on productivity gains. The CBNRMP impact study has a
more rigorous design, allowing comparison between baseline and impact data.
RUFIN conducted an impact study in 2015 — two years before programme closure —
with only limited analysis available. The CPE has attempted to make some
comparisons between programme areas and control areas, where common
variables exist (see Annex VI).

1% Stella I. Amadi. IFAD CPE Governance Background Paper. September 2015. Aderemi Osijo. CPE Background Paper
on Private Sector, Agro-Business, Value Chains Development. September 2015.

" The Capacity Assessment Tool is based on the McKinsey Capacity Assessment Grid for NGOs, which addresses
several dimensions of capacity (aspirations, strategy, organisational skills, human resources). We used this format, but
added “incentives” as an additional dimension and integrated criteria of development effectiveness into the assessment
grid.

12 These include members of the IS team, SSO staff, the data analyst for the IS and the IFAD country team involved.
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Government statistics. A difficulty encountered in analytically comparing project
performance across the different states was the lack of state-level and year-on-
year government statistics. The latest annual NBS (National Bureau of Statistics)
datasets are from 2012, and exploratory analyses of these revealed wide
fluctuations in year-on-year indicators including unemployment, absolute poverty,
and adult literacy. The absence of any causal explanations for such fluctuations did
not reflect an accurate picture of the situation on the ground and therefore could
not be used as sources for a comparative analysis of socioeconomic changes. In
the absence of a single source of credible data, any judgement on plausible poverty
impacts had thus to rely on a more holistic assessment based on multiple sources,
such as programme M&E data, official statistics and field verification.

Security concerns have to a large extent guided the selection of sites for field
visits. Already the PPA was unable to visit the North East because of security
concerns. For the CPE, parts of the Delta Region had to be excluded from field
visits. To some extent the CPE was able to mitigate those shortcomings by
organising wider stakeholder meetings with representation from conflict areas. In
addition, information obtained from other Development Partners, NGOs and
government agencies working in the same areas has provided additional insights as
far as the overall situation is concerned.

Key points
This is the second IFAD CPE in Nigeria. The first CPE was conducted in 2008.

The main purpose of this CPE is to assess the results and performance of the ongoing COSOP
(2010-2015) and to generate findings and recommendations for the upcoming COSOP to be
prepared in 2016.

The CPE assesses the results and performance of the lending and non-lending activities
conducted since the first CPE.

With only two new operations approved since 2008, changes at the portfolio level have been
rather incremental under the new COSOP. Five projects were already covered by the previous
CPE.

The grants portfolio for the CPE period includes five loan component grants, two country-specific
grants and 15 regional grants that covered Nigeria

Country context

Overview

Nigeria is located in West Africa, and borders Benin in the west, Niger in the north,
Chad and Cameroon in the East, and the Gulf of Guinea in the Atlantic Ocean in the
south. The country occupies a total area of 923,768 km? which consists of

910,768 km? of land and 13,000 km? of water bodies as well as an extensive
coastal region that is very rich in fish and other marine products. Of the available
arable land, only 320,000 km? (or 46 per cent) is cultivated. Its geography and
climate varies from equatorial lowlands in the south to arid plains in the north.

Nigeria is the most populous country in Africa, with a population of 173.6 million.
Between 2009 and 2014 the population has been growing at 2.7 per cent per year,
fuelled by a fertility rate above 5.9 births per woman since the year 2000. As of
2014, 53.1 per cent of the population lived in rural areas, an 8.7 per cent decrease
from 2004."3 Nigeria is home to over 250 ethnic groups. Ethnic majorities are
found in three regions: the Hausa and Fulani (29 per cent of total population) in
the north, the Yoruba (21 per cent) in the South West, and the Igbo in the South-
East (18 per cent). An estimated half of the population are Muslim, 40 per cent are
Christian, and 10 per cent follow indigenous beliefs.

Nigeria, owing to its size and geography, has a wide range of agro-ecological zones.
This provides it with a diversity of crops and animal husbandry options. The dry
northern savannah grows sorghum, millet, maize, groundnut and cotton. The main

'3 population statistics from World Bank World Development Indicators data, 2015
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food crops in the Middle Belt and the South are cassava, yam, plantain, maize and
sorghum. Low-lying and seasonally flooded areas increasingly produce rice. The
main cash crops in the South are oil palm, cocoa and rubber (the latter two being
Nigeria’s highest non-food commodity exports by value). As a result, Nigeria’s
major crops by production are maize, sorghum, millet and rice. Nigeria is also the
world’s largest producer of cassava and yams.**

Due to the size of its population and economy, Nigeria is a regional power in sub-
Saharan Africa. Nigeria is a member of the Economic Community of West African
States (ECOWAS) and a subscriber to the 2009 ECOWAP (ECOWAS Agricultural
Programme)/CAADP (Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Programme) charter,
enacted through the National Agricultural Investment Plan (NAIP) and which
commits the federal government to achieve a 10 per cent annual budgetary
allocation to the agricultural sector. Nigeria is also a member of the West African
Monetary Zone, the Economic Community of West African States Monitoring Group,
a non-standing peacekeeping force made up of armed forces personnel from
member states.

Economic, agricultural, and rural development processes

Rapid economic growth in the early 1970’s due to high oil export revenues led to
the expansion of several industry and service sectors, which fed urban migration
and the stagnation of the agricultural sector and associated cash crop exportations.
This led to the importation of basic commodities for domestic consumption which
continues to mark the Nigerian economy to this day. The 1980s saw continued
dependence on oil for government revenue coupled with falling prices and output.
Ballooning public expenditure and austerity measures led to declines in gross
national income (GNI) per capita from 1983 to 1995 which led in turn to Nigeria
being classified a low-income country. A structural adjustment programme was
introduced in 1985, a democratic government was elected in 1999 and the
economy rebounded.

Economic growth has mainly been driven by rising global oil prices, although the
level of oil rents as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP) has been
descending, from highs above 30 per cent in the mid-2000’s to a current (re-
based) level of 13.6 per cent of GDP in 2013.%° Oil and gas revenue accounted for
70 per cent of government revenue in 2011, down from 89 per cent in 2005.
Growth in the sector weakened in the past two years as a result of higher energy
prices, reduced budgets'’ and growing insecurity. However, despite being Africa’s
biggest oil producer, Nigeria imports more than 80 per cent of its domestic fuel,
owing to a lack of refining capacity, which makes the country’s fuel consumers
vulnerable to fluctuating international fuel prices.

Nigeria’s GDP is now the largest in Africa, having overtaken South Africa in
2014.'® GDP growth rates have been relatively stable and robust, growing at an
average of 6 per cent between 2008 and 2013. Due to population growth, per
capita rates have been lower. Annual GDP per capita has been on average growing
at 3.1 per cent in the same period, and annual GNI per capita at 3.6 per cent.*®
Nigeria was classified a lower middle income country and obtained debt-relief from
the Paris Club in 2005.?° Table 3 shows the main macro-economic indicators
between 2008 and 2014.

' Ibid, total food production in US$ value has increased by 66% from 1997 to 2012, worth US$ 37.5 billion US$ at
2004-2006 value

!5 (Atlas method, current US$) World Bank World Development Indicators data, 2015

' NRGI (2013); World Bank (2015): World Development Indicators

7 The 2014 federal budget reduced capital spend by 30% from the previous year.

'8 This has mainly to do with the fact that in 2014 the NBS had changed the way GDP was calculated changed. The
Economist (a), 2014

!® Calculated using data from World Bank (2015): World Development Indicators

% African Economic Outlook 2014 — Nigeria, AfDB, OECD, UNDP, pg. 8
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-ll\—l?gtlaiiz macro-economic indicators between 2008-2014

Indicator 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
GDP growth (annual %) 6.3 6.9 7.8 4.9 43 54 63
GNI per capita, Atlas method (current US$) 1,160 1,160 1,460 1,720 2,470 2,700 2,970
GNI per capita, PPP (current international $) 4,170 4,320 4,750 4,940 5,140 5,380 5,710
Total investment (% of GDP) 16.0 21.6 17.3 16.2 149 147 152
Agriculture, value added (annual % growth) 6.3 5.9 5.8 2.9 6.7 29 43
Industry, value added (annual % growth) -1.6 2.9 5.9 8.4 24 22 -121
Services, value added (annual % growth) 13.2 12.0 12.4 4.9 40 84 1538
Inflation, GDP deflator (annual %) 10.8 -4.3 103.8 9.5 93 59 47
Gross savings (% of GDP) 25.6 14.7 25.5 25.8 33.3 na. na
General Government gross debt (% of GDP) 7 10 10 10 10 10 11
Current account balance (% of GDP) 9.0 5.1 3.9 3.0 44 39 22

Total reserves (includes gold, current US$, billions) 53.6 45.5 35.9 36.3 475 46.3 37.5

Oil rents (% of GDP) 32.0 23.7 16.4 19.1 16.5 13.6 n.a

Source: World Bank World Development Indicators 2015; IMF World Economic Outlook 2015

Public sector finance. Nigeria’s current account has performed positively since
1999, and has been consistently above US$12 billion every year since 2004.
Government debt as a percentage of GDP between 2008-2014 is not high in
comparison to sub-Saharan African or emerging markets averages.?! As of 2015,
the external debt was valued at US$10.3 billion and the 2013 domestic debt at
US$53.5 billion. The FGN took on 79.7 per cent of the domestic debt, with states
incurring 20.3 per cent.?? Government has recognised the need to diversify
economic growth. Agriculture is one of the largest sectors in the Nigerian
economy contributing 20.2 per cent of the GDP in 2014 (figure 2).?% Since 2008,
agricultural GDP growth was on average 5 per cent. Nonetheless, and
notwithstanding the 2010 rebasing of GDP projections, agriculture’s share of GDP is
declining as services expand faster. Agricultural spending as part of total federal
spending has been on a downward trend, shrinking to 0.9 per cent in 2015.%*

2L IMF World Economic Outlook 2015.

2 Debt Management Office of Nigeria, Nigeria’s Public Debt Stock as at June 30, 2015
<http://www.dmo.gov.ng/oci/pubd/docs/Total%20Public%20Debt%20Stock%20as%20at%2030th%20June_%202015.p
df> accessed 21 October 2015

% World Bank World Development Indicators data, 2015; Nigeria Economic Report, No.2 July 2014, World Bank 89630
2 This does not include spending from development partners in the agriculture sector which has been increasing.

23



Appendix Il EC 2016/93/W.P.3

30.

31.

32.

Figure 2
Sectoral shares of Nigeria GDP, 2000-2014
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*Rebasing year of Nigerian GDP estimates
Source: World Bank World Development Indicators 2015

Growth in the agricultural sector has been limited by expensive agricultural
inputs and limited access to credit, lack of mechanization and little use of
fertilizer in agriculture. There are an estimated 98.1 million farmers in Nigeria in
2011, 90 per cent of them are smallholders with production primarily oriented
towards meeting subsistence needs.? The share of the rural population has
steadily been decreasing, from 58.3 per cent in 1999 to 48.5 per cent in 2014. Due
to urban migration, labour shortages exist in peak periods, driving hiring costs up.
This results in a national per capita food output that stays stagnant, especially
since fewer Nigerians are farming. Agricultural production per agricultural worker
has grown by only 7 base points from 2006, and national food production per
capita has descended to 1997 base point levels.

Nigeria is presently one of the world’s largest food importers. In 2014, Nigeria
imported 3.8 million tonnes out of 3.9 million tonnes of wheat consumed, and

2.9 million tonnes of rice out of 5.7 million tonnes consumed.?® High dependence
on food imports has made the country vulnerable to global price fluctuations. As a
result of the global food price crisis, the general food price index in Nigeria had
doubled in 2008 compared to the 2002-2004 period. Top food imports were wheat
and rice, while top food exports were cocoa beans and sesame seeds. The top 5
commodities available for consumption in terms of kilocalories per capita per day in
2011 were rice, yams, cassava, maize, and sorghum.

Nigeria’s environment and agricultural sector is under increasing threat from
climate change and natural disasters. Desertification is becoming more severe
in the North East and North West, with sand dunes, silting of lakes (most evident in
lake Chad), and gully erosion increasing in the South. It is estimated that 351,000
ha of the Nigerian landmass is lost to desert conditions annually.?’ Savannah zones
are moving southwards and rains are becoming more sporadic, start later and
finish earlier. Storms along the coast are becoming more intense and frequent,?®
most dramatically experienced in the 2012 floods which affected 30 of 36 states
and displaced 2.1 million people. Nigeria had the world’s highest rates of
deforestation in 2005, with 410,000 ha of forest loss between 2010 and 2015, and

*® FAO Food Price Index data; FAO 2014.

" Great Green Wall for the Sahara and Sahel Initiative: National Strategic Action Plan 2012, Ministry of Environment,
Federal Republic of Nigeria

8 Report by the Advisory Committee on Agricultural Resilience in Nigeria (2014), National Agricultural Resilience
Framework — Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, Government of Nigeria
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87 per cent of wood removals used as fuel.?® These changes are expected to highly
impact food production, water availability, and food insecurity, increasing the
vulnerability of Nigeria’s small-holder farmers since most agricultural production is
rain-fed. By 2050, there are high probabilities of declines in yields in all cereals in
all agro-ecological zones aside from millet and maize. Roots and tuber yields are
more uncertain.

Poverty characteristics

Economic growth has contributed to a slight reduction of poverty in Nigeria,
although the positive trends have partly been offset by population growth
and increasing inequality both nationally and regionally. The absolute number of
poor has increased by 22.1 million between 2004 and 2010, though that growth
has stabilised between 2010/2011 and 2012/2013, at about 58 million.3® At the
same time, there has been a sharp increase in inequality.*! Poverty is far more
concentrated in rural areas. The urban poverty rate is 12.6 per cent, while in rural
areas the poverty rate is 44.9 per cent. Regional disparities are striking, with the
three Northern regions having between 31 per cent and 50 per cent of the people
living below the poverty line, compared to 16 per cent and 29 per cent in the South
(see Map 1). Recent analysis suggests that 52 per cent of the poor are living in the
North East. Regional Gini indices also point to increasing inequality within the North
East and North West, as well as within the South South.*?

Map 1
Percentage of population living in poverty per state in 2012-2013
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Source: IMF Country Report No. 15/85 — Nigeria Selected Issues Paper, March 2015: Figure 1 (source: World Bank,
Nigeria Economic Report 2014 — GHS 2012/2013)

Economic growth has relied on the oil industry and has not generated sufficient
employment to absorb the population growth. Unemployment rates are high,
particularly amongst the youth. The overall unemployment rate was 28.5 per cent
in 2013 (ILO data). Unemployment of women and young people is particularly high
(23.3 per cent and 41.6 per cent respectively in 2009).%® Unemployment was
significantly lower in the southern states (18.4 per cent compared to 29.1 per cent
in the Northern states in 2011).** Since 2013 the National Bureau of Statistics has

* Global Forest Resources Assessment 2015: How are the world's forests changing?, FAO

% world Bank Nigeria Economy Report 2014, pg. 17

% World Bank World Development Indicators data, 2015; UNDP Human Development Reports 2015
<http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/income-gini-coefficient> accessed 23 October 2015

¥ Reassessments of GDP and GHS survey data from 2010-2011 and 2012-2013 have significantly reduced poverty
incidence estimates in Nigeria. Data from the recent GHS (2012/2013). World Bank Nigeria Economy Report, 2014
%% LO data, 2015; NBS Annual Abstract of Statistics, 2012

% This is calculated using data from NBS Annual Abstract of Statistics, 2012
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stopped publishing unemployment data, focusing on job creation which has seen
increases in service sectors, though not in agriculture.*®

With regard to human development, Nigeria still ranked 152 out of 187 countries
in 2013, although its human development index has increased from 0.466 in 2005
to the latest figure of 0.504.%¢ Human development indicators are generally worse
in the North. Child malnutrition is still rampant and under-5 mortality rate has been
increasing. Due to its population size, Nigeria ranked 3™ for the highest number of
people living with HIV in 2009.%

Food insecurity remains an issue, although Nigeria has drastically reduced the
number of undernourished people under the Millennium Development Goal 1c
hunger target.® Nonetheless, other dimensions of food insecurity have worsened.
A 2013 WFP analysis found that, though food is produced in varying degrees by all
livelihood groups, market procurement is the norm, with subsistence farmers
purchasing 50 per cent of their food.3°

Regional food poverty rates correlate with broader poverty rates. In 2010
the highest food poverty incidences occurred in the North West and North East,
with 3 states registering food poverty rates above 90 per cent. The South West and
South East experienced average food poverty rates 10 per cent below their
northern counterparts. Only Niger State, in the North Central, had a rate below

60 per cent. Food poverty rates in rural areas were 77.7 per cent, over 5 points
higher than urban areas.*°

Public policies for rural poverty reduction

The slower pace of growth in agriculture as part of the GDP is consistent with the
slow progress in poverty reduction and welfare improvements in rural areas in
Nigeria. At the turn of the millennium, new approaches were adopted that focused
on empowerment, private sector-led growth, and reforms to government service
delivery. National strategies and policies that cover the CPE period include the
vision 20:2020, and the Agricultural Transformation Agenda (ATA), though these
were influenced by earlier policies. While ATA is nested within the broader
transformation agenda as a mid-term development strategy, which in turn feeds
into the vision 20:2020’s long term strategy, both the vision and ATA are informed
by earlier National Economic Empowerment Development Strategy (NEEDS)
policies.

National Visions. The first, vision 2010, was designed in 1996 and implemented
in 2002 through to 2009. It aimed to set Nigeria en-route to becoming a developed
nation, by increasing political stability, economic prosperity, and social harmony.**
In 2010, the plan was replaced by Vision 20:2020, which lays the overarching
policy framework for Nigeria to become one of the top 20 economies in the world
by year 2020. This would require an annual economic growth of 13.8 per cent and
a transformation of a primary products oriented economy (agriculture and crude oil
production) to a diversified, industrial manufacturing and services oriented
economy.*? The vision uses existing frameworks to coordinate planning efforts, and
is harmonized with the key principles and thrusts of NEEDS, the MDGs and the
Seven-Point Agenda.*®

Rural Development Strategy. The Rural Development Strategy was launched in
2001. Its core principles were a participatory approach to cater for community

* Economic Note: The Nigeria's Paradox of Growth amidst High Poverty Incidence, BGL Research & Intelligence 2012
% UNDP Human Development Report, 2014

%7 National HIV/AIDS Strategic Plan 2010-2015, January 2010; HIV Prevalence Rate by States, National Agency for
Control of AIDS (NACA) http://naca.gov.ng/content/hiv-prevalence-rate-states accessed 23 October 2015

% The State of Food Insecurity in the World (2015) — Meeting the 2015 international hunger targets: taking stock of
uneven progress, FAO, IFAD & WFP, pg. 13

% Comprehensive Food Security and Vulnerability Analysis (CFSVA) Nigeria 2013, IFPRI & WFP

“ONBS Annual Abstract of Statistics, 2012

“ Human Rights Watch — Vision 2010 https://www.hrw.org/reports/1997/nigeria/Nigeria-08.htm

“2 Nigeria Vision 20:2020: Economic Transformation Blueprint December 2009, National Planning Commission

3 Nigeria Vision 20:2020: Abridged Version December 2010, National Planning Commission, pg. 23
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needs and capacity, developing a vehicle for transferring resources to local
communities, policy dialogue and support for decentralization, sector reforms
aiming at empowerment of rural communities, and equity amongst groups by
gender.

NEEDS, SEEDS, and LEEDS. Following swiftly, between 2003 and 2007,
Government introduced its own Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper, the NEEDS
programme.** Agriculture, food security and economic growth were given priority,
and enacted through the complementary State Economic Empowerment
Development Strategy (SEEDS) and the Local Economic and Empowerment
Development Strategy (LEEDS). In terms of strategies, SEEDS and LEEDS focused
on smallholder farmers, agricultural extension, inputs, and irrigation.

NEEDS was a reform program designed to improve the standard of living of
Nigerians via industry deregulation, market liberalization, privatization of the
economy, and institutionalization of transparency and accountability in
government.*® NEEDS has been successful in creating a stable macroeconomic
environment, enacted civil service reforms, reforming the civil service,
strengthening due process, consolidated the banking sector, and pursued
privatisation and liberalization.*® But, it did not accomplish desired poverty
reduction, employment generation, or increased power supply, and was weak in
monitoring and evaluation, and in effective coordination. This led to the formulation
of long-term strategies as seen in Vision 20:2020.%'

Transformation Agenda and ATA. The 2011-2015 Transformation Agenda
brought agriculture once again to the forefront of Nigeria’s approach to poverty
reduction. It set policies for seven growth drivers in the real sector. For agriculture
and food security, policy aims would enhance growth through greater exports and
import substitution, increase value addition for increased industrialization and
employment, increase efficiency, and enhance technology development and
dissemination. Over NGN 500 billion (6.96 per cent of the Agenda’s budget) would
be dedicated to this sector.”® The goals of ATA are to increase demand for Nigeria’s
food staple crops by 20 million metric tons and create 3.5 million jobs in agriculture
by 2015. It will achieve this through increasing productivity through better access
to inputs, reduction in crop losses, and linkages with industry.

Agricultural input markets have also been the focus of policy revisions within ATA,
and have been assisted with new schemes and tools. The encompass seeds and
fertilizer markets targeted through the Growth Enhancement Support Scheme
(GESS), as well as the microfinance sector through the Nigeria Incentive-Based
Risk-Sharing System for Agricultural Lending (NIRSAL) Fund. Infrastructure and
value chain development is the focus of the Staple Crop Processing Zone (SCPZ),
which intend to stimulate the production and processing of ATA priority agricultural
products.

Microfinance Policy. Government started to respond to the demand for
microfinance in 2005 with the launch of the New Microfinance Policy, which was
meant to boost delivery of financial services for the rural poor.*® The policy was
revised in 2011, in light of the 2009 consolidation and crisis of the microfinance
sector. The revised objectives focus on promoting a savings culture in rural areas,
as well as in building capacity and fostering financial knowledge, and in specifically
promoting employment opportunities through the effects of delivering financial
services. Microfinance schemes that specifically target the agricultural sector
include NIRSAL, aimed at reducing risk in lending to the agricultural sector. Its

“ Nigeria: Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper — National Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy, IMF
Country Report No. 05/433, December 2005

%5 Remi (2015) 'Background Paper on Private Sector, Agro-Business, Value Chains Development’, pg. 1

“ Nigeria: Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper — Progress Report August 2007, IMF Country Report No. 07/270

" Nigeria Vision 20:2020: Abridged Version December 2010, National Planning Commission

“*8 The Transformation Agenda 2011-2015: Summary of Federal Government's Key Priority Policies, Programmes and
Projects, National Planning Commission

9 Microfinance Policy, Regulatory and Supervisory Framework for Nigeria, December 2005, Central Bank of Nigeria
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goal is to promote agricultural industrialization by encouraging banks to lend into
value chains. With US$ 500 million at its disposal, NIRSAL aims to reduce risk by
sharing losses on agricultural loans, encourage private insurance schemes and
product development, technical assistance provision to agriculture sector
borrowers, bank rating mechanisms, and bank incentives mechanisms.*°

The figure below provides a timeline of major policies and events over the COSOP
period.

Figure 3
Timeline of major policies and events over the two COSOP periods
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Governance and conflict

Nigeria has a decentralized federal system of government comprising a federal
capital territory (FCT), 36 states and 774 local government areas (LGAs). Nigerian
states operate with a high degree of legal and de facto autonomy. The federal
structure implies a complex fiscal system, which requires many extra-budgetary
funds. All oil and gas revenue and most of non-oil revenues are pooled and shared
by the three tiers of government.>* With the vertical revenue allocation formula,
state and local governments are heavily reliant on the pooled resources and there
is little incentive to mobilize internal resources to fulfil their statutory functions.

Further decentralization to local governments has stalled. Attempts to
strengthen fiscal autonomy and capacity at local government level through
constitutional reform met resistance by the state governments and the legislature.
Local governments have limited autonomy to control their finances and thus are
often constrained in meeting their obligations with development partners.

The strengthening of 4th tier institutions as a subset of the local governments to
lead participatory community development processes has met clear limitations.
There is no constitutional requirement for this level to be acted on and therefore it
is left to the agency of the individual states to act on these. Progress made can be

% NIRSAL, (n.d.), Central Bank of Nigeria
http://www.cenbank.org/OUT/2012/PUBLICATIONS/REPORTS/DFD/BRIEF%200N%20NIGERIA%20INCENTIVE-
BASED%20RISK%20SHARING%20FOR%20AGRICULTURAL%20LENDING.PDF

*! The sharing formula prescribed by a constitutionally created body, the Revenue Mobilization Allocation and Fiscal
Commission (RMAFC). Thirteen per cent of the oil and gas revenue is allocated to the oil producing areas and the
remainder is shared out as follows: federal government (52.7%), state governments (26.7%) and local governments
(20.6%).
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dismantled depending on new governors’ interest in the area, and is therefore
dependent on political interest and election cycles.>?

Corruption. The country’s dependence on oil for state budgets has led to the
collapse of other income sources and exacerbated grand corruption associated with
oil-funded budgets. The Mo Ibrahim Index placed Nigeria in the lower half among
African countries (31th out of 52 countries in 2014).°3 The Corruption Perception
Index ranks Nigeria 136" out of 175 countries (2014).%* Corruption pervades local,
state and federal structures, causing low public trust, poor social welfare, and
uncertainty in future economic activities.

Fragility and conflict: Poverty is seen as the root cause of violence and anger in
both the North and South. Income shocks and rising fuel prices have aggravated
the situation. There is also a close correlation between youth unemployment and
rising armed violence.® Nigeria’s death toll from acts of armed violence has been
on a sharp increase since 2010 (see figure 4). Current national estimates place the
number of internally displaced people attributable to the insurgency at 1.14 million.
Security concerns in some parts of Northern Nigeria have led to less farming
activities in previously vibrant agrarian communities such as Konduga and Dikwa in
Borno State. In the Niger Delta conflict has been fuelled by widespread feelings of
injustice that oil revenues are not being used for local development and that the
local population is bearing the costs of the serious environmental degradation
caused by the exploitation of oil reserves. Peace initiatives in the region have been
successful in reducing conflict since the mid-2000’s, which included a government
amnesty programme for militants in 2009.%° In the Middle Belt the latent conflicts
between pastoralists and farmers over land use have led to a surge of violent
interactions since 2009 (see box 2 on page 28).

Figure 4
Reported fatalities by violent events in Nigeria between 2005-2014
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Source: Armed Conflict Location & Event Data Project (ACLED) data 2015

Official Development Assistance

Nigeria is the largest recipient of official development assistance (ODA) in West
Africa. The 2008-2013 average amount of ODA Nigeria received was US$1,870.1

2 Amadi, S: CPE Governance Background Paper, September 2015

%3 |brahim Index of African Governance (2015), accessed 1/7/2015 (http://www.moibrahimfoundation.org/iiag/data-
gortal/)

“ Transparency International Data Research (2015a), accessed 1 July 2015
(http://www.transparency.org/country/#NGA_DataResearch)

** Abidoye and Cali, 2014; Alozieuwa, 2012; NRSP, 2014

% This includes disarmament and payment of monthly stipends to ex-militant beneficiaries.
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million, increasing to a substantial US$2,530 million in 2013. Despite these
remarkable amounts, Nigeria is not aid dependent. Given the size of the economy,
ODA constitutes only 0.5 per cent of the GNI.>’ Development aid between 2008
and 2012 has, on average, represented 8.1 per cent of government expenditure.
Other sub-Saharan African countries show averages of 57.8 per cent and 50 per
cent in the same year.*®

For Nigeria, funding from the private sector has become the most important source
of development finance; in 2012 nearly 70 per cent of the financial flows were
non-ODA, though descending to 46 per cent in 2013.°° Furthermore, Nigeria has
been the largest receiver of personal remittances in sub-Saharan Africa, having
received US$20.6 billion in 2012, representing 73.8 per cent of all personal
remittances to the region in the same year.®® From 2005 to 2009, personal
remittances to Nigeria have represented over 9 per cent of GDP and, though the
absolute value keeps increasing, the share of GDP they represent has fallen to an
average of 4.9 per cent between 2011 and 2013 due mainly to the rebasing of GDP
figures, though also to GDP growth.®!

Figure 5
Comparison of GDP, annual GDP growth, personal remittances received and ODA received in

Nigeria between 2005-2013
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Source: OECD DAC data 2015; World Bank World Development Indicators data, 2015

ODA is however still an important source of funding for projects to reduce poverty
at local level. In 2013, the top three national funders were the USA, the UK and the
EU institutions. The top three International Financial Institution funders were the
World Bank, the Global Fund, and the African Development Fund.®? The biggest
bilateral donors are USAID and DFID. Together with IFAD, the World Bank, USAID,
DFID, and AFDB are also active in the agricultural sector.

" World Bank data 2015; OECD DAC data 2015

8 World Bank World Development Indicators data, 2015

% OECD DAC data 2015

€ World Bank World Development Indicators data, 2015

! The high ratio early on may also be attributed to a revision of baseline prices being updated from 1990 prices to 2010
Erices (The Economist (b), 2014)

2 The amount of funds provided were: World Bank (US$ 633.1 million), the USA (US$ 485.1 million), the UK (US$
372.3 million), the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria (US$ 214.7 million), the EU institutions (US$
131.7 million), and African Development Fund (US$ 103.6 million). Source: OECD DAC data 2015
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Key points

Nigeria is the most populous country in Africa and it has now the largest GDP, having
overtaken South Africa in 2014.

Economic growth has contributed to a slight reduction of poverty, but this has been
offset by high population growth and increasing inequality.

Nigeria has about 58 million poor people, the largest number in Africa.

Economic growth has mainly been driven by rising global oil prices. This growth did
not generate sufficient employment to absorb the high population growth.

Agriculture still contributes 20 per cent of the GDP. But Federal Government spends
less than 1 per cent on agriculture.

The 2012 ATA brought agriculture back to the forefront as a key sector for growth
and poverty reduction.

Poverty is the root cause of the rampant violence and conflicts in the North, South
and Middle Belt.

Because of the size of its economy, Nigeria is not aid-dependent, although it is the
largest recipient of ODA in West Africa. Funding from the private sector has become
an even more important source of development finance.

Description of the COSOP and operations

Prior to the 2001 COSOP, IFAD programmes in Nigeria followed three main
thrusts. These were: (a) promoting productivity increases in food production
through a food-security and commodity approach through the Multi State
Agriculture Development - Cassava Multiplication Project and RTEP, (b) improved
natural resource management through a sub-sectoral and natural resource
management approach, and (c¢) involvement of rural communities and the poor in
the design as well as the implementation of field activities (Katsina State and
Sokoto State Agricultural and Community Development Projects. The programme
from this period that still falls within the CPE timeframe is RTEP. RTEP was
implemented in 26 states in partnership with the Federal Ministry for Agriculture
and various research organisations. Non-lending strategies focused on increasing
linkages with NGOs through IFAD grants, while policy dialogue was limited to
micro-level initiatives.

Table 4
Programmes approved before the 2001 COSOP (US$ million)
Programme title Total IFAD loan  Overall development goal
cost financing
Roots & Tubers 36.1 23  Sustainable cropping systems development; research and
Expansion Programme extension service support; processing techniques and

marketing support

The 1% COSOP for Nigeria was approved in April 2001 for the seven-year period
2001-2007. It was aligned with government rural poverty reduction policies, such
as the Community Action Programme for Poverty Alleviation and the Rural
Development Strategy, and had a strong focus on strengthening rural institutions.
The main strategic thrusts of the strategy were: (a) empowering target smallholder
farmers, the landless, rural women, CBOs and civil society organisations in order to
generate sustainable incomes from on and off-farm activities; (b) supporting pro-
poor reforms and local governance in order to expand access to information and
communication, village infrastructure and technologies; and (c) improving access
of the poor to financial as well as social services. The CBARDP focussed on
impoverished communities in the northern states, while the CBNRMP targeted
communities in the Delta States. RUFIN operated in 12 states and 3 LGAs per state
but without a pre-selected community level focus.
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Table 5

Programmes approved within the 2001 COSOP (US$ million)
Programme title Total IFAD loan Overall development goal

cost financing

Community-Based 814 42.9 Empower poor rural women and men to
Agricultural and effectively manage their own development;
Rural Development rural community and service provider capacity
Programme for community development strengthened;

support sustainable social, agricultural and
economic development.

Community-Based 74 15 Standard of living and quality of life improved
Natural Resource for at least 400 000 rural poor with emphasis
Management on women and youth through: strengthening
Programme (Niger rural community and service provider capacity
Delta) for community development; community

development fund established and disbursing.

Rural Finance 40 27.6 Reduce poverty among the rural poor
Institutions Building (especially women, youth and the physically
Programme challenged) through enhancing their access to

financial services to expand and improve
productivity of agriculture and rural micro- and
small enterprises by: strengthening MFIs
through linkages to formal institutions to create
a viable, sustainable rural financial system

Response to CPE. The first Country Programme Evaluation (CPE) (2008)
confirmed IFAD’s role as an important development partner for Nigeria focusing on
sustainable agriculture and rural development as a means of reducing rural
poverty. But the CPE found that IFAD had not devoted adequate attention to
agricultural activities, given the centrality of agriculture in the overall economy and
as means of income and food security for the rural poor. The vast geographic
coverage of IFAD’s activities in Nigeria, with near national coverage, was raised as
a concern with regard to synergies within and across programmes, as well as to the
sustainability of benefits. The Agreement at Completion point includes five
recommendation for the 2nd COSOP: (1) Renew focus on agricultural development
for rural poverty reduction; (2) Adapt institutional framework and partnership, to
solve pending issues of coordination, division of labour and implementation and
increase lending to state governments under subsidiary loan agreements;

(3) Promote pro-poor innovative solutions; (4) Strengthen local governance; and
(5) Adapt IFAD’s operational model, to strengthen country presence and move
towards fewer and larger projects.

2" COSOP. The second COSOP covering the period 2010-15 brought a greater
focus on agriculture, while building on the food security, environmental and
community-driven development (CDD) themes of its predecessor. The COSOP
defined two strategic objectives (SO): (1) Improving access of rural poor to
economically, financially, and environmentally sustainable production, storage and
processing techniques, markets and support services; and (2) Strengthening
community involvement in local planning and development, and promoting support
for rural infrastructure. In line with the Government’s policy framework for
agriculture, the ATA, SO1 prioritizes smallholder agriculture through value chains,
job creation and a focus on women and youth.

Under the umbrella of the COSOP, IFAD still has a broad and ambitious agenda
covering research, micro-finance delivery and regulatory reform, technology, value
chains, climate mitigation/adaptation, natural resource management (NRM), job
creation, and infrastructural development (covering health, education, water,
roads). It strives to influence institutions and policy processes, including the policy
reform on land and to build up an articulated sustainability framework for strategic
program. Environmental support has evolved to tackle climate change adaptation
in the most recent operation (CASP) in Northern Nigeria while expanding NRM in
the South through CBNRMP.
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For the ongoing COSOP, the earlier programmes had been retrofitted to support the
strategic objectives.®® The intended impact pathway for SO1 is that under CBARDP
incomes will increase through production changes following improved use of
technology, access to finance, land area increase, less waste, market linkages, dry
season farming and off farm jobs. Under CBNRMP support for individual and group
enterprises especially aimed at youth and women and through RUFIN’s micro-credit
will help to increase incomes. Second, food security will be improved through seeds
and other technology for staple crops as well as livestock breed improvement
under CBARDP (and now CASP), while CBNRMP will contribute to higher
productivity from food crop enterprises, livestock and fisheries. For SO2, the
pathway for community strengthening is through support to various commodity
and farmer groups and financial service structures, and through local management
of infrastructure projects (CBARDP, CBNRMP). RUFIN works to build existing credit
and savings group capacity.

Table 6
COSOP strategy overview
1% COSOP (2001) 2" COSOP (2010)
Strategic objective 1) Productive capacity (on and off-farm) 1) The access of rural poor to economically,
sustainably increased. financially and environmentally sustainable
2) Communities and rural development production, storage and processing
institutions developed and accessible to rural téchnologies, market performance and access,
poor. and support services are improved.
3) Agricultural and rural development policy ~ 2) The engagement of rural community groups
reforms incorporated into the policy dialogue. in planning and development at the local
4) Database gender disaggregated for the government area level and government support to
incidence of rural poverty and household food ural infrastructure are strengthened.
insecurity.
Strategic thrusts and 1) Policy advocacy in agriculture and rural 1) Enabling policy environment for value-chain
intended impact pathways development to expand access of the rural development to increase farm and non-farm value
poor to resources, village infrastructure, chain income for smallholder farmers and rural
technology and services. poor;
2) Developing effective financial, social, public 2) Productivity enhancement with greater access
and private institutions that are responsive to to rural infrastructure, improved agricultural
the needs of the rural poor. production technologies, input markets and support
3) Improved productivity and natural resource Sel;jVI(ilt_éS, ruraLflnance, I_?”d and security of tenure
management, in particular through and climate C ange resilience
participatory technology development. 3) Community groups development/
strengthening, awareness-raising, capacity-
building and support of commodity and rural finance
structures with increased gender and youth
empowerment and inclusion
Geographic focus and Aim at national coverage, but match and Targeting the three major poorest rural and peri-
coverage complement other donor resources. urban areas most affected by social conflict and
fragile ecological conditions: the arid/semi-arid
zone, savannah zone, and the Niger Delta.
Collaboration with other ~ World Bank, AfDB, DFID, USAID, FAO World Bank, AfDB, USAID, GIZ, JICA
donors
Grants strategy Cooperation with selected agricultural 1) Developing appropriate technologies and
research institutions for technology innovative approaches to sustainable agricultural
development development

2) Enhancing the capacity to predict, prevent or
minimize impact of weather and climate change

3) Strengthen public-private partnerships

4) Improve institutional coordination and
collaboration

8 According to the MTR 2013 (p6), CBARDP and CBNRMP were extended and re-focused (on agriculture and service
delivery) to better deliver the SOs, while RUFIN has been simplified and VCDP and CASP were introduced to respond
to the SOs and the ATA.
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Policy dialogue

Country programme

Rural financial policies and regulatory
framework

Decentralization policies and local
government budgetary reforms

Governance and accountability

Full-time country portfolio manager

EC 2016/93/W.P.3

Influence policy and strategy on smallholder
agriculture, rural finance and climate change
and empower community-based and local
institutions through participation in existing
national forums

Annual COSOP monitoring

management Improve work planning, disbursement, IFAD country office to strengthen oversight and
procurement, internal audit and M&E implementation support
World Bank partnership for supervision Strengthen CO capacity (CPM outposted)
Risks identified None Corruption and poor governance

Social and political conflicts in Niger Delta

Environmental degradation and climate change
in the South and North

Delays in counterpart funding and project start-
up

61. Expected results for the COSOP by 2015 are:

a. SO1: 25 per cent increase in both household income and in food security.
25 per cent increase in credit leveraged. 30 per cent adoption of sustainable
improved agriculture practices. 50,000 jobs created in production and
processing, and 7,000 viable enterprises established.®® 30 per cent farmers and
fishers adopt measures.

b. SO2: 30 per cent of rural communities participating in planning,
implementation and maintenance of infrastructure.

62. Two programmes were approved under the current COSOP: VCDP and CASP. The
combined budget illustrates the increased focus on input supply, marketing and
micro-enterprises. At the same time, the support to rural infrastructure, capacity
development and rural finance has been reduced.

Table 7
Programmes approved within the 2010 COSOP (US$ million)

Programme title Total IFAD loan Overall development goal
cost financing

Value Chain Development 104.4 74.9 Incomes and food security of poor rural households

Programme engaged in production, processing and marketing of rice
and cassava are enhanced on a sustainable basis
through: agricultural market development; smallholder
productivity enhancement

Climate Change 93.6 85.5 Reduce rural poverty, increase food security and

Adaptation and
Agribusiness Support
Programme in the
Savannah Belt

accelerate economic growth on a sustainable basis
through: increased incomes; enhanced food security
and reduced vulnerability for smallholder farmers,
particularly women and youth; creating jobs.

63. Geographic focus. The portfolio implemented under the 2" COSOP continued to
have a broad geographical coverage with almost all states® benefiting from an
IFAD operation. In the past, this has brought complexities in management and
implementation, as well as in measuring results.

64. The COSOP targets the three major rural and peri-urban areas most affected by
conflict and fragile ecological conditions for crop, livestock, fisheries and forestry
production: the Arid/Semi-arid zone, the Savannah zone, and Forest and Coastal
Swamps of the Niger Delta.

% Revised COSOP RMF MTR Report 2013
% Only two were not involved in the IFAD portfolio: Gombe and Kano
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a. In the North, IFAD programmes promoted community institutions and service
delivery with an agricultural focus. As this is a seriously underserviced area of
the country a comprehensive mix of community-level interventions, including
capacity development, infrastructure and (in Zamfara and Katsina) also rural
finance, was considered as the right strategy to address issues of poverty.

b. In the Niger Delta, with high population densities and better market access
but a deteriorating natural resource base, the approach included rural
employment creation for rural women and youth, promotion of agro-
enterprises and non-farm enterprises to improve living conditions.

C. In the middle belt, with large tracts of lands being under-utilized with
relatively good access to markets, the strategy was to enhance yields through
access to higher quality agricultural production technologies, farm inputs and
support services for staple crops.

Community-driven development, improved access to rural finance, productivity
enhancement and market access were major themes for interventions in the
arid/semi-arid zone and the Niger Delta region.

Subsector focus. Analysis of programme funding illustrates the progression of the
Nigeria country portfolio. Before the 2001 COSOP, there was a clear focus on
technical support and research. Under the 1% COSOP, emphasis shifted to rural
infrastructure and local capacity building. Analysis of programme funding for the 1°
COSORP period illustrates the focus on rural infrastructure and capacity building. The
2"9 COSOP then reinstated the focus on agriculture with an increased attention to
marketing by including funding for input supply, marketing and micro-enterprises.

35



Appendix 11 EC 2016/93/W.P.3

67.

68.

Figure 6
Sub-component funding share of all programmes at approval (percentage of total)
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Main partner institutions. Partnership strategies have evolved from a focus on
the World Bank, NGOs and farmer organizations in the pre-COSOP period, to
broadening the participation of national and local government, other donors,
research institutes, CBOs, and the private sector under the 15* COSOP. The 2"
COSOP followed similar lines to the 1°* COSOP, though delineating partnership
strategies according to its 2 strategic objectives. Along its first objective, the
COSOP envisioned partnerships between smallholders, national agricultural
research institutes (NARIs), and international agricultural research organizations;
new donor funding for private enterprises; and collaboration with multilateral and
bilateral donors on dedicated value chain segments. The second objective’s
partnerships envisioned partnerships with government, civil society, and NGOs at
the local and national level, including involvement of regional-level ministries. It
also envisioned partnering with NARIs and extension services to strengthen
farming for environmental conservation.

Targeting approach. Targeting and geographic focus in the pre-COSOP period
were sectorial and poverty based, with focus on cassava, fisheries, and the North.
The 1% COSOP broadened the geographical and sectorial scope, aiming to be both
flexible and have national coverage, and be multi-sectorial. At the same time it
focused direct targeting to smallholder farmers, the landless, rural women and
community-based organizations. Finally, enabling measures focused on
strengthening the decentralized planning process. In contrast to the 1% COSOP, the
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2" COSOP focused geographical targeting by adding criteria to geographical
targeting strategies which included poverty incidence, social conflict, environmental
degradation, and climate change. Direct targeting criteria also became more
focused, were nested in community driven approaches, and singled out women and
youth as beneficiaries. Criteria were based on individuals’ socioeconomic indicators,
value chain position and participation, and on business-based community groups.
Self-targeting measures were also community-based, intending to reach more
vulnerable community members. Enabling measures also broadened out, and were
based on three priorities: farmer’s organizations and rural communities; LGC
capacity building within common property management and maintenance; and
rural financial institutions.

Performance-based Allocation System (PBAS).® During the CPE period
Nigeria’s PBAS allocation was as follows: (i) 2007-2009: US$45.0 million (zero
usage due to the cancellation of the Rural Microenterprise Development Programme
(RUMEDP)); 2010-2012: US$83.2 million (US$ 88.35 in approved loans); and
2013-2015: US$ 88.5 million (US$70.5 million in approved loans). The large
increase from the 2007-2009 to the 2010-2012 allocation period reflects IFAD’s
strong 8th replenishment.

Mix of instruments. IFAD operations have for the most part seen a continuous
strategy regarding financing instruments since before the COSOP period, while
novelties were presented in the increased use of grants. Loan conditions for all
designed, effective and completed loans have been highly concessional®’ since
1990, whereas future loans will be on blended terms. Another continuous practice,
starting with RTEP, and reinforced by the 2008 CPE recommendation, is the use of
subsidiary loan agreements between the government and participating states.
Inspired by the World Bank’s own multi-state projects, these were designed as a
way of guaranteeing compliance with stipulated counterpart funding, as well as
avoiding delayed loan effectiveness due to individual states not accelerating
conditions for loan implementation. The CPE also saw it as a means of increasing
ownership and giving greater direct responsibility to facilitate the flow of funds and
allocation of counterpart financing by the state authorities. Programmes from RTEP
onwards have used this mechanism with participating states, whether they are
called subsidiary loan agreements, or Memorandums of Understanding. It also
places the responsibility of repayment of assigned portions of the loan on the
participating state, on the same terms as the IFAD-government loan agreement.
Most recently it seems that this practice has been discontinued, apparently as an
attempt to increase flexibility in the allocation of funding to individual states.®®

Performance and impacts of the lending programme

Programme description

The CPE covers programmes approved and activities undertaken in the period
2009-2015. It assesses two closed projects, the Community-based Agricultural and
Rural Development Programme (CBARDP), and the Roots and Tubers Expansion
Programme (RTEP); and two programmes that have been ongoing for at least five
years: the Community-based Natural Resource Management Programme (CBNRMP)
and the Rural Finance Institutions Building Programme (RUFIN). These four
programmes form the principal source of data on progress, performance and
ratings of the key evaluation factors.

% The PBAS, introduced in 2003, revised in 2006, and given an overview by IFAD management (PMD) in 2014,
provides a performance incentive for member countries, particularly with regard to the quality of policies and institutions
in the rural sector. With its rural sector clusters and indicators, the rural sector performance score (RSP) and project at
risk (PAR) indicators provide a country performance assessment in establishing a policy and institutional framework
conducive to sustained rural poverty reduction.

7 free of interest but a service charge of 0.75% per annum and have a maturity period of 40 years, including a grace
Eeriod of 10 years

% According to ICO information VCDP does not contain any provisions at design of subsidiary loan agreements. CASP
design document (vol. 1: para. 109) states that MoUs have to be signed with State Accountant Generals as a condition
for disbursement so as to build country capacity and reduce financial management risks.
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The CPE also considers three further programmes: one that was cancelled in 2010,
RUMEDP®®, and two that are only recently fully effective: VCDP, effective 2013, and
CASP, effective March 2015. These programmes are considered only in terms of
their quality of design and consistency with the emerging framework of
government and IFAD policies and strategies.

The geographical spread of IFAD-assisted interventions can be summarized as
follows: RTEP covered the entire Central and Southern part of the country, with

26 states included. CBARDP covered seven states in the northern semi-arid dryland
region (Sokoto, Kebbi, Zamfara, Borno, Katsina, Jigawa and Yobe States). The
CBNRMP covered nine states in the Delta region (Abia, Akwa Ibom, Bayelsa, Cross
River, Delta, Edo, Imo, Ondo and Rivers). RUFIN covers 12 states, seven of which
are in the South (Akwa Ibom, Anambra, Benue, Edo, Imo, Lagos and Oyo) and five
in the Centre, East and North (Adamawa, Bauchi, Katsina, Nasarawa and Zamfara).
VCDP covers just six states (Ogun, Anambra and Ebonyi in the South, Niger, Benue
and Taraba in the Middle Belt). CASP will cover the same states as CBARDP.

Portfolio performance: relevance, effectiveness and efficiency
Relevance

The portfolio shows good alignment with the Nigerian government’s evolving
policy agenda, as reflected in first the Rural Development Strategy (RDS), then
National Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy (NEEDS) and finally
the ATA and the Nigeria Vision 20:2020.° At the turn of the millennium, and
following failed structural adjustment policies, the government shifted to new
approaches to overcome persistent rural poverty. These encompassed
empowerment, private sector-led growth and reforms to government service
delivery.

The emphasis on participatory, community-led initiatives was highlighted in
the RDS formulated in 2001. IFAD’s COSOP in 2001-09 drew on these ideas and set
the framework for a range of community-chosen and implemented investments
encompassing capacity building as well as broad-based infrastructure covering
health, education, water, agricultural and other activities. The objectives of both
CBARDP and CBNRMP (formulated in 2001-2) were therefore well aligned to these
approaches towards rural development. Their emphasis was on strengthening local
actors down to village level and enabling communities to determine their own
development and to manage their own and counterpart funds from IFAD and
government. The continuation of IFAD’s leadership in CDD through CASP is
appropriate especially as CASP will deliver the COSOP objectives in the most
remote and resource-poor communities found in the poorest states in Nigeria
(those in the North).

Nigeria’s policy direction shifted with the NEEDS (2003 — 2007) "* and
emphasis was placed more on agriculture, food security and economic growth, and
these were then adapted at state and local government level through the SEEDS
and LEEDS."? These priorities were emphasised further under the ATA, which
brought agriculture once again to the forefront of Nigeria’s approach to poverty

% RUMEDP was cancelled following almost a two year delay (2008-09) on the part of the Federal Government in
approving the financing agreement. See IFAD President Letter to Minister of Finance Nigeria, May 2010

" RTEP however sprang from an earlier more traditional agriculture focus that hinged on the state level Agricultural
Development Project (ADP) delivery model, and building on the Cassava Multiplication Programme’s (CMP) successes
on productivity.

™ As enshrined in Part Three, Chapter Six (Sectoral Strategies) of NEEDS, the policy thrusts of Nigeria’s agriculture
and food security are: (i) to modernize agriculture and create an agricultural sector that was responsive to the demands
and realities of the Nigerian economy in order to create more agricultural and rural employment opportunities which will
increase incomes; (ii) strive towards food security and a food surplus that could be exported; and (iii) invest in
improving the quality of the environment in order to increase crop yields.

"2 State Economic Empowerment Development Strategy (SEEDS) and Local Economic and Empowerment
Development Strategy (LEEDS). Their policy thrust was economic growth through participation, empowerment, wealth
creation, employment generation and poverty reduction. In terms of strategies, SEEDS and LEEDS focused on
smallholder farmers, agricultural extension, inputs, irrigation.
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reduction.”® RUFIN and VCDP align very well with the ATA, specifically for RUFIN
with the pillar on agricultural finance strategy known as NIRSAL (Nigeria Incentive-
based Risk Sharing for Agricultural Lending).”* VCDP also fits with ATA’s emphasis
on increasing productivity through better access to inputs, reduction in crop losses
and linkages with industry.

IFAD priorities too have similarly evolved over the first and second COSOPs (2001-
09, 2010-15). The history of the programme portfolio reflects the strategic shift
towards IFAD’s core business (agriculture), as stipulated in the latter COSOP,
while taking into consideration IFAD’s comparative advantage in tackling poverty
and deprivation at community level through building community assets and
capacities. This has meant a move away from CDD-based, broad social and
economic investments to themes around market-led, commodity-based, value
chains (RUMEDP, VCDP), and rural finance (RUFIN).

All of the programmes are in general characterised in one way or another by over-
complex and ambitious designs. Some have ambitious geographical scope
(RTEP), multi-tiered implementation (RUFIN), engagement with a wide range of
partners (RTEP, RUFIN), or tackle a challenging mix of investments such as social
and economic infrastructure, a range of agricultural commodities, natural resource
management, and capacity building at community and government level (CBNRMP,
CBARDP and CASP). While this ensures that they are broad-based and can address
different needs and dimensions of poverty, it does, at the same time, make them
difficult to implement, especially given the known capacities at state and LGA level.

IFAD’s programmes have had long timespans (around 10 years including
extensions for RTEP, CBNRMP and CBARDP) necessitating multiple design
adjustments as IFAD’s country strategy evolved or as supervision missions
emphasised specific design adjustments. The older programmes have had to
straddle the two COSOPs with their differing objectives. This has had a major
influence on relevance, as CBARDP, CBNRMP and RTEP have all been substantially
re-designed or retro-fitted to match the overall strategic direction. RTEP shifted in
its second phase from covering all areas within the 26 selected states to 9 LGAs
and in those 9 communities, and from a focus on crop research and production to
processing and marketing. CBARDP and CBNRMP both moved from broad socio-
economic investments to a concentration on agriculture and marketing.

While the more recent programmes are still to be implemented largely at
community level, the shift in emphasis has seen a reduction in focus on area-
based CDD. The switch to a focus on group-based activity and then more towards
individual-led enterprises has been at the expense of sustaining a commitment to
the so-called fourth tier of government (village level) and to governance issues
more widely. This is an important shift, but one based on a recognition that the
socio-cultural context in the southern states is one that fits with more
individual/household-led and small enterprise-based approaches. In Northern
Nigeria, in contrast, CASP is set to build on CBARDP’s CDD achievements and
extend the coverage to new communities, while incorporating existing CDAs, albeit
with a more economic, market-led slant as well as stronger environmental actions
targeted to climate change resilience and adaptation.

This re-design turbulence led to confusion in the field and to short
implementation time frames.’® In other words, strategy re-alignment took priority
over implementation consistency. RTEP, CBARDP and CBNRMP all underwent
refocusing at mid-term and again at final stages of implementation or during loan
extension phases. These were sometimes helpful - as when new disbursement

8 Agricultural Transformation Agenda: We Will Grow Nigeria’s Agricultural Sector, FMARD, September 2011.

™ No. 33, “Agricultural Transformation Agenda: We Will Grow Nigeria’s Agricultural Sector — Draft Blue Print for
Discussion”, FMARD, Abuja, September 9 2011.

™ The RTEP tri-term review was conducted in 2004-05 but only finalised by 2007. The loan amendment was signed in
2009, with retroactive effect to 2007. Then a new PIP had to be prepared, so that by the time implementation began for
Phase 2, there were only two years left before loan closure in 2009.
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rules came in that overcame delays in execution caused by lack of counterpart
funding.”® But in other cases, such shifts sent confusing signals both to programme
staff and to communities, as when community level investments moved from
mainly social to mainly economic investments (CBARDP) and from working with
beneficiaries at community level (through community-based animation teams or
CBATs) to commodity apex development associations (CADAs) which integrate
individual enterprise groups (under CBNRMP). These changes meant that already
agreed community plans had to be changed at IFAD’s behest and this in turn
weakened the sense of community ownership, while state staff had to adjust their
technical guidance.

Geographical coverage at national level and within programmes has reduced
over time, following the last CPE recommendations. Under RTEP and CBARDP, all
but four states in Nigeria were covered, whereas after the closure of CBNRMP in
2016, IFAD’s support will be concentrated in 21 of the 36 states (by CASP, RUFIN
and VCDP)."’ Individual programmes have also reduced in their coverage from
RTEP’s 26 states to VCDP’s six.

As noted in the previous CPE’®, the portfolio has seen very limited geographical
overlap in the states supported by different IFAD programmes, making linkages
difficult and design and implementation efficiency low. Better overlap would make
efficient use of trained staff, build on capacitated local governments and sustain
already existing community assets and cadres. While design documents for more
recent programmes stated that they would build on the achievements of past
programmes, opportunities to build in stronger linkages were also missed, for
example between RTEP and CBNRMP and between RUFIN and VCDP. RTEP’s second
phase concentrated on processing and marketing, but there were limited
connections made with CBNRMP, whose initial focus was on mobilisation and social
infrastructure, albeit in 9 of RTEP’s 26 states. Equally, RUFIN’s support for rural
finance and VCDP’s presence as a vehicle to mobilise actors around a selected
commodity should be complementary. However they only overlap in two states
(Benue and Anambra) while operating in 16 other states independently. Finally
RUMEDP had limited overlap with other IFAD operations, since it proposed to work
in Imo, Benue, Kaduna and Kano, with last two being states new to IFAD.

IFAD’s ambition in a large and economically diverse country like Nigeria is to aim to
reach the poorest communities and to avoid states or regions that are better off.
The CPE has examined the degree of alignment between overall state poverty rates
and IFAD’s programme allocations during the CPE period.

Southern states in Nigeria generally experience substantially less poverty
compared to northern states according to recent national statistics. The latter show
rates between 45 and 50 per cent, while the middle belt are 31 per cent, and South
South are 24-28 per cent and South West 16 per cent. IFAD’s ongoing portfolio
does not reflect this particularly but the newer programmes with CASP in particular
show a better alignment, except for the South East (see figure below).

® CBARDP and CBNRMP were allowed to spend 100% of IFAD’s funds on certain community investments in the last
two years of their life

" Although RUMEDP, had it been approved, would have covered an additional three states.

8 CPE 2009, para 90
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Figure 7
Resources committed by IFAD under COSOP 1 and 2 per region (US$ millions)
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Source: President’'s Reports for RTEP,CBARDP, CBNRMP, RUFIN, VCDP and CASP

While all the portfolio addresses rural poverty alleviation, poverty targeting
within states and within LGAs is not based upon reliable poverty data. The
choice of LGAs and the choice of village areas is meant to be guided by the level of
poverty, as detailed for example in the CBNRMP appraisal papers.’® However, the
availability of reliable sub-state poverty data is inadequate to make this an
objective exercise.® Efforts are made to use participatory methods to select the
poorest locations, but the actual process from the documentary evidence available
remains somewhat opaque. The baseline surveys often do not help in this regard,
because they are usually executed in the already selected LGAs and communities.

While targeting of the poorest at state level raises questions, the portfolio set out
to have good overall outreach, in terms of nhumbers of poor to be assisted. The
design documents all carefully define the characteristics of the poor, including sub-
groups such as the ‘poorest’, the ‘core poor’ or ‘better off’ rural households.
Strategies are then defined that aim to meet the capacities and needs of these
cadres. However, strategies for targeting other specific groups are not so well
defined, such as for rural youth and women, and this has to some extent
hampered the ability of the programmes to effectively reach and support them (see
gender section below). The more recent programmes, RUMEDP, RUFIN and VCDP,
adopted a more flexible approach to the selection of beneficiary groups by allowing
state programme staff to identify existing savings groups or enterprises within
selected local government areas, based on viable levels of production. VCDP has
yet to put in place a robust profiling system to select farming groups that meet
IFAD’s poverty criteria, although it has set out gender and youth targeting criteria
that were absent in previous programmes.

Although Nigeria is no longer regarded as a fragile state®, there are serious areas
of insecurity and insurgency in particular regions, and IFAD’s portfolio needs to
recognise these issues in the design of its interventions and provide mitigation
measures, especially where they are operating in locations particularly exposed to
conflict. In the CPE’s judgement, conflict issues have not been fully recognised in
portfolio design. Given the scale of IFAD’s engagement, its programmes have been
vulnerable to various forms of conflict, insurgency or unrest, whether in the North

" See Working Paper 1, Targeting Considerations, Appraisal Report 2002, p.25ff

% |n CBNRMP for example there are 9 States, 185 LGAs and between 8,444-10,555 villages — hence the cost of
assembling screening data on this scale would be prohibitive.

8 |FAD included Nigeria in its fragile state list in 2013, and then removed it in 2014. (IFAD's Engagement in Fragile and
Conflict-affected States and Situations, May 2015, para 164)
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East from Boko Haram, from pastoralist-farmer conflicts in the middle belt or
violence and unrest in the Delta region. Most programmes, (RTEP, CBARDP, RUFIN
and RUMEDP), do not include any conflict analysis or risk assessment of how
changes introduced by IFAD would affect conflict or insecurity either in a positive or
negative way, or mitigation measures, with the notable exception of CASP, a new
programme that will operate in the conflict-ridden north. For CBNRMP, while no
conflict analysis was undertaken at design, other risks such as corruption and poor
governance were recognised, as well as political instability and ethnic violence in
the Niger Delta, but no accompanying mitigation strategy was identified. The VCDP
design does include insecurity in its risk assessment and proposes mitigation
measures that include emphasizing capacity building of actors, close monitoring
and supervision, promotion of sustainable land and water management practices,
and strengthening women’s and farmer’s organizations.

In general, where a mitigation strategy is put forward at design, it is largely to
avoid working in known conflict zones by selecting LGAs or villages outside of
known areas of disturbance (such as in CBARDP and CASP), and by bringing staff
and beneficiaries located in conflict zones to attend capacity building or other
sessions in safer programme locations (as in CBNRMP). Only the CASP design
suggests active conflict mitigation measures, including CDA mediation and third
party monitoring. Working at community level is correctly assumed to address local
divisions between community groups, and by building capacity and decision-
making at this level, to increase confidence and resilience in facing external
threats.

The approach at programme level does not appear to take into consideration the
historical nature of most of these conflicts (see box 2 below); their capacity to
spread into areas formerly designated as ‘non - conflict’ areas; and also the
possibility of direct and/or indirect effects of these conflicts in IFAD intervention
areas. Also, there is no scenario building process embedded in the various
programmes, with potential remedial actions suggested in the event of conflict
related ‘spill over’ or eventualities.
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Box 2
History of pastoral conflict in Nigeria

The dynamics of pastoral resource governance in Nigeria, but more particularly in the North
Central Region, go back to the 1960s. Fulani pastoralists have been present in Nigeria since the
19" century, but pushed southwards to greener, more productive pastures, at the time that
control of the tse-tse fly was possible. At the same time, sedentary farmers pushed northwards,
and claimed land ownership rights over previous official stock migration routes. Within this
setting, policy contradictions set the stage for subsequent conflict between the Fulani pastoralists
and sedentary farmers. The 1978 National Land Use Decree allowed state and local governments
to decide how to assign and lease land, which led to (more literate) farmers obtaining land
certificates rather than the Fulani. The 1988 National Agricultural Policy aimed to protect 10 per
cent of all national land for grazing reserves, but was not enforced. These latent conflict led to a
surge of violent events happening in the Middle Belt since 2009 (see figure 8 below and annex VI,
table 1 on Pastoral Conflict).

Figure 8
Number of armed conflict events and fatalities involving Fulani and Tiv Militias in the
North Central Region (1998-2014)
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Source: Armed Conflict Location & Event Data Project (ACLED) data, 2015

Source: Anna L Okello, Ayodele O Majekodunmi, Adamu Malala, Susan C Welburn and James Smith (2014)
‘Identifying motivators for state-pastoralist dialogue: Exploring the relationships between livestock services, self-
organisation and conflict in Nigeria's pastoralist Fulani’ Pastoralism.

Corruption and governance. Despite the fact that corruption and weak
governance are identified as one of the main causes of poverty in the COSOP 2010,
which ‘must be addressed by policies and development programmes’, there is very
little said in the portfolio design documents on how programmes will address or
mitigate risks in these areas. As the CPE Governance Background Paper®® explains,
these are important risks recognised widely (for example in Pillar 6 of the ATA),
that influence implementation and sustainability at all levels. While IFAD’s
programmes include strong internal regulatory controls covering financial and
procurement arrangements, and regular supervisory attention in this area, there
are less effective measures put in place to mitigate misuse of government
contributions intended for programme support or of assets funded by IFAD but then
appropriated for other uses. VCDP makes more explicit mention in its programme
implementation manual of measures, which align with the Nigerian government’s

‘Good Governance Agenda’.®?

Varying and mostly poor level of state government commitments was a known
lesson from earlier IFAD operations such as RTEP, yet some follow-on programmes
retained a high dependency on such counterpart funding contributions (CBARDP,
CBNRMP). CBARDP sought to address the issue by instigating state-level loan
agreements, with some success, although Kano State chose not to participate.
Underlying many states’ reluctance to provide agreed counterpart funding is the

® Stella I. Amadi. IFAD CPE Governance Background Paper. September 2015.
8 VCDP Programme Implementation Manual, Chapter 3.3
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low priority given to agriculture as opposed to the social sectors or transport or
manufacturing, especially in the southern states. Growth in the sector has been
difficult with little policy coherence, weak institutions and the negative effects of
subsidies and import bans.?* IFAD’s relatively minor presence as a donor has also
reduced the level of attention wealthy states give.

IFAD reduced the state funding percentage in RUFIN, VCDP and CASP, but having
done this, the design documents did not then identify more effective mechanisms
to ensure that even the reduced contributions would be paid in a timely fashion.
RUFIN has been particularly affected (as discussed below), with low disbursement
(only 33 per cent of approved funding has been released by partners in March
2014), so it seems evident that appropriate mechanisms are hard to design.
Avoiding subsidiary loan agreements at state level has added scope for flexibility of
funding. In addition, it will require effective monitoring of state performance in
combination with a wider set of measures to be able to penalise under-performing
states more stringently and reward those that do deliver.

While IFAD has led the way on instilling CDD approaches within local government,
its decision to work with government staff in designing and implementing
interventions that are typically market and private sector driven
(processing/value chain/finance) is a questionable design choice. The last CPE
raised concerns that IFAD was not well positioned to do this.®* For VCDP the notion
of asking bureaucrats to develop value chains and of providing matching one-off
grants is a questionable approach® and runs counter to previous experience®’ and
the approaches of other development partners such as USAID and DFID. For
RUFIN, the design is more appropriate in that it is in a highly relevant sector given
the major gaps in rural credit provision, and focuses on capacity building rather
than direct investment. RUFIN includes a wide range of partners from all levels of
government, a wide range of commercial actors (Central Bank of Nigeria (CBN),
formal and non-regulated banks) and community actors, and following a redesign
at mid-term, specific strategies to work with national, middle (MFIs) and bottom
tier actors (local government and savings and credit groups) have been identified.

Moreover, VCDP is not in line with IFAD’s technical guidance on matching grants®
which stresses that grants should not subsidize investments and should be used
only when they can mobilize or be linked with non-grant investments or loans.

Even though the PDR refers to the IFAD policy note, the detailed design does not
build a sound case for the use of this instrument. In the field, the VCDP programme
staff are designing a range of on-farm production and off-farm processing
investments with farmer groups, modelled on modalities used by the World Bank
Fadama 3 project. The agreements provide for a one year injection of IFAD funding
to provide inputs or equipment, but no involvement of any private sector co-
investor or real value addition — only bulk purchasing.

Overall, the portfolio is moderately satisfactory (4) with regard to relevance, even
though this rating hides strong variation. Also, there is no clear trajectory that
relevance has improved with time. RTEP’s relevance was lower because its scope
was too ambitious and its redesign to support processing and marketing came with
too little implementation time to be effective. CBARDP and CASP are rated higher
because of their consistency with past initiatives and their sound, innovative and
well-desighed commitment to promoting community-led development in a
challenging environment. On the other hand, CBNRMP’s relevance is rated lower
because of its unrealistic reliance on high state funding levels, its greater re-design

8 Nigeria Country Assistance Evaluation, IEG, World Bank, 2010, p.64ff

% The last CPE rated the phase 2 re-design of RTEP as moderately unsatisfactory, because the authors felt that
working through ADP / government-staffed implementation units would hamper the intended move to a market-led
Erivate sector driven approach.

® Stella I. Amadi. IFAD CPE Governance Background Paper. September 2015.

8 For example, Socio Economic Study of Rice, Cassava and Palm Oil Value Chains, E. Osijo, IFAD research paper,
2010

8 Matching Grants, Technical Note, 2012, IFAD

44



Appendix Il EC 2016/93/W.P.3

97.

98.

99.

100.

turbulence and its weak linkages with previous projects, such as RTEP. RUFIN and
RUMEDP are moderately satisfactory because while they reduced the coverage and
counterpart funding levels, and addressed critical sectors affecting the rural
farming community, they had weaknesses in terms of lack of conflict analysis and
targeting. Finally, VCDP has important flaws in terms of targeting, provision of
subsidies and the over-dependence on government to lead what is essentially a
private sector activity and thus is only moderately unsatisfactory (3).

Effectiveness

This section considers whether the outcomes and outputs of programmes under
review, including CBARDP, CBNRMP, RTEP and RUFIN, have been or are being
effectively achieved within the allocated resources. %°

The evidence available on results demonstrates that the level of effectiveness is
mixed and varies significantly in magnitude between programme locations and over
time. The quality of data is also often inconsistent or inaccurate, and this is largely
due to weaknesses in the M&E systems of the programmes (see box 3). As noted in
the PPA of CBARDP, which looked at this issue in some detail, this raises important
questions over the veracity of the results claimed. The quality of data was also
recognised as unsatisfactory by IFAD’s West and Central Africa Division in their
status report ratings (see annex VI, table 2).

Box 3
The challenge of M&E

Across the CPE portfolio, design documents provide an elaborate and usually over-ambitious
architecture for M&E, often demanding a strong participatory element. Well-qualified and
experienced M&E staff needed to be recruited and trained to implement these designs. As a result
of delayed start-up, key activities such as baselines and MIS designs were usually late. Good staff
were in some cases recruited (especially at national programme office level), but at state level
there was a shortage of candidates and subsequent high turnover. IFAD’s RIMS system was
adopted and drove M&E data collection in a way that reinforced a top-down, rather rigid indicator-
driven approach. The strain on implementing this system with limited counterpart funding was
evident. For example, the number of monitoring visits in CBARDP was only 52 per cent of target.
Weak community understanding of how to do participatory M&E has meant that, as noted by
supervisions and PCRs, the M&E function was limited to measuring achievements of activities
against targets. Any deeper analysis of performance results was missing, and thematic studies
that could have provided richer insights, though budgeted for, were not undertaken.

Achievement of objectives: According to the indicators and self-assessments,
the programmes have made good progress towards achieving the stated
objectives. Levels of achievement vary though. As for the earlier programmes, the
achievements were mainly around productivity gains. RTEP reports state that
achieved objectives include increased returns on labour for processing (by 124 per
cent) and a decrease in the number of farmers selling at farm-gate prices (by 71
per cent). The yields and outputs for roots and tubers increased according to
targets. The number of farmers that have added value to root and tuber crops was
below target (176,207 against a target of 200,000).

The community-based programmes designed under the 1 COSOP, CBARDP and
CBNRMP, had their objectives focussed on community capacity development. These
were generally achieved. CBARDP by and large achieved its three objectives on (1)
empowerment of poor rural women and men (2) institutionalization of programme
policies and processes, and capacity building of public and private sector service
providers, and (3) supporting balanced sustainable social, agricultural and
economic development interventions.®® CBNRMP, being in its final year, has
achieved most of its objectives. The first objective centres on the strengthening of
rural community and service provider capacity for community development, and is
measured by the number of community groups strengthened and applying the CDD
approach. It has nearly been achieved. The second objective states that the
community development fund be established and effectively disbursing. 88 per cent

8 CBARDP, CBNRMP, RTEP and RUFIN are included because they have either been completed or are at an
advanced stage of implementation.
% See CBARDP PPA chapter IIl, section A - Effectiveness
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of beneficiary households increased their income by 60 per cent (against a target
of half of beneficiaries increasing incomes by a quarter). 36 per cent of households
have improved drinking water sources and sanitation for households (against a 30
per cent target). The only indicator not being satisfactorily achieved is job creation
(nearly 67,000 jobs created against a target of over 97,500).

101. The last programme, RUFIN, presents a confusing picture in terms of its indicators,
with differing figures in its work plans, RIMS tables and progress reports, which
makes it hard to judge the extent of progress made. Three modifications have been
made to the logframe and appraisal targets have been modified, so leading to
inconsistent progression in measurable indicators. Sampled state level RIMS data
contain numerous errors and contradict other programme-wide tracking tools,
which makes it unclear how actual numbers reported are reached. Keeping the
aforementioned issues in mind, reported results stated in supervision missions and
self-assessments suggest that the four current objectives are being achieved. At
the national level RUFIN has catalysed policy dialogue amongst sector players
leading to partnerships between CBN, Bank of Agriculture (BOA) and microfinance
banks (MFBs), cooperative policy and law development by the Federal Department
of Cooperatives and refinancing through NAPEP. BOA and CBN’s acceptance of the
mandate to deliver rural credit is a critical step to changing the landscape of
financial service provision to the rural poor. Overall, while RUFIN still has 2 years to
run (closing in 2017), the programme has moved ahead substantially since the
mid-term review (MTR) and has exceeded several targets already, but it still faces
the challenge of bringing the formal banking sector closer to the poor rural
borrower and overcoming the risks of coverage of remoter areas.

102. Outreach: As the PPA for CBARDP has pointed out, IFAD’s programmes are not
very transparent in defining beneficiaries and counting them in an accurate way
that avoids double counting across categories and over time. The requirement by
RIMS to count different types of activity achieved against targets, and to record
numbers of beneficiaries for each in an exclusive way, has made it difficult to
estimate actual numbers. Given these words of caution, the levels of achievement
against appraisal target are summarised in table 8, detailed in table 5 in annex VI,
and discussed in detail below.

Table 8
Achievement against targeted beneficiaries for RTEP, CBARDP, CBNRMP and RUFIN

Programme Direct beneficiaries Direct beneficiaries % against target
targeted reached

RTEP 5 200 000 1 004 999 19%

CBARDP 2 500 000 1 207 909 48%

CBNRMP 2 800 000 2 782 859 99%

RUFIN 2 070 000 4 167 001 201%

Source: RTEP Loan Agreement, May 2000, pg. 14; CBARDP President's Report, September 2001, pg. 12; CBNRMP
RIMS data 2015; RUFIN Supervision Report June 2014; VCDP Design Report Volume |, 2012, pg. 30; CASP Final
Programme Report 2013, pg. xvi; CASP President's Report 2013, pg. 8; RTEP PCR 2010, pg. 2; CBARDP PCR 2014,
pg. viii; CBNRMP RIMS data 2015; RUFIN Supervision Report June 2015

103. RTEP under-performed against expected outreach. The project completion report
(PCR) reports that of the target of 5.2 million beneficiaries, only a 1 million
(772,244 male and 180,955 female) received support. The reduced result was
largely due to lack of counterpart funds and stretched capacity across a vast area
of Nigeria. For CBARDP, while investments exceeded targets, beneficiary outreach
was disappointing. Agricultural and economic investments generally fell below the
appraisal target, while social investments were mostly above.* A total of 28,116
investments were made in infrastructure, agriculture, rural enterprise and finance,
many targeting women and vulnerable groups. In almost all cases the numbers of

1 RIMS report 2010
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such investments achieved exceeded targets substantially®?, with the greatest
delivery achieved when additional funds and different disbursement rules occurred
in the loan extension period (2010-13). CBNRMP’s outreach was hampered by
receiving only 16 per cent of the expected contributions from state governments.
This severe lack of support has been the overwhelming reason why most of the
appraisal targets for outputs were not met. Although the level of delivery was very
good in the communities that were reached and higher than in CBARDP, RIMS data
show between 50-70 per cent achievement for second tier indicators by the end of
2014.%2 RUFIN RIMS 2015 data suggest that over 4.1 million people out of the
targeted 2 million at appraisal are receiving programme services, in the sense of
support for group formation and training (though not credit), indicating an
achievement of around 201 per cent.

Box 4
CBARDP Beneficiary estimation

The appraisal target was to reach 400,000 households estimated to contain 2.8 million people.
With the withdrawal of Kano state, the target would have fallen to 2.4 million. The estimate for
the actual number of direct beneficiaries given in the PCR is 1.2 m or some 43 per cent of the
original planned figure, or around half of the revised target. As the PCR states, the number of
indirect beneficiaries would include many more people such as those who were able to take part in
the awareness and capacity building activities, those who were household members of direct
beneficiaries, as well as people who generally benefited from road improvements, health services
and water supplies, which could reach the entire village area population and beyond in some
cases.

Not acknowledged by the PCR, however, is the possibility of double counting. There is no doubt
that when a range of investments are clustered within a single village area, that many of the
same households would be likely to benefit from different assets. In general, the underlying basis
for the beneficiary numbers given in the PCR is not given, and when one compares the number of
beneficiaries per activity type there are some unlikely results. For example, the average direct
beneficiaries per educational and health facility is 14, for roads it is 9 but in contrast per
agricultural activity it is 56.

Source: IOE. 2015. PPA of CBARDP

104. Food crop varieties: A traditional focus of IFAD in Nigeria has been to support the
development and dissemination of new food crop varieties within the loan portfolio
and through grants (see Chapter VI). RTEP introduced new crop production
technology and improved varieties, including new 12 varieties of cassava and 13
varieties of yam. These were multiplied and distributed to 18,750 farmers who
received 453,543 bundles of improved cassava cutting, 1,081,638 seed yam,
716,040 cocoyam corms and 711,422 sweet potato vines. Adoption rates were
reportedly high (70-80 per cent) for recommended cassava varieties, which is
impressive, but the effect on production was constrained by sub-optimal husbandry
practices, particularly poor weed control and low fertilizer use. New varieties were
introduced in CBARDP, but the process of adoption has not been systematically
documented through supervision. CBNRMP also introduced new varieties. The latest
supervision states progress is below target; only 17.2% of the beneficiaries
adopted new technologies (against a target of 30%).

105. Access to credit: A major focus for the programmes designed under the 1%
COSOP was to enable access to credit for the rural poor. The community-based
programmes established community development funds (CDFs). This model was a
particular success in CBARDP where the number of people accessing loans
increased from 5,127 in 2004 to 78,825 in 2012, and the loan amounts rose from
NGN 2 million to NGN 74 million over the same period. The model has not been
successful in CBNRMP; instead the programme focussed on establishing linkages
with the non-banking institutions (DAC, LAPO). Still, achievements in terms of
access to financial services remained below target. RUFIN’s approach was instead
to facilitate linkages for the savings groups with various financial service providers.
10,005 mostly existing savings/credit groups have been strengthened (as against
the targeted 7,500). Around NGN 780 million (as against around NGN 275 million

2 Although the origin of these targets as noted already is unclear.
% The PCR is still under preparation, and the final results may show higher levels of achievement.
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targeted) have been mobilized as savings or deposits by beneficiaries. Credit
provision stands at almost 377,000 clients (against a target of 80,000) with the
volume of credit disbursed at NGN 2.2 billion as against the targeted NGN 930
million.**

A major challenge which RUFIN tried to address is linking groups of the
‘unbankable’ poor with financial service providers (who cannot be reached by
formal banks because of remoteness or lack of assets). In this respect, non-
banking institutions, such as DEC and LAPO, have played a critical role in reaching
this key IFAD target group, because of their extremely effective, low-cost and
small-scale outreach approach (see box on DEC microfinance below)

Box 5
DEC microfinance

Out of the MFIs involved in Benue, the Development Exchange Centre (DEC) is the only one that
explicitly provides service to women producers and traders through financial support, microcredit,
savings mobilization, and other loans products namely: on lending loans, loans insurance, micro
enterprise support and equipment loans. As of 2013 it had 90 offices and 924.6 million Naira in
deposits, and in 2014 it had provided 13,8 million Naira in loans and had 120,413 borrowers. It
also provides pre-disbursement training, as well as trainings in record keeping, loan utilization,
and business development. In Benue, DEC has been the most successful institution in reaching
out to women (41 per cent of all borrowers were DEC women clients) and in providing loans (69
per cent of loan value was DEC’s). Though their loan to savings ratio is 349 per cent, compared to
the MFB’s ratio of 57 per cent, DEC gives small loans that recycle into new loans quickly, so their
clients are always borrowing. Nonetheless, the small scale of lending and slow increase in each
cycle that they offer prevents upscaling for those with higher demand.

These impressive figures hide some inherent weaknesses of the RUFIN approach.
First, indigenous forms of microfinance have a long history in Nigeria and have led
to the existence of a large number of community savers and credit groups.®®
RUFIN’s approach was basically to pick up those existing groups, provide them with
training and link them to the existing banking and non-banking institutions.
Second, the access to formal financial services facilitated through RUFIN falls short
of the existing demand. RUFIN RIMS data suggests that the extent to which the
demand for credit has been covered varies from 18 to 94 per cent. States with high
poverty rates and low presence of the formal banking institutions have been
lagging behind. Data provided to the CPE mission in Benue show that credit
outreach is far lower in this state, reaching only seven per cent.® In other locations
where a larger number of development finance actors are servicing the same
beneficiaries, for example in Lagos State, it is difficult to attribute results to the
programme because some of the RUFIN beneficiaries are also being serviced by
other programmes.®’

Box 6
RUFIN has supported small groups to obtain production and marketing loans

The BOA Doma branch, Nasarawa has successfully provided a total of N11.6 million in loans to
10 savings and credit groups that have been trained and linked through RUFIN. These loans are
either through BOA’s microcredit window, and include a farming credit window at 12 per cent
interest p.a. over 20 months for cassava, or a shorter term marketing loan window at 20 per
cent interest p.a. RUFIN has helped the groups meet the bank