"
JUIFAD

Enabling poor rural people
to overcome poverty

Document of the Operations Evaluation Department othe African Development Bank and the
Office of Evaluation of the International Fund for Agricultural Development

A Joint Evaluation of AfDB and IFAD Operations in
Agriculture and Rural Development in Africa

Portfolio Analysis
of AfDB and IFAD in Agriculture and Rural Development
in Africa

Changes in Quality at Entry of Projects and CountryStrategies
in a Selection of Ten African Countries

June 2009






A Joint Evaluation of AfDB and IFAD Operations
in Agriculture and Rural Development in Africa

Portfolio Analysis

Table of Contents

Abbreviations and Acronyms iii
Executive Summary

<

l. INTRODUCTION
A. Purpose and Focus
B. Methodology
C. Report Structure

WrR PR

[I.  BACKGROUND: INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATIONS AND ONGOING R EFORM
PROCESSES 3
A. Institutional Evaluations — Main Findings and Recoemdations 3
B. Adapting Policies, Structures and Business Prosessitne Corporate Level 7
C. Assessment of Performance and Business Procesg&hait Preliminary Findings 11

lll.  ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 14
A. Policy Content Indicators 14
B. Alignment and Harmonization Indicators 15
C. Business Process Indicators 15

IV. ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE AGAINST INDICATORS OF CHANG E AND

GOOD PRACTICE 16
A. AfDB’s Portfolio 16
B. IFAD’s Portfolio 22
C. Examples of Good Practice 30
V. IMPLICATIONS FOR RELEVANCE, COMPARATIVE ADVANTAGES AND
PARTNERSHIPS 32
A. The Relevance Paradox: Is the Gap Closing? 32
B. Becoming Knowledge Organizations for Policy Diale@u 34
C. Opening to Harmonization and Partnership: but &giatChange Still Awaited 34
VI. CONCLUSION 35
APPENDICES
1. List of Documents Reviewed 37
2. List of People Interviewed at IFAD and AfDB Headdeas 41
3. Analytical Framework Matrix 43
4. Examples of Good Practice 51

5. Bibliography 59



BOXES

Support to a Sector-wide Approach in Agriculturd amzania
Scaling Up in AfDB Supported Projects in Burkinessba
Benchmarking State Performance in Nigeria
Improvements in IFAD’s Targeting Approach in Nigeri
IFAD Harmonization with Other Donors in Rwanda
Accountability Mechanisms in IFAD Project in Rwanda
IFAD’s Knowledge Management in Mali

IFAD’s Results-based Management in Rwanda

IFAD’s Responses to Broad Risks in Kenya

©CoNoOhrhwWNE

TABLES

1. List of Country Strategies Approved for Countriasluded in Analysis
2. Areas Where AfDB and IFAD are Complementary

19
20
21
24
26
27
28
29
30

35



Abbreviations and Acronyms

ADF African Development Fund

AfDB African Development Bank

ARD agriculture and rural development

ASDP Agriculture Sector Development Programme,Zbaia

CPE country programme evaluation (IFAD)

CPM Country Programme Manager (IFAD)

CSP country strategy paper (AfDB), more recerdijedd RBCSP
COSOP country strategic opportunities programrrA)

IEE Independent External Evaluation of IFAD

IFAD International Fund for Agricultural Developmte

JE Joint AfDB-IFAD evaluation

M&E monitoring and evaluation

MTEF medium-term expenditure framework

NEEDS National Empowerment and Economic DevelogrBénategy, Nigeria
OE Office of Evaluation (IFAD)

OPEV Operations Evaluation Department (AfDB)

PFM public finance management

PMU project management unit

PROAGRI National Agriculture Development Programid@zambique
PRSP poverty reduction strategy paper

RBCSP results-based country strategy paper (AfDB)

RIMS Results and Impact Management System (IFAD)
SEEDS State Empowerment and Economic Developnieste§y, Nigeria
SWAp sector-wide approach

SWOT strengths, weaknesses, opportunities andtthre

AfDB operations

ARISP Agriculture and Rural Institutions Supporbject, Nigeria
DASIP District Agriculture Sector Investment Prdjetanzania
PADAB Bugesera Agricultural Development Supportjecy Rwanda

PADER-GK Decentralized Rural Development Suppodijdtt, Burkina Faso
PAIGELAC Inland Lakes Integrated Development anchitgement Support Project,

Rwanda
PICOFA Community Investment Project for AgricultliFertility, Burkina Faso
SNPFS Support to the National Programme for Foadi@g, Nigeria

IFAD operations

ASP Agricultural Support Programme, Mozambique

ASDPL Agriculture Sector Development Programme-kteek, Tanzania

KWAMP Kirehe Community-Based Watershed Managemeaijelet, Rwanda

MUVI Rural Micro, Small and Medium Enterprise SuppBrogramme, Tanzania

PAPSTA Support Project for the Strategic Plarther Transformation of Agriculture,
Rwanda

PROMER Rural Markets Promotion Programme, Mozan#biqu

RFSP Rural Finance Support Programme, Mozambique

RUFIN Rural Finance Institutions-building Programryégeria

RUMEDP Rural Microenterprise Development ProgramNigeria

SHoMaP Smallholder Horticulture Marketing Programikenya

SSLDP Southern Sudan Livelihoods Development Progeaan

WSRMP Western Sudan Resources Management Progradorahan






A Joint Evaluation of AfDB and IFAD Operations
in Agriculture and Rural Development in Africa

Portfolio Analysis

Executive Summary

1. The present report summarises the findings of &wewf country strategies, projects and
programmes currently funded by the African DeveleptrBank (AfDB) and the International Fund
for Agricultural Development (IFAD) in the agricute and rural development (ARD) sector in
selected African countries. This analysis is péithe Joint AfDB-IFAD Evaluation (JE) on ARD in
Africa, being carried out by the independent eviidumeoffices of AfDB and IFAD.

2.  Objective. The objective of this review of the current poritafreferred to as “current portfolio
analysis” from now onwards in the document) is $sess the extent to which lessons from past
operations and recent reform initiatives have bedlacted in a selection of recent country straegi
and operations, approved after the respective emlignt external evaluations of AfDB (African
Development Fund [ADF] VII-IX Evaluation, 2003/4né IFAD (Independent External Evaluation
[IEE], 2004/5).

3. Methodology. An analytical framework matrix (see Appendix 3)apfality at entry indicators
was developed to assess the scale and directichamige in the policies and operations of the two
organizations. The matrix contains 18 indicatorbjclv were defined on the basis of new policy
guidance, the institutional evaluations and thdirpreary findings of the joint evaluation as comted

in the interim repoft The 18 indicators address relevance, performandgpartnership issues. These
indicators were grouped into three clusters: patiogitent, alignment and harmonization and business
processes indicators. Each indicator was brokenndawo four levels, which were described
separately for each individual indicator. The agesicportfolio was assessed against the least
ambitious (1) to the most ambitious (4) positiog-&ivis each of the indicators of the frameworle;, th
approach taken made the ratings qualitative rdttzar quantitative.

4.  The analysis consisted of a review of new resudtsed IFAD country strategic opportunities
programmes (COSOPs) and AfDB country strategy mad€@SPs) and a selection of ARD
programmes and projects that have been approvee s$he institutional evaluations of the two
organizations and the issuing of new corporatéegjias and policy guidelines. The sample comprised
all available country strategies and two to thré&DAprojects per agency in 10 African countries. The
sample was assessed against each qualitative ¢éviiie indicator and evidence of change in
behaviour and examples of emerging good practice wentified.

5. Policy content.The analysis of the current portfolio concluded thath agencies score well on
policy content issues. The focus on rural povestgenerally well defined, particularly at the st
level. This is stronger for IFAD, which is unsuging given its mandate. AfDB tends to focus on
economic development and pro-poor growth rathen thaverty reduction as such, but there is
evidence of increased focus on rural poverty ipeoase to the recommendations of country portfolio
reviews. However, the Bank often assumes the existef linkages between economic growth and
poverty reduction, rather than analysing such links

6. IFAD has a clearer targeting strategy, which is edded in the targeting policy approved by

the Board in September 2006. AfDB tends to be qgéteeric about targeting whereas IFAD provides
a better indication of who is targeted, although ttrechanisms for targeting are not always specified
in detail.

! See http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/jointevalaaiidocs/index.htm.
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7. AfDB seems to be doing more background analysishencountry context but the extent to
which it makes use of it to inform investment clesiés not always clear. AfDB analysis often covers
a range of issues, beyond ARD, including the malitcontext, the macroeconomic framework and the
social sectors. In contrast, IFAD strategies argjept design documents often lack perspective and
analysis on the broader context. The analysis tendwve straight into ARD and rural poverty issues
sometimes without careful consideration of the afieg context and how it may impinge on ARD.
Analysis on the nature and causes of poverty isend@veloped in IFAD strategies and operations,
although gender analysis and in-depth social aisalgsnot as comprehensive as required in both
organizations.

8. Project documents often include substantial analgi ARD potential and constraints and
designed interventions are defined accordingly. el®v, synergies across a range of operations and
ARD interventions by other development partners aingiven country context need greater
consideration in the future by both organizations.

9. It is however fair to underline that in the conteftthe &' replenishment in 2008, the Fund
developed papers on its role in middle income aeem{MICs) and fragile states, and a full policy o
its engagement in MICs will be developed in 2018dAhe Bank recently established a Fragile States
Unit and Fragile States Facility which will suppadeeper analysis of the issues in difficult
environments.

10. The meta-evaluation of performance of past IFAD &fiDB operations in ARD in Africa,
conducted as part of the interim phase of the did that the relevance of the operations of the tw
organizations was high (90 per cent for IFAD ando@® cent for AfDBJ. Around 60 per cent of the
projects in both organizations were effective orderately effective. IFAD was found to be more
efficient than the Bank (around 66 per cent of IFg\Projects were considered moderately efficient,
compared to 50 per cent of those funded by the Baiile evaluation undertook an analysis of project
effectiveness by component, and found livestock prmments to be most successful, followed by
community development and capacity building ofrilnel poor and their organizations, and irrigation
development. The components with least success these related to rural finance and women-
specific activities. Overall, IFAD’s performancevi®aker in Africa than in the rest of the world.

11. There is evidence of improvement in both agencidké use of outcome and impact indicators,
as result of the adoption of results-based managemBEAD’s corporate results measurement
framework is currently being expanded to captuvade array of inputs, outputs and outcome related
indicators. However, there are still challengedeinms of availability of quantified and time-bound
indicators, and the use of intermediate targetmfiarm mid-term reviews and assist the necessary
adjustments over the life of the projects.

12. Alignment and harmonization. The analysis documented substantial policy alignnan
strategy and operations level for both organizatidDountry strategies and projects are generally
coherent with country priorities and national ppldocuments.

13. The analysis also found increasing emphasis onrdwarononization, particularly at the strategy
level. Such concern for donor harmonization is regsy in some countries (e.g. Mozambique,
Tanzania) than in other (e.g. Morocco, Sudan).tBatpractice of donor harmonization objectives has
been limited due to insufficient country presenoed aesources for non-lending activities. In IFAD,
efforts are being made to provide guidance to siafjpartnership approaches, as manifested in the
dedicated paper on the topic presented to the@enishment consultation in 2008.

14. There is little evidence of alignment with counpryblic finance management (PFM) systems in
the ARD sector. With a few exceptions (e.g. IFADMpzambique and IFAD and AfDB in Tanzania),

2 The meta-evaluation was based mainly on evalustimdertaken between 2003 and 2007, which assessed

projects and strategies approved for the mostipatie period 1990-2000, although a number of ttogepts
evaluated continued to disburse funds until 2008620'he evaluated projects and programmes thergiee
dated the recent reforms.
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the two organizations still tend to rely on convemal project modalities, which largely use the
organization’s own mechanisms and procedures @livoduproject management units (PMUSs), specific
procurement rules and special bank accounts), nd #RD operations. AfDB has been however
making considerable progress in alignment with PiaMts support to other areas, as it provides
general budget support in several countries. IFAICE on Sector-wide Approaches for Agriculture
and Rural Development (September 2005) does nmivatlto participate in either general or sector
budget support.

15. Policy dialogue features increasingly prominentiybioth AfDB and IFAD country strategies,
although it remains to be defined how the ageneies going to translate their policy dialogue
objectives into practice with current country prasearrangements and staff skills and competencies.
There is also little evidence that resources afnagbdirected to non-project policy engagement
activities. Some recent projects have policy supptaments built in, but mechanisms for ensuring
that lessons from project implementation are effett used for wider policy dialogue need to be
defined more clearly.

16. Business processed.he analysis found considerable variation in bussngrocess indicators
across agencies and operations. Overall, IFAD seernave done a lot more thinking than AfDB on
the business process issues discussed here. I gitogress (at least in terms of design) on a numbe
of fronts, particularly knowledge management aneali supervision and implementation support.
Some questions remain however with regards to épehdof the envisaged change — e.g. analysis of
targeting constraints, policy leadership and inflies capacity to generate and disseminate knowledge
and resource and skills availability for effectilieect supervision and implementation support.

17. Both agencies emphasize the importance of partioipalthough in some cases this is more
focused on consultation rather than active stakinobengagement. Limited attention is given to
politics and power in determining the workings audcomes of participatory approaches.

18. Innovation thinking is stronger for IFAD than AfDB-AD presents its innovation focus as its
comparative advantage. AfDB is more concerned \githling up existing approaches piloted
successfully by itself or by other agencies. Lird@gbetween scaling up and knowledge
management/lesson learning during the pilot pheserdical, but are not often made explicit.

19. IFAD has a corporate knowledge management stra(8gptember 2007), and knowledge
management is a highlight in IFAD results-based OBS and recent operations. But details about
knowledge management strategic objectives and tparational implications (including for human
resources) are still to be articulated in the cgustrategies and project design documents reviewed
Attention to knowledge management and lesson legrisi generally weak across the AfDB portfolio
although there is an increasing interest in stitegmjhg economic and sector studies. The Bank
recently adopted a knowledge management strategyhlsuis focused mainly on the work of the
Chief Economist’'s complex.

20. Results-based management and monitoring and eial8M&E) are important features of new
COSOPs and CSPs, but challenges remain in theiatpealisation at project level where attention is
often devoted to output level indicators. At bd@A\D and the AfDB, efforts are being made to ensure
a wider implementation of the Results and Impachdgment System (RIMS), which also includes
impact level indicators. All in all, M&E is stilargely focused on project level and used for imaér
agency purposes, and linkages with country M&Eesystare not yet sufficiently emphasized.

21. The AfDB and IFAD both display increasing attenttonissues of sustainability at the level of
strategy. At the project level, both agencies treadgtainability systematically, with analyzes of
economic and financial sustainability, even thougintextual issues and the consequences for
operations are not always analyzed sufficientlyit Bkrategies are not often made explicit or are
insufficiently defined. Both agencies consider logarticipation and ownership to be the basis for
ensuring project sustainability.
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22. Risk analysis is included and risk mitigation measudentified in project design documents.
But risks are often narrowly defined. AfDB tendsfteus on financial risks. IFAD also tends to
concentrate on narrowly defined risks and doesofitetn consider risks associated with the wider
context (such as political, environmental and ewkrisks), although there are a few exceptions.

23. The need for partnerships is increasingly highkghin country strategies, particularly IFAD’s,
but less so in operations. The arrangements foinguytartnership objectives into practice are gpdbé
clearly defined by both agencies.

24. On the whole, the analysis confirms that changen@erway in both organizations with several
ongoing initiatives aimed at improving performaracel development effectiveness. Design processes
are being adjusted in line with new policy direngaand business process models. Country strategies
are becoming better aligned with country policyogties and improvements are evident in context
analysis, lesson learning from previous experignimesis on poverty outcomes, emphasis on policy
dialogue and management for results.

25. Project design is also being strengthened. IFADR®E focusing on improving targeting, and
building knowledge management and policy engagemettt project components. AfDB has
improved its poverty focus and strategic selegtiwt interventions, and introduced new guidelines
and processes for enhanced quality-at-entry. Bajhrozations have been making progress in terms
of aligning operations with country policies, stgémening stakeholder participation across the ptoje
cycle and building up M&E systems, even though nedferts are required in the latter area.

26. There is still some way to go however on a numbesritical issues, including: risk analysis
and management, sustainability and exit stratedgieslepth analysis of the policy context and
processes, capacities and skills for policy engagenand attention and responsiveness to the hroade
and changing context (particularly for IFAD).

27. Greater clarity and definition of strategic directiis also required in several areas. Comparative
advantages should be analyzed rather than assumdeth@ analysis should be used as a basis for
exploring synergies and potential partnerships witter development partners. The strategy, purpose
and operational implications of the current ambigsi@n policy dialogue, knowledge management and
donor harmonization also need to be clearly awdied.

28. Finally, strengthened policy engagement and domardination call for expanded country

presence and systems for capturing and generatiogl&dge, managing information and nurturing
relationships with country stakeholders.
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A Joint Evaluation of AfDB and IFAD Operations
in Agriculture and Rural Development in Africa®

Portfolio Analysis

Main Report

l. INTRODUCTION
A. Purpose and Focus

1.  This report summarises the findings and conclusafrthie analysis of the current portfolio of
strategies and operations funded by the Africanelzgment Bank (AfDB) and the International Fund
for Agricultural Development (IFAD) in agricultugnd rural development (ARD) in selected African
countries. This analysis is part of the ongoingntiBivaluation by AfDB and IFAD on ARD in Africa.

2. This analysis of the current portfolio complementiser reviews conducted as part of the Joint
Evaluation (JE). In particular, it follows on frommmeta-evaluation of past performance and a review
of the organizations’ business processes, bothumted in the interim phase of the JE. The anabyfsis
the current portfolio also complements country Esidarried out in eight African countries to tiwt
conclusions and hypotheses which emerged in teenmiphase.

3.  The objective of the portfolio review is to assdhe extent to which lessons from past
operations and recent reform initiatives have bedected in a selection of recent country straggi
and operations, approved following the respecinependent external evaluations of AfDB (2003/4)
and IFAD (2004/5).

4.  Over the last three years or so, both the AfDB WD have introduced changes in their
operations and business processes in order to wapheir relevance and performance. New policies
and guidance on country strategies, project desigpervision and targeting, amongst other, have
been introduced. The effects of these changes sultseare not yet reflected in independent
evaluations because of the time lags involved ialwations, and it is also too early for these new
processes to be reflected at the level of impduwerdfore, the main focus of this portfolio analyisis
on ongoing and recently designed operations rakizer past or future ones. It concentrates on cpuntr
strategy and programme design and related procesglsr than outputs or outcomes and in this
respect it differs from the other work of the Jdivaluation. The analysis looks at the extent tictvh
lessons from previous evaluations have been caphyeecent strategies and operations; and how far
the new strategies and operations have incorpoithidnain elements of the evolving operating
models of the two organizations, as defined inmecerporate strategies and policy guidelines. The
analysis also seeks to identify cases of good ipead terms of calibre of strategies and quality o
project and programme design in the two organiratio

B. Methodology

5.  The analysis focused on country strategy docunmamdsproject designs of a limited number of
selected countries. The analysis covered 10 casnivhere the AfDB and IFAD have ongoing ARD
operations: Burkina Faso, Ghana, Kenya, Mali, MoogdMozambique, Nigeria, Rwanda, Sudan and
Tanzania. Burkina Faso and Kenya were includeché sample in addition to the eight countries
where the JE is conducting detailed country studiée reason for adding these two countries was
that IFAD does not have new results-based couttayegiies (COSOPS) for all the eight countries in

% This report was produced under the leadershipnafréw Shepherd, Overseas Development Institute.
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the JE (Table 1). The decision was therefore takemclude two additional countries for which
results-based COSOPs were available.

6. The main documents reviewed during the analysithefcurrent portfolio were: results-based
country strategies (CSPs for the AfDB and COSOPYIHRAD), approved since 2005 in the case of
AfDB and since 2006 in the case of IFARnd project design/appraisal documents and sisparv
reports for two or more ARD projects per countrydach organization.

Table 1. List of Country Strategies Approved for @untries Included in Analysis

Countries IFAD COSOP AfDB CSP
Ghana 6/06* 6/05
Mali 12/07 11/05
Morocco 11/99* 6/06
Rwanda 9/07 11/05
Tanzania 9/07 5/06
Mozambique 9/04* 4/06
Nigeria 9/01* 6/05
Sudan 9/02 11/03*
Burkina Faso 9/07 7/05
Kenya 9/07 7/05
Total 5+4* 9+1*

* Country strategies produced under the old guidance.

7.  Secondary bibliographic sources of information uded: AfDB country portfolio reviews,
IFAD country programme evaluations (CPEs), projetd-term review reports where available,
regional strategies, economic and sector revieesder and governance profiles, and a selection of
older CSPs/COSOPs for comparison on key dimensions.

8.  Other important sources of information were theerviews conducted at the agencies’
headquarters, in Rome and Tunis, with a selectionoantry programme/task managers, regional
directors and country economits.

9. The analysis of the current portfolio was basedomnalytical framework matrix of indicators
(described in more detail in Section Ill), drawrfr new and currently operational CSP/COSOP
guidance, new project design guidance, relevanegrand programme evaluations and findings from
the independent institutional evaluations of the agencies as well as the results of the interiaseh

of the Joint Evaluation. A total of 18 indicatongere identified, which were common to both
agencies, grouped into three categories: policyterinalignment and harmonization and business
processes. The choice of indicators was based set af criteria: policies or guidance requiring
significant behaviour change, similar important leation recommendations which have been
accepted by the agency concerned, and weight aksiae in the joint evaluation interim papers. For
each of these indicators specific levels of att@nnwere formulated, making use of a four itemescal
of progressive realization on the issues concerfbik increased consistency in the analysis across
the evaluation team members, enhanced validityttamsiprovided a solid basis for analysis.

* In the case of IFAD timing of 2006 relates to #ygproval of the new format and guidelines for doun

strategy opportunity papers in that year.

® A new COSOP for Sudan was considered by the IF&@cutive Board in April 2009, which is not
included in this current portfolio analysis, asvas not available at the time of the review undemaby the
evaluation team.

®  Appendix 2 provides the list of people intervielve

" For further details see the presentation on tadytical framework in Section 3.
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C. Report Structure

10. This report is structured into six sections. Afteis introduction, Section Il provides a summary
of the findings and recommendations of the orgaima’ previous independent evaluations. It also
provides an overview of the new policy guidelinexl sstrategies. Drawing on these, Section Il
describes the analytical framework that was dewsldp order to guide the current portfolio analysis
Section IV constitutes the bulk of the report asummaries the findings of the current portfolio
analysis, including examples of good practice. iBact5 draws implications for relevance,

performance and partnerships for both agencieskelyetheme of the Joint Evaluation. Section 6
concludes and highlights the issues for furthefysisby the JE.

I. BACKGROUND: INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATIONS AND
ONGOING REFORM PROCESSES

11. The analysis of the current portfolio looks at thetent to which the organizations are
responding to the recommendations of their ingtitatl evaluations and to the reform processes
introduced by both organizations since then. MgrecHically, it analyzes whether the organizations
are operationalising such recommendations andmafan the design of recent country strategies, and
programmes and projects. Before discussing itsrfgy] it is therefore necessary to briefly reviéw t
main findings and recommendations of the orgardmati institutional evaluations and provide an
overview of the main policy and organizational agaswhich have been introduced over recent years
in both organizations. This section also includdsiaf summary of the main findings of the meta-
evaluation and business processes review produacttiinterim phase of the JE which provide the
starting point for this analysis of the currenttfudio.

A. Institutional Evaluations — Main Findings and Reconmendations

12. The two organizations were not long ago subjeabethidependent external evaluations. These
evaluations have been playing an important roldriving change in the organizations’ strategies and
business models.

Independent External Evaluation of IFAD

13. IFAD’s independent external evaluation (IEE) repests issued in September 2005. It included
a review of the performance of IFAD operationstfw years 1994 to 2003t looked at the relevance
of IFAD’s mission and results, and its impact idueing rural poverty. The IEE analyzed not only the
results and impact of IFAD’s activity but also tperformance of its corporate and management
processes. The evaluation concluded that IFAD ha$egant and distinctive role to play in reducing
rural poverty, but its performance needed improven@ the agency to play its role more effectively
and have a significant impact in reducing ruralgroy.

14. Since its establishment in 1977 IFAD has broadetsetbcus, which was initially focused on
food and agriculture, and is now covering a rangeul development activities. IFAD is the only
international organization established to focuslwesieely in improving the lives of the rural poor
through ARD, and therefore its mandate continuesbéo highly relevant. However, with the
broadening of its focus and the change in the reeator (such as the multiplication of actors and
ways of doing business in the rural sphere) tharmagtion’s niche has, according to the IEE, become
less clearly defined.

15. The IEE concluded that IFAD’s overall portfolio fllmmance at the time was similar to that of
comparable multilateral development organizaticans] that only half the projects evaluated had
substantial or better impact. The evaluation docuew for example, increasing portfolio complexity
(greater number of project components across adbro@nge of issues), high frequency of project

8 The results of the evaluation are summarisedBfFAD (2005), IEE Report.
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redesign, long time lags between project approval effectiveness, lack of clear criteria and
guidelines for targeting the pdopinsufficient economic analysis and attention osteeffectiveness
and poor quality of supervisithwith a disproportionate focus on fiduciary aspeatsl neglect of
development issues. But the IEE noted also thahatnparied quite significantly across the portfolio
and despite overall modest impact, the IEE alsadaufew examples of very successful projects.

16. At the policy level, IFAD country strategies (COSX)Rvere introduced in 1996 and developed
to better articulate the country programme withesgy between projects and across lending and non-
lending activities. Despite the potential of thevngpproach, the IEE argued, that COSOPs had not
served as effective filters for strategic seletyidf areas of intervention. The IEE further unaet

that COSOPs tended to be driven by the existingpdaushed portfolios rather than by an analysis of
the agency’s comparative advantage in the cotintBolicy analysis, dialogue and influence were
found to be limited and the agency still needsdialdish itself as a source of policy ideas and as
leader on policy debates about rural developmeahtraral poverty.

17. The evaluation also reveals shortcomings in IFA&proach to innovatidh Although IFAD
claimed to have innovation as its comparative atage the IEE noted lack of clarity on what
innovation really meant, and the tendency to tittas an end rather than a means to an end. This is
especially important in ARD where changes in tetbgyuse and socio-economic relationships are so
often critical.

18. With regards to corporate processes, the IEE nittedIFAD developed in its early days an
effective and simple business model based on amoee relationship between the project controller
(currently the country programme manager [CPM]) #recountry. This simple and low cost model
enabled the organization to have highly customigegjects for several years. But the changing
context and the current emphasis on programme apipes and country-level policy dialogue has
pushed the organization in a different directiothvdifferent requirements in terms of skills andys/a

of working. The IEE further states that IFAD’s messs model has yet to evolve to meet such
changing demands. IFAD has (at least until recgmiyen limited attention to policy and strategy
development and knowledge capture and managemasitbéen slower than other agencies at the
country level to adopt new approaches to work irntngaship, and has maintained a conservative
human resources policy — with a small number of GPMth seemingly unchanged roles and
extensive reliance on short term external constdtanwhich has been detrimental to the internal
development of institutional knowledge. The orgatipnal culture — of risk aversion, poor
communication and limited team working and staffedlepment — has worked against IFAD’s aim to
be an innovative learning organization.

19. The IEE offered a number of recommendations forDRA reposition itself and refocus on its
comparative advantages. The recommendations fd#insix broad headings:

. Managing change, namely by appointing a person lviblad executive powers to drive
the required change;

. Address causes of low impact by, inter alia, imprgsthe quality assurance mechanisms,
including supervision and mid-term reviews;

®  IFAD has since developed a targeting policy i@0

10 A supervision policy was introduced by IFAD indenber 2006, which enabled the Fund for the finset

to undertake direct supervision and implementatiather than outsourcing this critical functioncimoperating
institutions.

1 Following the IEE, the Fund introduced a new lssbased COSOP format in September 2006.

12 An innovation strategy was introduced in Septem®@07 with the aim, inter-alia, to produce more

systematic guidance to staff in promoting repliegtnlo-poor innovations.
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. Develop a new business model by, inter alia, exipgnthe number of out posted CPMs
with a special focus on large country programmesgm@ammes with high innovative
content, and difficult environments;

. Adopt smarter ways to encourage skills and leartipgfor example, engaging with
commercial and not-for-profit organizations to mg@eoperational tasks and release
CPM’s time for more technical work;

. Clarify IFAD’s strategic niche, re-asserting itsnggementary role by developing a
knowledge management system whereby lessons frohD I&nd other sources are
identified and disseminated, building innovatioroimproject design and identifying
partners for scaling up at the start of projectlengentation to promote ownership and
shared learning; and

. Provide direction for development effectiveness ioyer alia, having more effective
mechanisms for the Board to scrutinise work prognasiand budgets.

20. Most of these recommendations are already beingatipealized and there is evidence that
IFAD’s corporate policies and business model aiagbadjusted in response to the changing context
(see section Il B). The current emphasis on knogdemhianagement and policy dialogue, the country
presence programme and measures introduced to venpyoality at entry and supervision and
implementation support are examples of the polttgnges and organizational reforms underway to
improve the organization’s development effectivenes

Independent Evaluation of AfDB

21. The evaluation of the AfDB focused on the replemisht cycles of the African Development
Fund (ADF) VI, VIII and IX. With ADF being the Igrest concessional lending window of the Bank,
the evaluation was actually regarded as an evatuati key aspects of the Bank. The evaluation was
finalised in August 2004 and concluded that as a result of the reforms nkien since 1994 a more
effective organization had been established, wétlr policies and programming mechanisms in place,
which, given the challenging context, are regarae@ remarkable achievement. The change process
is seen however as far from finished and a neetuftiner organizational change is recommended. In
particular, additional financial and human resosraee needed in order for the Bank to realise its
vision.

22. The objectives of the evaluation focused on therxo which the AfDB had put in place the
necessary organizational structures and systemeffextively enhance development in Africa.
Moreover, the evaluation assessed the degree t@hwhpecific directives for the various
replenishment cycles had been implemented and wehetsources had been used in accordance with
donor guidelines.

23. The evaluation followed on an earlier evaluation1®94“, which had identified a lack of
strategic focus and unresponsiveness to regionalbrecountries needs as key shortcomings of the
Bank. Based on this earlier evaluation and a sulesggdowngrading of the Bank’s credit rating, a
reform process was launched which lasted for almaicade, covering all aspects of the organization
and its governance. The development of a visiotersiant and a related corporate Strategic Plan for
2003-2007, formulated in late 2002, was part of throcess which resulted in a lean, highly
centralised organization in which decisions werelenat the top.

24. The evaluation of 2004 identified a range of orgational and structural issues including the
understaffing of the organization, with a much leighproject-to-staff ratio compared to sister

3 The results of the evaluation are summarisedRE@AFDB (2004), ADF corporate evaluation.

% The results of this endeavour were presentedfiBATask Force on Project Quality 1998he Quest for

Quality (also known as thKnox Repoik



organizations, a lack of emphasis on research andlkedge generation, making the Bank dependent
on sister organizations in this respect, and arr-oestralised organization in a time of shifting
relationships between donors and recipients andowers and lenders, requiring a much higher
degree of decentralization. Though a decision diggrdecentralization and the establishment of a
network of up to 25 field offices was taken in 19pfbgress in this respect was considered very,slow
leaving the Bank at a disadvantage compared t@rsistganizations. In terms of partnerships
important steps had been taken, though in relatiots most important partner, i.e. the World Baitk,
was considered a junior partner, reflecting an asgtrical relationship.

25. The evaluation, moreover, brought out various pelelated issues. Though the Bank had
developed a large number of new policies, these westly instigated by the non-regional members
rather than the regional member states, and wer@mays considered to be well adapted to the
African context. Consequently, they were not alwayplemented. Although the Bank adopted a
policy on poverty reduction, this focus on poveiitygluding how results should be monitored and
evaluated, was not seen to have been followed ugleAr assertion of the Bank's comparative
advantage was lacking and the areas identifiedigs s including governance, rural development and
regional integration — were considered to be tamdrfor effective specialisation. Further, the AfDB
staff cadre was considered to lack the requirdtssknd competencies in some of these areas.

26. An increasing use of a variety of programming imstents was identified, including country
strategy papers. These documents were considereshdw linkages to both vision and the
organizational strategic plan. The inclusion ofstass learned and risk assessment and the use of
participatory approaches were valued positivelygutgh they were considered to be limited by
insufficient country presence. It was especially @tonomic and sector level analysis, which should
inform the Bank’s lending programme as well agiticy dialogue with member countries, that was
considered inadequate with few resources allodat¢dem. The Bank’s portfolio was seen to remain
mainly oriented towards public sector projectswithtstanding alternative aid modalities that were
used by other donors. The Bank was seen to have mdsbtantial improvements in M&E, which had
been a key recommendation from the 1994 evaluatimwever, M&E was considered to remain
largely supply-driven, with a relatively low demafa information and the need to further enhance
the learning environment was identified. Relatiiely capacities in research and sector analysik, la
of harmonization and absence of a country presemrce identified as key challenges.

27. The Bank was considered to be at a crossroads, apiions for future scenarios dependant
primarily on whether donors would be willing to canb additional resources, so that the Bank could
pursue its vision of becoming the premier develamnfeancing organization in Africa. AfDB’s
independent evaluation team identified seven fiefdsction to enable the bank to pursue its goals:

. Providing intellectual leadership in African devahoent issues, giving centrality to
knowledge development and thus gaining recognii®m central player in development
in Africa.

. Identifying the Bank’s comparative advantage andorjbising its policy goals,

proactively defining where the Bank would concetatrigs efforts based on a review of
AfDB and other donor’s activities and a considenatf where the Bank had and would
be able to build expertise and capacity.

. Enhancing economic and sector work and qualitynataace. Quality of interventions
was suffering from low quality preparatory work. ditional resources needed to be
devoted to planning and appraising bank intervestiorequiring adapted human
resources and processes.

. Making results-based management effective, the neeflilly integrate results-based
management into all Bank activities, strategiesl palicies and encouraging Regional
Member Countries to adopt results-based management.



. Achieving effective delegation and decentralizatiaith sufficient degree and types of
power devolved to field offices adapted to theadight contexts across Africa.

. Reasserting a country focus within all Bank adtdgitand reflecting this in processes and
procedures. It is recognized that the establishmkobuntry offices could be expected to
remedy this situation.

. Recognising the crucial role of M&E as importantnamnents of the Bank’s aspiration to
be a learning organization, informing learning @®ses, management as well as policy
formulation.

B.  Adapting Policies, Structures and Business Processat the Corporate Level

IFAD’s New Directions
28. IFAD has over the past few years been introducengal organizational and policy changes.
Some of these have been a direct response todbmnmeendations of the IEE while other, such as the
field presence pilot programme (FPPP), were alreaiyoing at the time of the IEE. Within a
relatively short period of time IFAD issued sevepalicy and guidance documents on a number of
issues. Examples of these include:

. IFAD’s Action Plan to Improve its Development Effeeness, December 2005.

. Proposal for a Revised Framework for Results-BaSedntry Strategic Opportunities
Programmes, September 2006.

. Proposal for a Revised Approval Format for ProjeResport and Recommendation of the
President for Projects, September 2006.

. Targeting Policy, September 2006.

. Guidelines for preparation and implementation oResults-based Country Strategic
Opportunities Programme, December 2006.

. Policy on Supervision and Implementation Suppoegé&mber 2006.
. Strategy for Knowledge Management, April 2007.

. Results Measurement Framework for reporting on ngsxjachieved against the IFAD
Strategic Framework 2007-2010, September 2007.

. Quality Enhancement for Project Design, Guidelirfes Internal Project Review,
December 2007.

. Quality Assurance, Guidelines for Quality Assurafaaction and Process, December
2007.

. Strategic Framework 2007-2010, December 2006.

. Detailed Guidelines for Project Design, January&00
29. The 2005 Action Plan provided a direct respons¢h& IEE recommendations. It aimed to
increase IFAD’s development effectiveness by irgamg in three areas: (i) strategic planning and
guidance to establish the priority areas for IFAD[®erations; (ii) strengthened country programmes,

rooted in a new operating model to deliver a mdifecéve and efficient work programme of
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improved quality and impact; and (iii) knowledgemagement and innovation to ensure that priorities
and operations are grounded in the best knowlebiget&ritical issues for rural poverty reduction.

30. IFAD’s new operating model, defined by the aboventimmed policies and reform processes,
comprises results-based country programming, motigeacountry-level engagement through more
systematic country presence arrangements, new itieslafor supervision and implementation
support, stronger quality enhancement and quaBsu@nce mechanisms, a strategic approach to
knowledge and learning and partnerships with Ideakelopment actors.

31. The new results-based COSOPs aim to lay out a enhe&ountry programme, comprising
mutually reinforcing instruments and exploring sgies between lending and non-lending activities.
Country ownership is emphasized and COSOPs arengetl considered internal IFAD documents,
but rather a jointly designed and owned strategyHAD and the respective country. Results-based
COSOPs specify strategic objectives and monitoradlieators, replacing the logical framework by a
results-based framework and thereby better aligrobgectives with national poverty reduction
strategies. Results-based COSOPs are requiredpoasize IFAD’s strategic focus, by describing the
organization’s comparative advantage and compeseincea given country. They are also expected to
integrate objectives for innovation, knowledge ngemaent, partnerships and policy, as well as
strategies for programme supervision and management

32. Strengthened country presence is another key dioren$ the new operating model. In 2003,
IFAD’s Executive Board approved the FPPP with tiva af improving the effectiveness of IFAD
operations. The Programme has four key inter-rélafienensions: implementation support, policy
dialogue, knowledge management and partnershiphhgil It was introduced in 15 countries selected
on the basis of a number of criteria, includinggthlevels of rural poverty, prospective portfoliaes
and conducive institutional environment. The impbeation of the programme was exposed to a
comprehensive evaluation by the Office of Evalua{@E) in 2006/7. The main conclusion reached
by the evaluation was that achievements in termgediormance across the FPPP’s four dimensions
had been significantly greater in countries witAIFcountry presence than in countries withodf it.
The evaluation recommended, inter-alia, the codatibn of the 15 pilots and their establishment as
permanent arrangements as well as an expansidiA@r's country presence to other countries with
alternative country presence models, including dbe posting of CPMs and establishment of sub-
regional offices.

33. In addition to country presence, the new policy smpervision and implementation support
constituted another far reaching change in IFAQ¥erating model with significant implications at the
operational level, particularly for human resouraeboth headquarters and country level. The policy
which was informed by another corporate level eatidin by OE on the Direct Supervision Pilot
Programme in 2004/5, envisaged the gradual redudtiaeliance on cooperating institutions and a
more direct involvement by the Fund on project sudgidn and implementation support. This policy,
which required amendments to the Agreement EstabisIFAD by the Governing Council in 2006,
is key towards achieving better development effeciess, as it allows among other issues IFAD to
further strengthen its knowledge base and policglodue, partnerships and country-level
coordination. Its implementation has required astuftial investment in appropriate competences and
skills and strengthened and expanding IFAD’s cquptesence.

34. Strengthened quality enhancement and quality assergrocedures are another important
dimension of the new operating model. Key featafethe new Quality Enhancement internal review
framework, introduced in 2007, include the identfion of Key Success Factors against which
project quality is to be reviewed; a Maturity Assaent Template to be used by CPMs and reviewers
to record their assessments; and the streamliriitigeolechnical Review Committee. Complementary
to the improved Quality Enhancement process, a itYuAksurance process was established that
involves a review of project designs by the Offafethe Vice-President as a final step before loan
negotiations and submission to the Executive Bodahe Quality Assurance review comprises the

5 |IFAD (2007d).



quality-at-entry rating of projects which looks ptojected effectiveness and poverty impact,
sustainability of benefits and innovation, learnargl scaling up®

35. IFAD has also issued in 2007 a Knowledge Manager8é&mategy, one of the key deliverables
of IFAD’s Action Plan and a response to the IEH]fitg that IFAD’s management of knowledge and
innovation was unsystematic and inadequate in &s¢ fhe Strategy aims to improve learning from
development practice and turn IFAD increasingly iat knowledge-based organization. It has four
strategic interdependent components: strengthekimgvledge sharing and learning processes,
equipping IFAD with a more supporting knowledgesitia and learning infrastructure, fostering
partnerships for broader knowledge-sharing andniegr and promoting a supporting knowledge-
sharing and learning culture. Resources devotéashdwvledge capturing and sharing and learning are
expected to increase and partnerships and recdorsxternal expertise reinforced to allow the
operationalisation of the strategy.

36. In 2007, IFAD also launched its Strategic Framewdok the period 2007-2010. The
Framework defines IFAD’s development objectives #&ehtifies country programmes as the main
outputs to be delivered by the organization. Sudggammes are to be articulated through results-
based COSOPs and include innovative projects vettining and scaling up mechanisms, multi-
stakeholder initiatives and policy dialogue withtioaal governments. Targeting, innovation and
scaling up, partnerships and sustainability areraysiothe principles of engagement at country level.
Results-based management, learning and commumicat@important new elements of the strategy.
In this regard, the Board approved a results measemt framework to measure progress against the
main elements in the Fund’'s Strategic FrameworlSaptember 2008. This framework is being
updated to include also indicators of importanceeag with member states during th& 8
replenishment, which is expected to be adoptedé&yBoard later in 2009.

AfDB’s New Directions

37. The response of the AfDB to the Independent Eviednadf 2004 was particularly oriented
towards structural changes and adaptation of bssipeocesses and a task force for Institutional
Reform was put in place to guide and facilitate phecess. The Evaluation of 2004 had recognized
that many policy documents had been developedsporese to the independent evaluation of 1994
and stressed the need to ensure implementatioxisting policies. Thus not many new policies were
developed in response to the 2004 Evaluation. kamele, continued use was made of the Operations
Manual, which was developed in 1999 and to whiclitipla ad hoc changes had been made over
time. Although the Operations Manual was withdrawr2007, it has not yet been replaced. In more
recent years, some new policies and a range ottjgsd have been developed.

38. An important part of the structural changes inctuttee sub-dividing of operations over three
vice-presidencies, with presently one VP for copaind regional programs and policy, one for sector
operations and one for infrastructure, private aeand regional integration. Moreover, structural
changes also included a process of organizatice@a@rdralization, which started in 1999. A strategy
for decentralization was developed in 2004, whirhea at the establishment of field offices in 25
countries by the end of 2006. This process stantiéld field offices in Gabon, Nigeria, Egypt and
Ethiopia. By 2008, 25 country field offices had begened. The next target is to have 45 per cent of
professional staff based in the field. More regentector specialist/task managers have been
appointed to some of the country offices, and ti® been increasing delegation of authority. These
structural changes were intended to lead to a mbegegic approach of the Bank in its lending
operations and an increased country focus. Ovetallctural changes have taken longer than
originally expected and recommendations of variotsrnal task forces set up to develop proposals
for changes were not always fully endorsed by Sdvienagement and the Board.

® " This Quality Assurance review has as three mhjeatives: clear designed projects for loan negjotia

and submission to the Board, determine the quatigntry ratings for the results indicators of IFABRorporate
Results Measurement Framework, and evaluate thét@QHahancement process.
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39. The country focus was further enhanced by the 2@@Bganization, which accelerated the
opening of Country Offices and which provided aagee role for Regional Directors and Country
Teams in country budget allocations, project prafiam and Peer Review system. Additional changes
can be expected in particular in terms of counwgug with the intended location of Country
Economists and Regional Directors in the fieldcauntry offices or in regional field offices. More
recently a department has been established wittlonsgbility for promoting the focus on results. i§h
department, the Quality Assurance and Results Drapat is tasked to lead the process of developing
organizational systems and capacity for resultethasanagement.

40. In addition to structural changes there have bdanges in business processes which were
particularly meant to improve quality at entry,\gee delivery and country focus. Changes affeated i
particular project identification, design and ajgah An Operations Committee has been established
in order to improve the peer review process as @aproject design. The Delegation of Authority
Matrix has been adapted in order to delegate mecesidn-making authority to the country offices,
though in general this has been a slow and unfdighrocess. The supervision process is being
adapted with an increasing proportion of the sup&ms required being instigated from the Field
Office level, rather than from Headquarters. Thenglates used still mainly pay attention to
disbursement and procurement and much less totigfaess and achievement of project objectives,
making use of indicators from the project logicaniework. However, work is in hand, led by the
Quality Assurance and Results Department, to addhés issue.

41. There have been changes in the positioning of ARR aore strategic direction for the Bank.
While ARD was a priority in the Strategic Plan f2003-2007, it is no longer presented as a focal
sector in the Bank’s Medium Term Strategy (20082)0But the sector is recognized to be ‘critical
for Africa’ and the Bank would remain engaged, ‘ingka focused contribution to complement the
actions of other players’. The JE is expected tp thee Bank refine its approach. Thus the rolehef t
Bank in ARD is an on-going debate and in prepanatior the new Agricultural Strategy of the Bank,
which will replace the Bank Agricultural Policy @000, the Bank proposes to focus on six key areas:
support to rural infrastructure development, cropdpction and productivity growth of selected crops
agro-industry development (accelerating agricultacoanmercialisation through facilitating emergence
of forward and backward linkages that support adfucal development), livestock production
(scaling up production on a market-oriented basiajural resource management and climate change
adaptation (mainstreaming positive mitigation measun project design). The debate has recently
been influenced substantially by the emerging foasis in Africa, with rising food prices acrosseth
continent, which has put agriculture and rural dewment back on top of the agenda.

42. In 2003, a Results Management Framework was intedldor the ADF, as part of the mid-
term review of ADF IX and was further expanded amgroved upon in ADF X. The framework
focuses on development and institutional effeciasn and is considered to be in line with
methodology used by other international finanaedtitutions. In 2007, a Performance Management
System was set up which tracks a set of Key CotpdParformance Indicators, grouped under the
headings human resources, portfolio managementpeoess efficiency, budget and expenses and
operational deliverables. Performance framework$ widicators for performance measurement are
usually included in the more recent CSPs and projesign documents.

43. Knowledge management and improved analysis have bhddressed among others by the
establishment of the Office of the Chief Econorms2006, which was meant to situate the Bank as an
important player in knowledge generation and dissation regarding development processes in
Africa. A Knowledge Management Strategy was appiane2008, and a growing range of influential
‘flagship reports’ are now produced annually, imihg the African Development Report and the
African Economic Outlook.
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C. Assessment of Performance and Business Process Chast JE Preliminary Findings
Project and Country Programme Performance

44. The meta-evaluation of performance of past IFAD afiDB operations in ARD in Africa,
conducted as part of the interim phase of the did that the relevance of the operations of the tw
organizations was high (90 per cent for IFAD andp&6 cent for AfDB)’. Around 60 per cent of the
projects in both organizations were effective orderately effective. IFAD was found to be more
efficient than the Bank (around 66 per cent of IFg\Projects were considered moderately efficient,
compared to 50 per cent of those funded by the Baiile evaluation undertook an analysis of project
effectiveness by component, and found livestock prmments to be most successful, followed by
community development and capacity building ofrilnel poor and their organizations, and irrigation
development. The components with least success these related to rural finance and women-
specific activities. Overall, IFAD’s performancevi®aker in Africa than in the rest of the world.

45. In both organizations, about half of the operatids® per cent) have a satisfactory or
moderately satisfactory impact on poverty. Howeadgrge proportion of projects (about one third) i
both organizations only manifest a moderately fsatisry impact on poverty. The meta-evaluation
found that impact was good in areas such as agrieuproduction and development of physical
assets, whereas impact in promoting access to tsagteengthening formal institutiofisand natural
resources management and environment were lesgivposMoreover, as mentioned above,
insufficient attention was devoted to gender eqaityl women’s empowerméhtin the past and
targeting was weak. One reason for less positiy@anin the above-mentioned areas is due to greater
attention often allocated to the achievement ofsgial and financial targets by project implementers
rather than to ensuring improvements on incomesg) tivelihoods and food security. The new IFAD
policy on targeting adopted in September 2006 amwovide an overall framework for ensuring that
services and benefits reach the main target grougsecific projects and programmes.

46. IFAD was found to pay more attention than the Bemlromoting pro-poor innovations and
several examples of successful innovations maypbed at the grassroots level. But the Fund’s gbilit
to promote the replication and scaling up of susftesnnovations was constrained (among other
issues) by an operating model in the past thahdidlevote due attention and resources to partipersh
knowledge management and policy dialogue, whiclcetieal for the innovation promotion process.
The Action Plan to improve IFAD’s development effeeness was approved by the Board in
December 2006 with the ainmter-alia, to introduce a new operating model to redress soakerns.
As part of the Action Plan, strategies on knowledgmagement and innovation were put in place.
This was followed by an approach to partnershipetigmed as part of the Eighth Replenishment
consultations in 2008.

47. The area of greatest concern is sustainabilitysltean half the projects evaluated in both
organizations are considered satisfactory in thial area, with the performance of IFAD operasgo
being marginally better than the AfDB’s. The susadility of World Bank operations in Africa is
similar to that of IFAD. While IFAD’s global perfarance on sustainability has improved in recent
years (see 2008 ARRI), it continues to remain &a &f concern not only in Africa, but also in other
geographic regions covered by IFAD operations. Mi@ayors were found to affect sustainability, for
example, limited ownership by stakeholders in thkentry concerned and the absence of exit strategies
in most operations. Building on the evaluation fings, the IFAD Management has since developed

7 The meta-evaluation was based mainly on evalstimdertaken between 2003 and 2007, which assessed

projects and strategies approved for the mostipatie period 1990-2000, although a number of ttogepts
evaluated continued to disburse funds until 2008620'he evaluated projects and programmes theregiee
dated the recent reforms.

8 For example, research institutes, government aggrand others.

9 OE will undertake a corporate-level evaluatio®AD’s efforts to promoting gender equity and worisen

empowerment in 2009/10. In 2009, OPEV will also emake a review of the AfDB’s work on gender edyali
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approaches to enhance country ownership and sabii#yy as part of the Eighth Replenishment
consultations.

48. The meta-evaluation finds the quality of projecsida (or quality at entry) to be a particularly
important determinant of effectiveness and poviengyact. Quality of design includes consideration of
a range of criteria: identification and disaggrémabf the rural poor as project beneficiariese 0
adequate targeting mechanisms; alignment of intéimes with country policies; realism of
objectives; identification of potential risks amgtlusion of measures to mitigate them; and soursdnes
of the internal logic of the project. Some desigaakinesses can of course be addressed during
implementation and this explains why projects wdissign flaws at entry can ultimately achieve
success and be rated as effective.

49. Risk management is a particularly important aspédesign. Attention to risk is found to be a
key determinant of performance, particularly inateln to project sustainability. The economic
viability of projects was found to be inadequatggmsting that limited attention was paid to the
economic context, including the analysis of riskd the development of risk mitigation strategies.

50. Quality of supervision and implementation suppartanother key determinant of project

performance. The meta-evaluation finds that whene tmplementing institution has good

performance, projects are rated as having a maereffective performance or better about 80 per
cent of the time.

51. The meta-evaluation also reviewed the performafceuntry programmes, which include non-
lending activities. The relevance of country prognges in both organizations was not as high as their
project performance, with the Bank’'s performanaghsly better than IFAD’s. This is partly due taeth
fact that in the past the two organizations fungegjects without sufficient attention to synergies
across the range of operations and between progautls non-lending activities. However, the
introduction of results-based COSOPs at IFAD int&aber 2006 was aimed at ensuring more
coherent country programmes, and similar reform&weroduced at the Bank around this time.

52. Policy dialogue at country level on agriculture andal development was found to be
inadequate — it was found highly satisfactory ithei organization in no more than 10 per cent of
cases. This is partly due to unsystematic attentiothe past to analytic work and to knowledge
management in general, and to weak performance & Mystems at the project le#&lAlthough
improving due to greater allocation of resourced establishment of country presence, performance
in terms of donor coordination and harmonizatiors waldom satisfactory in past operatfonsiore
recently, however, especially in Eastern and SontAéica, both IFAD and AfDB have been making
considerable efforts to participate in the develeptrof joint country assistance strategies and gmga
in sector-wide approaches. The evaluation foundtdiunuse of grant and lending instruments for
policy and knowledge work at country level beyohd traditional project investments.

53. Finally, partnership with governments has been @elye satisfactory with the two
organizations having good relations and commuranativith the main government agencies involved
in agriculture and rural development. However, aergystematic approach to partnership with other
development organizations is warranted (especudtly the United Nations agencies and international
financial institutions). Engagement of the privatctor was limited in the projects covered by the
meta-evaluation. There is scope for greater invobset of the private sector, for example, in buitdin
commodity value chains and other investments. Thezeseveral reasons for the limited involvement
to date of the private sector, including the fédetttthe two organizations did not in the past have

2 tis to be noted that the performance of WorkhB agriculture sector operations in Africa is hetter, in

spite of its relatively heavy investments in analytork.

2L However, it is worth mentioning here that the 2@8@luation of the implementation of Paris Declarat

undertaken by OECD rated IFAD highly in most indiza. See document: 2008 Survey on Monitoring tuesP
Declaration — Effective Aid by 2010? What It WilaKe, Third High Level Forum, Accra, OECD (2008).
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clear approach towards private settengagement, and also the fact that some goversrireAfrica
have not always favoured private sector particjpaiin small scale agriculture and rural development
activities.

Business Processes Changes and Outstanding Issues

54. The policy changes and organizational reform preegsverviewed in the previous section Il B
are aimed to address many of the past performaoostraints. The approach taken by each
organization to tackling these issues has howeeen ldifferent, as argued in the business processes
review: while IFAD has largely invested in produginew policies and guidelines, AfDB has focused
more on organizational change. Such differencespproach can be explained by the organizational
differences and their institutional history. TheD&, for example, had a period of intense policy
activity in 1999-2003 when a number of policies avirsued.

55. Both organizations are considered to be at a velgtearly stage of reform, especially in order
to capture noticeable impact on the ground. Inrtie@antime, however important progress is being
made in critical areas, such as country programnpngject design and quality at entry, supervision
and implementation support, as well as countryepres.

56. IFAD’s new results-based COSOPs and AfDB’s new ltediased CSPs are seen as a step
forward in country programming. The business pregesiew indicates that selectivity, links across

operations and alignment with country policies an@roving as a result. The question though is

whether with the current emphasis on donor cootitineand harmonization COSOPs/CSPs can be
developed for each and every country, especialiyifose countries where the organizations provide
few new investments in a country strategy period.

57. IFAD is seen as making noticeable progress on g@rajlesign and quality at entry. The
organization has new guidelines for project desagd has new quality enhancement and quality
assurance mechanisms. AfDB’s progress in this iarkxss noticeable as the 1999 Operations Manual
is still in place although there have been a numbad hoc changes introduced.

58. Supervision and implementation support has alsodwgun. As mentioned before, IFAD has a
direct supervision and implementation support gobnd AfDB has an ongoing decentralization
process which is expected to impact implementasapport significantly. The question here is
whether development effectiveness is being consttistrongly enough, as both organizations seem to
be so far particularly focused on procurement ashdimistration aspects of the supervision process,
rather than on development effectiveness.

59. Country presence is being progressively strengthdéoe both organizations. IFAD’s country
presence is already showing signs of improved peidace in implementation support, partnerships,
policy dialogue and knowledge management. AfDB’sethi¢ralization process is also well underway.
The issue is to ensure availability of adequatkssknd resources and the required delegated deeisi
making in the field.

60. Areas where significant progress is still considet@ be required include analytical work and
knowledge management. Analytical work and policglatjue need more resources and skills, and
these require in turn adequate country presenceemadirces (e.g. analytical work in the agricultura
units of the AfDB remains severely under-fundedstlts management needs to be streamlined and
better aligned with country monitoring and evaloatsystems.

22 IFAD introduced a Private Sector and Partnershgvdlopment Strategy in April 2005. The AfDB’s

Medium Term Strategy (2008-2012) identifies privegetor operations as a key focus for the future.
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M. ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

61. The analytical framework developed for the portfatinalysis was built on the basis of the
agencies’ new policy guidelines, the findings fréme independent institutional evaluations and the
JE's interim phase, including the four working peperoduced (on the agriculture and rural
development context in Africa, the meta evaluatbipast performance, a review of partnership, and
an analysis of selected business processes) andittige workshop with the JE’'s Senior Independent
Advisers.

62. The analytical framework consists of a matrix &f qualities at entry indicators addressing
relevance, performance and partnership issuesu@adl in Appendix 3). These indicators were
grouped into three clusters: policy content, aligntrand harmonization and business processes. Each
of the indicators was broken down into four spediivels of progressive attainment. In this wag, th
agencies’ portfolio was assessed against the fantified levels, ranging from the least ambititais
the most ambitious position vis-a-vis each of thdidators of the framework. Specifying four levels
for each of the indicators in the framework in dfaéive terms had the advantage of comparability
across the evaluators in the team as it meantradghiaderstanding on the specifics of the fourlteve
identified for each of the indicators and thus ewea the consistency and validity of the analysis.
With the levels for each individual indicator sgasd, this made numerical comparison across the
indicators less feasible. For the development @f ftamework use was made of the findings,
recommendations and guidelines of a selection clchents which served as background for the
portfolio analysis (mentioned in the paragraph apov

63. The analysis consisted of assessing progress oldkecy’'s portfolio (comprising country
strategy and a selection of two to three ARD progrnes/projects, approved where possible since
2005) in the 10 selected countries against eachitapiue level of the indicator and identifying
evidence of change in behaviour and examples ofgingegood practice.

A. Policy Content Indicators

64. Policy content was assessed on the basis of fdieators: rural poverty focus, adaptation to
country context, adaptation to the specific sectbraracteristics, targeting and comparative
advantages.

65. Rural poverty focus is defined as the explicit irstbn of poverty reduction objectives in the
organizations’ country strategies and operatioemahstrating a good understanding about the links
between rural poverty and ARD, including of specifiro-poor measures in the strategies and
operations and developing and using poverty outcordiators to track progress against poverty
reduction objectives.

66. Adaptation to the country context is about the mixt® which the country context is well
understood and specific measures are put in ptaadapt to the country context and challenges @nd t
promote a more conducive operating environment.

67. Adaptation to the specific sector characteristicabout understanding the sector opportunities
and challenges and devising interventions to addifeam, including exploring synergies with other
initiatives (driven by other stakeholders) in tleetsr.

68. Progress on targeting is assessed in terms ofxtkateo which the targeting strategy is clear,
the profile of beneficiaries is well defined, witle rural poor sufficiently disaggregated, the pts
targeting constraints are analyzed and the tagestirategy is flexible enough to allow for adajuati
to changes experienced over the life of the project

69. The organizations’ comparative advantages may or moa be explicitly discussed in country
strategies and operations. The analysis assessesxtbnt to which the organizations comparative
advantages are clearly defined, whether they degerkto the comparative advantages of partner
organizations, and whether mutual advantages gerexi and dovetailed.
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B.  Alignment and Harmonization Indicators

70. The depth of alignment and harmonization was aedessm the basis of five indicators:
alignment with domestic policies, alignment withngstic public finance management (PFM)
systems, policy dialogue, donor harmonization aadnerships. The definition of alignment and
harmonization indicators (and their ranking) drdargely on the current international consensus on
aid effectiveness embodied in the 2005 Paris Datitar and the recommendation of the interim phase
of the JE for the agencies to improve compliandh wie Declaration (e.g. Binswanger and McCalla
2008).

71. Alignment with domestic policies is about the extehconformity/coherence of the agencies’
country strategies with domestic policy prioritias defined by national and sector specific policy
documents, and the definition of project objectia®l areas of intervention in line with those
priorities and in ways which make maximum use ahdstic capacities.

72. Alignment with PFM systems is about the extent tdcl the organizations rely on national
systems (e.g. medium-term expenditure frameworkEHMland budget cycle).

73. Policy dialogue is defined as the extent to whigereies engage with country level policies.
This requires a good understanding of the poliaycesses and their key interlocutors and linking
project implementation with domestic policy formiiga and implementation.

74. The extent of donor harmonization is assessed eaglélgree to which the two organizations
have engaged with other development partnerstf@augh a joint assistance strategy) or put inglac
mechanism for better coordination and divisionadfdur, such as common funding mechanisms, joint
review missions or sector working groups.

75. The nature and depth of partnerships is assesgbd ight of the identification of partners and
opportunities for partnering in country strategiefinition of clear partnership objectives and
mechanisms for putting the partnership into pragtilmcluding co-funding mechanisms, joint
assessments, etc.

C. Business Proce28Indicators

76. Progress on business processes was assessed bastheof eight indicators: stakeholder
participation, accountability, innovation and sogliup, field presence, knowledge management,
results-based management, sustainability and réstagement.

77. Participation of stakeholders is assessed as ttemteaf stakeholder involvement and active
participation in the various stages of the promatle. The participation of stakeholders beyond the
project level and use of participatory poverty assgent as part of the country strategy is also
considered.

78. Accountability is about the extent to which repogtimechanisms are in place to account to the
various stakeholders. Accountability requires an BM&echanism in place, which can be used for
internal purposes and/or to report to key stakedrsldnd beneficiaries.

79. Innovation and scaling up is about the extent tecvithe operations enhance innovations and
develop means for scaling up of successful expeggnThe extent to which attention is given to

% Itis important to recognize that some of theiless processes analyzed in this report (e.g.yations and

stakeholder participation) are tantamount to thed®iprinciples of engagement, rather than busipessess.
Moreover, there is a degree of overlap in the ehist) of the various indicators in the analyticanework.
Some of the indicators included in the other twastdrs could indeed have been classified undebubkmess
process category. An example of this is policyatiae, which according to some definitions can hesicered
as a defining element of an organization’s busimesdel.
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innovation and scaling up is analyzed as is thergxb which scaling up is linked to the M&E system
and builds on lessons learned from past experience.

80. The extent to which field presence requirementsnfger of staff, quality and relevance of
skills) are analyzed and discussed in country esfias and applied at project level are considered,
including any provisions made for direct supervisamd implementation support. The extent to which
delegation of functions from headquarters to faffites is changing is also considered.

81. knowledge management is about the extent to whimdwledge is developed, managed and
used to inform project implementation. Documentatad past experiences, sharing of information
with other stakeholders and use of project M&Edond beyond the project are considered.

82. The quality of results-based management is assesstid basis of the clarity of objectives, use
of quantifiable and time-bound indicators, invohamh of key stakeholders in the definition of
monitoring indicators, and its use for enhanciragiéng and accountability to stakeholders.

83. Sustainability is assessed as the extent to wirigleqtd activities are viable and their results can
be sustained over time, after the end of the profsttention is given to the clear formulation of a
exit strategy and the quality of financial and emoit analysis in project design.

84. Risk management is assessed in terms of deptlslofanalysis and the extent to which risk
mitigation measures and safeguards are identifiedrecorporated into project design.

V. ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE AGAINST INDICATORS
OF CHANGE AND GOOD PRACTICE

85. This section analyzes the agencies’ portfolio pemtmce against the selected indicators of
change. Each agency is treated separately. For egehcy, policy content, alignment and
harmonization and business process issues aresd@&tion the basis of the analytical framework
described in Section Ill. Analysis of policy contéssues centred on rural poverty focus, adaptation
country context, adaptation to specific sectorarabteristics, targeting and comparative advantage.
Analysis of alignment and harmonization focusedissues of alignment with domestic policies,
policy dialogue, alignment with country systemspdioharmonization and partnerships. Analysis of
business processes included a wide range of isswhsding, inter alia: participation of stakehalsle
accountability, innovation and scaling up, resblised management, knowledge management,
sustainability and risk management.

A. AfDB’s Portfolio

Policy Content

86. Rural poverty focus. Strategy documents show clear evidence of arasimg focus on (rural)
poverty reduction, in addition to and related wititcreasing agricultural production and incomes
which has historically been the main focus of iwemnt in ARD. In Burkina Faso for example both
the CSP as well as project designs reviewed hasleas poverty focus, with the CSP linked to the
pillars of the poverty reduction strategy paper $PIR and projects aiming at food security and
reducing poverty. In Rwanda, the CSP has a cleaerpo focus and the Bugesera Agricultural
Development Support Project (PADAB) specificallygets poor groups including landless poor and
women. This enhanced focus on poverty is in linthwle recent Bank Group strategy on poverty
reduction and the mainstream donor PRS agenda. Wowakages between growth and the specific
results in terms of poverty alleviation are usuély implicit and assumed rather than being aredyz
Analysis of the nature and causes of poverty mdailids on existing documents such as PRSPs and
as a result the quality and depth of this analysises accordingly. Poverty analysis often lacks a
focus on social characteristics of the poor aneéetspof vulnerability.

87. Adaptation to country context Strategic objectives at programme level were galyefound
to be adequate in terms of relevance to the couwtntext. CSPs include substantial analysis of
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country context, including political, macro econonaind structural features, although the extent to
which this analysis informs specific investment iche is not always clearly reflected in project
appraisals. The rationale for investing in the A&dator is generally clearly stated but the jusdtfion

for investing in specific types of ARD projectsaiten made less explicit. Furthermore it is nofacle
why levels of ARD investment vary considerably {agiture for example accounts for 36 per cent of
the Mozambique portfolio whereas the Bank averagé2 per cent). There are some examples of
country programmes commissioning further detaileglysis on key issues (e.g. Governance Profile in
Nigeria, Gender Profile in Mozambique).

88. Adaptation to sector specific characteristicsCSPs and project documents include substantial
analysis of ARD potential and constraints operaanglifferent levels within the sector and priority
areas for investment. For example the Agriculturd Rural Institutions Support Project (ARISP) in
Nigeria represents a direct response to institatiazapacity constraints underlying past policy
implementation failures. ARD projects include a t@m of specific pro-poor measures addressing
issues such as food insecurity (Nigeria), soil rntifey (Burkina Faso), gender inequality
(Mozambique) and smallholder productivity (Keny8ynergies with other sector initiatives remain
limited except where AfDB is supporting sector-widgproaches (e.g. National Agriculture
Development Programme [PROAGRI] in Mozambique) orfinancing components of national
programmes with other donors (e.g. Support to thigoNal Programme for Food Security [SNPFS] in
Nigeria). In addition to specific project activisighere is evidence of efforts to promote a more
conducive operating environment (e.g. through stppo macroeconomic management, good
governance and institutional capacity building indRda).

89. There are relatively few examples of the Bank Grtaling the lead on ARD sector reviews or
developing a more sophisticated poverty analysesifipally relevant for the ARD sector, where the
latter is emphasized in the CSP.

90. Targeting of beneficiaries AfDB strategy and project documents generallyude criteria and
justification for targeting portfolio resources. Bty a geographical approach to targeting is taken
(e.g. Burkina Faso, Morocco, and Nigeria). The mixte which beneficiaries are profiled and the fura
poor are disaggregated varies significantly betweamntries. There is usually no identification of
particular vulnerable groups. Identification ofgeting constraints and ways to overcome thesetis no
systematically addressed. An exception in thipeesis Mozambique where AfDB has an explicit
focus on overcoming gender inequality through supjoo national and sectoral gender initiatives.

91. Comparative advantage CSPs typically include some analysis of lessonm fpast experience
and identify areas of comparative advantage. Famgie the Bank has assumed a leading role among
donors in infrastructure related initiatives (eAjrican Water Facility, Rural Water Supply and
Sanitation Initiative and New Parnership for Affcdevelopment) where it is perceived to have
comparative advantage. Other donors are pullingobétgriculture and Infrastructure making AfDB
the biggest donor in these sectors in many counteeg. Ghana, Mozambique). The Bank's
comparative advantage vis-a-vis others in co-fiedngrojects is not always made explicit. Increased
attention to the issue of comparative advantagkkédy to be important in order to build more
effective partnerships with governments, donorsNG®s.

92. There is clear evidence of increasing applicatibthe principle of strategic selectivity. This
goes for the sector level, where there is a tendeméocus on less and larger initiatives. On count
level, the Nigeria CSP includes a thematic resoitrix which shows how specific measures
proposed link to the broader contextual challengestified. Similarly, the Mozambique Country
Strategy Rationale shows how AfDB funded activitigh help address priority issues identified and
thereby contribute to wider development goals. Tscess is also partly influenced by the Bank
Group’s perceived comparative advantage in ceragas such as infrastructure, governance and
growth.

17



Alignment and Harmonization

93. Alignment with domestic policies. There is evidence of substantial policy alignmemith
CSPs closely aligned with domestic policies, sgiagte and action plans which seek to reduce (rural)
poverty. For example, alignment with the governmagenda and PRSP pillars and priorities is one of
the key criteria for selecting intervention areaghe Ghana, Mozambique and Rwanda CSPs. The
Nigeria CSP is aligned with both national (the Na&l Empowerment and Economic Development
Strategy [NEEDS]) and state (the State Empowermamd Economic Development Strategy
[SEEDS]) development agendas while the Burkina Ez8B also draws on sector specific policies on
Food Security and Rural Development.

94. Project level objectives and areas of interventiom generally broadly aligned with domestic
policy priorities and in several cases involve direupport to national programmes. For example, in
Burkina Faso both the Community Investment ProfectAgricultural Fertility (PICOFA) and the
Decentralized Rural Development Support ProjectifBER-GK) were designed following a request
from government to support the implementation afc#fic aspects of proposed sectoral programmes.
AfDB projects often aim to support the operatioratiion of new policies (e.g. the Agriculture Sector
Development Programme [ASDP] in Tanzania, the 3eGender Strategy in Mozambique, and
Decentralization in Burkina Faso). On the otherdchathere is little evidence of feedback loops
between project implementation and domestic pdtcsulation.

95. Policy dialogue There is clear evidence of increased emphasipotiny dialogue in recent
CSPs. The majority of strategy documents inclugeesanalysis of the policy and institutional context
and identify priorities for reform, though evaluwats (e.g. Rwanda and Nigeria) show that in practice
the Bank is often not well positioned to engagdedive policy dialogue requires a clearly focused
strategy for engagement backed by permanent fiedemce with relevant capacity and a dedicated
budget for such non-project activities. Even inrdoes in which AfDB has a field presence those
conditions are not necessarily fulfilled. There arew specific examples of policy dialogue incldde
in project design e.g. PICOFA in Burkina Faso whiattively supports ongoing processes of
decentralization by linking key stakeholders afedént levels of government. However there isdlittl
evidence of lessons from project implementatiotuericing policy making outside project areas.

96. Alignment with country systems. Bank Group support for ARD is predominantly thrbug
selective sector projects rather than sector-wiplgraaches (SWAps) or forms of budget support.
Very little evidence was found of alignment of maj implementation with national PFM systems.
Only in Tanzania (Box 1) and Mozambique the Bankupris supporting ARD SWAps, and has been
making considerable progress in alignment with tguRFM. In the Mozambique CSP the Bank aims
to increase the percentage of support relying aregonent’'s PFM systems (including procurement)
from 9 per cent in 2005 to 40 per cent by 2009.e@tise ARD projects continue to operate through
project management units (PMUs) with their own nagdiséms and procedures. The Bank Group
supports wider economic and budgetary reforms desligo improve accountability and transparency,
and there is some evidence of efforts to integPAtiJs within ministries (e.g. Nigeria, Mozambique,
Rwanda), to build on national procurement systemg. Morocco) and to strengthen domestic PFM
procedures (e.g. Burkina) but overall current Isvef alignment with country systems remain
inadequate.
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Box 1. Support to a Sector-wide Approach in Agricuure in Tanzania

The Agricultural Sector Development Programme (ABBR: nationwide initiative in Tanzania, execubgtthe
Ministry of Agriculture, Food Security and Coopévas. It consists of national as well as local lestgoport for
a total amount of about 315 million US$. ADF is aofethe larger donors to the initiative, in additito the
World Bank and IFAD. The SWAp is supported by alkatf six donors. The programme started in Jul§&2p
and lasts for a total of seven years. IFAD was lvaa in the design from the start (2002) and th&t fo commit
resources to the basket fund.

This SWAp aims to contribute to increased GDP ghpwd reduced rural poverty and enhanced food &gcltr
tries to achieve this goal through enabling farmdestter access to and use of agricultural knowdedg
technologies, marketing systems and infrastrudturiis way contributing to higher agricultural pectivity,
profitability and farm incomes. Moreover, it prorastagricultural private investment based on an dvgxul
regulatory and policy environment.

The key methodology of the programme is based partcipatory and iterative approach, which is dnivby
the demands of beneficiaries and decentralizets iimiplementation, based on achievable resultse#sssent of
the outcomes of the programme will include the dieihg performance indicators: percentage of farmers
accessing improved agricultural services and ibfuature; percentage of farmers with sustained ofke
technologies that they have learned and percentigg@vate sector investment growth in agriculture.

97. Donor harmonization. Bank Group assistance strategies clearly refledhereasing emphasis
on donor harmonization and partnerships in recexdrsy Most CSPs have been developed in
collaboration with development partners as well gmvernment and at times include detailed
information on the activities of other donors byctee. Several CSPs call for increased Bank
involvement in harmonization initiatives such asnalo advisory groups and joint sector review
mechanisms but in practice levels of engagemergrdefargely on field presence and availability of
resources for these non-project activities is nedfit low. Harmonization initiatives at project kv
tend to be much more limited although there isevi# of increased Bank involvement in co-financed
projects (e.g. PICOFA in Burkina Faso is co-finahbg IFAD and AfDB) and joint donor initiatives
(e.g. Agricultural Support Facility supporting sacreforms in Nigeria). However the division of
labour based on comparative advantage of the Baol3vis-a-vis other donors is not always clearly
articulated.

Business Processes

98. Partnerships. The extent to which partnership strategies aresldped within CSPs varies
significantly and partnerships tend to be discussecde at national and sectoral level than at ptojec
levels. Partnership arrangements with national gowent and other donors are generally more
developed in countries where AfDB is supporting SWAe.g. ASDP in Tanzania and PROAGRI in
Mozambique). Project designs rely increasingly iigan private operators and NGOs but the criteria
for selection and performance monitoring are ofteadequately developed. Evaluations show that
partnerships have not always worked out as interaedrecommend that partnership arrangements
should be more clearly defined on the basis oftiejsapacities and comparative advantage.

99. Participation of stakeholders.Analysis revealed strong emphasis on participaticall stages

of the project cycle across the portfolio, in partar on project level. Participation often takee t
form of consultation during project design and iates there is active promotion of demand-led
approaches to project implementation. For exan§é2FS in Nigeria seeks to make local institutions
more responsive and promotes participatory commyn@ised development. Country portfolio
reviews have recommended increased participatiotivilf society organizations in monitoring and
evaluation (M&E) of Bank projects and programmestha mechanisms for doing this remain largely
undeveloped to date.

100. Accountability. Accountability mechanisms are generally well elithed. However the main

focus of accountability tends to be upward withie Bank and to government partners rather than
downward to beneficiaries. Internal accountabilgysystematically addressed via project steering
committees chaired by the relevant ministry and mased of the main partners involved in project
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implementation. The effectiveness and efficiencytluése structures in extending accountability
beyond AfDB’s Annual Work Plan and Budget processdifficult to ascertain from design
documents. Mechanisms for external accountabilitgdtional stakeholders are less standardized but
typically include reporting to sector working graugor example in Nigeria, NEEDS is the main
platform for dialogue and accountability to goveemnhand other donors. Accountability mechanisms
for feedback to beneficiaries are usually not ideld

101. Innovation and scaling up Bank projects are not generally concerned withovation but
rather aim to adapt and scale up existing appr@adbeeloped by AfDB and others. For example, in
Burkina Faso both PICOFA and PADER-GK seek to scgleexisting techniques and procedures
using the Community Driven Development/Local Depat@nt Fund model piloted successfully by
other agencies (Box 2). At times ARD projects séekpilot activities with a small number of
beneficiaries during a first phase and then fineetthem before scaling up over a wider area.
However, precise mechanisms for scaling up projeptementation are often not specified in project
design documents. Linkages between scaling up pseseand knowledge management during a pilot
phase and related M&E data are usually absent.

102. Field presence There is clear evidence of efforts to increasédfpresence in line with the
recommendations of past evaluations and the Badk décentralization strategy of 2004. In several
countries the Bank has established a field offitangania in 2004, Rwanda in 2006, and Burkina
Faso in 2006). This represents a significant steydrd but the evidence suggests that delegation of
responsibility and resources to country officepriggressing slowly. There are indications thatdfiel
presence has enhanced the capacity of the BankpGrouerms of project supervision, donor
harmonization and alignment and policy dialogue #ntuild direct supervision and implementation
support into project design (e.g. the District Agtture Sector Investment Project [DASIP] in
Tanzania) though the last remain largely ad hoc.

Box 2. Scaling Up in AfDB Supported Projects in Bukina Faso

The Community Investment Project for Agriculturagriility (PICOFA) aims to improve food security and
reduce poverty in rural communities in the Easiegion of Burkina Faso. The project is co-fundethuiFAD
and addresses issues of erosion control, restoratiosoil fertility, small-scale irrigation and hom land
development, improvement of farming and stockbmgdéchniques as well as increased production. PECO
pilots activities with a small number of villagecamter-village land management commissions and fhe-
tunes this approach before scaling up over a wida. a

The Decentralized Rural Development Support Prdje¢he Provinces of Gnagna and Kourittenga (PADER-
GK) aims to contribute to the country’s food setyuthrough increased agricultural production antiserced
living conditions of the rural population. The prof seeks to scale up existing techniques and guoes using
the Local Development Fund model piloted by othegjgrts in Burkina Faso. Both projects will establia
dedicated system for internal M&E and impact assest during Project Year 1 to inform management
decision-making.

103. Direct supervision and implementation support With the establishment of a country
presence in a growing number of countries supenwigs increasingly taking place from within the
country, instigated by resident field staff. This ¢onsidered to speed up project start-up and
implementation. On the other hand building up ahlan resources in the country offices is considered
slow, as is the delegation of authority to the d¢oulevel.

104. Results-based managementCSPs as well as project documents are primarijuded on
outputs under the control of the project, with mbneited attention to poverty outcome indicators.
The outcome indicators applied in recent resultebacountry strategy papers (RBCSPs) (e.g.
Rwanda) tend to be based on national monitoringesys and are generally not adequate for the
purposes of understanding poverty impacts at prégeeel or the overall contribution of the portfwli

to national trends. While there is evidence of éased attention to results-based management at
strategy level, there is little evidence of thisnigeoperationalized at project level, where attamtio
anticipated and actual results (the behavioural systemic changes in between outputs and impact)
are often missing. Instruments to measure perfocmare increasingly well specified but related
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processes and sources of information for M&E areegaly not determined at the design stage
(projects typically aim to recruit an M&E specialend establish a dedicated system for internal M&E
and impact assessment during project year 1). Tdjerity of existing M&E systems remain focused
on the project level only and linkages with courlayel PRS processes remain undeveloped. PADAB
in Rwanda provides one of the few examples of alt®based framework being used to enhance
accountability as well as learning at project level

105. Knowledge management Attention to knowledge management and lessonnilegr is
generally weak across the whole portfolio. CSPseasingly include results-based management
frameworks but M&E systems are mostly used for dgdthering and reporting, with much less
emphasis on learning and informing management aradegic decision-making processes. The
Burkina Faso Portfolio Review of 2006 notes majuorecomings in the area of M&E and notes that
the problem can only be resolved with greater mgitiess from the country and the Bank to
institutionalize it and mobilize the relevant resms needed. There is some evidence of increased
emphasis on results-based management and its éakagearning. For example in Ghana the Bank
recognizes the importance of establishing baseéfif@mation and efficient M&E procedures as a
basis for successful project management. Simildmy ARISP in Nigeria seeks to develop a robust
M&E system but it remains unclear how lessons kea@mwill be disseminated within and beyond the
project.

106. Sustainability. There is evidence of increased attention to issfiesistainability at strategy
level. Project level exit strategies are thouglemftnissing or inadequate. AfDB projects typically
focus on building local capacity and ensuring |qeaticipation and ownership of project processes a
a basis for enhanced sustainability. Project docisngenerally include some basic financial and
economic analysis but, with few exceptions, theresufficient attention to how recurrent costd wil
be covered once projects end. Evaluations (e.gkiBarFaso Country Portfolio Review) have
recommended more detailed analysis of future rexg@emeration at local government and community
levels.

107. Risk management Risks, albeit narrowly defined, are usually amaty and mitigation
measures built into project design. The Bank Grsupain focus is on financial risks although the
Rwanda RBCSP takes account of various other typassk including political, financial, sector
specific and AfDB specific and proposes mitigatioreasures for each. From a Bank Group
perspective the greatest risk in many countriegeslto the capacity of government and other partne
to implement projects and risk management focusamlynon issues of corruption and building
government implementation capacity. Environmentaksr are systematically addressed under
infrastructure projects. Risks are often not inelddn M&E frameworks of projects and thus risk
management during the life of a project appeassdssured.

Box 3. Benchmarking State Performance in Nigeria

The SEEDS benchmarking exercise will foster a cditipe approach that will help to shift incentivesvards
reform. The benchmarking process is managed byNdwtonal Planning Commission and overseen by |the
National Council on Development Planning and théidwal Economic Council - as a consensus instrurnént
federal and state governments. Participation destan the benchmarking exercise is entirely vamntand
based on commitment to reform and performance.fdtnekey areas in which the benchmarking criterié lve

defined are: (i) Policy: ensuring that state gowsents develop and implement a strategy that adgatgpolicy
targets; (ii) fiscal management/budget proces;d@rvice delivery; and (iv) communication, traasgncy and
corruption. Benchmarking will take place on an airhasis, to measure states’ trajectory of refonch @nable
other states to come on board. Where groups ofasimérforming states emerge, a limited numbetates will

be selected on the basis of their levels of povartgt population size. States which do not havesfaatory
performance in the first year can take effectiviioacto raise performance to become eligible iedatears. The
partnership with states will be driven by buildiadong-term strategic partnership aligned to a comagendd
of achieving the MDGs, including the developmeninitial time-bound action plans; the provisionesthanced
resources transfers, relative to a state budgat, ¢an leverage change; working towards providingget
support and SWAPs; and supporting effective collation among tiers of government.

Source: AfDB Federal Republic of Nigeria Countrya&tgy Paper 2005-2009, p 47.
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Summary

108. The Bank's ARD portfolio is generally relevant toetcountry context and CSPs are clearly
based on country needs and priorities and clodiggend with the orientation of national and sector
policies and strategies. In terms of corporatevesiee and coherence the portfolio is broadly
consistent with the sector and thematic prioritedsthe Bank. Furthermore there is substantial
coherence across the ARD project portfolio. Althoube focus on poverty has increased, poverty
analysis is limited and linkages between growth poderty alleviation are usually left implicit.
Targeting is poverty focused but remains largelggyaphically oriented, not including aspects of
vulnerability.

109. There is evidence of substantial alignment withiamat policy priorities and strategies and
increasing commitment to donor harmonization. Wipamticipating in SWAps, use is made of
national PFM systems. Otherwise Bank Group investsn&ontinue to rely heavily on project
modalities managed through separate PMUs. Bankp3policy on alignment with domestic systems
and the links between budget support and projectatittes needs to be more explicit. The emphasis
on policy dialogue is improved though constrairgmain to practice this. Even with an increased
country presence, responsibilities and resourcee haen redistributed at a relatively slow pace.
Comparative advantage of the Bank Group vis-arisrodonors need to be more clearly articulated.

110. Compliance with business process indicators vaidstantially across countries and projects.
There is clear evidence of improvements in relation participation, sustainability and risk
management. The basic framewaorks for results-bamethgement are in place though systems remain
focused on accountability towards donors and gowent. Knowledge management and learning
remain inadequate for practicing results-based gwmant. This undermines efforts to scale up
project implementation and makes it difficult tdiably assess the portfolio’s overall contributit;m
national development targets.

B. IFAD’s Portfolio
Policy Content

111. Rural poverty focus. IFAD’s country strategies and operations dis@astrong focus on rural
poverty. COSOPs and project design documents atinesgarious countries reviewed generally state
rural poverty reduction as their overarching objectand are oriented towards the needs of the rural
poor. They normally include a detailed analysigwhl poverty (its nature, geographic distribution
and causes) and discuss the links between rurakfyoand ARD. In some cases, however, the country
size and diversity demand more disaggregated gegcfic analysis than what is provided (e.qg.
Sudanj*. Gender specific analysis was found in differeagrées across countrigsand in-depth
social analysis could also be enhanced.

112. IFAD treats COSOPs as a positioning document andtcp programme medium term strategic
plan, in which IFAD’s position is determined on thmasis of country needs, rural poverty
characteristics, relevant government policies, #redprogrammes of other development partners. It
enables IFAD to agree with the government and dgweént partners with respect to focus of IFAD’s
efforts and resources. This provides clarity, argbad opportunity for partnerships and identifying
opportunities and areas for policy dialogue. Inspreging the COSOP to the government, only a
summary is prepared, as the document should nairiger than 12 pages. Therefore, due to space

2 It is however noted that the recent Sudan couymtngramme evaluation endorsed the geographictiagge

on rain fed areas.

% In Nigeria, attention to gender was limited i 8001 COSOP (produced under the old guidelines)sbu

stronger in projects such as the Rural Financeituitisin-Building Programme (RUFIN) and the Rural
Microenterprise Development Programme (RUMEDP).
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restrictions, a large part of the analytic workn@ included when the COSOPs are presented to the
Board.

113. IFAD operations tend to be concentrated in areasravithe rural poor are located (e.g. the
Sahelo-Saharian area and the Sahelian belt in lsiadi,the North and South West of Burkina Faso)
although only in a few cases specific measureshiegadirectly the rural poor are defined — e.g.
Rwanda’s Support Project for the Strategic PlartierTransformation of Agriculture (PAPSTA)

114. Strategy and project documents tend to be mairdyded on outputs although there is evidence
that rural poverty outcome indicators are increglgiused in the new results-based COSOP and in
project logical frameworks. In only some documeaetgewed, however, are quantified or time-bound

targets provided. The lack of intermediate or neid¥t targets is a concern given the importance of
results-based management as well as the needtalpdsad for mid-term reviews when adjustments to
operations may be warranted.

115. Adaptation to country context. Analysis of the wider socio-economic and politicahtext is
often weak in IFAD COSOPs and, particularly, injpobd design documents. IFAD tends to focus on
the analysis of the ARD sector and rural poverty. €&ample, the analysis of state fragility and its
implications for sectoral development was considéoebe insufficient in the Sudan COSOP of 2002
and projects most of the time have tended to beskd on state and locality levels rather than
addressing the wider policy and institutional dédievithin the sector.

116. The analysis found only a few examples where IFADNtry strategies and project documents
review the country context and challenges and ifjespecific measures to address them where they
are of importance for ARD and rural poverty — in Mmbique, for example, the COSOP reviews key
economic and governance challenges (poor econarinastructure, limited decentralization and poor
access to financial services) and identifies sjpecifeasures to address them, some of which are
reflected in specific operations. This is excepiagood practice.

117. Adaptation to specific sector characteristics COSOPs and project design documents
generally provide a detailed review of the ARD eectoften including an analysis of sector
opportunities and constraints. An analysis on tlengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats
(SWOT) of the main sector stakeholders is alsoigealin COSOPs. In a number of cases, IFAD
strategy was found to build on lessons learned ftermpast experience in the country and key selkctora
trends. For example, in Mozambique, recent operati@.g. the Agricultural Support Programme
[ASP] and the Rural Markets Promotion Programme QRIER]) reflect the development of the
agricultural SWAp and the increasing focus by gowent and development partners on rural
markets. There is less evidence, however, of syeemgith other sector initiatives and there idditt
reference to concrete partnerships for workindgvengector.

118. Targeting of beneficiaries IFAD’s target groups are usually relatively wedfined. COSOPs
generally include a matrix describing the poveeyel, causes and priority needs of each targetpgrou
and indicating IFAD programme responses. Projestgedocuments identify and describe project
beneficiaries, disaggregating the rural poor (witlphasis on the youth, women, the landless poor and
smallholders), though often with lack of in-deptitisl analysis or identification of potential tatipg
constraints and ways to overcome them. In Maligbample, it would have been useful to discuss the
feasibility of targeting in a context of armed riiba in the country side.

119. But there are signs of improvement in IFAD’s tanggtapproach, particularly in COSOPs and
operations designed under the new IFAD targetingcye- e.g. COSOP for Rwanda and Burkina
Faso, Rural Micro, Small and Medium Enterprise Supprogramme (MUVI) in Tanzania, Southern
Sudan Livelihoods Development Project (SLDP) in @udRural Finance Institutions-building

% PAPSTA includes specific interventions targetidigectly the rural poor in the areas of watershed

protection, livestock and crop development, andrisification of rice production in marshland torease the
income of the target group and improve their niotnit
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Programme (RUFIN) and Rural Microenterprise Develept Programme (RUMEDP) in Nigeria. In
Burkina Faso, the 2007 COSOP sets out criterigpfoactive and inclusive targeting and calls for
flexible and adaptive targeting, although failirg grovide the details of how to do it. In Sudan,
SSLDP has clear targeting criteria based on amnssisgnt of livelihoods and gender and includes
some safeguards to ensure more effective targeing. 4 gives an account of improvements in
Nigeria. Some examples of emerging good practieeatso found. For example, the Rwanda COSOP
includes a matrix describing the poverty level, semuand priority needs of each target group and
indicating IFAD programme responses.

Box 4. Improvements in IFAD’s Targeting Approach inNigeria

The country programme evaluation for Nigeria nateghknesses in COSOP and previous operations irs tefm
focus and differentiation of target groups, inchgliattention to gender. Recent operations, sudRUA4EDP
and RUFIN, show however signs of progress. RUMEDB®&pts a two-pronged targeting approach includimg ar
targeting and participatory intra-community targgtiwith selection criteria giving priority to séatwith higher
incidence of poverty. RUFIN targets marginalisedugrs, such as women, young people and those wytigath
disabilities. The design documents of both openatinclude analyzes of the target groups, highinghthe role
and constraints faced by rural women. The diffiegltin targeting/involving women are analyzed ittaden

RUFIN and a strategy for overcoming the difficudtis defined (e.g. addressing the legal and pdlayiers for
their participation in cooperatives). RUFIN alsalirdes a checklist of prerequisites of gender-sersilesign.

120. Comparative advantagesAt the strategy level, IFAD has a clear statenudrits comparative
advantage which lies in supporting small farmehns, tulnerable rural poor and rural communities
through the development of innovative approachesbgnharnessing the links between the micro and
the meso levels in ARD. Such comparative advaniaghowever always assumed and limited
evidence is provided on how IFAD’s comparative adsge relates to the comparative advantages of
other stakeholders or on how synergies could b&oeegband gaps bridged. The Sudan CPE notes that
IFAD has a strong track record on community develept and institutional support at local level but
gquestions its comparative advantage in complex ifsetttoral project and therefore recommends
refocusing on agricultural services. There isdittiscussion about comparative advantages at the
project level across the 10 countries reviewed.

Alignment and Harmonization

121. Alignment with domestic policies.Alignment with domestic policies was found to vewing
stronger, particularly at the strategy level. COS®fectives, priority areas and, in some casedtgesu
indicators, are increasingly in line with natiommllicy frameworks (e.g. PRSPs) and sector specific
policies and programmes. Project objectives andites also draw on domestic priorities as defined
in policy documents and development plans. Furtbegma few operations include specific policy
support components: for example, PAPSTA in Rwamdset to provide institutional support to the
implementation of the country’s Strategic Plan tlee Transformation of Agriculture and includes a
capacity building component aimed at strengthemiagacity of major national stakeholders. Policy
alignment in a fragile state like Sudan seemsrasgst because of the government’s limited capacity
and policy vacuums — often due to the presencempeting interests — and similar issues. There are
for example unresolved tensions surrounding theidsye of land tenure in Sudan.

122. The level of alignment also varies on the basisxi$ting ground realities and progress IFAD
has made in building its capacity in terms of digesupervising its projects and enhancing its ¢oun
presence. In Eastern and Southern Africa, the raligm and harmonization agenda is most advanced
as IFAD has already started supervising most pt®jaod country presence is most intense. In this
light, typically in this region IFAD projects aretegrated and use existing (government) structures,
where possible doing away with PMUs. Also all IFAfojects disburse funds through the
government system, are on-budget and use goverrptamnting, procurement and financial system
and procedures. Within this, the Special Accountars account established and operated by
government. Because of this integration, IFAD tte$ave joint supervision missions and MTRs are
done by the government, if required with some (§niAD support adding for example an expert to
the MTR team.
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123. It is also noteworthy that even if there is a PMUIFAD projects in any country, it is not a

parallel but a government PMU set within the goweent system and following government

procedures, staffed by government staff and, whegeired, some additional experts (recruited by
government). Therefore, such PMUs are fully commpligith the Paris Declaration.

124. Policy dialogue IFAD’s commitment to policy engagement and dial®deatures explicitly in

all reviewed results-based COSOPs. The Kenya 2@3@P, for example, indicates that IFAD will
feed into policy debates (particularly in the howtture and dairy sub-sectors) and will support the
implementation of the agriculture sector programiftiee Strategy for the Revitalization of
Agriculture). In Nigeria, the COSOP sets out theamtance of, and the agenda for, policy dialogue. |
also identifies main areas for policy dialoguas well as main policy interlocutors. But, witteav
exceptions, the analysis of policy processes atatlicutors generally lacks depth. In order to be
effective, policy dialogue needs to be supportedapyropriate country presence with the necessary
skills, management structures and resources. Se@és have documented limited progress to
address such capacity g&hasithough in doing so they also suggest that IFABdmmitted to change.
Policy dialogue is not an explicit aspect of masthe operations reviewed although there are some
exceptions. PAPSTA in Rwanda provides institutissighport to the country’s Strategic Plan for the
Transformation of Agriculture coordination, SWAp véépment, and capacity building at
decentralized level. RUMED in Nigeria includes dfieeneasures for supporting policy dialogue with
national and state-level policy stakeholders. AISIJMEDP’s annual implementation review
workshops are expected to generate policy recomatiems feeding directly to policy-makers.

125. Alignment with country systems Alignment with country financial management sys$e
remains overall limited. Most IFAD operations reved use a conventional project funding modality
with its own mechanisms and procedures: a purp@sthblished PMU, a special bank account, use of
IFAD’s procurement rules, and separate accountimdj r@porting. There is however evidence of
increasing alignment with country systems in soroantries: ASP in Mozambique is part of the
agricultural SWAp and IFAD disbursements are tavizae into the PROAGRI basket fund account
(although with earmarking to IFAD eligible expenuoligs) and are subject to the procurement rules
jointly (by government and donors) establisheddBIOAGRI.

126. Donor harmonization. An increasing emphasis on donor harmonization gartherships is
noticeable, albeit stronger in some countries @uykina Faso, Mozambique, Rwanda and Tanzania)
than in other (e.g. Morocco, Nigeria and Sudan)e Hmalysis was inconclusive, however, with
regards to the extent to which this strategic dhjeds being effectively translated into actiorhefe

is still little evidence of concrete donor harmatian initiatives or partnership arrangements at th
level of operations — Box 5 provides an examplenitad country presence and funding for non-
lending activities raise doubts as to whether IH#d3 the means to fulfil its ambitions with regatals
donor harmonization and the building of strategitmership$.

27 Empowerment of local communities and the involeatmof NGOs and civil-society organizations, rural

financial policies and regulatory framework, decaiitation policies and local government budgetafprms,
and governance and accountability.

%8 The 2008 CPE for Sudan notes that IFAD has faiechpitalize on its strong position within thetse due

to the lack of relevant capacity in-country. Ingesse, IFAD has out posted its CPM to Sudan. T8 ZOPE

for Nigeria criticizes the new COSOP for insufficiedetail on how the responsibilities for policyaldigue will

be allocated and the process handled, includinganunesource implications. The 2008 CPE for Morocco
recommends that IFAD should increase its countgs@mnce to improve capacity for policy dialogue wigy
policy stakeholders.

2 However, as mentioned previously, IFAD is movitayards providing greater guidance to staff on

promoting strategic partnerships.

25



Box 5. IFAD Harmonisation with Other Donors in Rwanda

Donor harmonization features strongly in the IFADSOP. With its country presence reinforced, IFADeants
to play a more active role in aid coordination stuwes, particularly the Development Partners Cioatébn
Group and in two cross-sectoral clusters (ruraletgment and private sector). IFAD has also begrdring
coordination with UN agencies through its partitipa in the United Nations Development Assistance
Framework (UNDAF) exercise and the “One UN” pilatRwanda. PASPSTA provides an example of a jpint
funded initiative (IFAD, the UK Department for Imt&tional Development [DFID], the Netherlands ahd
Belgian Survival Fund) which is helping to lay tkeoundwork for a foreseen agricultural SWAp. Other
improvements in donor harmonization include themwanrization of IFAD and DFID log frames for PAPSTA
and the joint donor supervision mission for PAPSPso, the newly designed operation (Kirehe Comrtyuni
Based Watershed Management ProjgdtVAMP]) is expected to establish collaboration ahdrmonize itg
approach with other donors acting in the targea arein the same field of activities, including AEinanced
Inland Lakes Integrated Development and Manage®apport Project (PAIGELAC).

127. Partnerships. The need for partnerships (with government, otdenors, civil society
organizations and the private sector) is also amirgyly emphasized in COSOPs. The Rwanda
COSOP describes existing partnerships and futurgortymities for partnering, with several
stakeholder categories included in the range o$iptespartners. The Nigeria COSOP indicates that
partnerships will be pursued to mobilize resoursbare experiences and strengthen policy dialogue
with government, particularly as IFAD enters neveas of intervention outside the agricultural
domain (such as with RUFIN and RUMEDP). But thewgrmg enthusiasm for partnerships is not
necessarily accompanied by substantive arrangerfant¢soperation. More information is needed in
country strategies or projects about concrete peship arrangements. There are however some
examples of emerging partnerships. In Rwanda,fanteal partnership arrangement in foreseen for the
KWAMP where the AfDB, World Food Programme and @&erman Development Service are to lead
on specific project components (e.g. the AfDB ipapted to lead on feeder roads component). In
Kenya, there is coordination of activities betwéas Smallholder Horticulture Marketing Programme
(SHoMaP) and two donor-funded projects (one by ®wedish International Development
Cooperation Agency [SIDA] and the other by the W dsknk), which relate to horticultural input use,
production and marketing. In Sudan, the Southerrd&fan Rural Development Project (SKRDP)
piloted strategic partnerships with credible loddGOs although supervision reports show that
cooperation has not materialized to the extentnoldd and the CPE noted that the partnership
approach was bold but overly optimistic and unetiali The unpredictability of stakeholder actions i
quickly changing contexts like Sudan poses chadlsrig the partnering objective.

Business Processes

128. As the new policy documents suggest, IFAD has bésing a lot of thinking around its
business processes, particularly on policy dialpgkmowledge management and results-based
management, and this is reflected it the desig@@EOPs and operations. But overall, the analysis
found variation across business process indicatoose so than in relation to content and alignment
and harmonization indicators.

129. Participation of stakeholders Stakeholder participation is normally foreseerthest various
stages of the country programme and project cy€leere is evidence of consultation during
programme/project design and promotion of participaapproaches during project implementation.
There is however variation, across operations audicies, in the depth of participation, includithg
extent of direct engagement of beneficiaries inlengentation. Rwanda provides an example of
improved effectiveness of IFAD’s participatory medls: the 2006 CPE criticized IFAD operations for
failing to engage stakeholders but the 2007 praapervision report for PAPSTA indicates that the
Local Management and Supervision Committees estadli for the project (which include community
development committees) have been actively involiedlecision-making and monitoring of the
project. MUVI, in Tanzania, has established listgngroups and requires implementing partners to
undertake listener surveys so that programme cbigteasponsive to stakeholder needs.

130. Accountability. There is limited discussion of accountability isswacross the IFAD portfolio
documents reviewed. Accountability mechanisms arplace but these seem to be used mainly for
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internal purposes and for a limited number of dtakders (Box 6). On the whole, accountability

seems to be mainly internal and upward rather ttmamward to beneficiaries. ASP in Mozambique is

probably an exception as it is set to promote a e&@nsion approach based on demand-driven
service provision and accountability to end-users.

131. As mentioned earlier, IFAD’s corporate results nieasient framework is currently being
expanded to capture a wide array of inputs, outants outcome related indicators. It also integrates
monitoring data such as derived from the RIMS asdsuthe results reported by self — as well as
independent evaluations. This is expected to dmutwi substantially towards inculcating results
culture, focus on development outcomes, and theesisure downward accountability to IFAD’s
ultimate target group — the rural poor.

Box 6. Accountability Mechanisms in IFAD Project inRwanda

PAPSTA established two steering committees whicsuen a degree of accountability to national andlloc
stakeholders. At the national level, the steeringnmittee is led by the Ministry of Agriculture amdims to
provide major policy guidance to the project, t@mine and approve annual work plans and budgetstan
review annual monitoring and evaluation reports.tihg district level, the steering committee is gdlocal
authorities. Regular consultative meetings betwggarernment and donors are also expected to be ineghim
sectoral cluster groups, as part of the donor éoatidn initiative.

132. Innovation and scaling up. Innovative features of IFAD programmes are empdeasiin
COSOPs and recent operations and presented as sFéddparative advantage in the sector. In
Rwanda, for example, the COSOP identifies oppdiisifor innovation across its strategic objectives
and foresees partnerships with NGOs and the prigatg#or to develop innovative approaches;
PAPSTA has as one of its three components theirgilaif actions through innovative mod®lsin
Nigeria, the CPE notes that IFAD has been sucdegsfpromoting pro-poor innovations in its
operations! The mechanisms for scaling up successful innonatare generally less clear although
there are some examples of these being put in:pREBSTA in Rwanda will support the creation of
replication mechanisms for pilot actidhand in some cases IFAD will support directly thplication

of successful experiencasin Nigeria, RUFIN and RUMEDP are designed tomeoiativé* and are
also explicitly geared to replication and scaliqpg with the expectation of significant complementar
future involvement by major donors and increasingp®rt from the government. Links between
results-based management and the scaling up oéssfat pilot initiatives are however not clearly
defined.

133. Country presence.Overall, there is limited discussion of countryegence implications of
IFAD country strategy objectives, including thoselated to policy engagement, knowledge
management and direct project supervision. Only few cases, is country presence briefly discussed
in COSOPs. The Sudan COSOP, for example, callseftvanced country presence to improve
portfolio performance although it does not specifyn-lending activities, inputs or budgets. Several
CPEs emphasize the need to strengthen country nmees® improve IFAD’s effectiveness,
particularly in the areas of policy dialogue, partncoordination and direct supervision and
implementation support. The Nigeria CPE notes shrate a Country Presence Office was established
in Nigeria in 2006, IFAD has been able to makegaificant contribution at the operational level to

% Including the introduction of new technologies $wil protection, an intensive rice productiontsys, the

creation of community innovation centres and a sgstem of extension services based on farmer dighdols.

31 Examples include: research on developing new residisease-resistant cassava varieties or timeopian

of community driven development in projects in Ketsina and Sokoto states.

% Two investment funds to enable farmers or farimgnsups to access the necessary financial ressdore

replication of pilot agricultural and other incorgenerating activities.

% For example, in the areas of marshland developamhrice production.

% In the capacity building of participating institns, including savings and credit groups at themunity

level, in training and systems development andfluéncing the framing and application of policggislation
and regulatory control and support of sector dgyeient.
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the development of partner-government dialogueratadionships. It also notes however that the level
of delegation of authority and resources deployedcbuntry presence are insufficient to ensure the
country office can play an appropriate role in impng IFAD activities and that funding and human
resource constraints have prevented further engagiem policy dialogue, stakeholder coordination
and direct supervision and implementation support.

134. With respect to country presence it must also betimeed, however, that IFAD has allocated a
budget of US$4.7 million for 2009, which is almdise times higher than the annual budget allocated
during the pilot phase. The management locus fig thitiative has been elevated and inter-
departmental co-cordination mechanism has beenpset-

135. Direct supervision and implementation support IFAD’'s direct supervision and
implementation support modality is increasinglyngeiused for in Africa, especially Eastern and
Southern Africa (e.g. KWAMP in Rwanda and PROMERMoazambique). While evaluation evidence
shows that direct supervision and implementatioppsett contributes to better development
effectiveness, as compared to supervision throogiperating institutions, this will increase the wor
burden of staff both at headquarters and thodeeifi¢ld, where country presence exists.

136. Knowledge managementAlthough CPEs indicate that attention to knowledganagement
and lesson learning has generally been limitedhénpiast, there is evidence of improvements in new
results-based COSOPs and recent operations. Newt-Zp06) results-based COSOPs have a
dedicated section on knowledge management and coioation which broadly defines the strategy
for promoting information sharing, lessons learnimgl dissemination, albeit with varying degrees of
depth. In Mali, a policy dialogue unit was put ilage to strengthen knowledge management, not only
for internal purposes but also for broader lesseasiing and sharing with other development pastner
(Box 7). Recent lending operations also includewkedge management components. PROMER in
Mozambique is set to collect a wealth of knowledgé&rmation, lessons learned and best practices
that will feed into IFAD regional knowledge netwsrknd it aims to develop a ‘country programme
approach’ which actively builds partnerships andesgies with ongoing IFAD operations. PAPSTA
in Rwanda foresees the establishment of commumitgvation centres in project pilot areas to collect
and disseminate basic information on innovative ragghes. MUVI in Tanzania includes a
communication component which has developed a ledgd management strategy with strong links
with the M&E framework. RUMEDP in Nigeria includeas part of its knowledge management
strategy, annual implementation review workshopsstgess progress and share experiences, exchange
visits and policy review workshops. The extenteasfslon learning of past experiences is also found to
be improving. For example, in Rwanda, the COSORevey the findings and recommendations of the
CPE and the KWAMP project appraisal report revidessons from the CPE and recent evaluation
and supervision missions. In Nigeria, RUMEDP andHRU document lessons learned from past
experiences in the country and elsewhere, drawingowernment, IFAD and other donor experiences.
But, with a few exceptions, the purpose, respolitss and allocation of resources for knowledge
management activities outside lending operatiossiligo be fully defined and resourced.

Box 7. IFAD’s Knowledge Management in Mali

The Mali COSOP has a clear view on knowledge mamagé and has put means in place to strengthen it,
especially in the form of a policy dialogue unitherl unit is responsible for information and knowledg
development as well as sharing and disseminatifoggnration and knowledge, including to other develent
partners. It will monitor performance of IFAD-fineed programmes in Mali and ensure that lessongaddan
poverty reduction are built upon. In addition t@anizing exchanges of experiences between IFADacdner
organizations, the unit will: (i) maintain a welesitn IFAD projects in Mali with hyperlinks to theehsites of
partner organizations; (ii) conduct field reseamahpoverty reduction; (iii) organize IFAD participan in policy
meetings; and (iv) communicate with national ingtitns responsible for poverty reduction and foecusity.

137. Results-based managemenResults-based management is another prominentréeat new
COSOPs and M&E mechanisms are found to be incrglgsivell defined at the project level. There
remain however some important issues to be addtesdihough there have been improvements in
the definition of project logical frameworks thei® still some work to do to produce SMART
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(specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and-tnented) monitoring indicators with clearly
defined means of verification. In countries liked8o data gaps and the lack of reliable data sources
pose challenges to improving M&E. Furthermore, vatfew exceptions, project M&E is still largely
used for internal management purposes — the Nig&#B notes, for example, that the information
generated by IFAD’s Results and Impact Managemgsatet (RIMS) is limited to project outputs
and activities and that information on project omes results, beneficiaries’ perception, sustalityabi
and impact is scafit Linkages with country M&E systems also need tobmgter defined and
strengthened. Rwanda provides an example of pregrmeshis front (Box 8). Finally, M&E needs to
be more clearly used as an instrument for managenesson learning, policy formulation and
accountability.

Box 8. IFAD’s Results-based Management in Rwanda

The Rwanda COSOP aims to establish a country pmugewide M&E system which is harmonized with
government information systems at the nationaldisttict levels. As a first step, COSOP result gadors were
selected from the Economic Development and PovBeguction Strategy. Projects are also expected to
harmonize their data collection and reporting tiytostrengthened M&E units. PAPSTA monitoring systeith
be harmonized and gradually integrated into theagament information system to be developed witha
Ministry of Agriculture. KWAMP is expected to bellfigaligned with this, as KWAMP M&E activities wilbe
integrated into those of PAPSTA through a commonBvifit.

—

138. Sustainability. Project sustainability is treated systematically project design documents
although often with inadequate appreciation ofdh&nging country context and how this might affect
the project. Attention to defining a clear exitaségy® is not very prominent. The common
assumption is that local ownership, beneficiarigatticipation in projects and partnerships with
domestic stakeholders are key to ensure sustaiyabiThe Rwanda COSOP indicates that
sustainability will be built through ensuring thaitojects are integrated within strong institutional
frameworks, that assistance is directed primailyexiting national/local structures and that these
build up their capacity and autonomy. The Morocd®EMotes that a strong participatory approach
has been a strength for the portfolio’s sustaiitgbiut it adds that sustainability also depends on
technical and financial support from governmentraggs, which not always is available. The Sudan
CPE also mentions the limited budgetary allocation meeting recurrent costs for government-
provided services, acts as an obstacle to a pimj@eancial sustainability. Progress on dealinghwi
the issue of sustainability is noticeable in soroantries. The Rwanda COSOP and KWAMP show
stronger emphasis on sustainability issues thdieeaperations and respond to the criticism mage b
the 2006 Rwanda CPE.

139. Risk management The analysis found variation in the depth of @skalysis and identification
of risk mitigation measures across countries argjepts. On the whole, attention to developing a
comprehensive understanding of political risks atteer risks related to the broader socio-economic
and environmental context needs to be strengthafedya is one of the exceptions (see Box 9)
although there is uncertainty about the sufficieatyhe intended responses. IFAD’s internal quality
assurance and quality enhancement mechanisms tirggpaore emphasis on risk managenénn
response, recently designed operations show imprents in the quality of their risk analysis —
examples include KWAMP in Rwanda, PROMER in Mozasmilei and SSLDP in Sudan.

% At the third level of results, RIMS will be repiimg result on outcomes (assets and nutrition).eBas

surveys have been undertaken; impact surveys aendstly in 2010-2012.

% In Kenya, the exit strategy for the Smallholdartitulture Marketing Programme (SHoMaP) is defirad

the PMU moving progressively from direct involverhein planning, budgeting and implementation to
monitoring, supervision and review of lessons ledrn

37 ‘Risk and sustainability’ is defined in the QlEnhancement Guidelines (IFAD 2007e) as one @fsik
Key Success Factors guiding quality enhancemenaasdrance.
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Box 9. IFAD’s Responses to Broad Risks in Kenya

The Kenya Joint Assistance Strategy (KJAS) idesgifihree broad risks that can affect the implentientaf
the IFAD COSOP. IFAD has outlined how it aims tdigate these risks:

1. Lack of political will to address vested inteseand politically difficult reforms: IFAD will emipasize the
costs of the status quo and the benefits of reform.

2. Poor governance and corruption: IFAD will conendialogue with the government and build capafuty
improved financial management.

3. External factors (change in trade, climate cearspread of disease etc.): together with KJASnpsastand
dialogue with the government, IFAD will counter $eerisks through monitoring, dialogue, establishing
partnerships with donors.

Summary

140. In sum, the selection of COSOPs and project desdmgpuments reviewed indicate that IFAD’s
country strategies and operations are being adjust¢he light of the new policies and guidelines,
with many design improvements noticeable in a numifeareas, particularly targeting, policy
alignment and dialogue and knowledge managemendrdas such as the analysis of the country
context, stakeholder participation, sustainab#ind risk management there is considerable scope for
further improvements. And more clarity is needed defining the organization’s comparative
advantages and in defining the rationale for darmordination and partnerships. The question is
whether programmes and projects will be able toraimmalize key reform initiatives (e.g.
implementation of the targeting policy, innovatistrategy, direct supervision, etc.) and whether
current country presence arrangement and non-lgndativities and resources are sufficient to
respond to the additional requirements and expentat

C. Examples of Good Practice

141. This section of the report provides an overvievexisting and emerging good practice within
the two agencies’ portfolios. The term ‘good preetiis used here to refer to cases where the most
ambitious ranking levels in the analytical framekv@evels 3 and/or 4 — c.f. section 3) are founain
substantial way. Given the focus of the portfoli@lgsis on strategies and project design documents,
in some of the cases the examples might refer tenfions by the organizations rather than
accomplished facts. Examples of good practice nddfiin this way, were found across all the 18
indicators reviewed by this study. This sectionhhights some of these. A more detailed list of good
practices is provided in Appendix 4.

Good Practice on Policy Content

142. Good practice on policy content issues relatesh& agencies’ efforts to link their country
strategies to national and sectoral policy framéwoand poverty reduction needs assessments.
Mechanisms used to ensure that country strategeesesponsive or linked to country and sector
contexts include: reviews of country and sectortexts and previous experience to identify
appropriate interventions, the use of thematic ltesmatrices and SWOT analyzes of key sector
stakeholders to identify gaps and potential aréastervention. The ways in which the agencies have
ensured that their strategies contribute to poveetuction include: improved targeting strategies,
detailed analysis of previous experiences to enslamtification of pro-poor activities and incredse
use of poverty outcome indicators.

143. Both organizations have attempted to improve tlegigeting strategies. However, IFAD has
been more committed to targeting on local levehwibod practices observed in many of the countries
reviewed. In Kenya, IFAD has put in place a focavelopment area approach to improve
geographical targeting. In Ghana, IFAD has condu@e analysis of the feasibility of targeting
focusing on aspects of access to resources andl gootection. In Rwanda, the appraisal report for
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KWAMP discusses the constraints to targeting wonaga proposes a gender mainstreaming
approach.

Good Practice on Alignment and Harmonization

144. Good practice in alignment with national policy lumes mechanisms for working through
government systems and building national policyoqiies and monitoring indicators into the
agencies’ country strategies. In Mozambique, th®B$ M&E framework is based on the
government’s performance assessment frameworkhierRRSP. IFAD has aligned with national
institutions in Tanzania by mainstreaming projesordination units within the lead implementing
government agency.

145. There are also some examples of good practicaeéngthening capacity of national systems.
The AfDB, given its broader mandate, is supportihg developing of PFM systems in several
countries. Some IFAD projects include capacity dindy components focusing on planning and
budgeting capacities (e.g. SSLDP in Sudan).

146. Examples of good practice in aligning with PFM sys$ are less abundant. IFAD has made
good progress in countries like Tanzania, Mozandignd Kenya. In Tanzania IFAD funds are
channelled via national treasury and are alignati ttie MTEF and budget cycles. There are more
examples of alignment with PFM systems for the AfEiBce the agency is providing general budget
support in a number of countries.

147. Improving policy dialogue and engagement with nalostakeholders is an objective for both

organizations. IFAD is however more advanced arfdrefvarious examples of good practice. In

Ghana, each project is supported by a Programmel&awent Implementation Partnership which is

forum for stakeholder coordination including mapmlicy stakeholders for the specific operation. In

Nigeria, RUMEDP will have annual implementationiesv workshops which are expected to generate
policy recommendations feeding directly into poliogking.

148. Joint review missions (e.g. AfDB in Mozambique)rtmapation in Joint Assistance Strategies

(e.g. AfDB in Tanzania), and active engagementdnad coordination groups (e.g. IFAD in Kenya

and Rwanda) illustrate good practice in donor hanigation. In countries where the organizations are
not working within a donor harmonization framewowitempts have been made to coordinate
interventions by reviewing donor practices in imted areas of intervention and by establishing
coordination units. For instance, in Mozambique Badkina Faso the IFAD COSOP lists other ARD

sector donor activities and potential for synergshwFAD. In Burkina Faso the establishment of a

regional coordination committee is foreseen in ptdeperationalize synergies.

149. There is also emerging evidence of good practideying to build a base for partnerships with
government and donors. Better partnerships withgiwernment are likely to emerge in countries
where the organizations have carried out detasiews of the institutional and policy framework
and have designed their interventions to suppeddtrameworks. In terms of partnerships with donor
partners, there are examples where the organizaliave reviewed in detail ongoing donor activities
in areas of common interest and this could potiyimovide the basis for effective donor divisioh
labour and help identify comparative advantages.

Good Practice on Business Processes

150. Good practice on business process issues variessatite two agencies. IFAD seems to be
doing particularly well on innovation and knowledgenagement, with a number of examples of
emerging good practice. The AfDB’s portfolio offer®re examples of good practice on results-based
management and risk management.

151. Innovation is a strong feature in IFAD operationad it is presented as the organization’s
comparative advantage. There are some examplasno¥ation promotion by IFAD, even though
greater attention is required to replication andlisg up. In Rwanda, IFAD will work with
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international NGOs, farmer organizations and pavsgctor to develop innovative institutional and
technical approaches (e.g. conservation farmingy f@ms of water retention, inclusive rural
development). In Sudan, the Western Sudan ResoMaaagement Project (WSRMP) supports the
resolution of conflicts over resource managementbhbyding capacity of local institutions for
improved local governance.

152. Knowledge management is another prominent elenfdf?® COSOPs and recent operations.

Good practice examples of knowledge managementideclthe establishment of a Policy Dialogue

Unit in Mali which will be responsible for knowledgdevelopment and sharing and disseminating
information, feeding project-related informatioridmegional knowledge networks (e.g. in Ghana and
Mozambique), the establishment of community innmvatcentres in Rwanda (under PAPSTA) to

collect and disseminate basic information on intiweaapproaches.

153. Both agencies have been building results-based geamant into their country strategies and
projects. It is worth highlighting AfDB’s use of ématic results matrices (e.g. in Nigeria and in
Mozambique), which establish a results chain betw&fB interventions, outputs and outcomes to
be achieved under the CSPs, and link these withdhetry’s long term development objectives.

154. Good practice on risk management is more evideAfdB operations. In Kenya, the Bank has
identified external and project-related risks am@ defined mitigation strategies to address tham. |
Tanzania, a direct link is established betweenNi&E framework and the risk management. In
Mozambique, the Massingir Dam and Smallholder Agdtice Rehabilitation Project includes a
comprehensive set of environment mitigation measure

V. IMPLICATIONS FOR RELEVANCE, COMPARATIVE
ADVANTAGES AND PARTNERSHIPS

A. The Relevance Paradox: Is the Gap Closing?

155. The JE’s review of past performance (also refetoe@ls meta-evaluation) posed a paradox: that
relevance scores high in project and country etiaog but effectiveness and impact is less
satisfactory. What does the portfolio analysisaagut this paradox’®

156. There is evidence in the portfolio analysis th& tWwo organizations have ‘smartened up their
act’ to a considerable degree in terms of new fediand compliance with them, although there Ik sti
some way to go. However, at this point, this ibeoexpected, as change takes time to take effhigt. T
would be especially true of the decentralizatioBfhas instituted. Change in the two organizations
has responded to the two institutional evaluatismhéch focused predominantly on organizational,
process and governance issues.

157. The assumption of the institutional evaluations ahthe changes underway is that relevance is
not the problem and that the agencies have bragdlgontent right. In ARD they are both supporting

and in IFAD’s case serving as a catalyst of theegjmiead move towards community-based rural
development over the last 15 years. IFAD focusesi@reloping models of community-based rural

development which can be scaled up, and the AfD@iges on rural infrastructures and scaling up
successful innovations experimented by other ongaioins.

158. The ‘high relevance’ finding of the meta-evaluatioeeds therefore testing. While this will be
addressed more fully in the final joint evaluatieport, the portfolio analysis can already draw esom
conclusions:

% The Meta-Evaluation is though not that straigivfard on the issue of relevance and notes“thetiveen a

third and a half of the projects rated as satistagtare only partly so leaving plenty of scope ifmproving
relevance” It moreover mentions inconsistencies of some highavance ratings with more detailed project
evidence, showing that attention to issues of eelee at project level is needed. This is even riwecase at
the level of country programmes and sector strategihere relevance is mostly rated as just satisfacOPEV
and OE, 2008: p. 19.
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Neither agency yet pays sufficient attention té,rand develops measures to manage or
mitigate it. In the African rural environments thegerate in, with a relatively high risk
profile, this aspect of country strategy and prigjeannot be underestimated. Where risk
is taken seriously — by AfDB — it is defined in ary narrow way as financial risk,
reflecting the fact that this is a Bank. There @m®lated cases of other risks being
addressed — political risk by IFAD in Kenya. Wheskr(e.g. risks of natural hazards,
conflict, change in relative prices or macro-ecommparameters) have been addressed
comprehensively — embedded in strategy and desigrepses - it has begun to lead to
different emphases in the content of project desseymd country strategies. The question
is whether this can be accommodated by an additionas/component, or whether the
basic nature of activities needs to change. Riskeis which are peripheral to a project
could suddenly become the central focus. To a degnis has happened in projects
seeking to take account of conflict over naturaoteces. The limited emphasis to risk
may be a reason for significant changes in prajeatent during the project’s lifetime,
observed in a number of projects.

A more disaggregated poverty analysis (being uaiert by IFAD but not yet the Bank
Group) would also naturally lead to a more difféi@ed approach to increasing incomes
or empowerment. It is unlikely that this can alwdyes contained in the same broad
community-based approach to rural development, avtigs is the approach adopted.

A deeper analysis of policy process and policy riotators and their demands,
expectations and needs would also conceivably teathanges in strategy and design.
This is happening incrementally: for example, timeréasingly frequent search for
market-based rather than production-oriented appesa to agricultural and rural
development. Many policy makers have urged a mdr&séd approach, which would
lead to significant changes in the content of coustrategies and project designs. In
particular, greater interaction with policy makerd take project staff out of their local
area project ‘bubble’ and challenge the assumptidrish operate within the ‘bubble’.

The past weak performance on sustainability in IFAIPported projects in Africa and
elsewhere can be explained by several factors, ttog®in combination: the difficulties
governments have in taking on multi-component mtsje- they are simply not set up for
this sort of work; the absence of negotiation a@&l commitments from project start on
recurrent financing from competent bodies; the tiaon of projects with one ministry
(usually Finance) while supervision and impleméatatrest with another (e.g.
Agriculture). The lesson is that exit strategiesch&éo be planned from the beginning. If
this were done, greater reliance even at projesigdestage would be placed on
counterpart bodies, and they would have to haveerobran influence than is currently
the case. In turn this could lead to changes inctimgent of projects in order to address
the sustainability question. All donors have tendedkirt around these sustainability
issues rather than confront them head on. Eithey tan be confronted in a given
context; or the criterion should be abandonedamtleemporarily until progress has been
on civil service and public expenditure reform (eéxgfragile states or regions).

159. In summary, action to address acknowledged deficith as those noted above with regard to
approaches to strategy and project design woul@stlmertainly lead to significant changes in the
focus and content of assistance, rather than pesemd procedures. It is a matter of ‘doing thetri
things’ as well as ‘doing things right'.

160. There is a further related point about complex rudmponent projects. These exist partly
because expectations are extremely high, and riultigiectives are not often adequately prioritized
and sequenced according to context and realitieshenground. Where capacity issues in local
government counterpart organizations are extrenge $aidan) sustainable implementation of projects
with multiple components is an extremely demandohgllenge. The focus on community-based
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development often leads to a demand for basicsEsyivhich are not currently being supplied due to
weak financial flows to the local authorities whiate supposed to provide them, and to the very weak
capacity of these bodies. Under these circumstaitciss difficult to deliver effective results in
agriculture and rural development results withougaging more widely in explicit partnerships on
basic services.

B. Becoming Knowledge Organizations for Policy Dialoge?

161. The portfolio analysis shows that new results-basmahtry strategies are announcing a greater
focus on knowledge management and policy engagenagwt therefore addressing some of the
determinants of poor non-lending performance idiedti by the meta-evaluation. But neither
organization has yet effected the difficult tramsfation into a full-fledged knowledge organization,
which policy dialogue requires. There is as yestrong project-policy feedback loop. IFAD appears
to be moving faster in this direction though -sibeginning to learn lessons both from its projects$
wider experience to feed into policy, and buildingolicy support components to project design.

162. In both cases, the rationale for greater countesg@mce needs even stronger articulation. The
reality would appear to be, as anticipated in thgirkess processes review, that strong countryesffic
get absorbed in supervision, troubleshooting, pement, financial management and monitoring.
This leaves little time for linking projects andlipg, learning lessons, instituting feedback loops.
Country presence needs to be articulated primauilly reference to the organizations’ objectives at
country level. Given that the administrative joltlsoaneed to be done and well, this suggests tleat th
levels of country presence established so far,thadtaff skills and incentives need to be looked a
again.

C. Opening to Harmonization and Partnership: but Strategic Change Still Awaited

163. There are moves across both organizations’ pasotowards partnerships, but they have
remained opportunistic for two reasons:

. The allocation of limited resources to developingrtperships, which would permit
analysis of synergies, and exploring the optionspfactical partnership arrangements.
Partnership is time consuming, and does not fityeasth pressures to deliver projects.

. The attention to analysis of comparative advantafgpotential partners as a basis for
developing a division of labour is increasing frartow base.

164. Enhanced country presence is making a differencihéodegree to which coordination and
harmonization of policies can be pursued, andithizne basis for partnerships among development
partners. But neither organization has yet venturexaligning sufficiently with country financiand
other systems (such as M&E), which would createranger basis for partnership with country
institutions, and for harmonization with other deygnent partners.

165. And both organizations are somewhat hesitatingeeolde resources and power to country
representations, even taking into account thosesaadFAD with out posted CPMs. This does not yet
appear to be a constraint on partnership developfirelits current co-financing modality), but will
rapidly become so if a more serious and stratggicaach is taken.

166. A complementarity analysis of the AfDB’s and IFADstrengths and weaknesses shows that
there are a number of ways in which their strengtitsweaknesses are complementary (Table 2).
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Table 2. Areas Where AfDB and IFAD are Complementsy

Strengths Weaknesses
AfDB « Macro-analysis and project * Poverty not disaggregated
macro links * Activities not selected in the basis
* Analysis of comparative of poverty analysis
advantage in CSPs * Targeting
 Scaling up community driven * Project-policy feedback loops
development missing
*Weak ARD sector analysis
IFAD » Community-based development | « Some explicit lesson learning, but
approach knowledge management objectives
 Disaggregated poverty analysis, outside project unclear
and improving targeting « Little analysis of country context
» Growing portfolio of policy and impact in ARD
support components  Inadequate involvement in policy
» Strong analysis of ARD sector process beyond the project level

VI. CONCLUSION

167. The portfolio analysis summarized in this reporhed to provide evidence on the extent of
lesson learning and change in AfDB and IFAD’s reécawuntry strategies and ARD operations in
Africa.

168. The two organizations have been addressing mudheotriticism made by the institutional
evaluations and adopting many of the suggestedmeamdations. For example, the AfDB has been
undergoing a process of organizational decenttaizavhich aims to have 45 per cent of staff in the
field. It has also introduced changes to businesxgsses, including the use of results-based
management, aimed to improve quality at entry, isendelivery and country focus. Recent
international trends have led to a refocus on ARD the Bank is currently revising its ARD policy.
IFAD, on the other hand, has been investing qugeificantly on improving its operational policies
and guidance in a number of areas, including gua&surance and enhancement, knowledge
management, targeting and direct supervision amfeimentation support. However, new corporate
policies and the changing operating context callstoengthened country presence and delegation of
authority to the country level which to some extentbeing addressed through growing country
presence.

169. The portfolio analysis confirms that change is un@g in both organizations with several
ongoing initiatives aimed to improve performancel aevelopment effectiveness. Design processes
are being adjusted in line with new policy direngand business process models. Country strategies
are not only becoming better aligned with countofiqy priorities but are also becoming a more
strategic tool for guiding operations, with imprawents noticeable in context analysis, lesson lagrni
from previous experiences, focus on poverty outeyramphasis on policy dialogue, management for
results, etc.

170. Project design is also being enhanced and soméeofportfolio performance constraints
identified by the meta-evaluation are being adare@s$FAD has been focusing particularly on
improving targeting, and building knowledge managetmand policy engagement into project
components. AfDB has improved its poverty focus atdtegic selectivity of interventions. Both
organizations have been making progress in termsalighing operations with country policies,
strengthening stakeholder participation across pghgect cycle and building up M&E systems
(although the latter are still largely used forermal project management purposes and insuffigient!
aligned with country systems).

171. There is still some way to go on a number of isstitiee ‘relevance paradox’ is to be properly

addressed. This is not surprising, as change dfititeset in motion takes time to produce effeets o
outcomes. In moving forward important gaps (mostvbfch were identified by the joint evaluation
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meta evaluation and business processes review)ets m mind include: risk analysis and
management, sustainability and exit strategieslejpth analysis of the policy context and processes,
capacities and skills for policy engagement, artdnéibn and responsiveness to the broader and
changing context (particularly for IFAD). Improvems required in technical aspects, need to be
complemented by improvements in associated orgémied aspects and the underlying
organizational culture and values.

172. Greater clarity and definition of strategy is alsequired in several areas. Comparative
advantages should be analyzed rather than assumdeth@ analysis should be used as a basis for
exploring synergies and potential partnerships witter development partners. The strategy, purpose
and operational implications of the current polippsitions on policy dialogue, knowledge
management and donor harmonization also need teldmly articulated. Strengthened policy
engagement and donor coordination requires suifatepresence (i.e. adequate skills, resourcds an
delegation of responsibilities) and systems foregating, capturing and managing knowledge and
information
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APPENDIX 1

List of Documents Reviewed

AfDB Documentation

Burkina Faso
- Country Strategy Paper, 2005-2009.

- Portfolio Review Report, 2006.

- Community Investment Project for Agricultural Fityi Appraisal Report, 2004.
- Decentralized Rural Development Support ProjecprAjsal Report, 2006.

- Project supervision reports.

- Project monitoring and evaluation reports.

Ghana
- Northern Rural Growth Programme (jointly financedhwFAD, 2007).

- Afram Plains Agricultural Development Project, 2006

- Export Marketing and Quality Awareness, 2005.

Kenya
- Country Strategy Paper, 2005-2007.

Small-scale Horticultural Development Project, Agipal Report, July 2007.
- Kimira-Oluch Smallholder Farm Improvement Projégbpraisal Report, February 2006.

Country Strategy Paper, 2005-2009.

Proposal for an ADF Loan of UA 14,920,000 to finarthe Baguineda Irrigation Scheme
Intensification Project.

Mali

- Proposal for an ADF Loan of UA 15,000,000 to finanthe project in Support of the
Development of Animal Production in the South Kasesa..

Morocco
- Country Assistance Evaluation, May 2008.

- Projet de développement rural dans les zones moewags de la province d’errachidia,
Appraisal Report, vol. |, Il et lll, June 2007.

Mozambique
- Country Strategy Paper, 2006-2009.

- Massinger Dam and Smallholder Ag. Rehab Projecpréisal Report, 2007.
- Women'’s Entrepreneurship and Skills DevelopmenprAjsal Report, 2005.
- Gender Profile Report
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- Country Governance Profile
- 2005 Country Portfolio Review and Action Plan.
- Southern Africa Regional Strategy, 2004.

Nigeria
- Country Strategy Paper, 2005-2009.

- Country Strategy Paper, 2005-2009, Corrigendum.

- Agriculture and Rural Institutions Support Proje2p5-2008.

- Support to the National Programme for Food Secl2ip7-2012.
- Country Portfolio Performance Review, December 2004

- Country Portfolio Improvement Plan, 2005.

- CSP Mid-term Review (scheduled for end 2006/ea0ly72.

Rwanda
- Results-based Country Strategy Paper, 2005-2007.

- Inland Lakes Integrated Development and ManagerSemport Project Appraisal Report,
October 2003, and corrigendum.

- Bugesera Agricultural Development Support Projappraisal Report, June 2006.
- Evaluation of AfDB Assistance (CAE), OPEV 2004 (eang the period 1994-2002).

Tanzania
- Country Strategy Paper 2002-2004, May 2003, andn@puStrategy Paper JA2002-2004
Update, May 2006.

- Agricultural Sector Development Programme, Phag@praisal Report, June 2007.

- District Agriculture Sector Investment Project (8€2011), Appraisal Report, November 2004.

IFAD Documentation

Burkina Faso
- Country Strategic Opportunities Programme, 2007.

- Agricultural Commodity Chain Support Project, Rapamd Recommendation of the President,
2006.

- Small-scale Irrigation and Water Management Proj&aport and Recommendation of the
President, 2007.

- Sustainable Rural Development Programme, Report Rexbmmendation of the President,
2004.

Ghana
- Northern Rural Growth Programme, Appraisal Report.

- Root and Tuber Improvement Programme, AppraisabRepovember 2007.

- Ghana Country Programme Evaluation, 1996.

Kenya
- Country Strategic Opportunities Programme, Aug0$X72
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Mali

Smallholder Horticulture Marketing Programme, Appaa Report, volume |, Main Report,
July 2007 (to be implemented between 2008-2014).

Smallholder Dairy Commercialization Project, Repamtd Recommendations of the President,
December 2005.

Country Strategic Opportunities Programme, 2007.

Kidal Integrated Rural Development Programme, Riegod Recommendation of the President,
2006.

Northern Regions Investment and Rural Developmergi@amme, 2005.

Morocco

National Rural Roads Programme, 2007.
Country Strategy Paper, 2007-2011.

Mozambique

Country Strategic Opportunities Paper, 2004.

Agricultural Support Programme, Appraisal Repoi)2 and Report and Recommendation of
the President, 2006.

Rural Finance Support Programme, Report and Recowhatien of the President, 2003, and
Supervision Report.

Rural Markets Promotion Programme, Programme Dd3@pument, draft, May 2008.
Project supervision, mid-term reviews, and proghpletion reports.

Programme priorities for the Eastern and Southefricd Region (there is a PowerPoint
presentation by the regional Director dated ApRiD@).

Nigeria

Country Strategic Opportunities Paper, 2001 (prior new guidelines on results-based
COSOPs).

Rural Microenterprise Development Programme, AmalaReport and Appendices, October
2007, and Proposed loan and grant document, (Dexe20i07).

Rural Finance Institution-Building Programme, Agdpeh Report and Appendices (November
2006) and Report and Recommendation of the Prdsifieptember 2006.

Country Programme Evaluation, draft June 2008 (WRUFIN and RUMEDP, amongst
other).

Rwanda

Country Strategic Opportunities Programme, 20082201
Rural Small and Micro Enterprise Promotion Projetiase 2, Appraisal Report, October 2003.

Support Project for the Strategic Plan for the $farmation of Agriculture, Appraisal Report,
July 2005 and Report and Recommendation of thaderts September 2005.

Kirehe Community-Based Watershed Management Prdprcject Design Report, draft, May
2008.

Country Programme Evaluation, 2006.

Support Project for the Strategic Plan for the $farmation of Agriculture, Supervision and
Output-to-Purpose Review Report, IFAD and DFID, 200
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Sudan
- Country Strategic Opportunities Paper, 2002.

- Western Sudan Resources Management Programme, 2004.
- Southern Sudan Livelihoods Development Project8200
Country Programme Evaluation, draft 2008.
Tanzania
- Country Strategic Opportunities Programme, 20073201

- Agriculture Sector Development Programme-Livestdlipport for Pastoral and Agro-Pastoral
Development, Report and Recommendation of the dReeti September 2005 and December
2005.

- Rural Micro, Small and Medium Enterprise SuppoddPamme, Appraisal Report and working
papers, 2006.
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APPENDIX 2

List of People Interviewed at IFAD and AfDB Headquaters
IFAD — Rome (21-25 July 2008)

- Mr. Mohamed Béavogui, Director, Western and Cerfifeta Division (PA)
- Mr. Nadim Khouri, Director, Near East and North i&& Division (PN)

- Mr. Luciano Lavizzari, Director, Office of Evaluati (OE)

- Mr. Ides de Willebois, Director Eastern and South&irica Division (PF)
- Mr. Andrew Brubaker, Evaluation Officer, OE

- Mr. John Gicharu, Country Programme Manager

- Mr. Mohammed Manssouri, Country Programme Manager

- Mr. Alessandro Marini, Country Programme Manager

- Mr. Abdelaziz Merzouk, Country Programme Manager

- Mr. Ashwani Muthoo, Senior Evaluation Officer, OE

- Mr. Shaun Ryan, Programme Assistant

- Mr. Leopold Sarr, Country Programme Manager

AfDB — Tunis (10-12 September 2005)

- Mr. Frank N. Black, Director Country and Regionab§rams Dept. Regional South 2
- Mrs. D. Gaye, Director Country and Regional Progrd»ept. Regional East 2

- Mr. Colin Kirk, Director, Operations Evaluation Depment

- Mr. Aly Abou-Sabaa, Director Agriculture and Agnodiustry Department (OSAN)
- Mr. I. Amadou, Country Task Manager

- Mr. Ferdinand Bakoup, Officer in Charge, Countrg &egional Programs West 1
- Mr. Touba Bedingar, Principal Agricultural Economiocal Person Food Crisis

- Mr. Abdoulaye Dagamaissa, Country Task Manager

- Mr. Douglas, Compliance and Safeguards, Result€aradity Assurance Team

- Mr. Martim de Faria e Maya, Chief Country Prograiffic@r

- Mr. D. Keita, Acting Manager OSAN 2

- Mr. C. Ojukwu, Manager, OSAN 1

- Ms. Patricia N. Laverly, Senior Country Programi€xdf

- Mr. Rafaa Marouki, Principal Agricultural Economist

- Mr. Stefan P.C. Muller, Country Economist

- Mr. Detlev PuetzPrinciple Evaluation OfficerQperations Evaluation Department

- Mr. Chi Lawrence Tawah, Country Task Manager

- Mr. Philippe R. Trape, Senior Regional Country Pamg Officer and Country Economist
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Analytical Framework Matrix

APPENDIX 3

) Indicator Indicator Changes in Behaviour | Good Practices
Indicator ) 9 Rank ] .
Ranking 1 - £ Ranking Notes Evidence? Example?
Policy content indicators
1. Rural poverty focus: 1 — Poverty focus reflected in key
understanding of ARD | objectives +
Ilnkag_es; inclusion of 5 _ Diagnosis of linkages between ARD
specific pro-poor and poverty +
measures and use of —
poverty outcome 3 — Specific pro-poor measures
indicators (elevance | implemented +
4 — Development and use of poverty
outcome indicators
2. Adaptation to country | 1 — Review of country context, experience
context specific & lessons learned +
measures to adaptto 5 _ g her detailed analysis of key
wider challenges and challenges +
efforts to promote a —
more conducive 3 — Specific measures to adapt to
Operating environment Contextual Cha"enges adopted +
(relevanceand 4 — Efforts to promote a more conducive
performance) operating environment
3. Adaptation to specific | 1 — Review of sector status and key
sectoral characteristics +
chakractgr_lsucs f?cus 2 — |dentification of potential and
On KEy Arvers o constraints to performance +
sectoral change and — : -
synergistic links with | 3 - Strategic interventions and partnerships

other sectoral initiatives

D

to address +

(relevanceand

performance)

4 — Synergies with other sector initiativ

demonstrated
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. Indicator Indicator Changes in Behaviour | Good Practices

Indicator . Rank ) .

Ranking 1 - 4° Ranking Notes Evidence? Example?

4. Targeting of 1- Description of targeting strategy of the
beneficiaries strategieq project (e.g. wealth ranking, geographical,
for targeting the poor | landholding classification, self-targeting) [+
and different groups 2 — Profile of country strategies and
among the_m (_e._g. projects’ targeted beneficiaries is well
women, minorities, defined — the rural poor are sufficiently
etc.) felevance and | jisaggregated (e.g. gender) +
performance)

3 - Project documents identify potential
targeting constraints and ways to overcome
them +

4 - Adaptation of targeting based on
changes experienced over the life of the
project which have been monitored

(project induced as well as other changes
based on context)

5. Making use of 1 — There is no clear indication that the
comparative project builds on organizational
organizational comparative advantages and/or these arg
advantaged niches/ | not made explicit, no mention of
value addition comparative advantages of partner
(relevance organizations

2 - Description of the agency’s
comparative advantages in the
country/project area in alignment with
agency strategic objectives

3 - Project makes explicit use of the
organizations’ comparative advantage and
reflects the agencies strategic objectives

4 - Project makes use of the organizations’

comparative advantage as well as of the
comparative advantage of partner
organizations, combining and dovetailing

mutual advantages
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. Indicator Indicator Changes in Behaviour | Good Practices
Indicator . 9 Rank ) )
Ranking 1 — 4! Ranking Notes Evidence? Example?
Alignment and harmonization indicators
6. Alignment with domestic | 1- Domestic policy priorities (at national, loca
policies Depth of agency | and sector-specific levels) are well identified in
alignment with domestic | country strategies +
lpollt‘iy pr('jlorltlets (”a“of}_a" 2 — Priorities/areas of intervention in country
ocla and sec gr-speu ic) strategies are based on domestic policy
(re ;evan(rzlg an documents (such as poverty reduction strategies
partnership) or other, and ARD sector-specific policies) +
3 - Project objectives and areas on intervention
draw on domestic policy priorities as defined |n
policy documents +
4 - Project design is based on country
development plans and implemented in ways|
that make maximum use of national capacities
/mechanisms while further enhancing these
7. Alignment with domestic | 1- Policy of alignment with national PFM
PFM systems Depth of systems is expressed in country strategies +
sgen(:);.allgn[;?erf].t W'th. | 2 - Relationship between the loan/grant
omestic put Ic |tnanC|a management and the national PFM systems
manfagemen sysdems (e.g. MTEF and budget cycle) is explained in
(per ormance an project design documents +
partnership)
3 — Project management uses elements of
domestic PFM systems (e.g. funding recordef
on budget, procurement rules...) +
4 - Projects are managed according to domestic
PFM systems and procedures
8. Policy dialogue extent to | 1 — Strengthening policy dialogue with country
which agencies engage | stakeholders stated as an objective in country
with policy processes at | strategies
country level (elevance 2 — Key policy interlocutors and existing policy

and partnership)

fora are well defined in country strategies

3 - Specific measures for supporting policy
dialogue with country stakeholders included i

project design
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4 — There is a well defined strategy on
partnerships which has clearly been

operationalized at programme/project level

. Indicator Indicator Changes in Behaviour | Good Practices
Indicator . @ Rank . .
Ranking 1 — 4' Ranking Notes Evidence? Example?
4 — Links with domestic policy formulation and
implementation are built into project
implementation (e.g. feedback on lessons
learned)
9. Donor harmonization: 1- Development partners consulted in
Depth of harmonization | formulation of country strategies and project
initiatives between the design +
ggenlcy and ?the; 2 - Agencies patrticipation in donor
evte oprrr:.en ggr. ners (]?'q'harmonization initiatives specified (e.g. Joint
partnersnips, IvISIon of | Aqgistance Strategy) +
labour, common funding
mechanisms) 3 - Donor harmonization initiatives specified in
(partnership and country strategies +
performance) 4 - Donor harmonization initiatives built into
project design
10. Partnerships, nature and | 1 — The need for partnerships is emphasized |in
depth of partnership country strategies/programmes but insufficient
strategy and arrangement details on how build them
(partnership) 2 — Possible partners and opportunities for
partnership are identified in country
strategies/programmes
3 — Partnering arrangements established at
programme/project level (e.g. co-funding, joint
assessments, links with other donor-funded
programmes, etc.) but no clear guiding strategy
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Indicator

Indicator

Rank
Ranking 1 - 4*

Indicator
Ranking Notes

Changes in Behaviour
Evidence?

Good Practices
Example?

Business process indicato

rs

11.Participation of

stakeholders inclusion
and participation of

1- Project design documents describe hqw
stakeholders will participate in the project
+

stakeholders, including
beneficiaries, in project
design, implementation
and monitoring and

2 — Actual participation of key
stakeholders but in isolated/disconnected
stages of the project cycle +

evaluation elevance
and performance

3 — Actual participation of key
stakeholders in all phases of the project
cycle +

4 — Participation beyond the project leve
and use of participatory poverty

assessments (indirect participation), as part
of country strategy

12.Accountability, the

extent to which
accountability
mechanisms are in

1 - There is a limited amount of M&E for
internal functioning but not used for
accountability purposes towards various
key stakeholder groups

place regarding
accountability towards
various stakeholders
(performance)

2 - Accountability is towards a limited
number of stakeholders and these do not
include project participants and other loca
groups

3 — Mechanism for reporting on results
management framework indicators to
national stakeholders (including target
groups) well defined

4 - Project has established regular means of
accountability towards keys stakeholders
including target groups and has complair
and feed-back mechanisms in place

—

S

41

From least ambitious (1) to most ambitious (4).
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. Indicator Indicator Changes in Behaviour | Good Practices
Indicator . Rank ) .
Ranking 1 - £4* Ranking Notes Evidence? Example?
13.Innovation and 1 - Very limited attention to aspects of
scaling up the extent | innovation and scaling up of project
to which the project activities
enhances innovations 2 - Project design documents describe the
and ha§ develops MmeaN3pproach to ensure scaling up of the
for scaling up of projec project approach at project closure
implementation
(relevance 3 — Scaling up of innovation included in
the final phases of the project cycle but
disconnected from targeting and M&E
system
4 — Innovation and scaling up included
throughout the project design and project
implementation, linked with targeting and
requirements of M&E system, reflecting
and building on lesson learned from past
experience
14.Field presencethe 1 — Agency field presence requirements are
extent and quality of | analyzed and discussed in country
field presence, strategies +
mcludmg_ nature of 2 — Agency field presence requirements are
supervision glevance applied at project level +
and performance
3 — Direct supervision and implementatign

support is built into project design +

4 — Field offices have more delegated
functions which were previously at
headquarters level

15.Knowledge
management the
extent to which the
project develops,
manages and uses
knowledge to inform

project implementation

(relevance and
performance)

1 - M&E is used for project managemen

and/or accountability purposes, but not for

learning as such

2 - Documentation and lesson learning
planned for on the level of the project

3 - Documentation and lesson learning
measures on the level of the project with
all the various parties concerned. A
dissemination strategy in place in order
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Indicator

Indicator
Ranking 1 - £4*

Rank

Indicator
Ranking Notes

Changes in Behaviour
Evidence?

Good Practices
Example?

share learnings with other key stakehold
involved

D
=
(7]

4 - M&E is used for lesson learning on th
level of the project and informs the
programming of the various partner
agencies involved, project M&E is used
beyond the level of the project itself

D

16.Results-based

management the use
of a framework that
describes the results

1 - The results-based management
framework is weak and lacks internal log
and coherence and is therefore a weak
basis for learning and accountability

chain of how project
activities are linked to
achieving project goal

2 - There is a clear results-base framewd

which was developed as part of the design

by one or few stakeholders

rk

and objectives
(performance)

3 - There is a results-based managemen
framework in place with clear objectives,
and quantifiable and time-bound indicato
which is used for analysis of results and
which is agreed amongst key stakeholde

rs

rs

4 - The results-based framework is the
basis for enhanced learning and
accountability within the project amongst
key stakeholders

17.Sustainability, the

extent to which project
activities are viable and

1 — Little attention paid in design
documents to aspects of phase out and
sustainability and to efficiency.

their results can be
sustained over time,
after the end of the
project ¢elevance and
performance)

2 — Attention to aspects of sustainability
and efficiency without a clear exit strateg
and without efficiency issues further
influencing project implementation

3 - Project design docs include a clear
formulation of an exit strategy, project
design docs include a summary of projed
financial and economic analysis, includin

—

key data such as internal rates of return
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Indicator

Indicator
Ranking 1 - £4*

Rank

Indicator
Ranking Notes

Changes in Behaviour
Evidence?

Good Practices
Example?

4 — Project design has a clear exit strate
looking at various aspects of sustainabili
and the M&E system includes means to
monitor key changes concerning aspects
internal rates of return and sustainability
project processes and outcomes

Jy
y

of
of

18.Risk management the
extent to which risks
that endanger the
project to achieve its
objectives are assesse
and mitigation
measures put in place
(performance)

1 — Minimal attention paid to risk (like
borrower’s absorptive capacity and debt
burden, corruption and environmental
risks) and their management

iy _ Key risks have been identified but no
measures are included in the design in
order to mitigate those risks during proje
implementation

3 — Risks have been identified to a
considerable degree and a limited numbe
of mitigation measures is included in ord
to manage risks

4 - Project design documents identify risk
- and identifies safeguards and measure
mitigate these during the life of the proje
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Examples of Good Practice
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Issues

AfDB

IFAD

Rural poverty
focus

AfDB’s CSP in Mozambique has
compared the Bank’s portfolio distributio
per region with the poverty headcount p
province and recommended a greater
focus on the Northern Provinces.

In Burkina Faso, the PADAP will condug
a socio-economic survey based on whic
it will specify gender-specific
performance indicators.

In Kenya, the Bank’s results-based

frameworks have poverty specific
indicators.

IFAD has carried out a detailed poverty analysis in
nmany countries to improve its targeting strategies.
erFor example, In Nigeria, IFAD’s interventions are

linked to a priority needs assessment and aim at

addressing the causes of poverty.

t In Kenya, IFAD has reviewed the livelihood

h strategies of the rural poor and selection of &
under projects specifically include activities thall
be adopted by the rural poor.

In Mozambique, the newer projects in IFAD’s
portfolio have improved in terms of the use of
poverty outcome indicators.

Adaptation to
country context
and sectoral
and
characteristics

In Kenya, the AfDB has reviewed specifi
aspects of the sectoral context, like land
use and tenure policies and has designe
project interventions accordingly.

In Nigeria the Bank’s interventions are
based on a review of previous experieng
carried out through a technical review of
the National Programme for Food
Security.

AfDB has also used thematic results
matrices and tables to depict the rational
for portfolio interventions in the context ¢
country and sector needs. In Nigeria the|
CSP uses a thematic result matrix to
illustrate how strategic interventions hav,
been linked to relevant National
Empowerment and Economic
Development Strategy (NEEDS) pillars
thus highlighting how they link to the
broader contextual challenges identified

of key stakeholders to identify capacities and gaps

dIn Kenya, IFAD has reviewed previous experience
and introduced changes to enhance the operating
environment (rolling audits, decentralized PMU's,
eetc.).

=

cIn Rwanda, IFAD has carried out a SWOT analysi$

D

Alignment with
policy and
governance
frameworks

AfDB has aligned with national
institutions in Burkina Faso, Mozambiqu
and Kenya.

In Burkina Faso, The Decentralized Rura

Development Support Project (DRDSP)
will be run by a ‘Coordination Team’
within the Ministry of Agriculture.
However, it is not clear how this differs
from a PMU.

In Mozambique, the CSP M&E
mechanisms are based on the
PARPA/Performance Assessment
Framework matrix.

In Kenya, the projects will be

implemented by Government institutions.

For instance, the PCU staff of SHDP wil
be deployed by the Government. The
results-based framework is linked to the
IP-ERS.

In Burkina, the Directorate of Cooperatig
within the Ministry of Finance coordinate
international assistance. The AfDB is

working with the Government to develop
a coordination strategy and put in place

IFAD has aligned with national institutions in

e Tanzania, where the IFAD loan and grant funds an
distributed through the national treasury. Project
Icoordination units are fully mainstreamed withie th
lead implementing government agency. M&E will
also be carried out by private IPs and will confdaom
the MKUKUTA Poverty Monitoring System.

Alignment is also strong in Mozambique where
IFAD is supporting a component of the agricultural
SWAp (PROAGRYI).

IFAD projects in Sudan aim at strengthening the
capacity of state government to facilitate equéabl
economic planning (WSRMP). The most recent
project (SSLDP) seeks to establish planning and
budgeting capacity where none exists. It suppbes
Local Development Fund grant mechanism and
provides a rationale behind the proposed grant
making/disbursement mechanism and its relevanc
the post-conflict context.

[

operational M&E system.

t

ein
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AfDB

IFAD

Alignment with
country PFM
systems

In Mozambique, the Bank is committed t
providing direct budget support. The
Bank’s strategy is to increase the
percentage of support relying on GoM
PFM and procurement systems from 9 p
cent in 2005 to 40 per cent by 2009.
However, the links to PFM are not clear
project documents.

In Tanzania, the Bank provides budget
support for the PRSP. Based on a revie
of its experience with providing budget
support, the Bank is now contributing to
the ASDP-I basket fund. It will also use
the MTEF, District Agricultural
Development Plans, and grant transfers
strengthen existing government systems

In Morocco, the Bank has aligned its
operations to the national procurement
laws and regulations.

0IFAD has aligned with PFM systems in Mozambiq
Kenya and Tanzania.

In Mozambique, the ASP harmonizes financial

€hccounts and audit) under PROAGRI.

n

In Kenya, under SHoMaP, the annual budget for th
programme will be sent to the Ministry of Agricuku
v for entry into the Ministry’'s MTEF and then intoeth
Government's Printed Estimates.

In Tanzania, IFAD loan and grant funds are
distributed through the national treasury and are
aligned to the PFM cycle and MTEF. Under the
t®rojects the flows of funds is channelled via the
- implementing Ministry and are aligned to the
Ministry’s annual work plan and budget.

Harmonization

AfDB is committed to joint reviews in
Mozambique.

In Tanzania it conforms to the Joint
Assistance Strategy. The Bank’s, selecti
of regional intervention also conforms to
the Government of Tanzania’s strategy t
allocate specific regions and districts to
specific donors as a means of streamlini
donor intervention and avoiding overlaps

In Mozambique and Burkina Faso the
IFAD COSORP lists other ARD sector

donor activities and potential for synergy
with IFAD.

In Burkina the establishment of a region
coordination committee is planned in
order to operationalize synergies.

IFAD is committed to the harmonization agenda in
Rwanda. It has reinforced its field presence antl w|

0ﬁ:oordination Group.

In Mali, IFAD participates in coordination
oframeworks for the rural sector through the IFAD
grant-funded Policy Dialogue Unit.

Nth Kenya, IFAD participates in donor coordination
and sector working groups and it also aims at
balancing an increased field presence with its
commitment to the harmonization and alignment.

=

Targeting of
beneficiaries

In Mozambique, the Bank has an explici
focus on gender and project documents
have a gender profile.

In Nigeria, the profile of ultimate
beneficiaries has been disaggregated by
poverty, gender, HIV and specific
measures to overcome gender inequality
have been implemented under SNPFS
(women in agricultural project). The

Bank’s projects will also be carried out in

the southern states where no other dong ris,

implementing agricultural activities.

In Kenya IFAD aims to enhance targeting by puttir
in place a focal development area approach to

improve geographic targeting. Target groups are
disaggregated and activity selection is pro-poor.

In Tanzania, IFAD has disaggregated the poor ang
identified causes of poverty. It has analyzed tie r
of identified projects in contributing to poverty
alleviation in rural areas to ensure that targeisng
effective.

In Ghana, targeting takes into account geographic
ctor and social dimensions. An analysis of the
feasibility of targeting has also been carried out
focusing on aspects of access to resources anal s@
protection.

In Mali, the NRI programme distinguishes social
groups and identifies aspects of vulnerability #igec
to each group.

In Rwanda, the COSOP includes a matrix describi
the poverty level, causes and priority needs ofieac
target group and indicates IFAD programme
responses. Target groups have been selected on {
basis of the 2006 HH survey. KWAMP discusses t
constraints to targeting women and proposes a ge
mainstreaming approach.

In Sudan, SSLDP has clear targeting criteria base
an assessment of livelihoods and gender and ingly

play a more active role in the Development Partners

€,

management procedures (procurement, disbursement,

«Q

ng

he
he
nde

de

some safeguards to ensure more effective targetin
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Also in Sudan, the Western Sudan Resources
Management Programme has effectively
mainstreamed the participation of women at state
local extension offices and in community
development councils. Mainstreaming has been
enabled due to the preparation of a strategy odegye
mainstreaming developed and elaborated at the P
by the Women Development Officer.

an

=

Stakeholder
participation

In Kenya, under the SHDP the Bank will
focus on organizational aspects and
training of communities in participatory
approaches and technical design
preparation.

In Burkina Faso, both projects in the
portfolio aim at ensuring stakeholder
participation in all stages of the project
cycle via a demand-led approach to
project implementation by the Village
Development Committees. The PICOFA|
has also ensured active participation of
local population in diagnosis of baseline
situation.

In Kenya, the demand driven nature of IFAD-funde
SHoMaP ensures stakeholder participation. For
instance, stakeholders in each district will deteam
the three horticultural crops that they considdre¢o
the most important in terms of their potential for
poverty alleviation. The requirement for groups to
become a legal entity to obtain project suppoanis
important way to ensure sustainability and
effectiveness. ‘Grassroots approach’ based on a
MODE process (farmers participation &
empowerment; demand driven service delivery;
partnerships) adopted under SDCP will facilitate
sustainable participation as it will enable small
holders to demand access to services at competiti
prices.

In Mali, IFAD’s NRI programme envisages
beneficiary participation in all stages includingH.
Participation will build on local administration
capacity for pro-poor planning and policy making.

In Rwanda, the COSOP uses a community-based
participatory diagnosis approach to actively ineolv
communities in decision making and monitoring.

ve

Policy dialogue

In Nigeria, promoting/participating
dialogue is a key objective of the AfDB
country office. AfDB will initiate a
dialogue with the government through th
NEEDS process and the A-PSF.

In Kenya, IFAD has pinpointed specific aspects on
which it will engage in policy dialogue
(mainstreaming, participatory targeting etc.) and i

ehas identified the specific policies it will feed
into/help develop (It is not clear if there is betépr
this).

In Tanzania, the COSOP aims at facilitating
stakeholder dialogue in the SWAP process. It véll
the medium for dialogue.

In Ghana, each project is supported by a Program
Development Implementation Partnership, which
includes major stakeholders for the specific
operation. Most projects have a policy dimension.
For instance, a component of the rural finance
programme aims to support the Ghana micro-finarj
policy.

In Rwanda, IFAD has identified specific areas for
policy dialogue across its three strategic objestiv
The COSOP also aims to support the involvement
farmers’ organizations in country programme
management and in agri-trade negotiations and
national/regional development initiatives.

In Mozambique, the COSOP focuses on empower|
the rural poor to play an active role in decision
making at a local and national level by supporting
small-scale producer organizations and promoting
local partnerships for development.

In Nigeria, the Field Presence Office establishred i
2006 will facilitate policy dialogue. The COSOP ha
identified issues for dialogue and identified thaim
policy dialogue interlocutors. At a project levide

RUMEDP annual implementation review worksho
will generate policy recommendations feeding

D

of

(2]

directly into policy making.
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Accountability

In Burkina Faso, each project wilkfio a
steering committee chaired by the
Ministry and composed of the main
implementing partners (including civil
society representatives).

In Rwanda, the PADAB'’s information

management system is used to dissemin

information about project performance.
Quarterly reports are distributed to
stakeholders.

In Rwanda, two steering committees established
under PAPSTA aim at ensuring accountability at a|
national and a district level. The national level
steering committee will be led by MINAGRI to
provide major policy guidance to the project and td
examine and approve annual work plans and budg
a%the district level it will be led by local authtes.

ets.

In Mozambique, the ASP extension approach is based

on demand-driven service provision and
accountability to end users. Under PROMER
processes will be put in place to systematically
document, capture, analyze and disseminate learr
from national market linkages projects and
programmes including PROMER.

ing

Q0

Comparative In Morocco the Bank has identified its In Tanzania, IFAD has carried out a donor group
advantage comparative advantage as infrastructure mapping exercise to identify its comparative
development. It is leading in this area advantage and fill existing gaps and build on
whilst other donors are pulling out. Itis | interventions.
nhot cliar what ((jjofr.]o.r/go(\:/ernment iNput Nag, Kenya, IFAD has carried out a SWOT analysis
there been on defining CA. its operations and has had discussion with dorads
the government to identify its comparative advaatd
In Ghana, IFAD identifies its comparative advanta
as building partnerships between the local and onaj
level of decision making.
Innovation In the AfDB portfolio in Burkina, both IFAD’s COSOP’s discuss innovation in most

projects aim at scaling up initiatives.
PICOFA will pilot test activities and then
fine tune them before scaling them up
using the CDD/LDF model piloted
successfully by other agencies and
projects.

countries. These mostly relate to changes in operg
style. For instance, in Kenya it refers to the ofse
private-service sector providers to enhance capac
building. The SHoMaP project will pilot the
innovative diagnostic use of market chains ancheefi
these during the course of the programme.

In Rwanda, pilot activities under the COSOP at
community innovation centres will develop novel
agricultural & environmental practices for nation
wide dissemination. The PAPSTA project is expec
to introduce innovative institutional and
technological approaches & grants will support the
development of partnerships with NGOs and prival
sector to develop innovative approaches.

In Mozambique, ASP and PROMER have innovati
features including the institutionalisation of
knowledge management capacity within governme
and the adoption of a ‘country programme approa
that will build partnerships and synergies within
ongoing IFAD programmes.

In Sudan, the WSRMP supports the resolution of
conflicts over resource management by establishi
institutions for improved local government.

(=3
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Field presence

The Bank’s Country Office in Nigeria
plays an important role in coordinating

activities with other donors and providing

technical advice and guidance to

EAs/PIUs. Project documents specify
supervision arrangements. Staff is being
increased to enhance the capacity of the
NGCO.

In Rwanda, IFAD is directly supervising the new
operation, KWAMP. Supervision will focus on the
achievement of project objectives, innovation and
methodological developments.

IFAD has also established a country office in
Tanzania and will do so in Kenya.

54



Issues AfDB IFAD
Knowledge In Tanzania, the MUVI project has developed a
management Knowledge Management Strategy which is funded

through grants. The Knowledge Management
Strategy has two dimensions: collecting and
connecting. It will achieve this through new
evaluation approaches like, Most Significant Chan
(MSC), Outcome Mapping (OM), and Knowledge
Harvesting Approach. Knowledge Management is
established on a solid base from the start. For
instance it includes an audience research phase &
knowledge audit and uses M&E tools (MSC, OM)
that will provide information on changes and gains|
Links established between M&E and knowledge
management will ensure that M&E is ‘repackaged’
and disseminated.

In Ghana, knowledge sharing and learning
mechanisms include: FIDAFRIQUE (the internet
based regional network of IFAD operations); the
Rural Development Hub, the Rural Poverty Portal
and ‘Learning Notes’ that feed into IFAD learning;
Programme Development Implementation
Partnership also plays an advisory, planning and
partnership role.

In Mali, the Policy Dialogue Unit will support
knowledge management. The unit is responsible
information and knowledge development as well a
sharing and dissemination of information and
knowledge. The unit will draw on M&E data.

In Rwanda, IFAD will promote knowledge
management through information systems connec
projects, local/national authorities, & professibna
organizations so that information on project
achievements and lessons learn is disseminated g
influences policy dialogue. For this purpose,
community innovation centres have been establish
under PAPSTA to collect and disseminate basic
information on innovative approaches. Manageme
information systems within MINAGRI have also
been established.

In Mozambique, PROMER aims at collecting
information and feeding it into regional knowledge

networks like those promoted by IFAD through the

regional thematic programme on ‘Strengthening
Support Capacity for Enhanced Market Access an
Knowledge Management’ and the FIDAFRIQUE
regional networking programme.

In Nigeria, the Rural Micro enterprise Developmen
Programme has a clear knowledge management
strategy in place. Key features include: collectol
dissemination of information through community
based business information centres; annual
implementation review workshops to assess progr
and share experiences; exchange visits; policevey
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workshops.
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Results-based
management

In Mozambique, thematic results
framework shows how long term strateg
goals link to outputs and outcomes issue
in priority sectors.

In Nigeria, the thematic results matrix
links the pillars of the CSP and the pillar
of the NEEDS. The matrix establishes a
results chain between Bank intervention
intermediate indicators, outputs and
outcomes to be achieved under the CSH
order to contribute to Nigeria’s long term
development objectives.

In Rwanda, a country programme-wide M&E syste
cwill be established and harmonized with informatig
ssystems at the national (including the Economic

Development and Poverty Reduction Strategy’s

monitoring system and MINAGRI’s information
, management system) and district levels. This syst
will coordinate M&E activities across IFAD’s
5’portfolio.

In Mozambique, PROMER will set up a Planning,
ikonitoring and Evaluation Framework which will

and outcomes. PM&E will be guided by the logical
framework.

track and verify achievements of programme outputs

In Rwanda, the Bank has aligned its
results-based framework to the
governments. Thus AfDB assessment is
based on annual PRSP progress reports
produced by the government and is also
linked to the performance assessment
framework associated with the budget
support arrangement. The project site ha
information about the project’s
performance.

In Sudan, the AWPB outlines links between outpu
and project planning and budgeting. There is a
dedicated budget for results-based M&E of $2650

DO.

Sustainability

In Nigeria, the SNPFS builds on loca
participation and the capacity of local
institutions to respond to beneficiary nee
to ensure sustainability. ARISP will
develop a comprehensive HR
development strategy and institutional
performance indicators handbook, and
strengthen capacity for financial
management, in order to promote ration
and efficient use of ministry resources.
Attention is also given to exit strategies
projects will be administered by
permanent FMARD staff and recurrent
costs will be met by the government
budget.

In Kenya, Stakeholder ownership, incom
generation and demand-driven aspects
projects will facilitate sustainability.

In Tanzania, increased harmonization,
using government employees and
ownership and participation are expecte
to ensure sustainability.

Similarly, in Mozambique no new projec
management structure will be created
under the Women'’s project. It will be
managed through the existing structures
the National Directorate for Women.
Salaries of staff on the project are alreag
included in the national budgets.

In a number of IFAD portfolio’s sustainability and
exit strategies are based on stakeholder partioipat

dand ownership. For instance, In Rwanda,
sustainability and an exist strategy is based on
ensuring that from the start interventions will be
implemented by the appropriate local agencies, wi
support, training and capacity building to ensiie t
continuation of income generating and asset

alprotecting activities. In Nigeria, RUMEDP aims at
promoting full participation and commitment of

- stakeholders from the start of the programme;
building the capacity of the public and privateteex
to continue providing services; and encourage
beneficiaries to share costs.

In Sudan, community sub-projects are selected on
ewhere the proposals are accompanied by a clear
pfexplanation of the way in which they will be opedt

and maintained by communal action and/or local t

revenues.

of

y

th

ly

AX

56



Issues AfDB IFAD

Risk In Kenya the Bank has identified external

management | and project related risks and has defineg
management strategies. For external rigks

related to political economy, the Bank wi
increase dialogue with the Government
and will oversee recruitment of project
staff to avoid corruption. For project risk
related to adverse impacts on water
resources, the project design has
incorporated the use of water extraction
permits.

In Tanzania, M&E is expected to play a
role in managing risks.

In Mozambique, the Massinger dam
project includes a comprehensive set of
environmental mitigation measures.

Partnerships

In Burkina Faso, PICOFA includes
detailed analysis of rural sector institutio
and partnership potential. Partnership
arrangements with communes and VDC
including modalities for accessing LDF
funds are clearly set out in procedure
manuals developed in collaboration with
other projects such as the National Land

In Rwanda, the COSOP includes a matrix that

né&dentifies complementary donor initiatives and
partnership/synergy potential. A technical parthigrs

5 arrangement has been established in the operatio
(KWAMP) where the AfDB, World Food
Programme and the German Development Service
are expected to lead on specific project sub-
components.

Management Programme.

h
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