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FOREWORD

Since the start of its activities in Nigeria in B8IFAD has contributed to financing nine
projects/programmes in the country. The total aasthese interventions amounts to approximately
US$642 million (inclusive of counterpart fundingdacofinancing), of which IFAD loans account for
US$187.4 million. In addition, since 1979, IFAD ha®vided 31 technical assistance grants that
were mostly of regional or sub-regional nature ttich also covered some of the Fund’s operations
in Nigeria.

The most recent country strategic opportunities ggaCOSOP) for Nigeria, prepared in 2001,
reflected Government and IFAD strategic priorities reducing poverty and ensuring the sustainable
economic and social development of the countrytalrpoor. Key elements of the COSOP were as
follows: (i) policy advocacy for pro-poor reformacimproved local governance; (ii) development of
rural institutions; and (iii) productivity and natal resources management.

The first country programme evaluation (CPE) of éig, undertaken by the Office of Evaluation in

2007-2008, found that the overall strategy setiouhe COSOP provided a useful framework for the
partnership between IFAD and the Government, arat the aforementioned key elements were
relevant not only at the time of COSOP preparationt also in terms of the present development
context.

The CPE found, however, that a number of areas ldhbave received greater attention in the
COSOP, including: (i) assessment of the depth giefi’'s rural poverty in order to facilitate
selection of strategic priorities; (i) analysis ofstitutional constraints in need of remedial actiso

as to ensure more effective support to agriculamd natural resources management; and (iii) lessons
learned from the limited results of previous migrafce activities and enterprise development, and
from implementation difficulties experienced bylieaprojects. Moreover, involvement of the private
sector was not adequately covered in the COSOP.

Overall, the performance of the project portfolio Nigeria was found to be only moderately
satisfactory. However, the CPE noted that positiehievements had been made with regard to
improving physical and financial assets, social it@pand empowerment, and food security. IFAD
was also instrumental in promoting the communityatr development (CDD) approach in
agriculture and rural development programmes ind\liig, which the Government and other donors
are following under their own programmes. In thisgard, the CPE found that unit costs for
development of infrastructure, such as rural roasere lower and of the same quality under the CDD
approach as they were when the work was carriedbguline departments or private contractors.
Moreover, support to agricultural research for tdevelopment of pest-resistant and high-yielding
cassava varieties contributed to improving livebds and incomes.

Apart from the foregoing successes, however, fapseissive results were discernable in agricultural
productivity and natural resources management. Wwike, efforts to promote access to input/output
markets were limited, partly because this was noteaplicit objective of the COSOP. Another
implementation constraint had to do with delayshi@ provision of counterpart funds, which, in some
cases, held up project implementation.

The report includes the Agreement at CompletionnPsummarizing the main findings of the

evaluation and setting out the recommendations thate discussed and agreed by the Federal
Government of Nigeria and IFAD, together with prspls as to how and by whom the

recommendations will be implemented.
W ’

Luciano Lavizzari
Director, Office of Evaluation
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Federal Republic of Nigeria

Country Programme Evaluation

Executive Summary

A. Introduction and Background

1. Evaluation objectives, methodology and proces3.he objectives of the country programme
evaluation (CPE) are to assess the performancargatt of the IFAD country programme in Nigeria
and develop findings and recommendations to sesvbuéding blocks for preparation of the new
country strategic opportunities programme (COSOR)the Fund's Western and Central Africa
Division (PA) and the Federal Government of Nigefiihis represents the first full evaluation of the
Nigerian portfolio since project funding commendad1985. The CPE covers the ten-year period
1998-2008, and analyses the seven loan projects t@hl of nine) that were still ongoing at theei

of the COSOP in 2000, or whose implementation uako start. The findings of the CPE are based
on: (i) a desk review of existing documentatiori) elf-assessments by PA and three of the
programme management teams including the Roots Tarmer Expansion Programme (RTEP),
Community-based Agricultural and Rural Developmraggramme (CBARDP), and the Community-
based Natural Resource Management Programme (CBNRMP a country portfolio review
undertaken by PA in 2007, and a performance assegstudy of two of the projects commissioned
as part of the CPE; and (iv) four weeks of workseyen mission members in the country including
key informant and focus group discussions withettakders and partners.

2. A preparatory mission fielded in October 2007 wadlofved by the main mission in
November/December 2007. Comments from the Goverfinpeagramme managers and PA were
taken into account in preparing this report. A able workshop was held in Nigeria in November
2008, the outputs of which inform the preparatiébthe Agreement at Completion Point between the
Government and IFAD.

3. Country perspective.Nigeria is the world’s twelfth largest producerail. Its Gross Domestic
Product (GDP) has increased fivefold since 1990saadds in 2007 at US$140 billion, giving a GDP
per capita of over US$1,000 and expected, consisterent-account surpluses of ten per cent of GDP
per year. However, the country’s 140 million peophe still among the poorest in the world: the
country is ranked 158 out of 177 nations in the Honbevelopment Index of the United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) and 80 out of 108him Poverty Index. Income disparity and
widespread poverty persist despite burgeoning dargevenues. Until the return of democratic
government in 1999, Nigeria was characterized bgedes of military dictatorships, economic
mismanagement and blatant corruption; some of tissses remain as challenges to this day.

4.  Apart from the oil sector, the economy is agrafiased and the bias of poverty is to the rural
areas; the incidence of poverty reaches as mugb asr cent in some northern States compared with
the 64 per cent national average. Agriculture ésrtiainstay of rural livelihoods and social fabnda
still accounts for about 45 per cent of GDP and’8(er cent of employment, but its importance is
declining in the face of growth of other sectorsl @minishing farm returns. Government and donor
efforts to stimulate expansion and commercialinaiio line with the prioritization of agricultures a main
plank in the poverty reduction and economic grositiategy, have yet to yield the desired change. The
sector is dominated by smallholders: small farmsging in size from one to five ha, account forrove
90 per cent of output; over half of all farmersgwoe only food crops in the production, processing
and marketing of which women play the major rolégedia is Africa's largest producer of yam and
cowpea, and the world’s leading producer of cassaval a major fish producer with annual outputs
of over 300,000 tons.

! Partly as a consequence of an earlier suppotEAD, working in conjunction with the International

Institute of Tropical Agriculture and the FederatisState Governments.
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5.  Government policy for rural and regional developirisrset out in the National Empowerment

and Economic Development Strategy (NEEDS) and cemehtary state and local strategies. The
goals of NEEDS include: poverty reduction, wealtieation, and employment generation, to be
achieved through: (i) empowering people and imprguhe delivery of social services; (ii) fostering

private-sector-led growth in an appropriate enaplmvironment; and (iii) enhancing the efficiency

and effectiveness of government.

6. In Nigeria’s 2008 budget, NGN121 billion (US$1bg)to be devoted to agriculture, more than
trebling the previous allocation. The budget does specify poverty funding separately, but the
implied allotment for NEEDS in 2007 was NGN1,39llidm (US$11.6bn). Total official development
assistance (ODA) in 2006 reached US$280 milliomj\edent to US$2 per capita, compared with the
average of US$28 per capita for Africa. ODA playsiaimal role in Nigeria. Principal donors are the
European Union, World Bank, UNDP, Department fotetnational Development (DfID) of the
United Kingdom and the United States Agency foelnational Development (USAID). The current
annual IFAD allocation of US$51.85m places it as oglatively minor donor and IFAD expenditures
are also minimal compared with state and Local @uwent Area (LGA) budgets. By general
consent, IFAD funding - and experience and expertare valued mainly for their catalytic effect.

B. The Country Strategy and IFAD-funded Operations

7. The 2001-2007 COSOP, the first formal strategiampilag document on Nigeria to be submitted
to the Executive Board, was the result of a tworyamsultative process, much of it carried out in-
country among a broad group of stakeholders arlddimg a number of workshops and studies. The
document reflected IFAD’s sound project track recand both government and IFAD strategic
priorities, as well as those of other donors aral Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). Key
elements of the COSOP strategy are: (i) policy adey for pro-poor reforms and improved local
governance; (ii) development of effective ruratitesions; and (iii) productivity and natural resoes
management. Major strategic thrusts are: empowerafecore target groups and community-based
organizations (CBOs) to generate higher on- andaofh incomes; supporting expansion of access to
information, communication, infrastructure and tealogies; and improving access of the poor to
financial and social services.

8. The COSOP strategy has proved to be a workableeframk for the IFAD/Government
partnership and for identification of developmemmes. The areas in which the strategy might have
been stronger and more detailed were in the asabsid deduction of findings on: poverty and
targeting; emphasis on agriculture; IFAD’s compaemtadvantage; lessons of failure in credit,
enterprise development and income-generating &esyiimplementation difficulties; the importance
of partnerships; and donor collaboration. Of theg ldements, development of effective rural
institutions has had the greatest effect; policyoadcy has been problematic without an IFAD
country presence, which was not established uril62 Agricultural productivity and natural
resources management initiatives have been rebtbgatémportance in project funding and have
proved difficult to implement owing to constraint$ poverty and affordability and to households
having alternative sources of income. Overall, ¥hlue of the IFAD input and the quality of the
strategy output are rated as moderately satisfaccore of 4.2 on the IFAD evaluation scale.

9. The CPE covers two completed projects: Katsina eStAgricultural and Community

Development Project (KSACDP) and Sokoto State Adiucal and Community Development Project
(SSACDP), which closed in 2001; and the three amgoprogrammes: the Community-Based
Agricultural and Rural Development Programme (CBARD Roots and Tubers Expansion
Programme (RTEP); and the Community-Based NatuedoRrce Management Programme-Niger
Delta (CBNRMP), which form the core of the CPE. Th® projects not yet effective — the Rural
Finance Institutions-Building Programme (RUFIN) atite Rural Microenterprise Development
Programme (RUMEDP- are assessed only in terms of quality of designsdrategic consistency.

The geographical spread of IFAD assistance encasepasl except a few central and eastern States.



10. The CPE also covers 11 technical assistance (Té\e#ght grants dating from 1997/1999. The
value of IFAD programme loans has been US$187.Romibut of a total cost of US$641.9 million,
with IFAD contributing 29 per cent; while for theamts included in the CPE, the IFAD amounts
allocated have been US$9.4 million for technicaistance grants and US$0.85 million for early
implementation support grants. The World Bank wes dnly cooperating institution involved until
2007 in the supervision of IFAD supported projebts, the RTEP, RUFIN and RUMED programmes
are to be supervised directly by IFAD.

C. Performance and Impact of IFAD-funded Operatiors

11. The evolution of the portfolio up to 2006 followadogical pattern of synergy of coverage and
content, building on and expanding successful daspacprevious projects. This is best seen in the
community-driven development (CDD) modality and L@&olvement; in capability—building from
the Katsina and Sokoto Projects being incorporatethe CBARDP and CBNRMP; and the latter
drawing lessons also from the Cassava Multiplicaiad Artisanal Fisheries Development Projects.
Synergy in the portfolio also contributes to pemfance, coinciding on strong themes of enhancing
social facilities and services and improving foegigity and incomes of poor rural households. The
new RUFIN and RUMED programmes take IFAD into aatiént spectrum of development as to
content, institutional framework for implementatiamd some new States.

12. The prevailing pattern of funding of earlier prdgewas planned as: IFAD contribution, 40—60
per cent; Federal Government, 12—-15 per cent; tatel and local governments, three or four per cent.
The remaining funding relates to participating ldoatitutions, cofinancing, and beneficiaries. dait
out-turns were of the order of: IFAD, 6070 pertc&rederal Government, five per cent; and state and
local governments 15-16 per cent. In recent progresy LGAs have increased their contribution,
with a norm of: IFAD, about 40 per cent; and alldks of government, 60 per cent. In many instances,
cofinancing did not materialize as planned. Of T#e grants, all except two have been devoted to
supporting regional research and development agsdcmainly with cassava. The exceptions were
grants to NGOs for assistance in community devetogmand benefit assessment. The early
implementation support grants range from almost 208¥0 up to the US$400,000 now scheduled
for RUMEDP, typical of the larger amounts now aahle through the IFAD grant window.

13. The first measure oElevance is comparison of project content with kbg elements of the
COSOP; on this count, there is a large degree méamance. On other factors of relevance, including
orientation to poverty, livelihood, and implemerdat most of the interventions record positive
results; the major exception is the second phas€T&P, which is promoting an approach to cassava
processing that is of questionable viability. THeECobserved a considerable range of implementation
progress across the portfolio. Effectiveness is gue of a number of exemplary results, for instanc
under the CDD approach; and less impressive resa#tsin agricultural and natural resources
conservation. The CPE has particular concerns aheuprospective performance of RTEP, phase-2,
RUFIN and RUMEDP. The determination of efficieneymore complex, but in Nigeria the crucial
constraints of the long duration of project prefiaraand the prevalent delays and denials of fumpdin
militate against efficient performance. Despitesthéactors, individual projects have reported marke
economies in construction of social infrastructame reasonable costs per beneficiary.

14. The rural poverty impact of the country prognanis assessed primarily on the results of
KSACDP, SSACDP and the first phase of RTEP; for &% and RTEP Phase-2, the discernible

likely impact is also taken into account. The CRil$ that outreach to the targeted population has
been less than planned. Nevertheless, there hasposéive change in the predicament of direct and
indirect beneficiaries across all of the projectderms of enhanced household food sufficiency, as
well as modest increases in family incomes; beitaressibility of health, education and transport
services; and a marked change in community and wenwonfidence and self-reliance. Notable

impacts have been attained in the enhancement ydfigath and financial assets, social capital and
empowerment, and food security. Less impressiveaai® have been recorded in agricultural

productivity, environment and common resources,raatket access.
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15. The sustainability of impact is mainly deterednby project design and implementation
effectiveness, but also by the Government emphasgjsand funding for, agriculture. Thus the
political, economic and social facets of sustailigbare reasonably assured, while institutional
sustainability is less certain. IFAD interventidmsve clearly been innovative, as demonstrated éy th
replication and scaling up to 26 States of theaasproductivity activities during the first phaske
RTEP; and by adoption of the CDD approach in Afriézevelopment Bank (AfDB) projects and in
other States, LGAs and communities, often withaxiemal funding. The RUFIN and RUMED
programmes have been designed to be replicategaaidd up, but the CPE has concerns that the
environment in which they are to be implementedd the less than certain commitment of potential
partners — may make this difficult to occur.

16. The performance of partners in delivery of the ¢ouprogramme has been overshadowed by
the inordinate time taken for project preparation amplementation, the problems of inconsistent
fund flows and the lack of urgency and decisivenedaking action to resolve problems and improve
progress. These factors impinge on the performarficall parties. IFAD’s performance has been
constrained by lack of an in-country presence drel dcomplexities of dealing with government
without field presence and relying on cooperatingtitutions for supervision. The performance of
federal government agencies has been variabke uliélear whether the present arrangement with the
Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resour¢E81AWR) and the National Food Reserve
Agency (NFRA) will be sufficient for the developiraj more diverse programmes. The performance
of States and LGAs has been reasonable, but nayalas strong as it could have been. Where it has
been lacking, the performance of programme managnies been mostly due to deficient project
design and is not a reflection on the calibre atickion of the staff cadre. The performance of the
cooperating institution is judged as proficient smpervision and moderately satisfactory. The
performance of partners is assessed as moderatidfastory.

17. The aggregate achievement of the portfolio is raasd4.4, moderately satisfactory, with
individual ratings lying between 4.0 and 4.5, exdep efficiency, which is 3.5, between moderately
satisfactory and moderately unsatisfactory. Innowat replication and scaling up is rated 4.8,
satisfactory.
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Overall Performance and Impact of IFAD-funded Operdions in Nigeria

Evaluation Criteria

KSACDP

SSACDP

RTEP

CBARDP

CPE Assessment

Core performance criteria

Relevance

4.5

Effectiveness

4

Efficiency

3.5

Project performance

3

3
3
3

4

Rural poverty impact

4

4.3

Physical assets

5

5

Social capital and
empowerment

5

Food security and
agricultural productivity

4.5

Environment and common
resource

3

Financial assets and markef
access

3

Institutions and services

5.3

Other performance criteria

Sustainability

4.3

Innovation, replication and
scaling up

4.8

Overall project portfolio
achievement

4.4

Partner performance

IFAD

3.8

Government

3

3

3

5

3.5

4

4

4

4

Cooperating institution 4

Rating scale: 6-Highly satisfactory; 5-Satisfactatyoderately satisfactory; 3-Moderately unsatisfag 2-Unsatisfactory;
and 1-Highly unsatisfactory.

& OQverall project achievement reflects the combiasgessment of relevance, effectiveness, efficienicgl poverty impact,
sustainability and innovation. As per the evaluatijpidelines of IFAD’s Office of Evaluation, therf@mance of partners is
not included in the aforementioned calculation. ®kerall portfolio achievement is calculated inraigr way.

D. Conclusions

18. The pro-poor development environment in Nigerissprgs an unusual set of circumstances and
conditions compared with those of most IFAD borroweuntries in Africa owing to its vast oil and
gas reserves that provide it with high volumesarfdhcurrency export earnings. The country therefore
has adequate financial resources to promote ecenanal social welfare, including agricultural and
rural development activities that are crucial tduang poverty. In fact, Nigeria allocated aboutrfo
per cent of its federal public expenditure to agltire in 2007; this figure has risen to sevenqaant

in 2008. It is, however, still less than the ten gent target established by African governmentbet
African Union Summit on Food Security, held in Abun December 2006.

19. Despite this, Nigeria has not yet managed to residbsrural poverty problems. The per capita
gross national income was around US$620, based06b 8ata (World Bank, 2008). More recent
statisticd put the GDP purchasing power parity at US$1,2562f207. The challenge of poverty is

illustrated by the fact that around 25 per cenalbfthe rural poor in sub-Saharan countries live in
Nigeria. The population living below the povertydiin 2008 is 64 per cent, down from 71 per cent in
2003. Poverty incidence has a rural bias, withaerall rural prevalence in excess of 67 per cent fo
all households and 77 per cent for woman—headedemalds. The rural population has extremely
limited access to infrastructure and services sschducation and health.

2 From the Central Bank of Nigeria.

®  As estimated by the Government Core Welfare Indicgurvey.
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20. The ODA that Nigeria receives is extremely limitedmpared with the federal budget. It
comprises only around 0.5 per cent of GDP, whickiggificantly lower than the eight per cent for
developing countries as a whole and is equivateointy US$2 per capita compared with the average
of US$28 per capita for Africa. ODA figures make anpund one per cent of overall public spending,
which is US$14.1 billion. In such a context, theref the resources that IFAD provides for rural
poverty reduction are minimal in terms of volumeantcompared with total government revenues and
with the contributions of some other donors, suctha European Union and the World Bank.

21. In spite of this, IFAD is seen by Nigeria as an aripnt development partner because of: its
focus on sustainable agriculture and rural devetognas a means of reducing rural poverty; the
comparative advantage of the flexibility and qualdf its interventions; and its experience in
participatory and bottom—up approaches and in iatiee solutions to poverty alleviation that can be
replicated and scaled up by the Government, thexgrisector, donors and others. Nigeria is entitled
to more than 40 per cent of the Fund’s overallrfaial allocations to the PA region. This high leuél
allocation has significant implications for the aasces required and for the way IFAD manages its
strategy and operations in the country.

22. Agriculture and rural development are crucial tayétia’s rural economy and social fabric.
Around 45 per cent of GDP is generated from agticeland almost 70 per cent of the poor live in
rural areas and derive their livelihoods primarfilgm small-scale agriculture and rural activities.
Small farmers account for about 90 per cent ofcthntry’s food production. Limited accessibility to
inputs, equipment, new technology, and marketskbps agricultural productivity low. Small farmers
are also more acutely affected by exogenous fastoch as climate change and rising commodity
prices. Thus, given its mandate, IFAD is a natanalice as development partner, and the Government
has clearly indicated its commitment to the seatathe NEEDS, the National Policy on Integrated
Rural Development and the New Agricultural Polidyrst.

23. On the question of the importance of agricultutee tICPE findings indicate that, with
programmes devoted to rural finance and rural priter development in recent years, the Fund has
not devoted adequate levels of attention to agticall activities in its Nigerian operations, which
would have been commensurate with the centralitggsfculture in the overall economy and as the
main means of income and food security of the rygabr. In spite of its modest financial
contributions, IFAD has a distinct and catalytideroin collaboration with Government and other
donors, in supporting achievement of the MDGs &dato the elimination of poverty and hunger. In
sum, with its focus on enhancing the productivify snall and landless farmers, IFAD is well
positioned to support the Government in improvihg tivelihoods of small farmers, including
women, artisanal fisher folk, pastoralists and otlisadvantaged communities.

24. Promotion of replicable innovations. The Fund has been fairly successful in promotirag p
poor innovations in its operations. The grant-fuhdapport to the International Institute of Tropica
Agriculture for research on developing new cassaréeties and for promoting CDD in projects in
Katsina and Sokoto States and ongoing communitgeb@sogrammes, are examples of successful
innovations. The CPE finds that a number of sudalgdested innovations in IFAD operations have
been replicated and scaled up by local governmandsothers. A more systematic and organized
effort by IFAD might have ensured a wider replioatiand scaling up of successfully promoted
innovations in IFAD operations.

25. Related to the above, the evaluation found thaffficsent human and financial resources and
time were devoted to IFAD engagement in policy aljgle, knowledge management and the
development and nurturing of strategic partnershiih key players in agriculture. These are
important ingredients for replication and scaling, which is in fact the ultimate test of IFAD’s
capacity to promote innovations. Even though thae some improvements in such activities as a
result of the recent establishment of the countesence office, IFAD’s performance in non-lending
activities was only moderately satisfactory.

26. The CPE concludes that the innovation promotiorcgse was not systematic, and that the
synergies between grant- and loan-funded activitesld have been greater. Moreover, the
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innovations promoted were not sufficiently integdhinto broader project activities that would have
allowed them to contribute more effectively to &eslimg project objectives. For instance, while the
demand-driven CDD approach was appreciated by dinal poor and their organizations, little

attention was devoted to positioning CDD within theader local governance framework with
linkages to the private sector, such as banks d¢batd have provided credit for enterprises and
income—generating activities.

27. Local governance. IFAD interventions have contributed to changihg mind-set of the local
governments and community leaders towards locakmg@nce through an inclusive process of
decision making. Positive results include, in mattr, under the community-driven development
(CDD) approach: (i) pioneering of participatory pesses to empower beneficiaries, and foster group
and community cohesion and self-reliance for dgwmlent actions; (ii) involvement of LGAs in
development planning and execution and the consgéigliesupport of improved local governance;
and (iii) contribution to construction, cost-effiet completion, timely achievement and organization
for operation, maintenance and management of sofiaktructure.

28. Furthermore, the approach and content of IFAD stipdgorogrammes have lent themselves to

rapid and sound expansion and replication at battioNal, State and LGA level, as demonstrated by

the broad support of the CDD model by both Statk Rederal government and other donors as best
practice for local development.

29. However, while the demand-driven CDD approach waseciated by the rural poor and their

organizations, little attention was devoted to fosing this approach within the broader local

governance framework with linkages to the privagetsr, such as rural banks that could have
provided credit for enterprises and income—genagadictivities. The strengthening of the capacity of
other key players at the local level such as Igoaernment and local elected bodies at the state an
LGA level could have been pursued most strongly.

30. Country strategy issues.The CPE found the analysis of opportunities angstaints in the
agriculture and rural sectors, as well as of rpmlerty in the 2001 COSOP, to be limited. This may
reflect inadequate capacity and skills on the pérthe Fund to undertake thorough analytic work
while preparing COSOPs. However, the COSOP provaeeful framework for cooperation with
the country. Its attention to policy advocacy irriagiture and rural development, to promoting
effective rural institutions and to productivity amatural resources management were, and remain,
relevant and important in today’s aid architectuardligeria.

31. The strategy did not, however, pay adequate adtemti smallholder agriculture activities. The
vast geographic coverage of IFAD'’s activities ing&lia, with near national coverage of some
operations, also raises concerns related, intex &di synergies within and across projects and
programmes, as well as to the sustainability oeliem: With regard to the latter, for example, a@avi
geographic spread of activities would cause grectatienges to the Government in providing the
technical assistance and follow—up, needed byufa poor after project completion.

32. The CPE underlines three specific issues relatgmatmerships that call for reflection. Firstly,
the recent development of operations outside thelyagricultural sector has created new challenges
in terms of defining the respective institutionaless and responsibilities within federal agencies,
which a clear solution is yet to be found. Secondlyile the evaluation recognizes the importance of
working with federal and state governments it hasnfl that the various administrative layers
introduce complexity in operations, for exampletarms of delays and denials of funds flows, agsin
from difficulties in securing counterpart fundires well as implementation, coordination, monitoring
and communication issues. Thirdly, there has bednlmnited cofinancing of IFAD interventions, so
that opportunities for replication, scaling up ajwiht pro-poor policy dialogue have not been
maximized.

33. Finally, the evaluation acknowledges that the soumase towards direct supervision and

implementation support in recent operations shoolatribute to better development effectiveness on
the ground. Similarly, the evaluation commends IF#ID strengthening its presence by establishing
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an office in such a large and important countriNageria. However, its view is that the current huima
resources arrangements, level of delegation ofositghand resources deployed for the country
presence are not of a calibre that would ensurtethieacountry office can play an appropriate role i
improving IFAD assistance.

E. Recommendations

34. The CPE includes three overarching recommendati@tsvould contribute towards improving
IFAD’s development effectiveness in Nigeria. Theme: (i) renewing the focus on agricultural
development for rural poverty reduction; (i) praing pro-poor innovative solutions; and
(iif) adapting IFAD’s operating model to changingcamstances.

35. Renewing the focus on agricultural development forrural poverty reduction. The
evaluation recommends that IFAD’s future strategyl activities in Nigeria should pay critical
attention to addressing the main challenges relaiethe low productivity of smallholder farmers.
This would serve as the main vehicle for improvisgall farmers’ competitiveness, including
enhancing their incomes and promoting better Inggids. Among other issues, this entails ensuring
more systematic access to markets by adoptingue-velhain approach, as well as linkages with the
private sector, for example, for the provision afstainable rural financial services and agro
processing. Moreover, the heterogeneity of smathéas requires different approaches that cater to
the needs of both subsistence and market-orient®dduals and groups.

36. In addition, the renewed focus should be accomplamea more narrowly defined geographic
concentration of IFAD operations in Nigeria. Thioowd facilitate project implementation and
coordination, as well as ensure wider synergiebimwiind across projects. The levels of rural pgvert
and gender inequality could be amongst two of tlnnariteria for choosing the states and LGAs
upon which to focus. The CPE also recommends #aDIshould reflect upon the pros and cons of
working with the Federal Government on the one hamd with the state governments on the other
hand. Opportunities for direct lending to Statehatities could be explored, as this is likely to
contribute to building more ownership and to faaik the flow of funds and allocation of countetpar
financing by the States themselves, which hasanldaen a constraint in the past.

37. Finally, IFAD needs to ensure that the federalmmragencies selected have the required skills,
experience and competencies to ensure effectivdemgmtation and support to IFAD-financed
activities. In this regard, it is important to exlfously develop a mutually satisfactory underdiag

on pending institutional issues, in terms of coaation, division of labour and implementation,
especially as they relate to RUMEDP, which is ngit gffective; and around future project activities
that may demand different competences. In the absehsuch an understanding, IFAD management
may consider a cancellation of the correspondimg lim the near future, thereby allowing IFAD to
devote its limited resources to other pressing tgustrategy, programme development and
implementation issues.

38. Promoting pro-poor innovative solutions. The total volume of ODA to Nigeria is small in
relation to the government budget, and IFAD’s fitciah contribution corresponds to a very small
portion of total ODA. Therefore, the CPE recommetttst IFAD should focus its future country
strategy and programme on promoting pro-poor intieeasolutions to rural poverty, which can be
replicated and scaled up by the Government, doporgte sector and others. This requires a more
systematic approach to finding and piloting innawat, and greater attention to policy dialogue,
knowledge management and development of strateayimeyships, which are important factors in
achieving the replication and scaling up of sudcsgsnovations.

39. Similarly, proactive efforts are required to linkagts to loan-funded investment projects. Grants
may be used for testing innovative solutions, wtian then be applied more broadly through loan
operations. Among other areas, innovations couldcketred on the objective of improving

smallholder farmer productivity, taking accounttbé challenges currently facing farmers, including
those caused by rising commodity prices. This ghailgo include due consideration being given to
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adaptive research oriented to the needs of smatiefs. Likewise, innovative solutions that would
assist farmers to limit the effects of climate aashould be explored.

40. Strengthening local governancelt is recommended to devote more attention to j@wsrtg
CDD within the broader local governance framewankl atrengthening local governance, including
all actors at the local level such as States andd,@&lected local bodies, the private sector, local
NGOs, and other actors involved at the local léegether with CBOs. In particular, at the State and
LGA level, there is a need to reinforce grass ramts local government capabilities in development
planning, delivery and improvement of service ps@n.

41. Empowerment and consolidation for progressive déiai of governance to the local level
should be supported through policy dialogue andraved knowledge manageménThe CDD
paradigm needs to be adopted wherever relevahedsasis for development action.

42. The development of robust farmer associations gsopa stronger local governance framework
that can lead to better empowerment of the poorddvoe another area of innovation for IFAD and the
Government to pursue in the future. In this reg#fdD’s positive experience of promoting farmer
associations in both Western and Central Africaiarather regions might prove valuable.

43. Adapting IFAD’s operating model. Nigeria is a large country of importance to IFABiven

the vast number of rural poor, the increasing fom@nallocations under the performance—based
allocation system (PBAS) and the proposed re-enipluaispromotion of replicable innovations, it is
recommended that IFAD should seek ways and meassa@igthening its country presence. In this
regard, the option of out-posting the country mitf manager should be explored. Such a country
presence might also have a sub regional dimengistronger country presence would allow IFAD to
be more fully engaged in policy dialogue, further gommitment to meeting the provisions of the
Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, improvekiwledge management, and ensure even better
implementation support.

44. The introduction of the PBAS has important implieas for the projects funded by IFAD in
Nigeria. Increasing the total volume of resourciéscated to the country under the PBAS calls for
serious thought as to the number of projects tddseloped and the corresponding volumes of loans.
Given the current levels of IFAD human resourcéscated to Nigeria, financing fewer projects with
larger loan amounts would appear to be the mossjiike option.

4 As advocated by the recent thematic evaluationFkD’s Performance and Impact in Decentralizing

Environments, Office of Evaluation, July 2005.
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Federal Republic of Nigeria

Country Programme Evaluation

Agreement at Completion Point

A. Background

1. In 2007/2008, the Office of Evaluation (OE) of tleternational Fund for Agricultural
Development (IFAD) conducted a country programmealwation (CPE) in Nigeria. The main
objectives of the CPE were to: (i) assess the pmdoce and impact of IFAD’s strategy and
operations in the country; and (ii) develop a sedkfindings and recommendations that will serse a
building blocks for the preparation of the new tesbased country strategy and opportunities
programme (COSOP) for Nigeria. The COSOP will benidated by the West and Central Africa
Division (PA) of IFAD and the Federal Government\iferia.

2. This Agreement at Completion Point (ACP) presehts key findings and recommendations
contained in the CPE. It also benefits from the mmdiscussion points that emerged at the CPE
National Roundtable Workshop (NRTW), organized ibufa on 27-28 November 2008. The ACP
captures the understanding between IFAD managemapresented by the Programme Management
Department, and Government of Nigeria, represebiedhe Federal Ministry of Agriculture and
Water Resources (FMAWR) on the core CPE findingd an their commitment to adopt and
implement the evaluation recommendations contdieedin within specified timeframe.

B. Main Findings

3.  Development setting The pro-poor development environment in Nigesiaimusual in that its
vast oil and gas exports provide the country witthhvolumes of hard currency earnings, adequate
financial resources to promote economic and som&fare and reduce rural poverty. Despite its
relatively high income, Nigeria has not yet manatgedesolve its income disparity and rural poverty
problems. The per capita gross national income avasnd US$620, based on 2005 data (World
Bank, 2008). The poverty challenge is illustratgothe fact that Nigeria accounts for around 25 per
cent of the rural poor in sub-Saharan Africa, atiltlteas 64 per cent of the population living below
the poverty line in 2006, with around 80 per cewcidence among woman-headed households.

4.  During the period under review, and in 2007, onbpwt four per cent of the federal public
expenditure was allocated to agriculture. In 2088, present Government raised this figure to seven
per cent with plans to increase it to more thantémeper cent target agreed at the Conferenceeof th
Ministers of Agriculture of the African Union in Ndato in 2003. Overseas development assistance to
Nigeria is extremely limited comprising only 0.5rpeent of GDP and the IFAD contribution is
minimal compared to total Government revenues erctimtributions of donors such as the European
Union and the World Bank.

5.  Agriculture and rural development are crucial te Nigerian economy. Around 45 per cent of
GDP is generated from agriculture and almost 70cpet of the poor live in rural areas and derive
their livelihoods primarily from small-scale agrittire and rural activities. Small farmers accotort f
90 per cent of national food production. Limitedegsibility to inputs, equipment, new technology,
and markets has kept agricultural productivity I&mall farmers are also more acutely affected by
climate change and commodity price volatility.

6. Government is committed to the sector as indicateithe National Economic Empowerment
and Development Strategy, the National Policy otedrated Rural Development and the New
Agricultural Policy Thrust. IFAD is considered bkiet Government as an important development
partner because of: (i) its focus on agriculture amral development for rural poverty reduction;
(in) its flexibility as a development organizatiand the quality of its interventions; and (iii) its

XiX



experience in participatory approaches and in ptimgoinnovative solutions to rural poverty
reduction that can be replicated and scaled uphbyGovernment, donors, the private sector and
others. Also, according to the IFAD PerformancedBlaglliocation System, Nigeria is entitled to over
40 per cent of the Fund's overall financial allogas to the West and Central Africa Region.

Performance and Impact of IFAD’s Strategy and Operéions

7. IFAD country strategy issues The CPE found the analysis of opportunities amustraints in
the agriculture and rural sectors, as well as &l npoverty in the 2001 COSOP, to be limited inttep
However, the COSOP provided a useful frameworkctmyperation with the country. Its attention to
policy and advocacy in agriculture and rural depelent, to promoting effective rural institutiongdan
to productivity and natural resources managemen¢ vand remain, relevant and important in the aid
architecture of today.

8. The vast geographic coverage of IFAD’s activiti@gth near national coverage of some
operations also raises concerns relataey alia, to synergies within and across projects as welbas
the sustainability of benefits. Nevertheless, thpreach and content of IFAD supported community
driven development (CDD) concept projects have featnselves to rapid and sound expansion and
replication at National, State and Local Governmamta (LGA) levels, with broad support by
Government and donors and considered as bestqardoti local development. However, insufficient
attention was devoted to smallholder agricultutgvdi@s and the limited positioning of CDD within
the broader local governance framework, where {igkato the private sector, such as rural banks,
could have provided credit for enterprises and nme@enerating activities. With regard to the latter
for example, a wide geographic spread of activitvesld cause greater challenges to the Government
in providing the technical assistance and follownapded by the rural poor after project completion.

9. IFAD Operational Issues

(a) Centrality of agriculture. Despite its modest financial contribution, IFAfas a
distinct and catalytic role in improving the livietiods of small farmers, including women,
artisanal fisher folk, pastoralists and other disediaged communities. However, recent
operations financed by IFAD have not devoted adiegiexels of attention to agricultural
activities.

(b) Local governance. IFAD interventions have contributed to a changenind-sets in
the LGAs and community leaders, who have adoptadose inclusive approach to
decision making and resource allocation for ruravgety reduction activities. Positive
results are visible especially under the CDD apgrodhese include: (i) pioneering of
participatory processes, beneficiary empowermedtfastering of group and community
cohesion and self-reliance for development; (ijolkement of LGAs in development
planning and execution, leading to better local eggpance; and (iii) contribution to
construction, cost-effective completion, timely @mslement and organization for
operations and maintenance and management of sufcédtructure.

(c) Institutional framework and partnership. The CPE underlines three specific issues
related to institutional arrangements and partrigsshfor project planning and
implementation. Firstly, the recent development agerations outside the purely
agricultural sector has created new challengessandstrong reservations by the Federal
Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources in termof institutional roles and
responsibilities among federal agencies, for pto@plementation. Secondly, while the
CPE recognizes the importance of working with Fedand State Governments, it finds
the various administrative layers introduce compyeix operations, for example, in terms
of delays and denials in funds flows, arising frafifficulties in securing counterpart
funding, as well as implementation, coordinationpnitoring and communication.
Thirdly, there has been only limited cofinancing B¥AD interventions, so that
opportunities for replication, up-scaling and jopmb-poor policy dialogue have not been
maximized.
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(d) Promotion of pro-poor replicable innovations. IFAD has been successful in
promoting pro-poor innovations in its operationdNigeria. However, a more systematic
and organized effort by IFAD might have ensurednewader replication and scaling up
and insufficient human and financial resources, #&ne, were devoted for IFAD’s
engagement in policy dialogue, knowledge manageraadt the fostering of strategic
partnerships with key players in agriculture atig. Although the grant-funded support
to the International Institute of Tropical Agricute to develop new cassava varieties, and
the promotion of community-driven development imjpcts in the Katsina and Sokoto
States and other community-based programmes arapéss of successful innovations
that have been replicated and scaled up by locakrgments and others. IFAD’s
performance in non-lending activities was only nratiely satisfactory. Also, the CPE
found that insufficient synergies were developetiben IFAD grant-funded and loan-
funded activities, thus limiting the benefits ofgt-funded initiatives. Grants have been
used,inter-alia, for developing and piloting new technologies, whitave not always
found their way into wider loan-funded activities.

(e) IFAD country presence Operational activities and participation in indotry
meetings and working groups’ activities have imgebwith the recent establishment of
the country presence office (CPO). The CPE ackndyds that the sound move towards
direct supervision and implementation support ierg operations should further
contribute to better development effectiveness lan dround. As such, the evaluation
commends IFAD for strengthening its presence bgbdéishing an office in such a large
and important country as Nigeria. However, its viswhat the current human resources
arrangements, level of delegation of authority aesources deployed for the country
presence should be of a calibre that would alloto iplay a greater role in improving
IFAD’s assistance to Nigeria.

C. Recommendations
Recommendation 1: Renewal of Focus on Small-scalgrculture for Poverty Alleviation

10. The evaluation recommends that the future IFADtegywand activities in Nigeria should pay
critical attention to addressing the main challengelated to the low productivity of smallholder
farmers. This would serve as the main vehicle rigoroving small farmer competitiveness, including
enhancing their incomes and promoting better Inadids. The heterogeneity of small farmers would
require different approaches that cater to the :i@étoth subsistence and market-oriented indivedua
and groups. The prime importance of a value chasetd and commercialized approach to enhancing
small farm livelihoods is acknowledged. As suchitipalar attention should be given to ensuring
more systematic access to markets by adoptingue ghlain approach, as well as linkages with the
private sector, for example, for the provision aefstainable rural financial services and agro-
processing. It is also recognized that, where requirural finance and micro-enterprise development
adaptive research and extension, environmental geament, and improvement of livestock
production and marketing are key elements of sfaath development.

11. In addition, it is recommended that the renewedidoshould be accompanied by a reduced
geographic coverage of IFAD-supported operatiomsluding those that have a national coverage as
well asthose that take an area-based developmgmbach. This would|nter-alia, contribute

to better development effectiveness in general, andhe same time facilitate supervision and
implementation support, the promotion of innovasiomonitoring, evaluation and co-ordination, as
well as ensure wider synergies within and acrosgpts. The criteria for selection from the redlce
areas to target in the future will be further dss®d during the formulation of the next Nigeria
COSOP. For instance, the levels of rural poverty gender inequality are examples of two important
criteria for choosing the intensity of support tat8s and LGAs upon which to focus.

XXi



Recommendation 2:  Adaptation of the Institutional Famework and Partnerships

12. The CPE also recommends that the current operhtamnangements whereby the roles and
responsibilities of the Federal Government andeStat Local Governments are adequately stratified
be further deepened to emphasize intensity of metidhe local levels. Lending to State Governments
under the Subsidiary Loan Agreements with the Fdddinistry of Finance is an effective way of
increasing ownership and giving greater direct oaspility to facilitate the flow of funds and
allocation of counterpart financing by the Statetharities. Also, allocation of grant resources to
national agricultural research institutions willntgbute to development of appropriate technologies
and identify innovative approaches to sustainapiecaltural development.

13. The CPE recommends that IFAD needs to ensurehbdeteral partner agencies selected have
the required skills, experience and competenciesnsure effective implementation and support to
IFAD-financed activities. In this regard, it wascoenmended to expeditiously develop a mutually
satisfactory understanding on pending institutiasslies, in terms of coordination, division of labo
and implementation, especially as they relate t&VIRDP, which has not yet been negotiated. In the
absence of such an understanding, IFAD managemeayt consider a cancellation of the
corresponding loan in the near future, therebywatig IFAD to devote its limited resources to other
pressing country strategy, programme developmeshtraplementation issues.

Recommendation 3:  Promoting Pro-poor Innovative Sations

14. The total volume of official development assistaffo®A) to Nigeria is minimal and the IFAD
financial contribution is a very small proportiohtotal ODA. Therefore, the CPE recommends that
IFAD should focus its future country strategy armbgramme on promoting pro-poor innovative
solutions to rural poverty, which can be replicadéed scaled up by the Government, donors, private
sector and others. It is proposed that a more sydie approach be taken to finding and piloting
innovations, and greater attention be paid to poldialogue, knowledge management and
development of strategic partnerships, which angoiant factors in replication and scaling up of
successful innovations. Similarly, proactive efforére required to link grants to loan-funded
investment projects. Grants may be used for testingvative solutions, which can then be applied
more broadly through loans. Among other areas,viations should be centred on the objective of
improving smallholder farmer productivity, takingcaunt of the challenges currently facing farmers,
including those of rising commodity prices. Thishl also include due consideration of adaptive
research oriented to the needs of small farmedeewise, innovative solutions that would assist
farmers to limit the effects of climate change dtiobe explored. The CPE advocates that more
attention be given to private/public sector pahgrs, donor coordination and policy dialogue. The
Federal Government of Nigeria has developed a NaltiBood Security Programme with emphasis on
commercial agriculture, food security and sustdimdand management, amongst others. In this
regard, IFAD will consider to partner on all asgeobdnsistent with its mandate.

Recommendation 4:  Strengthenind.ocal Governance

15. The CPE recommends that more attention be devotgagitioning CDD within the broader
local governance framework, strengthening the déipabf all actors at the local level such as 8t
and LGAs, elected local bodies, the private sedtaal NGOs, and CBOs. In particular, at the State
and LGA level, there is a need to reinforce grasstsr and local government capabilities in
development planning, delivery and improvement @frviee provision. Empowerment and
consolidation for progressive devolution of goverceto the local level should be supported through
policy dialogue and improved knowledge managemEme. CDD approach should in fact be adopted
even more widely as an instrument for participatagyiculture and rural development activities in
Nigeria.

16. The development of robust farmer associations epa stronger local governance framework
that can lead to better empowerment of the poorldvba another area of innovation for IFAD and
Government to pursue in the future. In this reg#fd\D’s positive experience of promoting farmer
associations in both Western and Central Africaianather regions might prove valuable. IFAD can
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play a role in supporting the broader participatidrall tiers of government and research institgio
and grass roots organizations in development, jpatlg through sensitization, capability building,
counselling and mentoring.

Recommendation 5:  Adaptation of the IFAD OperatingModel

17. Nigeria is a large country of strategic importatwéFAD. Given the vast number of rural poor,
the increasing financial allocations under the granince-based allocation system (PBAS) and the
proposed re-emphasis on promotion of replicablevations, it was recommended that IFAD should
seek ways and means of strengthening its counegeprce, for example in terms of human and
financial resources, infrastructure, roles andwasybility. In this regard, the option of out-posft the
country programme manager (CPM) should be explogah an IFAD country presence could
eventually have a sub-regional dimension, whichldiemtail the CPM covering and based in Nigeria
also assuming responsibilities for IFAD operatiomsselected neighbouring countries. A stronger
country presence would allow IFAD to be more fubypgaged in policy dialogue, further its
commitment to meeting the provisions of the ParexlBration on Aid Effectiveness, improve its
knowledge management, and ensure even better iraptation support.

18. The introduction of the PBAS has important implicas for the projects funded by IFAD in
Nigeria. Increasing the total volume of resourciscated to the country under the PBAS calls for
serious thought as to the number of projects tdéweloped and the corresponding volumes of loans.
Given the current levels of IFAD human resourcéscated to Nigeria, it was suggested that financing
fewer projects with larger loan amounts would appede the most plausible option.

Proposed Timeframe to Implement the Recommendations

19. All of these recommendations will be taken intocaod in formulating the new results-based
COSOP, which is expected to be finalized and dssdiby the IFAD Executive Board before the end
of 2009.

Key Partners to Be Involved

20. The West and Central Africa Division will be the iméAD Division responsible for ensuring
the implementation of the recommendations in thasement at Completion Point. In fact, within the
framework of the IFAD President’s Report on the lempentation Status and Management Actions,
prepared annually and submitted to the Board forsickeration, the PA Division will provide an
account of how the recommendations were incorpdnat¢he new Nigeria COSOP. The main partner
in the Government of Nigeria responsible for emggthe implementation of the recommendations
will be the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and VéatResources.
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Federal Republic of Nigeria

Country Programme Evaluation

Main Report

I. INTRODUCTION
A. Overview of IFAD Assistance

1. As a major oil producer, Nigeria was a founding rhemof IFAD in 1977 and since then has
been a consistent participant in the financing, iatrmation and management of the Fund. The first
IFAD loan to Nigeria was approved in 1985; ninen®aamounting to a total of US$187 million and
funding 29 per cent of total project costs of USH6@llion, have since been disbursed or are in the
process of being approved (see Appendix 1). Intaaigisince 1979, IFAD has provided 31 technical
assistance grants (TAGs) amounting to over US$28mi for regional, national and international
application, to the Nigeria-based Internationakitoge of Tropical Agriculture (IITA) and principis
related to work on cassava and other root and tebmps. A further TAG was awarded to the
International Fertilizer Development Centre forlsi on millet and sorghum. Two additional TAGs
worth US$0.29 million were made available to NGQ@s f&ssistance in community and farming
development. Nigeria also received eight early em@ntation support grants worth US$0.8 million
related to the start-up and implementation of mtoged programme activities.

2.  Cofinancing of projects was planned with develophwganizations such as the United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) and with the Europggaion (EU), the Ford Foundation and other
institutions. However, only limited cofinancing reatlized, although some parallel financing was
undertaken.

3. Counterpart funding has been provided by the Fédeich State Governments, local government
areas (LGAs), the Niger Delta Development Commissind Nigerian banks. The overall contribution
of government institutions ranges from 15 to 38 pent for closed projects, 36 to 55 per cent for
ongoing programmes and 25 to 27 per cent for negrammes. The contribution from beneficiaries
ranges from 1 to 5.8 per cent. All, but one, of fR&D-assisted projects and programmes have had the
World Bank as cooperating institution. As of Novemt2007, however, IFAD has been directly
supervising the Roots and Tubers Expansion ProgeaRTEP), supported by the Field Presence
Office established in early 2006.

4.  Official development assistance (ODA) plays a mirade in the economy and is estimated at 0.5
per cent of GDP, which is significantly lower thidwe eight per cent for developing countries as alevh
(Development Assistance Committee, 2007). The IFgddtribution is minimal in terms of share of
overall funding (around 18 per cent of the ODA cifmition). It is also small in comparison with
federal, state and LGA budgets and can only beaegddo have a catalytic role.

5.  For the two decades preceding Nigeria's returnitdian government in 1999, agricultural and

rural development was based on the Multi-State cdiiiiral Development Project (ADP) model. ADPs
adopted a top-down, prescriptive approach that limaided impact on the prevalence of poverty for
small farming households and rural society in gainérhe resulting stagnation in rural development
was compounded by the economic mismanagement dbtimer military regimes and by the increasing
importance of the oil industry and its huge exgantnings.

6. In 1993, the IFAD-funded projects in Katsina ank@o States were among the first to move
away from the ADP approach. They shifted respolitsilior development planning and implementation
down to the potential beneficiary communities ahelirt LGAs and set out to avoid the bureaucracy,
politicization and rigidities of the state projeotanagement systems. Both projects adopted the
community-driven development (CDD) approach, whiwds since been widely used elsewhere in



Nigeria and West Africa. A range of community armtial development initiatives, with a strong
emphasis on the empowerment of community groupse veédso implemented under the projects,
alongside their core interventions in conservabaented agricultural productivity improvement. The
CDD approach was adopted in subsequent IFAD-adsgtegrammes and has been replicated and
expanded across an increasing number of other gowart, state and donor-funded development
projects.

B. Evaluation Objectives, Methodology and Process

7. Objectives. The main objectives of the evaluation are to astes performance and impact of the
overall IFAD country programme in Nigeria and deyeh series of findings and recommendations that
will serve as building blocks for the country ségit opportunities programme (COSOP) to be prepared
by the Western and Central Africa Division (PA) IBIAD and the Federal Government of Nigeria
following completion of the evaluation. This repeats the first full evaluation of the Nigerian golib
since project funding commenced in 1985.

8. Methodology. The CPE applies the methodology used by IFAD'§ic®fof Evaluation (OE),
which addresses three overarching questions: @)IBAD pursue the right country strategy to ensure
the highest possible rural poverty reduction imgpacti) To what extent was the country strategy
effectively implemented through projects and namdiag activities, such as policy dialogue,
partnerships and knowledge-sharing, and how dig geeform? (iii) What was the impact of IFAD’s
country strategy and operations? The evaluatiotiespihne current IFAD standards and policies, which
conform to good practice in the evaluation of insgional development programmes, taking into
account any changes that may have been introduc#tdhe period covered by the evaluation. It also
draws on information collected from several souraeduding: (i) focus group discussions undertaken
in the field and interaction with key respondeiii$;surveys and studies conducted specificallytfos
evaluation by IFAD or other donor projects; ang (iational data, which are used as reference point

9. Portfolio performance is assessed against intenmaty recognized evaluation criteria, such as:
(i) relevance or how closely the programme and non-lending abjes match the needs of the rural
poor and IFAD and government poverty reduction gies and strategies; (éffectiveness or the
degree to which the immediate objectives of intetiems have been attained; (i@jficiency, which is a
measure of how resources have been translatedestits. Indicators considered include the cost per
beneficiary, resource use in relation to the resatthieved, profitability analysis (based on maagin
returns, level of variable costs, benefit-costaraind break-even point) and internal rate of return
(iv) impact of the strategy and interventions targeting pgvartd the livelihoods and well-being of the
target group, determined as far as possible ubmgine recognized impact domains of physicaltasse
financial assets, food security, environment androon resource base, human assets, social capital an
empowerment, agricultural productivity, institutonand services, and access to markets;
(v) innovation, or the identification of new approaches to depeient and opportunities for replication
and scaling up; (visustainability, measured as the extent or likelihood of contiimabf project
benefits following programme closure; (vperformance of partners i.e. of IFAD, the Government
and the cooperating institution. The results fazheaf the evaluation criteria listed are rated ogixa
point scale where six is the highest score andimméwest.

10. The country programme evaluation (CPE) covers ptsjeand programmes approved and
activities undertaken in the period 1998-2008. dsemses two closed projects, the Katsina State
Agricultural and Community Development Project (KSIBP) and the Sokoto State Agricultural and
Community Development Project (SSACDP), both of ekhiclosed in 2001, and three ongoing
programmes, the Community-based Agricultural andaRDevelopment Programme (CBARDP), the
Community-based Natural Resource Management Pragea(©CBNRMP) and the RTEP mentioned
earlier. These three programmes form the prinagpalce of data on progress, performance and rating
of the key evaluation factors. The CPE also comsidieo further programmes that are not yet fully
effective, the Rural Finance Institutions-buildiRgogramme (RUFIN), approved in September 2006,
and the Rural Microenterprise Development PrograrfiReMEDP), approved in December 2007. Both
programmes are considered only in terms of thealityuof design and consistency with the emerging
framework of government and IFAD policies and stgéds. Twelve TAGs and eight Special Operation
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Facility grants awarded between 1997 and 1999lacecavered by the evaluation. Appendix 1 lists the
projects, programmes and grants reviewed.

11. The geographical spread of IFAD-assisted intereastican be summarized as follows: the
original Katsina and Sokoto projects covered thesestates in the extreme north of Nigeria and the
latter was subsequently extended to take in ZanafiadaKebbi States. The CBARDP then extended the
coverage of the semi-arid dryland region to brindgbrno, Jigawa and Yobe States in the north-east.
Earlier coverage by the Cassava Multiplication Paogne (CMP) of the nine southern States of Akwa
Ibom, Anambra, Benue, Delta, Ebonyi, Edo, Enugug lamd Ogun was extended by the RTEP to
include almost the entire central and southern giathe country, bringing the total number of state
covered to 26, of which most are in the south. TBNRMP covers the nine States of Abia, Akwa
Ibom, Bayelsa, Cross River, Delta, Edo, Imo, Ondd Rivers. The RUFIN will cover 12 states, seven
of which are in the south (Akwa lbom, Anambra, Benkdo, Imo, Lagos and Oyo) and five in the
centre, east and north (Adamawa, Bauchi, Katsirmsahiwa and Zamfara). RUMEDP coverage is
expected to extend to eight states, yet to be miéted in consultation with the Government of Nigeri
Table 1 lists the projects and programmes coveyatidCPE.

Table 1. List of Projects and Programmes covered bthe CPE (millions of US$)
Title Total | IFAD Datg - Cooperating Institution
Cost | Loan | Approved | Effective | Closing
KSACDP 28.8 12.1) 12/12/9Q 08/07/93  30/06/01 Wardohk
SSACDP 17.2 9. 08/09/92 04/11/94  30/06/01 \WBdnk
IFAD direct supervision as df
RTEP 36.0 23.0 09/12/99 31/06/02 31/03/L®ecember 2007, under the direct
supervision pilot programme
CBARDP 101.6 29.9 12/09/01 31/01/03 31/09/10 \Wahnk
CBNRMP 82.2 15.0 11/12/02 06/07/05 31/03/14 Wdrdohk
RUFIN 40.0 27.6| 14/09/06 Not yet N.Ot IFAD direct supervision
available
RUMEDP 57.9 42.94 13/12/07 | Not yet N.Ot IFAD direct supervision
available
Total 363.7 | 160.0

12. Process The principal in-country inputs were the one-weesparatory mission, attended by the
lead evaluator and the mission leader, and themrh fieldwork mission of the six-person core CPE
team, culminating in an informal debriefing meetifidne last input was the formal wrap-up meeting,
which included intensive consultations on the pnaiary findings of the mission with the Government,
and with PA and other IFAD headquarters legal andricial staff. The CPE also benefited from the
outputs of an internal IFAD desk review; the moriitg and evaluation (M&E) records of the
programmes; the PA/Government Country Portfolio iB@v (CPR) undertaken in October and
November 2007; and the self-assessments conductedhdds CBARDP, RTEP and CBNRMP
programme managements and by PA and IFAD projeotammes staff. Additional information was
provided by the performance assessment study ctedibetween November 2007 and January 2008 by
the Nigerian Institute of Social and Economic Redeawhich examined the impact of the original
KSACDP and the RTEP activities in Nasarawa and lav&tates.

13. Most of the fieldwork took place between 19 Novemdned 20 December 2007. Three sub-teams
of up to three consultants made separate visitarious programme activity sites, including thejgco

or programme management offices and many of thiee stffices involved in each of the ongoing
interventions; they also met local officials andtjggants. In all, the mission visited 14 statesl anet
staff from 16 states across the country, rangiognfiAkwa lbom in the south-east to Sokoto in the
north-west; 22 LGAs were visited and interactiomkioplace with 36 participating villages and
communities and with representatives of NGOs, conitpubanks, and group and private sector
enterprises. The mission also met more than 300 and village inhabitants — many of whom were
women — either in groups, at local committee mestior in one-to-one discussions. Meetings were also
held in Abuja during the first and last weeks wgthvernment agencies, the cooperating institutioms a
key bilateral and multilateral agencies operatimg Nigeria. The details of visit locations and
respondents are included in Appendix 7.



14. The work of the mission continued after the wrapageting through the analysis of information
and synthesis of conclusions and recommendatidns.fifst draft of the main CPE report takes ac¢oun
of the feedback received from government officiaisluding the project and programme managements,
and from IFAD and other stakeholders. The draforefs being distributed to the major partners;
adequate time will be allowed for consideratiornit®tontent and for further comments to be subuhitte

15. Once any necessary modifications have been madissaas paper will be produced and will
form the basis of the agenda for a CPE nationaiddable workshop, organized by OE in collaboration
with PA and the Federal Government towards thecéride evaluation process. The draft report will be
made available at the workshop. The workshop walius on learning and give stakeholders an
opportunity to exchange views on key evaluationdss It will also provide input for the preparatio

the Agreement at Completion Point (ACP) which aitttes the recommendations and specific actions
deriving from the CPE that IFAD and the Governmeoth agree to implement. The published final
CPE report, inclusive of an executive summary dr@dACP, will then be widely circulated and posted
on the IFAD website.

16. An evaluation profile and insighwill also be prepared and distributed togethehwite final
report. The CPE report, profile and insight wils@lbe disseminated through selected electronic
networks such as UNEVAL and FIDAFRIQUE. Written aoents submitted by the Government and
PA on key CPE deliverables will be carefully exaedrby OE, in line with the provisions of the IFAD
Evaluation Policy. Under this policy, OE is requiréo rectify factual inaccuracies and give due
consideration to the comments of partners on sotyggaissues to decide whether or not they shoeld b
incorporated into the report. Finally, OE will pegp and share an audit trail of how it has deah tie
comments of the Government and PA in finalizing @RE report.

Key Points

e IFAD lending operations in Nigeria date from 198Bdacomprise nine loans amounting |to
US$187 million, financing 29 per cent of total praf costs of US$642 million.

e ODA is minimal and equivalent to only 0.5 per ceftGDP; the IFAD share is negligible in the
context of the national economy and can only beetqa to have a catalytic role.

» IFAD loans are cofinanced by development orgarorati such as UNDP, and by the European Union
and other institutions.

* Until 2007, the World Bank was the sole cooperatingtitution for IFAD programmes. Direct
supervision and implementation support by IFAD ha® been introduced in new operations, starting
with the RTEP.

* The IFAD Katsina and Sokoto projects were amonditBeto phase out the top-down ADP approach
in 1993 and to pioneer CDD.

e« The CPE covers the seven projects or programmésmr@ ongoing under IFAD funding when the
last COSOP was prepared in 2000, including two dinatnow closed, three current programmes jand
two soon to be launched, in addition to the graagmmme for the decade 1998-2008.

e The evaluation methodology and process follow OEdgjines; key objectives are to assess |the
performance and impact of IFAD operations and mtevbuilding blocks for the proposed new
COSOP.

1 A profile is an easy-to-read summary of the eatdin report focusing on three or four of the rejsokey

recommendations. An insight, on the other handyuges exclusively on one key learning issue arifiom the
evaluation. It provides a new angle on the issubpmoses new questions. Insights are intended o foe basis of
discussion among development professionals andymotikers.
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[I. COUNTRY CONTEXT
A. The Economy, Agriculture Sector and Rural Devapment

17. Nigeria lies on the coast of West Africa and ocespi land area of 9200 knf. According to the
provisional results of the 2006 census, it has pujation of 140 milliorf, making it one of the largest
and politically most important nations in Africah& country has a decentralized federal system of
government comprising a federal capital territodfRCT), 36 states and 774 LGAs. All three tiers of
government -- federal, state and LGA -- are dentmaity elected. The federal capital is Abuja. Nige

is divided into six ecological zones, ranging frtim semi-arid north-west to the savannah of théreen
and south-west, and the high rainfall/rainforestaar of the south-south and south-east regions. The
dominant ethnic groups are the Hausa/Fulani imtréh, the Yoruba in the west and the Igbos in the
east.

18. Given that agriculture is a major source of Nigsriaconomic growth, accounting for about
45 per cent of the increase in GDP during the pet@90-2005, the country is classified as agriceltu
based by the World Bank. Seventy-eight per cemigéria’s poor — those living below the povertydin
on less than a dollar a day — live in rural areas @erive their livelihoods primarily from agricuie
and rural developmehtHowever, since 1973, the economy has becomeyhiggpendent on the oil
sector, in which Nigeria is the twelfth largest Woproducer. By 2006, depending on internationhl oi
prices, oil and gas accounted for 70 to 80 per oéglovernment revenue, over 90 per cent of export
earnings and 25 per cent of GDP. The non-oil seetgrarticularly communications, construction,
manufacturing and services — is becoming incre@ssignificant, currently accounting for a furthé?

per cent of GDP and growing by nearly ten per cemth year. GDP increased fivefold from
US$28 billion in 1990 to an estimated US$140 hillia 2007 and is expected to continue to grow at a
rate of five to seven per cent per year, yieldingent account surpluses of ten per cent of GDPPGD
per capita at purchasing power parity was calcdlae about US$1,000 at the end of 2003 and is
estimated to have risen to US$1,256 in 2007 (CeBaak of Nigeria, 2008).

19. However, higher revenues from oil and gas have ladtto a reduction in poverty. The
Government is committed to a liberal economy, withmarket-determined exchange rate, fiscal
prudence, decentralization, privatization and pgegive reform of the financial sector. Inflatiorors a
downward trend and was estimated at 7.2 per cethiea¢nd of 2007. The Government received debt
relief in 2005/2006 and by May 2007 had paid affatcumulated debt in full. Agriculture contributes
development in several ways. For instance, as amogagic activity, agriculture is a source of grovidh

the national economy, a provider of investment oppaties for the private sector and a prime driekr
agriculture-related activities and industries amel tural non-farm economy. Agricultural productisn
important for food security because it is a sowt@écome for most of the rural poor. Between 1990
and 2005, agricultural value added rose by an geeod four per cent each year; for the period from
2003 to 2005, agriculture value added (AVA) repnts&)S$16.46 billion and accounts for 22.1 per cent
of GDP. Agriculture is the source of livelihood ftrve majority of rural people, providing jobs for
smallholders and landless laborers and a foundé&dioviable rural communities.

20. The agricultural sector is typified by the predoamne of smallholders: 90 per percent of the
country’s food is produced by small-scale farmarsmall plots of land. More than half of all farreer
grow only food crops and women play a greater nolprocessing and marketing than men. Around
44 per cent of male farmers and 72 per cent of lernf@rmers cultivate less than one hectare per
household. The sector comprises an arable land @ireaver 70 million hectares, of which only
50 per cent is under cultivation; an inland watedyp area of just over 12 million hectares, which is
important for both farming and fishing; and lowrg, seasonally flooded areas that are used
increasingly for rice. In the northern zone, somghunillet, sesame, groundnuts and cotton are grown.
This is also the main livestock-raising area, wherer 75 per cent of small ruminants and cattleyeda
and donkeys are bred. In the central belt and sea#t, root and tuber crops, maize, plantain and

2 Provisional results of the 2006 census in Nigé&iaril 2007).

¥ World Development Report, 2008.



sorghum are most commonly cultivated. Cash andréxpops are produced mainly in the south-west
and south-east: cocoa, oil palm, rubber and cftuits, and fisheries is also a major activity. dlig is

the largest producer of yam and cowpea in Afriba,world’'s leading producer of cassava and a major
fish producer, with annual outputs of over 300, 08s.

21. Although agriculture remains a mainstay of liveide and the social fabric of the country, its
importance has been declining and those for whasraitvay of life have seen the value of its rewdrding
steadily eroded as more investment and resoureaeshanneled into the oil and gas and related se&bthe
time of independence in 1960, Nigeria was a majoorer of primary produce; now it is a massiveongr of
even basic foods. Government and donor efforts titoukate the expansion, commercialization and
prioritization of agriculture as a cornerstone loé hational poverty reduction and economic growtt a
empowerment strategy so far have not yielded thieeditransformation.

22. Rural development, particularly in remote areas;asstrained by the inadequacy of the social
infrastructure and services; roads are limited awecage and many are in poor condition; schools,
clinics and hospitals are lacking in number anécityy supply of water, sanitation and electriégyoften
inadequate and unreliable. Social and financialiserprovision is rudimentary at best. Apart froi® i
impact on human welfare, the poor infrastructueatas serious difficulties for marketing and errieep
development generally.

23. Past trends and current
situation in food prices In Figure 1. Food Prices
previous years, food price rise ir (Nominal $ Index, Jan 1995-100)
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24. The diverse ecological features of the country thagiport different food crops and different
planting and harvesting seasons provide severaragpto consumers and often create a balancing forc
that makes the effect of natural disasters — sadtoading and drought — on food availability antces
relatively insignificant. The country’s high reliee on some major staples -like rice, and wheat-thad
ability of the economy to cope with the public mrefince for foreign products have also kept price
changes at near equilibrium. But in the secondtquaf 2008, these contentious variables broke down
The exogenous forces of climate change, higherauoangrowth of countries such as China and China,
development of biofuels technologies by the dewvedioporld in answer to the upsurge in prices ofifoss
fuels, and the unprecedented drought and floodddv 2n most parts of the world including Nigeria,
among other factors, have caused major distoriltise supply and demand of food crops, leading to
price rising across commodities and an unexpedteis the entire food price equation.

25. There emerged an increased international demankideiuel raw materials, such as wheat, soy,
maize and palm oil, and increased competition fopkand, despite the fact that biofuels, thougls les
costly, generate a greater greenhouse effect. fidmalic surge in food price hit Nigeria as welb#ser
developing countries from the first quarter of 2088 seen in Figure 1. The price movements for rice
beans, maize, and sorghum from 2006 to 2008 inrMigEigure 2) indicate a sharp rise for these srop
An increase of more than 60 per cent in price veasnded for all the crops, against one of less tivan
per cent in the previous years.



Figure 2. Price Trends of Selected Commodities (28-2008)
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26. Present market indicém Nigeria indicate that, even though the priceréase remained relatively
stable in the last two quarters, and has droppedirend may not have reverted to its normal curve,
which suggests that the upward movement in thengeqaarter was not a temporary phenomenon. For
instance, as at October 2008, one metric ton oflpaide was sold at N53,000 against N43,000 during
the same period in 2007

27. International forecasts from other major organiadi are broadly consistent with these
projections. Predictions of high food prices in tbheg run are further strengthened by weaknesses in
some factors such as business climate, infrasteicand the capacity of the economy to withstand
shocks due to uncertainty from natural disastetssatial problems. In addition, there are otherlloc
factors like the traditional supply-led approachd dhe high tendencies for embracing a procurement
model associated with an insufficient participatadnihe private sector, population increases, chaiig
corporate food system and preference, poverty dgdation trends.

28. Besides, there is a need for an effective fertildistribution system that avails farmers espegiall
small holders, the opportunity to access fertibzext affordable prices, and help them remain
competitive. More so, most Nigerian farmers do have a credible credit profile that can easily
leverage financial assistance for them from finahicistitutions. Existing situations in the cropsce,
sorghum and sesame-, and aquaculture sub-sectws, diso revealed that farmers are faced with
insufficient high yielding seeds and fast growiimgérlings to meet industrial and market demand Th
seeds and fingerling industries are underdevel@sethput delivery is limited. The key actors in the
seed industry often inadvertently supply grainkuaryielding fingerlings to farmers who are devasta
few months after planting, stocking or during haty@nd such supply is usually development project-
driven.

B. Demography and Poverty

29. Nigeria's rural population is about 72.7 milliorguévalent to 52.7 per cent of the total population
for the period 2003 to 2005, and is increasing ibygerage of 1.2 per cent each year. Women account
for 49.6 per cent of the country’s total populatitife expectancy is 47 years. The dependency mstio
high, with an estimated 42 per cent of the popaoiatinder the age of 15. Human Immunodeficiency
Virus/Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome (HIV/AID®)cidence in 2005 was estimated at about
four per cent.

4 The prices for 2008 in Figure 2 were obtainedrfleEWSNET monthly report on prices of food cropslevh

2007 and 2006 prices were sourced from USAID/MARISEEports.
> CPE Field survey (October 2008).
® FAO, OECD, and USDA.



30. Paradoxically, despite its rich endowment of resesirand human capacity, Nigeria continues to
experience severe and worsening income disparitlyveidespread poverty. Rural poverty increased
from 28 per cent in 1980 to 51 per cent in 198% although it showed signs of decline between 1985
and 1992, between 1992 and 1996 it was again omd¢hease. The 2008 World Development Report
indicates that 70.8 per cent of Nigeria's populatiges below the poverty line, while 92.4 per cerist

on less than two dollars a day. The core welfatiecator survey conducted by the Government in 2006
indicates that about 64 per cent of Nigerians +ln&® million people — are poor, living on an imee
equivalent to or less than one dollar per persardpg and account for over 25 per cent of all therp

in sub-Saharan Africa. While Nigeria was seen as ainthe world’s 50 richest countries in the early
1970s, basic indicators place it among the 20 mbaeuntries at the start of the new millenniume Th
States of Bauchi, Gombe, Kebbi, Sokoto and Zamfacarded the highest incidence of poverty, with
about 80 per cent of their population classifiegpp@sr.

C. Key Challenges to Rural Poverty Reduction

31. Nigeria was ranked 188ut of 177 countries on the 2007/2008 UNDP hungretbpment index
and 88 out of 108 countries on the poverty index, withimcidence of poverty and level of progress
towards poverty eradication similar to those of Buti and Malawi. Poverty has a rural bias, affegtin
in excess of 67 per cent of all households andéef7cpnt of households headed by women. The key
challenges to be faced in reducing rural povertjuihe rapid population growth, lack of technologica
innovation, misallocation of resources, low rateimfestment, slow growth of AVA per capita, poor
distribution of social services and limited infrastture, low agricultural productivity and food
insecurity. Major manifestations of poverty inclut@h infant and maternal mortality rates, acute
disease and illiteracy, low school enrolment ratasd hunger and malnutrition. Underlying these
aspects and factors of poverty is poor governamg#y a lack of accountability at all levels of
administration and mismanagement of resources.

D. Government Strategies for Poverty Reduction

32. The gquiding instrument of the Government's poliayd astrategy for rural and regional
development to promote economic growth and combeeny and income disparity are predicated the
National Economic Empowerment and Development &jsa{NEEDS) of 2005, the second phase of
which is soon to be launched, and the complemerSéaye and Local Empowerment and Economic
Development Strategies (SEEDS and LEEDS). NEEDS tiasstrategic blueprint developed by the
Government to address the country’s developmenitectuges. It was anchored in the belief that people
constitute the beginning and the end of any credibld legitimate public policy or process. By faogs

on people, it represented a paradigm shift and avasmprehensive initiative that adopted a holistic
approach towards addressing the country’s widedpiavelopment challenges (Nigeria National
Petroleum Corporation, 2004).

33. The policy thrust was to improve significantly theality of life of Nigerians, create social safety
nets for the vulnerable segments of the populadecater for those displaced by the dynamics of the
reform process. Given that overall economic groaltime may not necessarily ensure poverty reduction
at the desired pace, the need for direct and spestéps to facilitate individual economic empowent)
particularly among the poor and other vulnerablaups, was considered imperative. The first phase of
NEEDS, NEEDS 1, therefore identified four goals mmiority action areas: (i) wealth creation;
(i) employment generation; (iii) poverty alleviati; and (iv) value reorientation, especially eliation

of corruption.

34. The three npillars underpinning NEEDS 1 were: (iforming government institutions;
(i) promoting private enterprise; and (iii) empawg people. Assessments of the performance of
NEEDS 1 indicate that targets have been exceedetity areas, evident in the stable macroeconomic
environment, civil service reforms, due processikia consolidation, privatization and liberalizati
However, weaknesses have also been shown to exashumber of areas, such as M&E, coordination,
poverty reduction, employment generation and pasueply (International Monetary Fund, 2007).



35. A new version of the strategy — NEEDS 2 — is bgirgpared by the current Government, based
on the experience in implementing NEEDS 1. All esahave also drawn up SEEDS that link in with
NEEDS 1 and adopt its priority action areas, algtothe emphasis of each strategy varies from 8iate
state. For example, the Akwa Ibom SEEMDSs the following long-term goals: (i) poverty
reduction/elimination; (i) employment generatiamd (iii) wealth creation.

36. The NEEDS initiative complements two other policiéise New Agricultural Policy(2001)
(FMAWRD, 2001a) and the National Policy on InteghtRural Development (2002) (FMAWRD,
2001b). The new Government has adopted a seveh-pgendd, the elements of which will be
incorporated into NEEDS 2. The target areas ofdatpenda are: (i) real sector development including
agriculture/land reform, manufacturing/small anddioen-sized enterprises, solid minerals, housinlg, oi
and gas; (ii) physical infrastructure; (iii) humaapital development; (iv) security, law and eleakor
reform; (v) combating corruption/improving goverean (vi) regional development (Niger delta, city
development, erosion management/control, desetidic, environment); and (vii) cross-cutting issues
(poverty, gender, employment, youth developmentstsplevelopment, HIV/AIDS).

37. The new NEEDS, like its predecessor, and the spuért- agenda, are based partly on the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGSs). The Governmieas made specific funding allocations within
its medium-term expenditure framework and fromuinial poverty fund set up as part of its 2005tdeb
relief agreement to address the MDG priorities. Eesr, the most recent assessment of progress
towards the eight MDGs, conducted in November 20@ficates that targets are likely to be met only
for universal primary education; gender equalityd aampowerment of women; and combating
HIV/AIDS, malaria and other infectious diseasesufficient data are available to allow progresse¢o
measured for the other five MDGs, including eratioca of poverty and hunger, environmental
sustainability and building partnerships for depatent.

38. Other government policies.NEEDS incorporated and built on previous agricaltwand rural
development policies and strategies. The New Agtical Policy was aimed at both achieving
self-sustaining growth in all subsectors of agtiod and the structural transformation necessarthto
overall socio-economic development of the coundényd improving the quality of life of Nigerians.
Critically, the National Policy on Integrated Ruf@kvelopment sought to empower rural dwellers
through the development of productive employmend @amhancement of income, protecting the
environment, promoting gender responsiveness asdrieg adequate care for vulnerable groups. It
advocated taking a community-driven participatoppr@ach (CDPA) in project identification, design,
implementation and M&E, in addition to collaboratiefforts between the Government and other
stakeholders in the delivery of inputs and marlgetihagricultural and other rural products.

39. Important for IFAD’s new RUMED programme is the @owment’s National Micro, Small and
Medium Enterprises (MSMES) Policy. The vision oé tholicy is an MSME subsector in Nigeria that
delivers optimal benefits in the form of sustaimagrowth, employment generation, wealth creation,
poverty reduction in the domestic economy, whilentaaning international competitiveness (Small and
Medium Enterprises Development Agency of NigerislEDAN] and UNDP, 2007).

40. The policy statement outlines key objectives, sgis and programmes to promote the
development of MSMEs and delineates several progatio areas, including legal and regulatory
services, human resource development, technoleggarch and development, extension and support
services, infrastructure, marketing and financeecip target enterprise categories are identified a
elaborated. An institutional framework is also peed, in which SMEDAN is assigned primary
responsibility for the policy’s implementation amnitoring.

41. The RUFIN programme was developed within the Micrafice Policy Framework launched by
the Central Bank of Nigeria in 2005, which recogsizhat microfinance services, particularly those
sponsored by the Government, have adopted a tmditsupply-led, subsidized credit approach and
target mainly the agricultural sector and such fasm activities as trading, tailoring, weaving,
blacksmithing, agro-processing and transportaflthre framework also acknowledges that although the

" Outlined by Nigeria’s current President during bampaign for office.
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services have resulted in an increased level afitcdisbursement and gains in agricultural prodrcti
and other activities, the effects have been siveti as a result of the unsustainable nature of the
programmes implemented.

42. The specific objectives of this microfinance polinglude making financial services accessible to
a large segment of the potentially productive Naer population, promoting synergy and
mainstreaming the informal subsector into the matidinancial system. One of the primary target®is
increase the share of microcredit (i) as a pergentd total credit in the economy from 0.9 per dent
2005 to at least 20 per cent in 2020; and (ii) peraentage of GDP from 0.2 per cent in 2005 teast
five per cent in 2020.

43. In line with this policy, the Central Bank of Niger(CBN) is promoting the establishment of
microfinance banks that are adequately capitalize®| appropriately regulated and supervised to
address the need for financing at the micro lewdlshe economy. There are two categories of
microfinance banks: (i) those licensed to operatearat banks (also known as community banks), with
an increase in the minimum paid-up capital frompghevious amount of NGN5 million (US$38,500) to
NGN20 million (US$154,000); and (ii) those licendedoperate in a given state with a minimum paid-
up capital of NGN1 billion (US$7.7 million).

44. Government development policies seek to addrespligbt of vulnerable groups, particularly
women and young people, by calling for equitableresentation for women in all spheres of
development and that affirmative action should &leeh to guarantee that women make up at least
30 per cent of the work force. Rigorous attentioms halso been focused on ensuring that the
disadvantaged have access to microfinance, soemlices and opportunities for training and
employment. Specific instruments have been idedtifivithin NEEDS to address the problems of
vulnerable groups, while the National Poverty Ecaton Programme is designed to address poverty-
related issues, including poverty monitoring.

E. Other Donor Strategies

45. The World Bank Group and the United Kingdom’s Dé&ment for International Development
(DfID) have devised a joint Country Partnershipagtgy (CPS) for Nigeria (World Bank, 2005). The
strategy aims to step up financial and technicalstence in order to signal strong support for the
Government’s reform efforts and help finance theegiment needed to remove obstacles to growth and
development. The CPS proposes specific activitlesupport the Federal Government and selected
states that are performing well (“lead states”Y] targeted MDG-related action elsewhere. Work with
the Federal Government will be in four areas: ifijahcing investments in infrastructure (especially
power supply, gas and transport); (ii) financial @aechnical support to improve accountability and
transparency and to fight corruption; (iii) techaliassistance and advisory services for investrapdt
policies to stimulate private-sector-led growth;daiv) sustaining national initiatives for human
development, particularly those aimed at fightin/#/AIDS, strengthening the health system and
supporting the knowledge economy.

46. In the lead states, it is expected that operatiakisig a sector-wide approach will predominate.
Financial and technical assistance will seek terlage state resources to boost economic activily an
improve social service delivery. Interventions viit designed to support state development strategie
and will help create a model of growth and develephthat can be scaled up. Initially, the World Ban
and DfID propose working in up to six lead stateslected on the basis of their governments’
commitment to reforms, especially in the areasuafget and financial management, transparency and
fighting corruption.

47. In the remaining states, support will be directédha livelihoods of poor people by means of
nationally designed CDD projects in the social anaductive sectors and MDG-related programming,
particularly through the United Nations, civil setyi and the private sector. The aim is to have eemo
direct impact on the lives of poor people and tlaeiress to social and productive infrastructuredgo

and services. Targeted programmes will work witraiage of stakeholders on specific MDG-related
issues, such as girls’ education, maternal heattitine immunization or access to safe water. An
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important aspect of work in these states will bat thf strengthening the voice of service users and
communities and supporting their demand for change.

48. The CPS is serving as a major platform for donardimation in Nigeria: it is understood that the
United States Agency for International Developm@hEAID) has fully aligned its strategy with the
CPS and that other donors such as the African Dpusdnt Bank (AfDB) and UNDP also plan to
follow suit.

49. The main programmes in the USAID Country Stratdgian for the years 2004 to 2009 are:
(i) Strengthened Foundations for Democratic Govecaal(ii) Improved Livelihoods in Selected Areas;
(ii) Increased Use of Social Sector Services; @nidReduced Impact of HIV/AIDS in Selected States.
The states in which one or more of the above progres are to be implemented are Abia, Anambra,
Bauchi, Cross River, Delta, FCT Abuja, Kano, LagNssarawa, Plateau and Rivers. Cross-cutting
themes include food security, conflict resolutiblly/AIDS, gender, the environment and public/prevat
partnerships.

50. In order to support the Government in its effodsréduce poverty and to contribute to the
achievement of the MDGs, the AfDB Group’s Counttsagy Paper 2005-2009 proposes two strategic
pillars: (i) developing human capital through imped service delivery in education and health; and
(i) stimulating non-oil growth through enhancedrastructure and agricultural/rural developmente Th
strategy paper will support the Government’s refagenda through a selective approach that focuses
on two pillars of NEEDS: (i) empowering people diifipromoting private enterprise to foster growth
of the non-oil sector, which is aimed at rapidlyweleping a competitive non-oil private sector thgbu

the establishment of appropriate economic infrastine and agricultural/rural development. AfDB also
plans to align its strategy with the World Bank/DICPS.

51. The United Nations Development Assistance FramewWdMDAF) for Nigeria has three broad
themes: (i) promoting good governance and humarts;dii) reducing poverty; and (iii) reducing the
incidence and impact of HIV/AIDS, malaria, tubensis and other infectious diseases. In reducing
poverty — the theme most directly related to th@®DFCOSOP — the UNDAF aims to increase by at least
30 per cent the participation of women, youth atigeo vulnerable groups in economic and social
development processes; promote agricultural praaluend practices, food security and effective use
and management of the environment; increase aagé#zation and quality of basic social servicgs b
20 per cent, support government efforts to addvegsilation issues in development; promote the @ise o
information technology; promote synergy among aflited Nations agencies in poverty reduction
programmes; and promote employment preservation gamration initiatives, which contribute to
poverty reduction, through the strengthening of phigate sector, and its supporting institutionsl an
mechanisms.

52. The development interventions currently implemeriigdsTZ span health, business promotion,

vocational training and natural resources managenhera desire for sharper focus, the Nigerian and
German Governments agreed in 2002 to concentrateital cooperation on sustainable economic
development. This gave rise to the Employment-te@nPrivate Sector Development Programme
(EoPSD), which is designed to improve the perforceaof micro, small and medium-sized enterprises
in Nasarawa and Niger States in order to creataniecopportunities and employment. EOPSD is similar
in design to IFAD’s RUMEDP.

53. According to the Cotonou Agreement, the centrakcidje of cooperation between the African-
Caribbean and Pacific countries and the Europeamn@ssion (EC) is “poverty reduction and
ultimately its eradication; sustainable developmant progressive integration of [these] countims

the world economy”. Within this framework, the Epean Commission’s stated policy is to support
Nigeria’'s own development processes of: (i) comstihg democracy and respect for human rights;
(ii) reducing poverty and achieving sustainabldiinsonal reform, social and economic development;
and (iii) enhancing its capacity to contribute @égional integration, peace, security and developmen

8 Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Technische Zusammeit&beH.
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54. The EC strategy for cooperation is a state-basptbaph (targeting one state in each of six geo-
political zones, Abia, Cross River, Gombe, Kebbgu® and Plateau). There are two focal sectors:
(i) water and sanitation, and (ii) state and locstitutions and economic reform.

F. Government Budget and External Assistance

55. Government budget The allocation of funding to agriculture and iutavelopment proposed in
the official papers of the Federal Government Budfmr 2006 was set at NGN30.8 billion
(US$240 million), equivalent to two per cent of thwal government recurrent and capital budget
allocations. In 2007, the corresponding allocatias reported to be NGN38 billion (US$304 million),
representing four per cent of the total. Howeveespite the increase in allocation, there was
considerable disquiet in the farming community dhbibe actual expenditures and their effectiveness.
The new Government that came to power in May 2Q@¥rbcognized that the performance of the 2007
agriculture budget was mixed at best; it has nawveeudl agriculture at the forefront of funding pries

for 2008, with a reported NGN121 billion (US$1 iwit) being devoted to the sector. However the
overall budget is framed, this would signify a quemn leap in support for the agricultural and ndtura
resources sectors. The budget does not normalhfifigespecific allocations for poverty reductiorytb
the aggregate investment projections for NEEDS edpput the government contribution at
NGN378 billion (US$3.2 billion) in 2003, increasitg NGN 1,391 billion (US$11.6 billion) in 2007.

56. External assistance Total ODA to Nigeria in 2006 reached US$280 miili down from
US$573 million in 2004 and equivalent to only US%& capita, compared with the average for Africa
of US$28 per capita. Figures compiled recentlyh®y World Bank indicate that total donor support in
terms of overall current allocations or commitmeiotsgriculture, food security, land tenure andewat
was of the order of US$1.69 billion, comprising 8% million by the EU; US$585 by the World
Bank; US$175 million by UNDP; US$165 million by Dff US$56.5 million by USAID; and about
US$13.5 million by the Canadian International Depahent Agency. The current total IFAD allocation
of US$51.85 million makes it one of the less impattfinancial donors to the sector.

57. However, ODA plays a minor role in Nigeria. In 20@4was estimated that Nigeria faced a
negative net transfer of US$1.3 billion annualliyeg the levels of debt servicing, as reported Hey t

World Bank in 2005. ODA is estimated to be abo®t Ber cent of GDP, significantly lower than the
eight per cent for developing countries as a wh@evernment of Nigeria, 2007), with IFAD’s

contribution being rather limited. Commitments ofD® are significantly higher than actual

disbursement, indicating that absorptive capac#tylaw. For example, total commitments were
estimated at about US$1.3 billion in 2004, risingbout US$6.5 billion in 2005 (OECD, 2005).

58. Furthermore, IFAD-funded project budgets are sncalinpared with total local government
council (LGC) budgets in target LGAs. For examihe, IFAD budget for the CBARDP in Katsina State
in 2005 averaged about NGN7 million (US$58,000)ilevhGC budgets ranged from NGN 326 million

(US$ 2.7 million) to NGN1,208 million (US$10.1 mdh). With such a small contribution to ODA,

IFAD and its partners need to weigh critically thenefits of their contribution. By general consent,
IFAD funding and its experience and expertise aast be utilized for their catalytic effect.

12



Key Points

Nigeria is a vast and politically significant conntthe twelfth largest oil producer in the worl@PP
has increased fivefold since 1990 to US$140 billgiming a GDP per capita of over US$1,000. Fuf
expectations are for freedom from external debt @nwsistent current account surpluses of ten par
of GDP per year.

Nigeria is ranked 188out of 177 countries on the UNDP Human Developniedex and 80 out of
108 on the Poverty Index.

Income disparity and widespread poverty persig;iias of poverty is rural, with incidences as hagh
80 per cent in some northern states, comparedthétlb4 per cent national figure.

Agriculture is a major source of growth in Nigeragcounting for about 45 per cent of GDP gro
between 1990 and 2005; 70.8 per cent of the pweriti rural areas. Agriculture, mainly small-sc
food crop production, contributes to developmentiaseconomic activity and as a keystone of r
livelihoods and the social fabric of the country.

Efforts to stimulate expansion and commercializetibagriculture in line with its priority in theational poverty|
reduction and economic growth strategy so far hatgielded the desired transformation.

NEEDS sets out the national policy for rural depehent, poverty reduction, wealth creatid
employment generation and value reorientationcétstral themes are empowering people, impro
social service delivery, fostering private seced-Igrowth, and enhancing the efficiency 3
effectiveness of government.
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[ll. THE COUNTRY PROGRAMME STRATEGY
A. Description of the Strategy

59. The current IFAD strategy for collaboration witretkederal Government in rural development
and poverty reduction was laid out in the 2001-2Q@SOP. This was the first such formal planning
document for IFAD in Nigeria. It was also the fitst involve the necessary detailed preparation for
submission to the Executive Board of IFAD under tiesv arrangements for discussion. The COSOP
was the result of teamwork over a period of tworgdxy a group comprising representatives of tha the
equivalent of the Federal Ministry of AgriculturadcaWater Resources (FMAWR), the Federal Ministry
of Finance and the coordinators of the four ongolRg§D-funded projects. Preparation entailed
extensive discussions with other donors, NGOs, gheate sector, smallholders and rural poor
communities. The process was also informed by titpubs of a Country Programme Review (CPR)
conducted in April 1998, a CPR workshop in May 1989preliminary-phase COSOP mission in
November 1999 and a series of sectoral studiesriah@® by the World Bank in partnership with IFAD
and the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO}h& United Nations. The COSOP was discussed at
the validation workshop of May 2000, attended bledates from states, LGAs, rural communities,
NGOs, and private-sector and development partnets as DfID, FAO, UNDP, USAID and the World
Bank.

60. Prior to the COSOP, IFAD had adopted three differ@pproaches: (i) a food security and
commodity approach, exemplified by the Multi-Stadgricultural Development Project—Cassava
Multiplication Programme (MSADP-CMP); (ii) a subseml approach, such as that taken in the
Artisanal Fisheries Development Project (AFDP); &iiifla community-based integrated development
approach, represented by the original Katsina akot® project.

61. The COSOP drew heavily on the lessons of previéi#DI interventions and the cumulative
guidance deriving from foregoing consultation atitég. It placed emphasis on the strengthening of
alliances with other development partners, nota&flyB, DfID, FAO, IITA, USAID and the World
Bank, in addition to NGOs, community-based orgaiizs and the private sector. It also envisaged
closer and more explicit links between loans armhty in the formulation and implementation of IFAD-
funded projects and an intensification of policgldgue. The particular topics for dialogue included
rural economic and social development, governaaceguntability and local government devolution,
financial system liberalization and environmentalyihdation. The IFAD niche was defined as the
empowerment of poor rural communities and espgoratimen, enhanced access to and management of
productive resources, and support for rural inftectire and service provision. A gender and
development approach was advocated, so that tke afl men and women would be systematically
analyzed and their optimal involvement set outhia design and applied in the implementation of new
projects and programmes.

62. The key elements of the COSOP strategy were staed) policy advocacy in support of pro-
poor reforms and improvement of local governanitedévelopment of effective rural institutions;dn
(iif) productivity and natural resources management

63. The major strategic thrusts were characterized as:

() Empowerment of core target groups and their civiliesty organizations to generate raised
incomes from on- and off-farm activities;

(i)  Supporting expansion of access to information, camgation, infrastructure and
technologies; and

(i) Improving access of the poor to financial and alosgrvices.
64. Important priorities for implementation of the $&gy were described as:

()  Focusing on multisectoral, community-based and aelakiven interventions;
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(i)  Ensuring outreach to the poor and securing theiesg to sustainable financial services
determined by demand and by the market;

(i)  Promoting reversal of the alarming degradation @se@ffecting soil, land and the riverine
and coastal environments;

(iv) Strengthening of the decentralized planning process

(v) Aiming for national coverage through joint donomdamulti-agency initiatives, embracing
the private and NGO sectors and potentially extgntld regional collaboration in common
interest subject matters.

65. The COSOP envisaged three interventions that wautidhe strategy into operation:
() A community-based rural development and demandedrsupport services programme;
(i)  Arural financial services development programnmet a
(i) A community land, water and common property resesirmanagement scheme.
B. Analysis of the Country Strategy Design

66. As far as the appropriateness of the thrusts ofDIFs&rategy is concerned, the first of the key
elements, policy advocacy for pro-poor reforms angroved local governance, was important at the
time of COSOP preparation. However, the prospext#s activation in the early years of the retofn
democratic government and without a consistent IpA&sence in-country were limited. This activity is
even more important now, given that the way forwardlevelopment for Nigeria is already taking
IFAD out of its principal domain of agriculture aridto financial services and microenterprise
development. In these areas, IFAD is likely to beedess and less comfortable to be operating on its
own and without clear government policy signals badking. Since the inception of the Field Presence
Office, IFAD has been able to make a significanntdbution at the operational level to the
development of partnership and dialogue with theegament.

67. The second key element, development of effectival rinstitutions, brings into play the
substantive successes IFAD has achieved, usin@iHe approach, in the inculcation and support of
grass-roots farmer and community organizationsianie fostering, mentoring and support of LGCs in
dealing with community issues. It also impingegioawider issue of progressing from decentralizatio
to real devolution, where the responsibility andthatity for local development planning and
implementation are attributed to the level at wleommitment and accountability can best be achieved
This implies substantial strengthening of the cajscand capabilities of LGCs, village and comntyni
bodies, and a degree of reform of state — and lplgdeideral — sectoral support agencies.

68. The third key element of the strategy, productidhd natural resources management covers the
area of intervention that has been, and probablly centinue to be, the most difficult in which to
achieve meaningful impact for IFAD and for otherndp interventions. However, it is also
acknowledged to be the principal driver of sustil@aeconomic growth for the rural areas, not to
mention of sustainable individual farming familywdlihoods. The constraints on impact vary from
region to region. In the north and centre, prudsditization and conservation of the soil, land avater
resources are crucial and are not yet properlytipet In the south, small farm size, the reliafae
income on a range of alternative sources and thgoroymity for alternative and more amenable
employment often conspire to restrain interest @nogress in farming. In all regions, the low
productivity and profitability of crop and livesto@nterprises and the absolute poverty of the fagmi
household are serious obstacles to adoption.
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69. The strategy was relevant to IFAD and governmetdrésts at the time, although the COSOP
itself lacked a precise analysis and illustrativaehing of the key concerns and priorities of tlhed
and the Government. It continues to be relevamgresent, having covered reasonably well the main
aspects of concern in project and programme effgtiss encountered during the CPE.

70. The strategy presented in the COSOP has proved &oviorkable framework for the partnership
between IFAD and the Federal Government and forideeatification of development themes and
thrusts. The rationale for optimal use of IFAD fimgl and expertise derives principally from the
analysis of the successful aspects of the KatSinkoto and the cassava multiplication interventioins
the MSADP-CMP and was appropriately described & dbcument. Both the ethos and the specific
elements of the strategy put forward for IFAD wémeconsonance with government strategies and
priorities for poverty reduction, empowerment obpke, growth of the rural economy and achievement
of the MDGs, and consistent with and complementarthose of most other donors. The strategy has
satisfactorily underscored the importance of potiiglogue and set the agenda for it, albeit somewha
short of detail on how the responsibility for digie would be allocated and the process handledsdt
correctly identified the innovations in the earligojects and the potential, if not the process, fo
replication, expansion and dissemination of the approaches that had been introduced.

71. While the COSOP demonstrated a fair grasp of thalleiges to poverty reduction and
livelihoods improvement for the rural poor, theagbgy would have been enhanced by a deeper and
more comprehensive analysis of certain of the niagures and topics affecting IFAD interests. It {dou
also have benefited from a clearer deduction difigs and postulating of recommendations for future
programme design. Above all, the goal, objectived potential activities under the strategy were not
presented in sufficient detail in either the texthe logical framework.

72. Other areas where the treatment could have beea mgarous include:

() The analysis of the status and issues of rural fhpwveas reasonable but rather broad and
general; although the emphasis of IFAD on targetwas less strong at the time of the
COSOP, a more precise differentiation and desonpdif key target groups, such as single
women, youth, the landless and disadvantaged, wbalee been useful in predicating
possible locations and subject matters for intetigan

(i)  Similarly, the analysis of the current scenario aoodpe for improvement of the agricultural
sector might have been more explicit in elaboratiog only on the natural resource and
technical limitations but also on the policy, pickil and institutional constraints to more
effective sector support;

(i) The comparative advantages of IFAD as a donor drel dcope and means for

complementarity and joint operation with other depenent partners could have been
better spelled out;
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(iv) The shortcomings of some IFAD-financed activitite, example the difficulty of credit
provision and issues related to sustainability aéraenterprises and income-generating
activities within KSACDP and SSACDP, could have rbeenderlined more clearly.
Moreover, the way in which lessons from previougjgrts were used to inform the design
of new operations was not documented;

(v) In dealing with the problems of project implemeiatat notably in trying to find ways to
avoid the inordinate delays in start-up and theplarations of delays and denials of funds
flows; and

(vi) While the desirability, or it might be said, need & national and strongly government-
backed approach to intervention in fields such asalr microfinance provision was
acknowledged, no mention was made of the condit@mgd implications likely to be
associated with IFAD participation.

73. The analysis of strengths, weaknesses, opportsiratie threats (SWOT) confined itself to the
development environment, as determined by govertrpelicies and the practical institutional and

operational constraints for IFAD intervention, mdglected to take properly into account the role of
other development partners. At the time of COSOfniitation, the importance of communication,

information and knowledge-sharing were only begigrto be recognized and utilized in project design;
their absence from the strategy was therefore texpected. In practice, IFAD has been working on
these activities only since the establishment effield Presence Office in 2006.

74. The COSOP provided some guidance for future omersitiin terms of specifying priorities and
then outlining goals, objectives and possible @@, together with implementation modalities and
targets for outreach and impact for prospectiverimntions. The strategy recounted the existingllev
and terms of relationships with other developmemtrers. However, it did not clearly foresee the
emergence of more formal agreements for collabmrasuch as the World Bank/DfID CPS; nor did it
presage the possible use of sector-wide approaditbsugh opportunities for these or for simpler
multidonor basket funding modalities might have rbeaticipated, given the Nigerian context. For
instance, rural finance has been one of the mameés of the IFAD country programme and the
COSOP even envisages a national rural finance pnogie. Yet, on the issue of partnerships, it was
silent about linkage with the Central Bank — whiattually should have been foreseen as a key
institutional partner — and about the implicaticared opportunities for inter-donor cooperation and
complementary interventions of nationwide coverage.

C. IFAD Capacity for Strategy Development

75. The efforts and resources deployed by IFAD in devielg the COSOP extended over two years,
1999 and 2000, and involved inputs from the forara current country programme managers (CPMs),
the divisional director and regional economist amderal other senior staff members of IFAD for the
technical review and operational strategy assessneérihe draft document, which were favourable. It
also involved substantive inputs from various imHtioy agencies, including those in the CPRs and
stakeholder workshops described above, and numeiraigidual and group consultations with
government and development partner personnel. gpsoach was successful in promoting ownership
of the COSOP within the FMAWR and in other governin@gencies. However, although the
consultations included the Federal Ministry of Fioa and the National Planning Commission (NPC),
the senior staff of these agencies expressed aortbat the scope and depth of the dialogue during
COSORP preparation had not been sufficient. Theosestaff of these agencies expressed strong imteres
in being associated with the preparation of therRiCOSOP. It has to be mentioned that the turnoiver
staff from these agencies has been higher singeréparation of the COSOP.

76. Most of the analytical work was undertaken by tHeMCand the regional economist, but the
principal burden of analysis had already been deitlit in the course of the CPR preparation, the-mid
term reviews and routine reports of the ongoingguts, and the various survey and study documénts o
other development partners. IFAD clearly has thecay to undertake preparation of COSOPs, but the
quality of the documents produced and the stratgmie forward in them is constrained by the quantum
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of inputs and costs budgeted for the process. Tihuke case of Nigeria, there is clear evidenca of

thorough process of consultation and participatiomsually including interaction with beneficiary

individuals and communities of the existing progecand with potential participants in the next
generation of interventions. If there was a weaknesthe preparation process, it was the limited
involvement of the private sector. This was pabtgause at the time attention was devoted to dgpaci

building of local government and to social, ratthem productive, commercial investments.

D. Assessment of Strategy Quality

77. The quality of the country strategy is rated adgakey criteria in the following Table 2. The
causes of poverty and poor performance of the algwi@l and rural development sectors have been
identified and addressed in a manner that can lieestharacterized as adequate, and the direction,
instruments and potential investments for futurdaboration were appropriate and were agreed upon
with/by the Government. Since the COSOP did noluthe a detailed analysis and interpretation of
findings on the institutional environment, the issaf effectiveness of implementation and the sdope
improvement therein remains to be resolved. Aparnfthis, as alluded to above, more intensive and
deeper analysis of certain aspects of the quarsdafipoverty reduction and agricultural and natural
resource utilization and conservation would haveeddvalue to the strategy. Now, seven years dfeer t
COSORP, these issues are still being explored icahéext of implementation of the current programme
and in the finalization of relevant sections of tREEDS 2 document, in which IFAD has taken an
active part. The overall rating of the IFAD strateg 4, moderately satisfactory.

Table 2. Quality of the Country Strategy
Assessment Criteria Rating Discussion of Rating

Main causes and manifestations of rural povertgilesd,
but others -- corruption, ineffectual local goveroe,
politicization and dependency -- not well accourftad

Understanding key
challenges to rural poverty Satisfactory (5)

reduction No problem tree.

Target group definition general/descriptive, ngpleitly
Analysis of IFAD target Moderately differentiated, for instance for gender aspectsguidance
groups and their needs unsatisfactory (3) | on targeting issues or means; no reference to @ on

the poor, their characteristics and expectations.

The rudimentary nature of the logframe left thedeza
searching for an understanding of the explicitribief
these objectives, although this tool was not reglias it is
today. The rating is justified in line with the CRRthe
way in which the goal, purpose, and objectivesef t
strategy were articulated, that is, in a generaf that does
not lend assistance to the design and implementafio
IFAD interventions.

Relevance and clarity of | Moderately satisfactory
goal and objectives 4)

Structure of strategy and | Moderately satisfactory Structure of the strategy was reasonable, but seguer

sequence of assistance 4) prioritization of interventions or activities notemtioned.
Identification of partners Existing donor agencies and arrangements noted and
and partnership Moderately satisfactory proposed for continuation and extension of cooparat
opportunities and plan for 4) but no clear picture of the how and when of joinrking
building partnerships opportunities, or sector or national approaches.
Innovation, replicability Moderately satisfactory Innovation and scope for replication and scaling up
and scaling up (4) reasonably well described, albeit without specifics

Issues for and approach to policy dialogue statedear
terms; these included specific focus on pro-poonemic
and social policies; local governance and accoilittgb
Satisfactory (5) financial system liberalization; the environmehg t
progressive replication of the CDD approach demates
the relevance and effectiveness of these aspenti&ver,
more on process, responsibility would have beepfakl
Moderately satisfactory The COSOP 2001 can serve as a broad basis for
(4.2) preparation of the future/next COSOP.
Note: Ratings from 1 to 6, where 1 is the lowestrs@nd 6 the highest.

Agenda for policy
dialogue

Overall Assessment
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78. Conclusion The analysis of the COSOP and strategy designenwé&ar the challenging
institutional landscape for agricultural and rudsvelopment in Nigeria, especially in light of the
evolution in governance within the country. Whileet CPE is not mandated to undertake a
comprehensive institutional analysis, it does asties performance of the key institutions involved
IFAD operations and endeavours to identify key opputies and challenges that deserve further
analysis and attention in the COSOP developmentesso The present COSOP can provide a
reasonable starting point for the new COSOP, whithbe based on the revised IFAD results-based
country strategic opportunities programme approashapproved by the IFAD Executive Board of
September 2006.

Key Points

e The COSOP 2001-2007, the result of an intensivey®ar process, was the first formal planning exerci
both between IFAD and Government and for submisidhe Executive Board.

e The COSOP strategy built on the sound IFAD-suppopmject experience and that of other government
and donor projects, in consonance with IFAD andegoment strategic priorities.

e The key elements were: policy advocacy for pro-peform and improved local governance; development
of effective rural institutions; and productivitpé natural resources management.

« Major strategic thrusts were: empowerment of taggetips and organizations to raise on/off-farm mes;
access to information, infrastructure, technologied financial and social services.

* The strategy has proven to be a workable frameworkthe partnership of IFAD and the Federal
Government and for the identification of developirttiemes and initiatives.

» Of the key elements, development of effective rimatitutions has had the greatest effect; polidyozacy
was problematical until the IFAD country presenaesvestablished in 2006; and the agriculture andraig
resource element has had limited funding and bé&&outt to implement. This would have been espégia
important for poverty reduction.

—

* The strategy presented some limitations, includnsgfficient focus on target groups and their needsak
emphasis on agriculture and IFAD’s comparative athge. Lessons in the failure of credit, entergresed
income-generating activities and implementatiorbfgms were not drawn out strongly enough.
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IV. PERFORMANCE AND IMPACTS OF THE LENDING PROGRAMM E
A. Programme Description

79. The projects and programmes that comprise the safgect of evaluation are listed and
described, including their geographical coveragesaction |. B above; and the Technical Assistance
and Early Implementation Support Grants that werssidered are listed in Appendix 1. Except for the
KSACDP and SSACDP, all other IFAD interventions kreated at Federal level and executed at State
level. The evolution of the portfolio up to 2006shtnllowed a logical pattern of synergy between
existing and new interventions, in terms of coveramd content of new projects and programme,
building on and expanding the successful aspedtsogk that were nearing completion.

80. This is particularly clear in the emphasis on tHeDCmodality from Katsina and Sokoto being
incorporated in both the CBARDP and the CBNRMP. Ttier took cognizance of the best features of
the MSADP-CMP and the previous Artisanal FisheResject, and the RTEP expansion to its present
twenty-six State coverage. To a degree, the newlRWBFogramme continues this trend, covering five
of the existing IFAD-assisted States. However iitH-IN and RUMEDP take IFAD into an essentially
different and wider spectrum of development agtjvds to content and institutional framework for
implementation, as well as new States.

81. There is further synergy within the portfolio in msich as the goals, purposes and objectives of
the different projects and programmes coincidetoong common themes of enhancing social facilities
and services and improving productivity, food séguand incomes of poor, rural households as the
principal means of uplifting their livelihoods. Sgrting objectives revolve around: (i) enhanced
agricultural production, natural resource utilipatiand conservation; (ii) community involvement,
empowerment and self-reliance; (iii) support of LG#d local governance performance; and
(iv) promotion of more effective service provision.

82. Although the RTEP started out as a purely singtaraodity, agricultural production intervention,

it has been transformed to a degree towards thencmity-based approach that is a key feature of the
other ongoing programmes. In all projects and ognes and in the more recent loans in particular,
designs and/or subsequent implementation directms activities have ensured the incorporation of
specific provision to address the issues of gemduality, disease, and vulnerability. Figure Bote
illustrates the pattern of IFAD programme in Nigeoy components.

Figure 3. Project Components
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83. The prevailing pattern of funding of earlier prdagwas planned as: IFAD contribution, 40 to 60

per cent; Federal Government, 12 to 15 per cefinatcing with development organizations (UNDP,

EU, Ford Foundation), 23 to 28 per cent (includiiyDP, 4.4 to 13 per cent, the European Union,
13 per cent; and Ford Foundation, 1.3 per cenfiteSind Local Governments, three or four per cent;
participating institutions, 1 to 18.3 per cent; draheficiaries, 1 to 5.8 per cent. Actual out-tuwere

of the order of: IFAD, 60 to 70 per cent; the Fatll€Bovernment, five per cent and State and Local
Governments 15 to 16 per cent. The rest of fundiag provided by cofinanciers, national institutions
such as the NDDC, Banks, and beneficiaries.

84. The pattern of funding for more recent Programmees deen a significant change as LGAs have
been able to increase their contribution, with emof an IFAD share of about 40 per cent and atle

of Government putting up 60 per cent. In the cdsin@ CBNRMP, the substantial contribution being
made by the Niger Delta Development Commissionrédsced the IFAD financing requirement to only
18 per cent. There is a need for agreement amen@overnment stakeholders and with IFAD prior to,
or during future project design about the optimad eealistic pattern of sharing of costs and acuem

of responsibility for meeting targets for fundsidety.

85. Of the twelve TAGs awarded since 1997, all excemt have been devoted to the support of
research and development work associated with wasaad the other root and tuber crops, the
complementary crops of the predominant farming esyst and the farmer field school method of
extension. The two exceptions were grants to theOBlIGthe Nigerian Integrated Accelerated
Development Organization and Food Basket Foundaliternational for specialist assistance in
community development and benefit assessment melbgids. The Grants ranged from nearly
US$20,000 to US$270,000, the latter scheduledsstastart-up of the RUFIN Programme. One other
large grant, of US$220,000, was devoted to the ®oktate ACDP. Except for these two examples,
advantage had not been taken of the grant windowF#8D financing, but there is now a provision in

the design of the RUFIN and RUMEDP for a grant &$#400,000 for each programme, typical of the
larger amounts that are being accessed by otheovbers in support of specific studies and enabling
actions for IFAD Programme support.

B. Portfolio Performance: Relevance, Effectivenesand Efficiency

86. Relevance.The relatively consistent features of IFAD Prognandesign have served to build a
credible overall series of initiatives that are imighat resolving the problems of rural poverty and
economic growth. More important, the portfolio isuaed to Government policy priorities of uplifting
the livelihoods of the rural poor, empowering indisals, groups and communities to raise incomes and
standards of living and supporting local authaositie improve their performance.

87. Given the huge size of the country and its popoutatand the limitations of funds availability,
both the ongoing and new interventions have a ggge focus that is reasonably well-aligned to
greatest need and prospective benefit. This haegdrto be a moderately effective mode of operation.
However, it may not be the optimum means in tharkiof dealing with issues that require a national
approach, as foreseen for rural financial serviaevipion in the COSOP; and probably multi-donor
participation, especially in view of the desiralyilof better aid coordination and harmonizatior i
interventions under the Paris Declaration.

88. Given that the analysis and conclusions of the CB®&@ logical and valid and accurately reflect
the strategic aims of the Government and IFAD, thdinst measure of relevance may be obtained by a
comparison of the actual content and coverage @egts and Programmes with the key elements and
major thrusts of the COSOP. The results of thisgamson made by the CPE are set out in Table 3.

89. The results from the comparison on access to finhaad social services are favorable but may
be rather misleading. The fact is that in the a#s#he community-based programmes and the current
phase of the RTEP, a large share of the developfurds are provided on a grant or quasi-grant basis
or require limited beneficiary contribution. In tf@mer, the major allocation of funds is to theiag
rather than the productive, cash generating investsn which are needed to sustain social infratsireic
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and services. It would have been desirable to haslearer separation of the financial services ftioen
social.

90. Since the rural finance components of all previprgects and programmes also aimed to form
credit linkages to banks, much of the groundworkwbat the RUFIN Programme aims to achieve has
already been laid in the CBARDP and CBNRMP locatiddowever, since the RUFIN LGAs overlap
with other Programme areas only in a few casespfipdrtunity has been missed for a more efficient
design. The fact that the RUFIN Programme has cemnlate and has no efficient linkages between it
and other IFAD rural finance components has redutedelevance for prior IFAD Programmes.
Nevertheless, it is relevant for future intervenso

91. In addition to consistency with COSOP strategy elet®m and thrusts, assessment of relevance
needs to embrace the wider context of certain nati@oncerns and circumstances, such as the
worsening incidence, and in some cases, severitypaverty; the fragility of rural livelihoods,
particularly in the drier or more densely popula&tdtes and the constraints of the traditionalucalt
and institutional environment in which projects gmdgrammes must be implemented. The relevance of
interventions in this regard is related to how wiledl overall design is conceived to ensure thapligt

of the poorest and the need for their positiveusicn is mainstreamed in management thinking and
carried through to execution.

Table 3. Programme Design Related to Key Elemengnd Thrusts of COSOP Strategy

Category

CBARDP RTEP CBNRMP RUFIN RUMEDP
Key Elements

Policy Advocacy

- Inclusion in design Yes No Yes Yes Yes
- Estimated per cent of project cost <10 0 2 >25 >10
Rural Institutions Development

- Inclusion in design Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
- Estimated per cent of project cost ~50 6 ~23 ~20 30+
Productivity, Natural Resources

Management Yes Yes Yes No Yes
- Inclusion in design <17 55 22 0 >30

- Estimated per cent of project cost

Major Thrusts

Target Group Empowerment

(and strengthen local organizations)
- Inclusion in project design Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
- Estimated per cent of project cost <14 5 ~18 >20 ~30

Pro-poor Reform Support
(and improve local governance)

- Inclusion in project design Yes No Yes Yes Yes
- Estimated per cent of project cost <30 0 ~30 ~20 <5
Access Financial/Social Services Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

-Inclusion in project design

~ ~ >50
-Estimated per cent of project cost 3 40 o1 >30

Notes: Designs of original Katsina and Sokoto mtg@and, to a degree, RTEP are pre-COSOP. Estirobstsre
of programme costs are based on original appregstltables.

92. Relevance also relates to the practicability of lemgentation using the existing Government
framework or through autonomous management syst&mms.current portfolio portrays a range of
approaches: the RTEP is coordinated by a PrograMaragement Unit but is implemented by State
ADPs. The community-based programmes have autor®mmgramme Support Offices (PSOs) but at
State level some have independent State Suppdde®ffSSOs) while others are embedded in the ADP
system. The exact configuration for the two newgPammes, with their specific sector requiremersts, i
still under discussion. All of the IFAD interveotis are coordinated at the Federal level by thgeétro
Coordinating Unit (PCU), which is now part of thaatidbnal Food Reserve Agency (NFRA) of the
FMAWR; and the NFRA itself, is understood to betia process of review and reorganization.
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93. The assessment for relevance is not a procesdsttahenable to a completely objective and
gquantitative analysis for each of the contributagpects to the rating. For example, the community-
based programmes, and particularly the originabikatand Sokoto projects and the community-based
programmes (CBARDP and CBNRMP) were relevant wibpect to their pioneering of beneficiary
involvement and empowerment, and LGA strengtherimghe CDD paradigm. The community
infrastructure interventions were alselevant and have brought substantial livelihoodd welfare
improvements to the IFAD target groups and in palér the poorest and vulnerable, women, youth and
children. The most requested projects included ftugdwells and boreholes with hand pumps, school
buildings and health centres.

94. The CDD approach empowered communities not onigi¢otify and prioritize infrastructure such
as potable water supplies, health facilities, fvilldge roads, inter- and in-community roads, @i
schools and training centres, but to establish timeancost-effective manner, thus providing an exam
of relevance beyond the sphere of projects andr®mages alone. Also, for their proposed simple yield
enhancing technologies and the introduction of bektiral, husbandry and soil and water consermatio
practices, the sustainable agricultural and comsierv subcomponents of the earlier interventioneewe
highly relevant.

95. However, the assessment also needs to recogniteththarelevance of these projects and
programmes was weak with respect to: (i) the conah@spects of natural resource management;
(if) the critical elements of profitability and nkatability for increasing agricultural income and
household wealth; (iii) omission of due considermatof the commaodity value chain approach; (iv) the
viability and sustainability of enterprise and inm® generating activities; and (v) the practicapibt
microcredit provision through the commercial or conmity banks.

96. In the case of the RTEP, the first phase of thegaraome carried forward the MSADP-CMP
achievements in the productivity and output of thesava crop and attempted to widen the range of
crops promoted and further develop the resoluticheir disease pest and productivity problems. This
intervention to consolidate the progress made wasipect to assuring the supply of the basic foogd cr
of the southern States was highly relevant; butexgdained further below, it failed to address the
already emerging problem of the danger of over-sugpd undermining of the market.

97. The rationale for the second phase of the RTEP hasiping the processing and marketing of
cassava, including as more sophisticated prodatgs, appeared, at first glance, to be highly reieva
However, the underlying analysis of the viabilifyimvestment in processing; the competitiveneshef
trade; the limitations of market and product demari of the ability of civil servants to mount and
sustain the necessary processing and marketingtivets under the Programme, does not appear &® hav
been sufficiently rigorous and sound. In additidme proposed design did not include the degree of
participation by the financial services institutoand the private sector that might have betteureds

its success. The rating for relevance of the Progre overall needs to reflect these shortcomings.

98. The objectives of the RUFIN and RUMEDP fit with theuntry and IFAD strategy objectives,
especially in terms of their aspiration towardsaoral coverage; and their focus on the themes @l ru
finance and micro-enterprise development that aemnsas essential components of the
commercialization of small scale agriculture andwfl development more generally. The objectives
of these two Programmes are also consistent withnibed to address key challenges to poverty
reduction and to that extent are clearly relevardowever, if the rationale is to be relevant fotufie
interventions, the components need to be properked with the wider rural finance activities ohet
IFAD-financed projects, other donor and Governnpogrammes; and preferably to be backed up by
multi-donor funding commitment and participatiorgther than just promises of possible future
collaboration.

99. Taking all of these factors into account, the CRibctudes that the individual programme
activities were generally in line with the counstyategy and has assessed the relevance of individu

°®  Principally the Cassava Mosaic Disease.
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projects and programmes and the overall portfdip@atrayed in Table 4, below. The portfolio ratiag
4.3, moderately satisfactory.

Table 4. Ratings of Projects and Programmes for Rel/ance

KSACDP/ .
SSACDP CBARDP RTEP CBNRMP RUFIN RUMEDP Portfolio
. : Moderately . Moderately| Moderately | Moderately
Satisfactory Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Satisfactory Satisfactory| Satisfactory | Satisfactory
5 5 3 5 4 4 4.3

100. Effectiveness.Despite the difficult environment in which the s and programmes were, or
are being, implemented and the ambitious naturth@f geographical and subject matter coverage,
many exemplary results have been achieved. licpkat, the IFAD interventions have: (i) helpedalur
people to uplift their social status, confidencd aglf reliance; (ii) pioneered participatory pregses to
forge and foster group and community developmethoms; (iii) assisted in resolving the disease and
pest susceptibility and productivity problems o€ tetaple food crop, cassava; and (iv) empowered
communities to plan and prioritize their commuriitfrastructure needs and then to contribute to cost
effective and timely construction and subsequegdioization of their operation and maintenance.

101. The assessment of effectiveness is based onlhé&KESACDP and SSACDP. For the CBARDP
and for the RTEP, the assessment findings are lmas@dogress to date against targets, as recorged b
interim reviews and/or recent supervision repoats,well as indicators provided by discussion with
Programme Managements during fieldwork. In theeaafsthe RTEP, the targets have been amended
following the 2005 Tri-term Review. For the CBNRMRplementation is at an early stage which does
not allow a realistic scoring to be determined, levtine RUFIN and RUMEDP have yet to commence
implementation.

102. The CPE observed a considerable variation in theesgement of progress towards targets across
the country portfolio. For the two closed projedslections of examples of figures for achievement
against target serve to illustrate the generalctffeness scenario. For the KSACDP, the relevant
figures are: number of farmers reached by exten$i8 per cent; volume of outgrower production of

improved seeds, 173 per cent; number of commumtgldpment associations (CDAs) formed, 144 per
cent; number of boreholes rehabilitated/constrycd&dper cent; kilometers of roads rehabilitation,

per cent; and kilometers of new roads built, 167qe@t. These are clearly effective results.

103. Conversely, the achievement in other activities wather less impressive. For instance, the
figures for representative activities are: numifevomen groups registered, 50 per cent, and wihgo

46 per cent; number of upland conservation groopsdd, 13 per cent; acreage of degraded arable and
grazing land rehabilitated, three per cent; kile@retof conservation grass hedging planted, less tha
one per cent; and number of hand-dug wells relatgiti, 16 per cent. The data show that there are
social activities that have performed well (comntyrassociations formed) and others that performed
less well (gender). The environment activities cstestly performed less than average, mainly bexaus
of the lack of interest by farmers. Hence, thermisgparity in completion between social and comryuni
investments and those of a more productive natuagiiculture and natural resources management.

104. In the SSACDP, a similar variation in achievememés found. For example, key figures which
indicate positive effectiveness include: numbed@felopment and women groups formed, 120 per cent
and 109 per cent respectively; number of commugribup projects assisted, 392 per cent; number of
farmers benefiting from improved extension, 125 @ent; number of paravet clinics established, 112
per cent; and volume of improved seeds producedubgrowers, 286 per cent. Lesser achievements
were recorded for other indicators, viz: numberooffarm testing sites, 16 per cent; volume of
improved seeds produced by project, 35 per cengage of degraded land rehabilitated, 10 per cent;
acreage of Fadama land developed and irrigatedpet3cent and 23 per cent respectively; and
kilometers of grass hedging, 28 per cent.
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105. In particular, there were considerable disparititeshe community infrastructure achievements.
Here, representative key figures of achievemenudec number of hand dug wells rehabilitated, 36 pe
cent; kilometers of roads construction, 35 per ckifdmeters of rural roads rehabilitated, 280 pent;
number of village/cottage industries establishédpdr cent; and number of hand pumps rehabilitated,
170 per cent. On balance, the performances of ®&CGDP and the SSACDP were not dissimilar in
terms of effectiveness, the Sokoto project beirmp@a to have had a slightly stronger agriculturad a
conservation effect.

106. Under the RTEP, the main indicators of performamoeerge from the first phase of the
programme and refer to the improvement of prodactithe key figures include: numbers of farmers
reached through field days, 74 per cent, and wittess to improved planting materials, 81 per cent;
quantity of improved cassava planting materialstipligd and distributed, 79 per cent; number of on-
farm adaptive research trials, 77 per cent; anchastd typical increase in yield of cassava, 45Gger
cent. These are clearly impressive achievementse €6 which can probably be attributed to the inhpac
that had already been made by the MSADP-CMP. rimgef the processing and marketing activities,
the second phase of the programme is at an eadg sff implementation; the figures to date relative
target are: number of processing groups formed teaided, 69 per cent; number of farm families
engaged in processing, 66 per cent; and numbaooégpsing centres established, 15 per cent.

107. The CPE has found that the effectiveness of the FRTEbeing affected by the changes in
programme design since the Tri-term Review. Thgmal programme design was premised on lessons
learned from the CMP review, namely that: (i) itsa@nfined to cassava and only to productionjtéi)
resources were spread too thinly; (iii) processargl marketing were largely missing; and (iv)
demonstration, training and promotion were the basis for root and tuber promotion - and therefore
further assistance to groups should be providea grant basis.

108. The evidence from field work suggests that othesrarimportant lessons that should have been
taken into account were that:

(i) The CMP increased production, only to result imgirent and substantive market gluts,
rendering fresh tubers uneconomic or impossibketip

(i) There is a strictly limited demand and price fosgava for both local consumption and for
processing - and limited interest among farmers @msumers in other root and tuber
Crops;

(i) Processing of cassava, other than for simple dameste, and marketing of more
sophisticated cassava products, are specialistpetitive, cost intensive and not notably
profitable activities, with established private teednterests and structures; and

(iv) Small farmer groups and small scale processingjtiasj whether grant-aided or not, are
likely to have great difficulty competing in the rkat unless operating in close
collaboration with flexible financial services piders and private sector players in trading
and processing.

109. It is of particular concern, in the view of the GRRat these crucial feasibility and marketing
factors were not given appropriate weight despiteibtensive consultation between Government and
IFAD in formulating the RTEP second phase; and idegpe clear signals that were contained in the
Tri-term Review Report itself.

110. In broader terms, effectiveness of the RTEP has bexgatively influenced in terms of its
agricultural development activities, by the lack aofstrong market-led approach and entrepreneurial
element in programme design. Farmers were not gedvivith viable economic options, or even any
original thinking, on diversification of producticand marketing; nor is there sufficient involvemeht
commercial interests that might have assisted snlveng the problems of market access at both local
and national levels. In the RTEP funding activitidesign and management of the US$12 million
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Stakeholder Support Fund for promotion of cassawagssing, the financial services institutions,akihi
are an essential adjunct to commercial operatiave lirtually no involvement.

111. In the CBARDP, while most programme activities dstermined by Community Action Plans
rather than the appraisal, the following physiadults are indicative: number of Community Action
Plans completed, 75 per cent; numbers for consruct rehabilitation of wells, boreholes and pumps
67 per cent; health centre construction or rehabidin, 20 per cent; and road construction or
rehabilitation, nine per cent; the latter low aekiment is due to higher than planned costs per sub-
project. The CBARDP has achieved a typical levebatreach to its target villages and communities
and the overall financial performance in CBARDR.ammunity infrastructure is around 20 per cent of
the allocated funds. Achievements against allocatedunts to States varied between three per cent an
44 per centDespite this variation, 40 per cent of CBARDP comityinfrastructure projects have been
completed, as described under Efficiency, below.

112. As for the RTEP, the design of the agricultural aradural resources subcomponents of both
CBARDP and CBNRMP is not market-oriented. No detive efforts were made to hinge intervention

on business principles or sales increase alongdr&et/commodities chains which are strong elements
in rural livelihoods improvement. The associatedklaof understanding and creativity among

programme facilitators is deemed a major obstazleffectiveness. In addition, in the opinion of the

CPE, the bias in share of funding towards commuaitgl social infrastructure at the expense of the
more productive and remunerative investments imcaljure and natural resource utilization and the

approach of allocating part of the responsibility these investments to the Gender and Income
Generation Component is tending to limit both effemess and sustainability.

113. Although it is considered too early to draw soundaiusions about effectiveness and efficiency
in the case of the CBNRMP, it should be noted thetCPE has found that significant capacity bugddin
has already been achieved, as required by the groge design. The management team has been
innovative in adding a pilot community infrastrueuand natural resource management sub-project
within the first two year, awareness creation aaplacity building phase of implementation, in orter
sustain stakeholder interests, thus compensatinmg afo acknowledged shortcoming in design.
Community infrastructure projects implemented urtterpilot phase have been effective in meeting the
initial goal in building confidence between the gr@mmes and participating communities.

114. In the case of the RUFIN programme, it is againswered too early to make judgments on
effectiveness, but the CPE has discerned a nunfbfrctors that give concern. While the focus on
capacity building of the microfinance institutiois appropriate, the current design and spread of
activities need refinements to guarantee the lesstits. The principal reasons for this observatiam

be summarized as follows:

(i) If large volumes of commercial funds are not readwailable alongside capacity building,
then the RUFIN supported financial institutions gt heavily dependent on Government
grants and heavily subsidized loans which are abtglin several States, thus undermining
the results of the Programme. RUFIN does not atditiow it will tackle the supply of and
access to grants from different State Governmeittsout diluting the sustainability of the
rural financial institutions;

(i) The assumption is implied in the design that aftgracity building, the necessary funds will
flow to the improved institutions: this is a higisk strategy and one that is counter-
indicated by all IFAD in-country experience to date

(i) It is believed that agencies such as the World B&4lD, and other institutiort§ which
provided inputs during RUFIN’s formulation, will tmmatically oblige with future funding
support to the programme. This expectation of tsuibse funds commitments to rural
microfinance development from other donors shoukfguably have been formalized into
firm commitments to a national programme in conedéth Government, before the IFAD
intervention goes forward; and

10 sSuch as GTZ, UNDP, FAO, USAID, and CIDA.
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(iv) The contribution and involvement of the commertiahking and private sectors is not as
well-defined as it should be.

115. Effectiveness of the RUFIN Programme as part cdteonwide exercise is also likely to be eroded
by: (i) the limited outreach within the States anadequate supply of loan funds from formal sources
(i) insufficient training and understanding of mafinance at the community and programme levels;
(iif) the poor repayment culture, and weak savipggensity and performance.

116. Notwithstanding these challenges to effectiventes CPE enquiries clearly demonstrate that the
IFAD portfolio has delivered a commendable perfamo&in terms of impact at the household and
community level, as discussed below and of thektnarord of acceptance and adoption of the
approaches and pattern of activities that it hasnpitgated.

117. Conversely, effectiveness has been influenced iynaber of weaknesses or shortfalls in project
conception, design and management that have geingphitations for future interventions. Principal
among these are:

() The prevalence of out-dated practices in both Gowent and civil society, including
institutional rigidities and politicization - witlresultant dependence - in development
affairs;

(i) Inadequate definition and delegation of executiexiglon making and action taking
responsibility and accountability; delays and dena funds flows for IFAD programme
implementation;

(i) The limited attention to promotion of improved shfarm productivity in general and to
sustainable, conservation-based farming in padictihe lack of experience, understanding
or application of the principles of commercializatti- finance, business and markets - to
small farm sector improvement; and

(iv) Over ambitious and unrefined design with respetiéoresources available, as evidenced in
the RTEP phase Il and the RUFIN programme.

118. The ratings for effectiveness of the individual jposs and programmes and for the portfolio are
assessed on the basis of the foregoing discusstara presented in Table 5, below. It should bado

in mind that these ratings are based only for tI®AGDP and SSACDP. The assessments for the
CBARDP and the RTEP are findings based on progeeskate against targets. In the latter case, the
targets have been amended following the 2005 Tm-tReview. The overall rating for the portfolio is
classified as 4, which is moderately satisfactory.

Table 5. Ratings of Projects and Programmes for Effctiveness

KSACDP SSACDP RTEP CBARDP Portfolio
Moderately Moderately Moderately Satisfactor Moderately
Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Unsatisfactory y Satisfactory

4 4 3 5 4

119. Efficiency. The determination of efficiency is a rather morenptex exercise than the assessment
of the other performance factors, in as much apdnticular conditions of implementation of indiwil
projects or programmes are not necessarily comjgavath those of others. In addition, the acquisiti

of sufficiently robust results and expenditure deacomparisons, for instance with the projects of
Government or other donors, requires inputs of tame cost that are beyond the scope of the CPE.

120. In the case of Nigeria, two factors impinge onadincy across the board of the IFAD portfolio:

the first is the prevalent, inordinate delay betwéman approval and effectiveness and launch on the
ground. Typically, it takes two to three years BAD-assisted projects and programmes to achieve
start-up. In one case, the delay extended to 4Qthmoift cannot be construed as efficient under any
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circumstances to have funding available and ydtate unmet needs. The second crucial factor is that
of certainty and timely delivery of provision ofrfds from all sources for IFAD operations when they
are underway. Here again, as alluded above, tlo& tecord for the portfolio is one of protracted
bureaucratic processes for the drawdown of funds faeguent delay and often denial of funding,
despite all parties having been involved in, oleast informed about the demands of the annual work
programme and budgets (AWPBS).

121. Investments having been made, staff appointed amdjlin place, and other resources committed
only for the progress of work to be held up, ordened ineffective because of funding unavailahiigy

the epitome of poor management and inadequatetutistial and regulatory arrangements for
implementation. A further issue concerning fundimas been the perception by project managements
that fund allocations by activity have been prgdine, according to the appraisal design. In futitire
should be made clear that fund allocations arelfle>xand that there should be scope for retroafitiof
funding to meet the pattern of interest and upt#ldifferent project activities, according to AWPBs

122. The allocation of funds to project or programme agament for the Katsina, Sokoto and RTEP
interventions has been of the order of 15 to 22gemt, depending on the exact content of the Sub-
component. This level of allocation is in excesghaf typical levels of operating and overhead costs
found in other projects and countries. Howevetthimm case of RTEP, it can be partly accounted for by
the complexity of the multi-State coverage, encosspay 26 States, and the need to have a management
presence, albeit not full-time, in each State. Ri&P financial activities were always split froneth
ADP accounts at the State level. RTEP financialvitiets were recorded using ADP documents. The
financial management documentation is centralizeHeaRTEP-MU but only one financial statement is
prepared for RTEP.

123. For the CBARDP and CBNRMP, programme managementneagiefined as a separate sub-

component, although given the need for both PSOsanrdral SSOs; it would not be surprising to find

that management costs were rather high. The owsss#issment from the CPE field work with respect to
programme operations is one of top-heavy staftig,adequate provision of vehicles and equipment.

124. An area where there has been marked efficiencyairpmme operations is with respect to the

execution of the social investments within the CBfproach of the CBARDP. Where communities

control both planning and implementation and maiity they have demonstrated that by use of own
labor, local materials supply and direct contragtof local artisans, community infrastructures have
been implemented with the same degree of qualitl temeliness, at much lower cost, than had they
been done by the more formal service providerscamdractors predicted in the COSOP and appraisal
reports (private and NGO sector).

125. An important factor of the efficiency of social andmmunity infrastructure projects has been
community contributions, especially in the formlabor and local construction materials. Under the
CBARDP, these vary from ten per cent for most isifnacture schemes such as roads and school
buildings, up to 30 per cent in Fadama irrigati@tkages and they have led to substantial savings in
total costs. Despite these cost economies, whigk bantained expenditures so far to 20 per cent of
budget, the community infrastructure programme &etsially achieved 40 per cent of its projected
output, with a good record of quality of constrantiind timeliness of completion.

126. For instance, a survey conducted by the CBARDP K88, compared the costs of CBARDP
infrastructure projects with similar schemes impdeed by the World Bank-funded Community Based
Poverty Reduction Program, as well as with othatesand LGA projects in the State. The results for
typical selected interventions are presented inlelf&h below. They illustrate high cost efficiency:
CBARDP projects cost on average less than halhefexpenditure projected in the appraisal; 30 per
cent less than comparable projects under the Wealdk program; 40 per cent less than the State
Government projects; and 60 per cent less thal.®#® projects. Apart from immediate cost saving,
there is additional efficiency in reducing contraxttation.

1 Financial Management Project Implementation Supjgéssion Report, October 2007.

28



Table 6. Comparative Costs of Typical Community Infastructure Projects in Kebbi State

(NGN ‘000)
Description of Proiects IFAD- Kebbi State | World Bank- Local
P ) CBARDP | Government CPRP Government
Block of 2-classroom office and 1,540 4.500 2.200 5200
store
Dispensary 2-ward, 6-bed capacity 2 465 4.500 5000 10.500
including furniture and drugs ' ' ' :
Hand pump (below 50m depth 540 750 800 950
sedimentary formation)
Open dug well, concrete lined 80 150 200 350

Source: CBARDP, Kebbi State (2008).

127. Table 7 sets out the comparison of appraisal estgnand actual average costs for typical
projects, illustrating the significant savings readl, despite the constraints of delayed fundimgrfany
schemes and the knock-on effects of adverse weathwlitions for work completion and unforeseen

cost increases for inputs, such as cement.

Table 7. Comparison of Projected and Actual Costsfdypical Community Infrastructure

Projects (NGN ‘000)

Descrton ofPrjects oasa s | swerage | ergence
Access road construction 12,120 1,500 88
Dispensary 2,570 1,622 37
Borehole and hand pump 1,630 720 56
Open dug well, concrete lined 775 100 87

Source: CBARDP, Appraisal Report and recent RxsgyReports, 2001-2007.

128. A further indicator of efficiency, assuming thatthenefits have been achieved to a reasonable
degree, is cost per beneficiary family of the projer programme operations. For the KSACDP and
SSACDRP the final figures are available. The overalits per principal beneficiary family, assumimg a
average household size of five, are US$391 and WEespectively. These figures are within the
normal range of expectation for such interventiand indicate an acceptable level of efficiency.e Th
figures available for the RTEP and CBARDP are fateiventions in progress and for the IFAD
disbursement only; and must therefore be considasetentative and indicative. For the RTEP, the
current level of expenditure is taken as US$10.Bianiand the number of benefiting households as
35,000, giving a cost per main beneficiary famifyus$300. For the CBARDP, the claimed counts of
beneficiaries are much higher, but taking preseqerditure as US$10.97 million and benefiting
households as 265,000, the indicative cost perlyasiUS$41; this is an exceptionally low value for
such an intervention.

129. The key factors underpinning efficiency of the IFABbgramme at the farmer level are high costs
of operations, poor gross margin, low net retupm®r benefit-cost ratios (BCRs) and high break-even
point. In typical examples, the variable costs aotdor over 70 per cent of the total cost which
indicates that most operations were done by mdabak and could not have been efficient. Although
BCRs may be positive, the break-even factor ofdyisl often of the order of 15 tons/ha, yet not all
farmers were able to achieve up to 10 tons/ha.grbss margin by farm model for cassava enterprises
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set out in Table 8 shows an average cost per leeofaNGN35,000 (US$290) and an average gross
margin of about NGN3,320 (US$27) per ton.

Table 8. Gross Margin by Farm Model for Cassava Erdrprises

Earm Average Average Gross | Average | Gross OutputGross Gross
Model | Yield (q[on) Farm Size | Output | Price Value Margin Margin

(ha) (ton) (NGN/ton) (NGN/ha) | (NGN/ha) | (NGN/ton)
Small 12.4 3.2 39.68 6,000 74,400 39,400 34ry.
Medium| 12.8 7.5 96.00 6,000 76,800 41,800 3,265.62
Large 14.2 12.5 177.50 6,000 84,960 49,960 3,918.3

Source: Field Survey in Kwara State, 2007.

130. The value added through cottage level processinglss most often discouraging from the
economic point of view, as recounted above fromRA&P Tri-term Review data and from the typical
example seen in Box 1 below. The BCR of 1.1 forghecessing enterprise ordinarily represents about
ten per cent profit margin; such a return is whatlpdequate to withstand any shock and is not
sustainable for such an enterprise.

131. The CPE observed that the kind of financial respdigrayed in the two scenarios (Table 8 and
Box 1) accounted for the huge cassava glut andhtimeerous abandoned cassava farms found in the
sub-sector. Many farmers complained that lack afkets and inability to break even at the prevgilin
market price had forced them to abandon their farmdowever, there was a relatively better
performance for these indicators in the case of yaimi-set enterprises, which are an alternative to
cassava. These enterprises recorded a net retwomeofNGN 475,000 (US$3,654) per hectare and a
BCR of 2.5. Unfortunately, the RTEP has not yetrbable to seize the opportunity presented by the
positive economic indicators of the yam enterprise.

Box 1. Cottage Level Cassava Processing Abia Staiigeria, 2007 (Naira)
Total Variable Cost 154,500

Total Fixed Cost 87,665

Total Cost 241,165
Sale/Revenue 270,000

Gross Margin : TR - TVC 116,000

Net return : TR — TC in Naira 28,835
Benefit-cost Ratio 1.1:1

Break-even point 4.6 tons

132. Feasibility budgets for cassava and yam producti@ngiven for six farm models in various
State& in only two of these models does the with-projease show any advantage over the without-
project case and then the incremental benefitiadits are only seven per cent and 18 per cenehigh
hardly sufficient to justify additional investmefdr these basic root and tuber crops. Of even more
concern are the results given for six models ok&as processing. In this case, the various results
quoted are as follows:

12 Annex 5 of the Tri-term Review Report on EntesprAnalysis, 2006.
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With-project BCR BCR Increase %

e Gari production in Plateau State 1.07 +2
* Fermented flour (custom services) Niger State 1.05 +5

»  Gari production (cottage level) Abia State 2.33 +120

* Fermented flour production Abia State 1.06 +5
» Gari production (cottage level) Delta State 1.12 +4

* Fermented odorless foofoo Ogun State 1.07 +5

Training on water pump utilization in
Edo State

Source: RTEP, 2008

133. ltis clear from these results that the examplesasbava processing that are portrayed, which are
representative of the range of possible investmbaisg promoted by the RTEP second phase, are
highly unlikely to be viable and sustainable. BG&ssuch investments in virtually any type of pripa
agricultural product processing such as this nedaktin the order of 2:1 or higher for the entexgitio
offer a worthwhile and acceptably low-risk propmsit In the only example above which meets this
criterion, the BCR cottage level gari productionAbia State, the BCR quoted of 2.33:1 appears to be
based on the assumption of more than half of thergmse revenue coming from the provision of
custom grating and pressing services for cassas@upers other that the business owners. Given the
state of the cassava market, this is not considerdme a credible assumption; the BCR without this
assumption would be 1.06.

134. Thus, the shift, since the Tri-term Review, to émeouragement of processing by grower groups
appears to be based on assumptions of technicdirarttial feasibility and end-product marketalilit
that are not borne out by market demand or prasdostry performance. The CPE noted in nearly all
visits to small and medium cassava processing @d$®ciated with the CMP/RTEP that they were not
functioning at anywhere near capacity, if at alijdahat new ones were not taking off for lack of
markets and/or were operating in a position of mmalgorofitability or outright loss. In the view the
CPE there is a danger that the damage that mayhe oy injudicious processing investments will
undermine the effectiveness to date of the RTEP.

135. Overall, the CPE observed that many, but not athefobjectives of the project and programme
activities were attained with unit costs eitheisléisan or similar to those of other donor interirg.
Putting together the main variations in results ezldted expenditures and economic scenarios $et ou
above, the ratings for efficiency were scored asg@nted in Table 9, below. The overall portfoibng

is 3.5, on the borderline between moderately usisatiory and moderately satisfactory.
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Table 9. Ratings of Projects and Programmes for BEtienc

KSACDP SSACDP CBARDP RTEP Portfolio
Moderately Moderately Moderately Moderately Moderately
unsatisfactory Satisfactory Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Satisfactory
3 4 4 3 3.5

C. Rural Poverty Reduction Impacts

136. The domains of rural poverty reduction impact apedly by the CPE relate to physical assets,
social capital and empowerment, food security agritaltural productivity, environment and common
resources, financial assets, market access, atitliiosis and services. The CPE assessment is based
primarily on analysis of the impact of the closadjgcts, KSACDP and SSACDP; and of the RTEP,
taking account of the fact that the latter is ameegion of the previous cassava improvement and
production upgrading activities of the MSADP-CMPheT evidence of progress to date in poverty
impact of the CBARDP and its prospective contimatallow it to be included in the assessment.
Conversely, the CBNRMP and the RUFIN and RUMEDP raseyet at a stage where their actual or
potential impact on poverty reduction and beneficiavelihoods can be properly assessed and they ar
therefore excluded.

137. The CPE field enquiries show positive effects amddiits at several levels of livelihood of
participating households, in reasonable self-sigfficy of food, better accessibility to social seed and
facilities and endowment of communities and wometh whe ability to participate in and influence
development. The field enquiry findings are supmeted by the outputs of the Performance
Assessment Studies carried out in parallel undeatygis of the CPE by the Nigerian Institute ofi@oc
and Economic Research (NISER). These detailed egufticused on the KSACDP and the RTEP
activities in Nasarawa and Kwara States.

138. Although the CBARDP and RTEP phase-2 are still amg@nd their poverty impact cannot be
determined conclusively, it is possible to discamumber of trends that indicate likely positivepant.
These include, in particular:

(i) the establishment and highly effective operatiothef CDD system of demand-led intervention
and especially the empowerment and capability lmgldf the local people and the provision of
important social infrastructure and services;

(i) the inculcation of these principles of developm@tnning and execution in the LGA
administration, so strengthening capacity for - elnanging attitudes to - service provision;

(i) the imparting of a wide range of technical, entegyurial and managerial training to
programme and partnership agency staff and beagési and

(iv) the extensive outreach of the CBARDP across thee$Stnd the consequently high numbers of
participants potentially and actually benefiting.

139. In terms of broad estimates of the size of beraficpopulations, the KSACDP records the

number of families reached by improved extensioneesly 48,000 compared to the target of 69,700,
including over 1,000 women in groups accessingdoanound 300, and up to 800 recipients benefited
from direct assistance in livestock supply, machin@ovision and demonstrations respectively. Those
benefiting from the RTEP included 18,750 familidgtt produced or received improved planting

materials and 285,000 farmers who were trained em production technologies. The coverage and
potential impact across the 69 participating LGAshe CBARDP is even greater, with estimates of
beneficiary numbers to date of 300,000 familiesnfragricultural productivity improvements, nearly

41,000 persons trained in CDD; and some 14,880 agrityngroups formed.

140. The CPE enquiries show that there has been positiarage in the predicament of both direct and
indirect beneficiaries across all of the projeatsl programmes, albeit that their numbers fall below
expectations for some interventions and in somde&taConfirmation was obtained from group
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discussions and individual interviews of enhancediskhold food sufficiency, as well as modest
increases in family incomes; better accessibilftienlth, education and transport services andraada
change in community and women's confidence aneskdince.

141. The data available on impact are not sufficientbtaded or disaggregated to identify the
distribution of benefits across the hierarchy of/grty or to confirm the effectiveness of targeting.
However, the nature of the social and communitggtments, the intensive sensitization and awareness
building activities and the careful village seleatiprocesses serve to supplement the CPE fielthfiad
that the poorer and less advantaged echelons aothenunity were reasonably well represented in the
beneficiary profile of the current programmes. Huotual and potential results for the various dosain
of poverty impact are summarized in the followinaragraphs. Where data are available, including
those from the NISER studies, figures are quoted tompare beneficiaries with a non-beneficiary
control group. The ratings for poverty impact arearded in Table 10 at the end of the chapter.

142. Physical assetsThe original Katsina and Sokoto projects anddmmmunity-based programmes
have included significant expenditures in commuamal social assets as well as an element of agsistan
for group or individual household or enterpriseeéssThe RTEP has increased the availability of
equipment. The main manifestations of improvemeéntghysical assets are in ownership of land,
household appliances and farm equipment and ligksio means of transport and in size and qualfity o
houses. The typical figures of benefit are thatpé? cent of beneficiaries report advancement in
physical asset accumulation as against 38 per afenbn-beneficiaries - that is a near doubling of
advantage for project participants, principallyand and livestock ownership, housing and transport

143. 1t is expected from current programme progress thatCBARDP and CBNRMP will record
similar increases in asset ownership related tocaltural productivity and income generation. For
KSACDP, most of the beneficiaries (75 per cent)datkd improvement in all aspects of physical @sset
in contrast to 38 per cent of non-beneficiariese Tfilbn-beneficiaries only made progress in ownership
of sheep and goats.

144. Social capital and empowermentThis is a key domain of impact because it impingedoth
sustainability and the capacity of targeted commnesito plan for and attract further developmefite T
major parameters of social capital and empowernast involvement in decision making and
management of communal facilities and serviceswal as the improvement of relationships both
within the community, for instance in caring foetdisadvantaged or destitute poor; and between the
community and Government, NGO and private secteneigs. The results recorded for the KSACDP
impact study indicate that 86 per cent of the beizsfes report progress in social capital and
empowerment whereas 39 per cent of non-benefisialte This represents a more than doubling of
impact for the project. The only shortfall in tlaspect was in relations between project communities
and the private sector, where the difference waggmmificant. Under the RTEP, 53 per cent of
respondents reported an advance in empowerment.

Cassava processing in progress

Source: RTEP, 2008
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145. IFAD community infrastructure interventions werecsessful in directly impacting rural poverty
by providing: (i) access to potable water througg ¢onstruction of wells and boreholes which reduce
water borne diseases within the communities; @eas to basic health care by establishing rural
clinics; and (iii) improved access roads to farmaagnmunities. Social development activities alsd ha
significant benefits in increased literacy, numgraad vocational skills for women and children by
establishing and rehabilitating primary and secondahools; and in the provision and rehabilitatddn
markets.

146. With respect to gender, the KSACDP impact studygtigated the opinions of beneficiaries and
non-beneficiaries as to the achievement of gengieality in a range of potential project benefithe$e
included improved input supply, human capital depeient, provision of fertilizers and credit,
extension delivery and improved processing. Thault®sindicate that the project had achieved
appreciable degrees of gender equality in mosheda measures, with an aggregate rating recorded by
beneficiaries of 38 per cent, as against thatdtayethe control group of 26 per cent.

147. Among the non-beneficiaries, the occurrence ofs Hiawards male participants in various
development activities was in the range of 66 partdo 81 per cent, indicating the prevalence of
considerable gender inequality. Given the cultamaistraints on participation by women in communal
and development activities, a particular achievamanthe CBARDP was to engage the religious
authorities in facilitating women'’s involvement, @gtlined in Box 2.

Box 2. Increasing Participation by Women in the Ndh through Local Teachings

In Northern Nigeria, IFAD community-based progransnexperienced an initial reluctance for Muslim
women to participate in development activities. Véonwere not accustomed to taking part openly in
community affairs, especially alongside men; alenrdisapproved of their wives’ active participatior
This is due to the traditional beliefs that a vitts woman should not be outgoing or outspoken. IFAD
PSO used a culturally acceptable method of peeratidin to encourage women'’s participation in the
CDD approach, where women were grouped togethenddressed by women and separated from men
during community meetings.

However, women were still uncomfortable with airigir views in public. At this point the IFAD PSO
used an innovative approach by inviting local g#aeligious leaders arithamsfrom 207 participating
villages in Northern Nigeria, to encourage womenpsoticipate and men to allow their wives to
participate in CDD. Thémamsusedislamic teachings, which statieat “Islam recognizes the equality of
men and women in spirituality and doing good worf@uran 33:35) and“the search for knowledge is obligatory
for every Muslim (both men amegbmen); (Hadith).

As a result IFAD programmes in northern Nigeriadhavercome the initial natural reticence of wome
to participate in community development and inceeatheir representation and involvement. At th
IFAD-CBARDP presentation at the Self Assessment R&toop held in Abuja on 12 — 14 Novembe
2007 it was reported that 4,662 women now partieipa the CDD approach; and at the communi
level, several women are now in leadership andsémtimaking positions.

< T ® S

148. Food security and agricultural productivity. The parameters of assessment for food security are
based on production - and adequacy of supply Re@fitain food crops and livestock products, inclgdin
cereals and pulses, roots and tubers, fruit aneétablps and dairy products. Productivity does not
necessarily determine food security; seasonalitylacal availability are other important parameters

the KSACDP, 87 per cent of beneficiary respondelatitned a positive impact, compared to 53 per cent
for non-beneficiaries, indicating that there hasrbea marked increase in food availability and
sufficiency generally, but with a 60 per cent imosat with-project. The actual difference recorded f
food consumption between the two groups was lessgety 20 per cent higher for the beneficiaries.

149. The RTEP enquiry did not incorporate food secuaisya separate item but included production
and better nutrition as indicators of food supfyerall, 87 per cent of beneficiaries claimed piaiun
increases and 71 per cent stated that they hadiemped better nutrition. For the main crops, the
responses on better nutrition were mixed, namélypd cent of respondents for cassava, 49 perfeent
yam and 46 per cent for sweet potato believedi¢vats of nutrition were improved and improving.€Th
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CPE noted that yield has shown a marked increasedést crops. However, the limited emphasis on
value addition through promoting new products amatdased shelf life - and lack of a deliberate and
determined effort by interventions to increase shées and income of the farmers - have militated
against achievement of the level of food secuhiat tvas expected from intervention.

150. The key measures used to assess the agricultwrdlugtivity impact include area cultivated,
yields and outputs, incidence of cash cropping,aismproved inputs and machinery, general intgnsit
of production and adoption of technology, includiing the case of the RTEP, processing equipment.
The KSACDP results demonstrate that 69 per cebepéficiaries report advancement as against 36 per
cent of non-beneficiaries, a 90 per cent increase fparticipation. The key differences were in area
cultivated and output; the aspect of least diffeeewas in rate of technology adoption, where both
categories of respondents reported less than 3@qmeruptake. In the case of the RTEP, technology
adoption was higher, at 54 per cent, this beingggally attributable to improved planting mateaid
farm practices.

151. Information from the self-assessment exercise atdi that average cassava yields have been
increased from ten tons per hectare in 1997 toohS per hectare in 2006 through the impacts of the
MSADP-CMP and RTEP. Conversely, information froreldi interviews suggest that most small
farmers are achieving yields of only eight to tenst per hectare, partly, it is thought, because the
problem of marketing larger outputs in periods lot ¢ a disincentive to produce more. The CBARDP
also recorded over 100 per cent increase in provlydior most cereal crops.

152. Rising food price and agricultural development.The soaring prices of food crops in 2008 have
triggered several responses in the economy. Ottedmplications is that food price increase inétig

has sent inflation rates up from 5.4 percent toge&ent. The level of the composite food index was
higher than the corresponding level a year ago 24 percent (National Bureau of Statistics (NBS),
2008). The NBS attributed the rise to the sharpemse in the prices of rice and other staple feaods
vegetables. Reactions from various farm familiescate that the percentage share of income spent on
food crops has tripled over the last three mongissthe poverty gap seems to be widening in other
sectors of the economy.

153. The hoarding and storage of farm produce have ladsm adopted by some farmers who still
anticipate increases in price thereby causing éurtbcarcity of food crops and price escalation.
Speculators and consumers are responding to tredagenent through bulk purchases and conservative
rationing of their food needs. But, some produ@es benefiting from the situation since their local
economy is transforming into a money-making entsebt For instance, recent reports from service
providers®, indicates that the age bracket in agricultureingsoved as many of those under 30-years
old have gone back to farming. The increase in foodes appears to be a positive development for
small rice farmers. The development has promptegiii to realize that it has the potential to ntket
rice needs of the West African region. Many farnmaes already responding to higher prices by burning
and plowing huge areas of forest and grasslan@nwest them to cropland and high value crops like
rice, millet, and sorghum, while some other farnmames taking advantage of high yielding technologies
to improve productivity. There are also distortianghe cropping cycle, as most farmers are clearin
land previously meant for soybean or leguminougp€rm favor of rice, maize, sesame and other
cereals.

154. Most countries are no longer preoccupied with etwpgrtheir food surplus because of the
additional demand for bio-fuels. This will leavesignificant supply demand gap in the nation’s food
requirement. For instance, as at 2007, Nigeriawoes about 6.4 million metric tons of rice. Only 56
per cent of this quantity is locally produced. Thmaining 44 per cent is imported and its absemtles
rice market in 2009 will exert undue pressure anghces of close substitutes. Even though prodncti

3 For instance, in the rice sub-sector, a majorftghe farmers under the OLAM/MARKETS supported out-

growers scheme made a net income of over NGN2 amilljprice of high quality rice paddy rose from
NGN46 000/ton to NGN80 000/ton while that of Faewigty rose from NGN85 000/ton to NGN150 000/ton).

14 USAID/MARKETS, 2008.
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will increase significantly through various intention programme$’, productivity is still very low. The
currently available processing technologies arémmadtary and may not be able to provide wide range
of options in high quality processed products t@necreasing local demand - or compensate for gaps
to be created by absence of high quality importreahdbs.

155. Although the Government of Nigeria is sensitivethits development and has decided to spend
over NGN10 billion for importation of processingdatractor equipment to add value along the chain.
The market-led, demand-driven approach has dimsitipe bearing on the indices for economic growth
and may benefit the poor and small farmers in aensoistainable way. But, existing projects have also
revealed that Nigeria lacked enough post-harvedt marketing management technologies and most
importantly technical know-how to make agricultw@mpetitive and self reliant. The inclusion of the
private sector in the decision-making process amgrovement of the business climate in terms of
research/extension services, capacity building,iafnastructure are still partial.

156. Environment and common resources The main criteria for assessment of the envirariale
impact encompassed tree cover and forest, grazingd, lwatershed management, soil quality and
productivity, and availability and quality of watelExcept for watershed management, the KSACDP
beneficiaries reported a 91 per cent response @itiyi progress in the state of these indicators,
compared with a 33 per cent positive response éygdmtrol group, a near trebling of impact. Tha-no
beneficiaries recorded advancement only in wateouees and supply, while beneficiaries reported
progress across all of the criteria. The lack oflimgness of the communities to invest in natural
resource management projects is attributed toathg period of payback for such projects and thk lac
of a tradition of communal systems of utilizatiardananagement.

157. Nigeria is endowed with a good number of riversgkats of annual streams and natural dams
which usually overflow their banks at the peak perof the rains to recharge the lowland plains and
also serve as natural drainage for several watdssiiégnese watersheds provide good opportunities for
communities, especially those with short rainfallation, to harvest and conserve rainwater forrthei
agricultural use. In the area of watershed managenie CPE mission noted that apart from one micro
earth dam in Katsina State, little was done by IFjDgramme interventions on the conservation and
management of water supply. No specific activitiggre proposed or undertaken to rehabilitate
dilapidated earth dams or to control storm waterofiiand groundwater utilization. These types of
action could have reduced the incidence of watesien to either improve water quality or reclairstlo
lands, and thus have improved water availabilityciops and livestock production.

158. Financial assets and market acces3he key variables of financial impact at househelkl
include income, savings, ownership of valuablehsag jewellery and access to credit and business
assets. Under the KSACDP, 22 per cent of the noefi@ary groups reported a decline in financial
assets over recent years, while only four per oénhe beneficiary group reported such a decline. |
terms of growth in financial assets, 84 per ceriefeficiaries reported positively as against 32cpat

of the control group, that is a two and a half Sniecremental impact for the project. In the RTEP
assessment, 70 per cent of respondents reportech@thincome. But, interestingly, when questioned
further about the specific impacts of improved asasproduction, 55 per cent of responses indicated
that incomes were now decreasing.

> |FAD supported programmes (RTEP, CBNRMP, and CBRR the upcoming World Bank funded
Commercial Agricultural Development Programme (CADdhd USAID/MARKETS programme.
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Access to markets Source: Evaluation Mission, 2008

159. The key factors of assessment for market acceisdmavailability and quality of infrastructure
and facilities for handling, storage and sellinggams of transportation, marketing information and
rural/urban linkages, food prices and percentageprofiuce marketed. The NISER study on the
performance of KSACDP shows that 81 per cent okbeiaries reported incremental impact from the
project, as against 57 per cent of the control grehio also reported positive impacts without-prgjec
indicating only 40 per cent uplift attributable the KSACDP. The results from the RTEP survey
suggest that only 17 per cent of respondents ceresidthat enhanced access to markets had been
achieved; and, specifically for cassava, 60 pert seere of the opinion that market access was
worsening, while 15 per cent believed that it wagrioving. Interestingly, among yam producers, the
opinions on whether market access was improvingetting worse were equally balanced; 65 per cent
of the beneficiaries mentioned the lack of marketianajor constraining factor on the impact of the
RTEP intervention.

160. In this context inadequate market linkages were timeed as the most constraining factor,
followed by deficiencies in roads and transportditbons, in storage, access to credits, and market
information. The linkages between crop produceis piocessors were rather rudimentary and weak;
while interviews with RTEP officials revealed thaiany processors were not aware of the potential
existing opportunities in the international market.

161. The market orientation of the RTEP interventionghim first phase of the programme was low, as
reflected by the limited funds initially allocatéal market-led activities. Funds were increased fi@m
per cent to 55 per cent of the resources for thergkphase of the programme. The implementation of
the Diversification of Processing and Marketing @ament was entrusted to the Nigerian Centre for
Agricultural Mechanization. This move allowed tR&FEP to become technically reasonably effective
in processing, in the upgrading of new producthisaghigh quality cassava flour (HQCF) and odorless
fufu; and in drying and peeling equipment.

162. However, the dilemma of market access - and haneadial benefit for farmers - for the cassava
processed products sector goes much deeper tHamdaicefficiency. In the course of field worketh
CPE did not find a single HQCF plant, which waseaiol market its flour on a consistent and profgabl
basis. Calculations made subsequently by the C&# fer a typical HQCF plant, indicated a clear lack
of profitability, with a negative net return forome year operation of NGN5.23 million (US$44,008),
presented in Appendix 4. Demand for HQCF droppegrety because wheat is much cheaper. Similar
indications of the lack of profitability of procésg activities were obtained as part of the NISER
performance assessments, which concluded thatpeises producing gari, cassava chips and HQCF
were highly unlikely to achieve positive net masgin
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163. While Nigeria has substantial comparative advaniagprocessing technology as compared to
other West African countries where IFAD-funded sand tubers projects are implemented, such as
Ghana, Cameroon and Benin, the marketing and veha&n investigations have shown serious
shortcomings. These include absent or inadequat@dies to industrial processors, exporters and
supermarkets; lack of support for improvements dntiacting, group marketing, quality control and
packaging; and limited market information servic&siven these circumstances, the CPE has
reservations about the reported level of marketimgact, because it is clear that the implementation
IFAD programmes was conducted under the traditiauglply-led and activity-driven model; and as
such no emphasis was placed on strategies to eappmsumer preference and improve market access
for the farmers. Some of these aspects were aédt@sshe second phase of RTEP but a more holistic
and comprehensive approach is needed.

164. Institutions and services The marked success and the wider adoption o€ approach has
been based on the empowerment, support and upgrafieapability of local institutions at community
and LGA level. In most circumstances, this has Hedbawed by improved service provision, whether

in social affairs or for productive purposes. Oriethe main and still prevalent weaknesses in this
scenario is that of the accessibility of finanaad business development services. Their absence or
inadequacy is one reason for the limited sustdlityabf many of the local enterprises establishgdhe
projects and programmes.

165. Another weakness, highlighted by the impact assessrof the KSACDP, is that of the
effectiveness of the local governance structuresupport of grass roots development. In the study,
questioned on the response of Government to thésnafethe community and the poor, and on gender
issues, only 13 per cent of beneficiaries thoubht there was increasing impact in the without-gxbj
situation, partly because of illiteracy, lack ogpensiveness and bad governance. The corresponding
figure for the with-project case was 70 per camijdating that governance issues are probably armaj
factor in development impact and poverty mitigation

166. The impact assessment exercise for the KSACDP arePRjuestioned beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries on the constraints to impact for pingjects. There was a considerable coincidence of
views that a lack of awareness and the prevalemtléwel of education restrained impact from the
outset; while inadequate input supply and poor adlitions hampered the full realization of betsefi

167. There were contrasting views on other topics. @fribn-beneficiaries, 42 per cent thought that
bad governance and 12 per cent, compared to thefibianies, thought that scarcity of organizations
such as cooperatives was a constraint. Of the logaréds, only three per cent, compared to nine per
cent for the non-beneficiaries, felt that marketorgblems were important. Interestingly, neithevugr
was of the opinion that there was any serious litaliif women to access extension services. Other
factors of more assured sustainability mentionedewdedication and discipline on the part of
participants, timely repayment of loans, and higaeels of funding all round.

168. In summary, intervention has to a large extenttecbpositive impact in changing the mind-set of
the Government cadre and community leaders towgodernance through an inclusiygocess of
decision making; and in trying to resolve the désegoest and profitability problems in agriculture.
However, pronounced impact is yet to be recordesgustainable agriculture and food security, if the
parameters of sustainable use of land and wateuress, value addition to farm produce, seasonafity
agricultural products and income level of farmers@nsidered.

169. The ratings for rural poverty impacts are set oytppoject and programme for the relevant
interventions and for the portfolio in Table 10.eTdverall score is 4.3, moderately satisfactory.
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Table 10. Ratings of Projects and Programmes for Ral Poverty Impact

KSACDP SSACDP CBARDP RTEP Portfolio
oderately oderately . oderately oderately
Mod ly| Mod I Satisfactor Mod I Mod I
Satisfactory| Satisfactory y Satisfactory* | Satisfactory
4 4 5 4 4.3

*Note: The rating for the RTEP refers only to theduction aspects of the programme.
D. Other Performance Criteria

170. Sustainability. To a considerable degree, the potential sustdityadf the IFAD programme has
already been demonstrated by the continuity ansedigation of the approach and activities of the
original Cassava Multiplication, Katsina, and Sakqtrojects and their extension into the RTEP,
CBARDP, and CBNRMP. Clearly, sustainability has rbessured to an extent by additional donor
funding, but it also represents a substantive Fd&tate and Local Government commitment. It
presagegpolitical sustainability of IFAD-assisted interventions as long as theyoexyl development
ideas, mechanisms and means that correspond tocoeainunity needs - and to the capacity of
authorities to deliver - and that then go on toeahthe planned-for outputs.

171. Funding from IFAD comprises only a minimal sharebafiget provisions even at the LGA level
and the primacy of agriculture as the driver ofatleconomic growth, as evidenced by the trebling of
the allocation in the 2008 Federal Budget, is na@ll Wounded. In these circumstances, and consigerin
the alignment of IFAD strategy and Government adjgins vis-a-vis poverty reduction, it can fairlg b
assumed that the types of intervention financet WAD assistance will continue to be promoted and
supported. This conclusion is reinforced by thevproeconomic sustainabilityof most of the current
interventions, which will be complemented by theaficial sustainability from the incremental budget
provision. The exception, in the view of the CP&thie case of the promotion of the more advanced
technologies for cassava processing that is bemgemented under the RTEP-phase-2, where the
feasibility of the proposition for most small farmend women groups is highly uncertain.

172. Certain specific aspects and activities of the IFgtDgramme have shown resilience to date, have
been adopted by other projects, donors, Stated @#ds, and are most likely to be sustained. These
include the bottom-up, CDD approach and the comtyugioups and organizations that have been
established and that have so far shown proficieimcythe execution and subsequent operation,
management and maintenance of local infrastruendeservices. The achievements under this category
of interventions, emerging, as they do, from thé&nsive participatory processes of beneficiary
consultation and empowerment, indicate a levelegponsibility and understanding of the obligations
and benefits of ownership that promise to ensa@al sustainability In the particular case of the
CBNRMP, the likelihood of social sustainability lisss certain, given the recent and, to an extent,
continuing, insecurity in the region as a resultaimunal militancy and prevalent criminality.

173. Thus, the CPE observed that the CDD approach eagesrand fosters the sustainability of
infrastructure projects, but the ability of the goonities to maintain the facilities after programme
funding will depend to some extent on their levélimcome and sustainability of the agricultural

enterprises that are the main-stay of the locah@wny. Little has happened in the area of natural
resource management and therefore the sustaigaifilihe natural resources may be in doubt.

174. Other community level aspects of the programme h@en less successful. In the case of Katsina
and Sokoto - and prospectively for the more repeagrammes - efforts to establish credit provision,
enterprise development and income generating ®snand activities have proven to be of questionable
sustainability. This is partly due to the finanamn-viability of many of the enterprises and atitig;

but is mostly attributable to the fact that the wmdts, conditions and arrangements for financial
services provision across the IFAD portfolio areaatistic and highly unlikely to be sustainable.

175. The favorable impact of the programme on the c@pamiientation and effectiveness of the lower
strata of Government has been described aboveagingation or improvement of relations between
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strong community groups and organizations and th&A counterparts has been a feature of the
community-based programmes. Conversely, the teydfmcthe RTEP to work from State and ADP
level directly with communities, by-passing LGAttures, detracts somewhat from this advantage.
The community-based programmes have also showretlegt where State operations are autonomous,
in the majority of cases liaison has been estaddistind working relations set up with the ADPs or
Agricultural and Rural Development Authorities. Bhthe signs of institutional sustainability at the
LGA level are good, although they may be constihibg the experience, competencies and limited
rewards and prospects for local personnel - anddheequent tendency for high staff turnover.

176. At the State and Federal levels, the assurancestdisability is less certain. In the case of State

it is clear that dedicated implementation strucdurtemprise a highly effective and efficient mode of
implementation, but this approach is not innovatimel may not be sustainable. However, they may be
justified where they have a catalytic role for apain ADP effectiveness in planning and development
and are eventually incorporated into the formaldtire, as part of programme objectives.

177. Until now, constraints of implementation have besperienced in some cases within the ADP
system. These include: (i) bureaucratic rigiditiaad the overloading of staff with multiple
responsibilities; (ii) adherence to traditionalptdown training and visit (T&V) system of agricuial
extension, which is now widely seen as inappropratd ineffective in the context of the small farm
sector in Africa. This is mostly because of theklaaf accountability, and the prescription of
technological practices, instead of building cafyaamong the rural poor (especially smallholdecs) t
identify and take advantage of available opportesift and (iii) bypassing LGAs in the development
process.

178. At the federal level, sustainability of programmpemmtions and benefits will be determined
mainly by the dedication and effectiveness of tlJRvithin the NFRA. At present, in addition to its
IFAD commitments, the PCU handles five other prigjdor the World Bank, AfDB and the Federal
Government, as well as undertaking routine stasitreporting and monitoring and evaluation (M&E)
tasks for line departments of the FMAWR. This momplex and demanding remit.

179. In its initial analysis, the CPE concluded thategadled functional and organizational analysis of
the NFRA/PCU was required, given: (i) its obsemwasi and dealings with the PCU cadre; (ii) the new
direction of subject matter coverage of the RUFiNl aRUMEDP interventions and possible future
projects, which are likely to require inputs to iementation from a broader range of Government,
private sector and NGO agencies; (iii) the wideiteshthe NFRA, which, as its name suggests, will
entail the management of demanding activities trat not essentially development in nature; and
(iv) the proposed establishment of a strengthefmmal IFAD in-country presence, with practical
responsibility for the conduct and progress of @ty and programmes, and for improved Government
and donor liaison.

180. This analysis would determine the capacity and luéipaof the NFRA/PCU to handle the current
and future IFAD-assisted programme. It is cleat this task will necessitate not just the ability t
coordinate, but clear definition of the authoritydaaccountability for executive decisions to bectakt
the appropriate levels of project or programme rgan@nt - and/or within the State ADP or the PCU.
In particular, implementation agencies will needb® conscious of the limitations for IFAD in the
funding of social infrastructure and services, pigased to its investments in productive naturaduese
based activities. In subsequent consultations with NFRA/PCU, it was agreed that the necessary
functional and organizational study of the IFAD ntarpart agencies would be made; and, in addition,
was proposed by the FMAWR, that the IFAD focus peinuld be strengthened with additional staff
and improved training and IT facilities, includitite updating and streamlining of the M&E system and
procedures.

® " This empowerment model is opposed to the T&V rhodl®rganizing extension, promoted by the WB from

1975 to 1995. The T&V model was designed to “imgrgerformance of extension systems by strengthehgig
management and formulating specific regular extansiessages”.
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181. The technical content of the projects and progrash@s so far been innovative in concept and
reasonably accomplished in delivery and it hasha®n so complicated or sophisticated that it would
pose problems faechnical sustainability. Community infrastructure projects are based olt-kwmewn
technologies and standards of construction and dperating and maintenance demands are known and
not onerous. Sustainability could be increased withrovements in implementation; enhanced training
and mobility for better supervision; and more, gmddually increasing, community responsibility and
capacity for maintenance.

182. Community services interventions, likewise, araigtitforward in design and in their delivery
and upkeep systems. The agricultural aspects df#ssava Multiplication Programmed (CMP) and the
production components of the RTEP were well-exatig the research agencies and the elements of
best practice are now standard. Moreover, the emg livestock production and land and water
conservation activities of the community-based pognes utilize - to a large degree - established an
even simple knowledge and technologies, which dgnee any threat to environmental sustainability.
The exception, as alluded above, is the promotfespphisticated cassava processing under the RTEP
Phase-2, where technical complexity could exacerlmher feasibility aspects of marketing and
marginal profitability and thus threaten sustaitighbi

183. The impact assessment exercise for the KSACDP arePRjuestioned beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries on the constraints to sustainabifity the programmes at the practical level of
implementation and community and farming suppohieré was a reasonable coincidence of views that
the critical factors in ensuring sustainabilitylirse: (i) raising levels of credit; (ii) eradicagjilliteracy,
raising standards of education; and creating greateareness; (iii) providing farm inputs; and
(iv) providing good roads. There were disparatengieon three other topics that could impinge on
sustainability: the non-beneficiaries mentioned tieed for good, presumably better, governance and
more cooperative groups; whereas the beneficifgieshat the provision of more farm machinery was
important.

184. In summary, the CPE noted that many of the supmpfactors for sustainability are in place but

that certain additional efforts will be required @asure the continuity and longevity of development
activities and benefits. In particular, social, mmmic and environmental sustainability will depeord

the standard of project and programme design, éifleqmance of non-lending activities (NLAs) and the

quality of country-level decision making, espegiadlls these relate to agricultural and livelihoods
improvement in the areas of watershed managemehthenagribusiness/value chain approach. The
sustainability ratings are given in Table 11; toetfolio rating is 4.3, moderately satisfactory.

Table 11. Ratings of Projects and Programmes foruStainability
KSACDP SSACDP CBARDP RTEP Portfolio

Moderately Moderately Moderately

Satisfactory | Satisfactor Satisfactory | Unsatisfactory | Satisfactory

5 5 4 3 4.3

185. Innovation, replication and scaling up In the same way as for sustainability, the admieent of
innovation and the propensity for replication arzhling-up of the IFAD programme approach,
components and activities is already well-provehe Toriginal Katsina and Sokoto projects have
pioneered the participatory CDD approach and thposverment and enhanced involvement of the
LGAs in development planning and implementatiorspite the efforts of the Federal agencies at the
time to modify the approach so that it was bettignad with the prevailing ADP systems of the time.
They also attempted to introduce new methods ofbaomimg conservation practices with dry-land
farming techniques and of involving the regionamooercial banks in credit supply, approaches that
have not met with success.

186. The CDD approach has been: (i) expanded withinttde original States and now multiplied
across the further five States covered by the CBRRBcluding extension into non-participating LGAs
in Yobe, Zamfara and Kebbi States, with budgetshin latter two of the order of NGN150 million
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(US$1.25m) and NGN500 million (US$4.2m) respectivéli) adopted by Kano State with funding
only from local resources; (iii) incorporated byetAfDB in its own version of CBARDP in the five
central and eastern States of Adamawa, Bauchi, k&@dGombe and Nigegnd to a degree in its
Community-based Poverty Reduction project in the fetates of Edo, Zamfara, Osun and Gombe; (iv)
copied as the basis of design of the CBNRMP inNttger Delta; and (v) now widely advocated by both
State and Federal authorities and other donorsesas gractice for local rural and natural resources
development planning and, through the strengtheoirigsA capability, upgrading the quality of local
governance.

187. In line with IFAD policy and strategies, the TAGogramme is intended to be a major contributor
to innovation, replication and scaling-up of CoynRBrogramme activities. Prior to and during the
MSADP-CMP, and to a degree under the first phasdhef RTEP, an innovative aspect of the
interventions was the forging of a strong reseasdkhsion link, whereby the outputs of researctinén
productivity improvement and pest and diseaseteasis of new cassava cultivars were quickly put int
the field, multiplied up and made available to flener. Although it was not the first case in whibis
type of improvement was done, it was a notable @amwf the synergy between IFAD assistance in TA
Grants and an IFAD-funded programme. The originééciveness and impact in scaling up the
availability of improved planting material, and thpplication of cultivation practices, was exemyplar
not only for Nigeria, but for several other regiboauntries.

188. To an extent the RTEP has been able to replicasesticcess for yam and sweet potato, but
uptake for cassava has so far not been so impeedsithe case of the other main root crop, cocu;ya
the evidence suggests that production is not jatdgt at least as a mono-crop. Also the achieveofent
the true potential for cassava production contirtoese limited by the scarcity and cost of inputsl a
the constraints of market demand, especially irr¢lsent context of rising food prices.

189. Further, it has been found that in the adminisiratind management of the TAG programme,
neither IFAD nor the IITA or other grantees had jpuplace the personnel, systems or documentation t
monitor the use, performance and impact of thetgrdhhas also emerged that there has been Wrtual
no follow-up or communication between IFAD and tgeantees during the life of the award.
Additionally the relationship between the IITA atite State ADPs that were co-beneficiaries was
informal and loose, making it difficult to gaugeetloutputs of the research collaboration. In these
circumstances, there is reason to question thenadé for a continuation of the TAG programme along
broadly the same subject matter lines that hava b#mwed since 1979. It may be time to find a new
direction more attuned to the diversification obtrand tuber farming systems, such as the yam saini-
enterprise which commands better acceptabilitgims of sales and income.

190. In similar vein to its efforts in crop productiyjtthe RTEP is seeking to innovate in the area of
cassava processing, working with processors andattrécators of processing machinery to improve
equipment, processing efficiency and hence enss@tonomics. As discussed above, the CPE finds
that this is a problematic area and one in whiah ghrsuit of the current RTEP phase-2 strategy is
considered highly unlikely to lead to sound andaunable development. The RUFIN and RUMEDP are
designed to be innovative in the capacity buildaigparticipating institutions, including savingsdan
credit groups at the community level, in trainingdasystems development and in influencing the
framing and application of policy, legislation areulatory control and support of sector developmen
They are also explicitly geared to replication aswhling-up, with the expectation of significant
complementary future involvement by major donord arcreasing support from the Government. In
theory, this is an appropriate approach. Howeweidescribed earlier, the CPE has found that tlgere i
uncertainty among other donors and Government agéther the environment for development of the
financial services and micro and small enterpnigerventions is sufficiently favorable; and abdu t
practicability of the modalities for their implentation. Moreover, in the absence of prior formal
commitments to support RUFIN, future donor micrafice programmes are not obliged to align with
RUFIN and their model and geographical locationy mat overlap with the IFAD interventions.

191. The CDD approach proved to be an innovative andcetffe tool for HIV prevention. IFAD

programmes have successfully integrated prevemtiivities such as HIV/AIDS awareness creation
and Voluntary Counselling and Testing within it¢erventions. In the community-based programmes,
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HIV/AIDS prevention activities were carried out wndhe gender and CDD components and were also
integrated in their community infrastructure pragesuch as village dispensaries - where health everk
carry out the HIV rapid test and make referralse RTEP incorporated HIV/AIDS prevention messages
within extension services and Women in Agricultéetivities to provide comprehensive livelihood
services. IFAD programmes have also successfulitngaed with the USAID “Heart to Heart” centres
i.e. Voluntary Counselling and Testing centres, hasle made referrals of HIV positive community
members to National and State Control of AIDS Agesido receive HIV/AIDS information and
education communication materials, such as poatetg-shirts.

192. Based on the above analysis, the CPE concludestiibalFAD programme included several
innovations in implementation that have alreadynbe®lely replicated and up-scaled. However, for the
agricultural and natural resource management coemienthe ideas have a low potential for replicatio
and scaling up unless there are significant adtlenand effective marketing strategies to stimulate
supply on a continuous basis. The ratings for iation, replication and scaling-up are set out ibld&a
12; the overall rating for the portfolio is 4.8 nsidered as satisfactory.

Table 12. Ratings of IFAD Programmes for Innovatio, Replication and Scaling Up

KSACDP SSACDP CBARDP RTEP Portfolio
Satisfactory Satisfactory Satisfactony querately Satisfactory
Satisfactory
5 5 5 4 4.8

E. Performance of Partners

193. Overview. Overlying any assessment of the performance oPtréners in the conception, design
and implementation of the portfolio are those fextiimiting the effectiveness and efficiency of the
execution and delivery of benefits that have betmtified and discussed above. They are: (i) the
inordinate time taken, first, to have interventialesigned and approved but second and more importan
to bring them to effectiveness and start-up afteanlagreement; (ii) the delays and denials of fumdi
that impact directly and severely on operationagpess; and (iii) the obfuscation and complicatén
obtaining timely and thorough analysis, and actidos rectify weaknesses and problems in
implementation.

194. The CPE finds that all of the Partners are impéidato one degree or other in the shortfall of
performance that derives from these factors, ifyanlthe lack of urgency and the tendency to divert
responsibility that seem to prevail in addressing problems and issues involved. The effect is to
discourage and disillusion the intended benefiegrparticularly those at the community and LGA
level, where most harm can be done. The fact teset weaknesses persist suggests that both Partners
and their staff do not have a clear appreciatiothefr implications, or they feel that matters atg of

their control.

195. IFAD. For the pre-COSOP projects in Katsina and Sokotbtae MSADP-CMP, IFAD took the
lead role in design and preparation. In the cagbeformer projects, there was active participaty

the State authorities and several of the prospedti@A partners, but, as earlier discussed, Federal
Agencies intervened to try to adapt the desigrh®oADP model; and the proposed co-funding by the
UNDP and the European Union failed to materiali&part from delaying implementation by nearly
three years, in this process IFAD had only a lichiimpact in resolving the issues involved, but
eventually the key elements of bottom-up, participa and demand-led local development were
preserved.

196. The subsequent assessment of IFAD performancepleimentation concluded that in the case of
the Katsina project, IFAD was unable to follow-ugficiently frequently and effectively. In the cask

the Sokoto project, although there was a measut&iebn with the project and with the CI, IFAD
representatives did not visit field operations syatematic manner nor did they play a pro-actole in

the resolution of differences between the Statee@ovent and the Federal agencies in the earlystage
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of implementation. For the MSADP-CMP, given the degstablished nature of the project and its
supporting systems and the active inputs of thep€ring Institution (ClI), fewer and less intensive
IFAD inputs were required and the Fund put in &s&attory performance.

197. In preparing the 2001 COSOP, IFAD undertook a veidd intensive schedule of work involving
consultation with many potentially concerned agesicas well as studies and workshops in the run-up
to actually producing the strategy document. Thes wlearly a ground-breaking effort, a fact clearly
indicated by the cost incurred of some US$80,000r fimes the normal COSOP budget allocation of
the time. Despite the devotion of these resoumdy,few of the respondents to the CPE considdrad t
the scope and depth of consultation had not beécisnt. For the post-COSOP projects and
programmes between 2001 and 2006, the World Baskbkean the CI; and since it has assumed a
similar degree of responsibility and control totttdoich it applies to its own projects, the demaaods
IFAD for direct involvement in supervision and osight of implementation have not been onerous.

198. Since the COSOP, IFAD has continued to play theomagle in the conception and design of
projects and programmes and this appears alwaysmte been done in close consultation with the
immediate Partner agencies, including the FMAWR Bederal Ministry of Finance (FMoF), related
central agencies and the relevant State organsjelisas the Cl and other donors. In so far as its
sporadic field visits allowed, and notwithstandthg dissatisfaction about consultation expressetthdy
National Planning Commission and the FMoF, thigipalar aspect of IFAD performance has been
handled reasonably well. The major problems theae lteeen encountered have arisen from the quandary
of how best to attribute responsibility and arramgplementation for the RUFIN and RUMEDP.

199. Apart from the suggestion that the Fund should hHaken a more frequent and active part in
supervision missions; and that its non-resideriistprecluded proper participation in donor groog a
Government forums, the consensus of in-countryiopimn its performance in the years from 2002
onwards is that it has been quite satisfactoryc&S006, with the introduction of the Field Presenc
Office (FPO), this situation has improved furthengd if the Office is strengthened, it appears Jikbht
this improvement will continue. In mid-2007, it wakecided that the RTEP would henceforth be
supervised directly by IFAD, as would the two newWMRN and RUMED programmes. The work
involved in these additional responsibilities woulddicate the decision to strengthen the FPO.

200. The view of other partners on the IFAD role is ttieg World Bank receives considerable kudos
from the performance of IFAD-assisted projects pradjrammes, much of which should be attributed to
IFAD; but, on the other hand, the Fund does nothafficient human resources for direct supervision
and implementation support.

201. In addition to consideration of its Divisional aopgerational role, account should also be taken of
the part played by IFAD Headquarters. The opinibthe Government Partners and the Cl is that the
Fund has shown flexibility and understanding whesalihg with matters of consistency of flow of
funds, but it is clear that this has not necessked to timely resolution of the problems outliregobve.

202. Since 2000, the IFAD average annual commitment fopraved loans has been
US$12 to 15 million, while average annual disbursets over the last three years have been only
SDR 4.3 million, equivalent to some US$6.5 millidsnder the IFAD Performance Based Allocation
System the guideline allocation has recently begnificantly increased to some US$15 million per
year on the basis of the poverty prevalence, lowP@er capita and the large and steadily expanding
population in Nigeria.

203. A deeper enquiry, involving all parties, includitige IFAD Loan Management and Financial
Control and PA Divisions, and the concerned Govemnagencies - and convened on the ground in
Nigeria - is called for, prior to the next COSOB, thrash out a more workable and responsive
arrangement for avoiding funding delays and denials

204. Although evidence of the relevance and impact efgtants in Nigeria was demonstrated by the

ADPs through various successful farmer participatoals and multiplication and distribution of the
improved planting materials, no M&E system was jpuplace to track their performance. The CPE
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mission observed that neither IFAD nor the grarmeae in place an arrangement to monitor grant
performance. The relationship between IITA and AlPs was loose. There was no memorandum of
understanding to firm up roles and responsibilibeswveen the agencies, thus making the grants less
result-oriented. In addition there is frequent aigh turnover of CPMs for the Nigeria programmes.

205. The critique of the CPE regarding the rationaléehef RTEP, RUFIN and RUMEDP design and
implementation modalities poses questions as toddph of in-house procedures for technical and
strategic operational assessments of programmegatsp Overall, IFAD performance is judged close
to moderately satisfactory with a rating of 3.8.

Government

206. The FMAWR and PCU. The Government input into the country programmaiensive, due to
the involvement of different states and LGAs angl tomplexities of programme scope and operating
modalities. The main organ at Federal level hasg llee national PCU-IFAD Coordination Office under
the FMAWR. The RTEP is coordinated under the Fddeepartment of Agriculture, a separate arm of
the Ministry, managed by a PMU and operated witBiate ADPs by personnel that also have
responsibilities for other projects and routine lfiubervice tasks. The community-based programmes
are coordinated from their specific, region-bas€@UHAPSOs, the Coordinators of which report directly
to the PCU. These Programmes are operated by Btatgamme Support Offices (SPSOs) most of
which are separate from, but generally in frequi@rton with, the State ADPs; and whose programme
management reports to the State Commissioner oicéigrre. Programme organization charts are
presented in Appendices.

207. The PCU, now part of the NFRA, has a demanding mi@ndf responsibility for IFAD alone,
leaving aside its other tasks, and one that idyliteeintensify in future with the diversificatioof subject
matter of the IFAD programme. The PCU and the FMAW&ve played a crucial role in the
performance of the portfolio to date, but increghirthe demands of implementation management are
not just for coordination but for clearer attritmrtiand definition of the authority and accountapilor
executive decisions to be taken at the appropleats of Programme management - and/or within the
State ADP or the PCU, on a more frequent basis ihdhe case under present Federal Agricultural
Development Programmed Executive Committesersight arrangements. As presently constituited,
is not obvious that the FMAWR and PCU are fittedcan readily be adapted for management of rural
finance services and micro and small enterprisesldement and non-agricultural activities, dueatckl

of previous experience and competence. A partneieid coordination with specialized agencies is to
be developed in this regard.

208. The PCU currently has about 315 staff members, @ittsenior and technical staff. Prior to the
opening of the IFAD FPO the PCU served as the fpoadt for IFAD in Nigeria, carrying out all IFAD
related activities and also following up on actestsuch as timely loan and replenishment repayment

209. Monitoring and evaluation. M&E has been an integral part of the participaglanning process
for community activities and is therefore both & Kkeature of the Awareness and Capacity Building
phase of the CDD approach; and a continuous prdbessgh the programme life in each community.
The performance of the M&E system is satisfactaryriost CBARDP States and has facilitated the
taking-on of full ownership of programme activitieég communities. However, there are some questions
on how, and to what extent, members of the M&E cdbess are to be compensated for time spent.
This is an as yet unresolved issue since it haidains for the cost and sustainability of comiiyn
operations.

210. The M&E system is still weak, and of low qualityhd reporting on the Results and Impact
Management System (RIMS) is limited to the propaadl programmes activities and inputs. Information
on outputs and RIMS second-level results, relatecprbject results, beneficiaries perception and
sustainability as well as the third-level resufiso{ect impacts), are lacking. Thus, no systematiaper

and timely actions are taken by the managementffaraht decision-making levels to tackle arising

7 Federal Agricultural Development Projects Exa@itCommittee.
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constraints in the programme. There is a need podwe capacity for the provision of explicit feedka
to Programme Managers and for periodic assessnfeprogress and evaluation of projects and
programmes. In this regard, the staffing and op®erat remit of the M&E section in the PCU may need
to be re-examined and the recording and reporiatems updated and streamlined.

211. The M&E reports formats, schedule and disseminatdom not standardized. There is weak
documentation of good practices in M&E. The Finah&flonitoring Report is rarely prepared at the
State level. No single state involved in RTEP preg@athe Financial Monitoring Report. Baseline
information is often lacking. However, as it is ttwse of RTEP, the baseline study has been undartak
in some States but was not analyzed in otherstifigithe performance of the M&E system. Moreover,
the M&E officers are generally not well trained tbe implementation of the M&E system.

212. The Federal Government is a principal co-finanderthe IFAD portfolio and although it is
understood that it has in due course remittedulisshare of agreed expenditures, it has periolgical
been the source of delayed or deficient counterfuamting which has, often seriously, limited
programme performance. It is understood that measare being taken to address the problems of
uncertainty of funds flows from both Federal andt&tlevels, involving agreements for budgeted
amounts to be secured by ex-ante deductions frodgdiuallocations. This may solve the future
problems, but does not erase the implications &st overnment performance. In addition the stgffin
of implementation agencies has experienced a leighl lof turn-over due mainly to political decision;
this is a serious concern for programme management.

213. State Governments, LGAs and programme managementés for the Federal Government, a
number of State Governments also should accepbmsgplity for the uncertainty of funding which has
affected their performance as development Partiides.institutional arrangements for the community-
based programmes at the State and LGA levels hase bound; and the capability, competence and
performance of the staff cadres, and particuldny/grogramme managements, are considered to be of a
good calibre. Notwithstanding, there is scope ftone additional training and exposure to best practi
for those of the senior and middle management tiaa®e demonstrated dedication to programme
objectives and operations. Those States and LGétsh#ve come to the programme with conviction,
commitment and a cooperative attitude have turned sound performance and in many cases have
benefited hugely from programme activities and suphose that have been reluctant and sometimes
difficult collaborators have not performed and ansuitable Partners. In considering the next COSOP,
it may be that a more rigorous entitlement or @ledion process should be included in design.

214. The position and performance of the staff cadrethefRTEP operating through the ADPs are

complicated by their involvement in multiple dutiasd by the deficiencies of the design that they ar

being asked to implement in the second phase. TPE S of the view that the competence and
application to duty of the personnel met is notgurestion and that the results of the recent RTEP
activities should not be allowed to reflect on thability or performance. The programmes have
equipped the relevant State and LGA agencies witagonable complement of vehicles, computers,
office equipment and operating funds and these baea well-used. However, it was noted on some
visits that care and upkeep of these facilitiesids of the requisite standard, partly because ef th

neglected state of the premises in which they avséd.

215. The Niger Delta Development Commission (NDDC)The NDDC is a distinct parastatal
institution with the specific regional mandate tieess the socio-economic development of the riine o
producing States of the Niger Delta Area, namelgiaA Akwa Ibom, Bayelsa, Cross River, Delta, Edo,
Imo, Ondo and Rivers. The Commission remit includesnulating policies and guidelines for
development and planning and implementing socigvesuc projects for sustainable development of
the region. The Commission receives funding mafrdyn the Federal Government and oil and gas
processing companies. In the CBNRMP, the NDDCnrarfting infrastructure such as schools, health
facilities, rural electricity supply and water ptinas well as community development funds and has
performed positively, not least by timely delivesf its counterpart 18 per cent share of programme
funding. The rating of Government performance Iragpects is put at 3.5, which is between modsratel
unsatisfactory to moderately satisfactory.
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216. Cooperating institution. In accord with the 1978 Cooperation Agreement,Whwald Bank has
been given the responsibility for the loan admiaisdbn and supervision of the IFAD-assisted prgect
and programmes being reviewed by the CPE. In applie provisions of the financing agreement, the
Bank utilizes the methods, standards and procedappbed by the Bank in the administration of its
own loans or grants. The World Bank Nigeria Offf@s mounted supervision missions twice per year
for each ongoing project or programme, except du#d07 when the political situation necessitated a
delay so that only one mission was undertakenf@RTEP. The Office has experienced difficulties in
getting IFAD to participate fully in the missionsichhas expressed a wish to have more structured
participation and more IFAD staff on supervisionssibns. There have also been delays in getting
responses to mission recommendations from IFAD. B&ek acknowledges that the human resources
available to IFAD for such missions have been inadée.

217. A review of supervision reports by the CPE revedleat they were usually quite succinct,
addressing issues of concern with regard to théemmgntation of the relevant interventions and mgkin
recommendations for improvement. The rating offtequency and quality of supervision, standard of
reporting and reports and overall impact on projegtiementation by the CPE is in reasonable accord
with that of the CPM - that is that they were olisd quality and commensurate with the funding
provided. The only aspects of criticism that weneaintered were that: (i) the size of the supewwisi
missions was often too large - as many as eighemmembers; (ii) the composition of supervision
teams was not always of the caliber and subjectema&xpertise that were required; (iii) and the
feedback of actionable recommendations for chamgedject or programme operations to Management
and to the PCU and IFAD was not always as urgeshfanmceful as was desirable.

218. In terms of the administration of supervision, gegformance of the Bank was sound. However,
the opinion was expressed to the CPE by severpbneents that in the execution of its fiduciary
responsibility, the Bank was constrained by the glewity of its financial management systems and a
seeming lack of urgency or recalcitrance on thé plaits responsible Pretoria office to play itstpa
assuring a consistent flow of funds. The overatinga for performance of the CI is moderately
satisfactory, 4.

219. The ratings for performance of Partners are suna®drin Table 13. The performance of the
relatively recent programme (CBARDP) for IFAD artetGovernment is better than that of older
projects and RTEP, and is provided relatively highaéng.

Table 13. Ratings of Performance of Partners

Partner KSACDP | SSACDP| RTEP| CBARDP | Portfolio
Performance
IFAD 3 3 4 5 3.8
Government 3 3 3 5 35
Cooperating
Institution 4 4 4 4 4
10 10 11 14 3.8

F. Overall Assessment of the Lending Programme

220. Table 14 presents an overview of the ratings ofpttogects and programmes, as well as the CPE
assessment of the whole portfolio. The rating far dverall performance of IFAD interventions is.4.4
The analysis for relevance is done for all closed an-going IFAD-assisted projects and programmes,
which include RTEP, CBARDP, CBNRMP, RUFIN, and RUBIE However, for the rating only four
closed and on-going projects and programmes hae@ bated. The Self-assessment (SA) by PA
Division was done for two programmes, which is RIEEEP and the CBARDP, and is similar to that of
the CPE rating for relevance, and efficiency. TRepsait its ratings 1.5 points higher for effectivesg
0.7 points higher for rural poverty impact; 1.2msihigher for sustainability; and 1 point higher the
performance of the Cooperating Institution. The rallerating by PA of projects and programmes
achievement is higher by 0.8 point; even it is dimmenly two programmes.
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221. Comparing the performance of Nigerian agricultuye development zones since 1999 to the
situation of 2003, a recent USAID study rated th&fqgrmance of the sector - on a five point scas -
slightly better for six criteria, namely: food seity; poverty status of farming households; agticral
exports; rate of return to agricultural enterprismsd economic climate for investment in agricudtur
The study considered employment in agriculturelzmiathe same between 1999 and 2003. The rating
was undertaken for six development zones in Nidferia

Table 14. Overall Performance and Impact of IFAD-finded Operations

Evaluation Criteria KSACDP SSACDP RTEP | CBARDP | CPE Assessment
Core performance criteria
Relevance 5 5 3 5 4.5
Effectiveness 4 4 3 5 4
Efficiency 3 4 3 4 3.5
Project performance 4 4.3 3 4.7 4
Rural poverty impact 4 4 4 5 4.3
Physical assets 5 5 5 5 5
Social capital and empowerment 5 5 4 6 5
Food security & agricultural productivity 4 4 5 5 4.5
Environment and common resource 2 2 4 3
Financial assets and market access 3 3 P 4 3
Institutions and services 5 5 5 6 5.3
Other performance criteria
Sustainability 5 5 3 4 4.3
Innovation, replication and scaling up 5 5 4 5 84
Overall project portfolio achievement 4.5 4.5 3.5 Z 4.4
Partner performance
IFAD 3 3 4 5 3.8
Government 3 3 3 5 3.5
Cooperating Institution 4 4 4 4 4

Rating scale: 6-Highly satisfactory; 5-Satisfactahiyloderately satisfactory; 3-Moderately unsatisfag 2-Unsatisfactory; and

1- Highly unsatisfactory.

& Overall project achievement reflects the combiagsessment of relevance, effectiveness, efficjamcal poverty impact,
sustainability and innovation. As per OE evaluatioidelines, the performance of partners is ndtiohed in the aforementioned
calculation. The overall portfolio achievement édotilated in a similar way.

18 North central, Northeast, Northwest, Southeastit!s South, and Southwest.
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Key Points

The CPE rating of the programme performance is dase two closed projects (KSACDP al
SSACDP) and two on-going programmes (CBARDP andRTE

It is too early to judge the performance of the GBWP, and the RUFIN and RUMEDP are yet
commence implementation; these three were assesbgdor relevance. The overall performance
the portfolio is rated as moderately satisfactory.

nd

to
of

The design of programmes has been consistent hdtlelements and thrusts of the COSOP strategy,
but actual effectiveness of access to financialises is questionable; and an over-emphasis oralspci

interventions and infrastructure at the expengwraductivity has been noted.

On performance rating, the best scores are fovaate and effectiveness of the original Katsina
Sokoto projects and the CBARDP; the worst arelierRTEP, for all performance factors.

In the analyses of market access and financiat aspact, calculations, secondary data and the d@in
assessment study reinforce the CPE findings orwtrek profitability of cassava processing and
constraints of the market-led approach. The outlstgn successes of the programme are

and

pa
the
the

exceptional cost-effectiveness of community infnaciure investments; the social capital and

empowerment aspect of poverty impact; and the prquepensity for replication and scaling-up
IFAD initiatives and interventions.

Principal constraints on performance have beetitutisnal, in adherence to out-dated structures
practices; administrative, in protracted duratidms project effectiveness and delays and denial

of

an
5 of

funding flows; and design-related, with imbalan@@somponent emphasis, lack of innovation and

commercial/marketing focus; and failure to optimgegtnership and collaboration.

Except for CBARDP which had a satisfactory povarnypact, other core projects and programmes

have had a moderately satisfactory poverty impabe highest ratings for sustainability and
innovation, replication and scaling-up were for KRACDP and SSACDP, with the CBARDP scori

or
ng

similarly for the latter factors. Compared to thRES the PA self-assessment (SA) put higher scores f

effectiveness, poverty impacts, sustainability, #rel performance of the Cooperating Institutiord
the overall programme achievement ratings. Butethegings are similar to that of the CPE

an
for

relevance and efficiency. Some caution should ts=led since the SA rated only two programmes;

RTEP and CBARDP.

The CPE rating of partners’ performance for the @&wating Institution and IFAD was moderate

satisfactory and moderately unsatisfactory for Goreent agencies.

y
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V. ASSESSMENT OF NON-LENDING ACTIVITIES
A. Policy Dialogue

222. The non-lending activities (NLAs) relate to poliajialogue, partnership, and knowledge
management. Active policy dialogh@s been possible during the periodic in-countsyts/iof the CPM

and other staff, particularly since 2000 and theerigive process of consultation that underpinned
preparation of the original COSOP. To the exteat thalogue has been possible, it has been relevant
and apparently reasonably influential at an opemnatiand strategy level, if not at the higher rescbf
framing of policy. In those times, dialogue wasueed on the rationale and process for evolutidief
project pipeline. In this context, the main conttibns of IFAD were in promotion of the wider
application of the CDD approach in interventionsIBAD and by other donors, an endeavor that was
clearly relevant in the wider context of rural dieyenent and quite effective.

223. IFAD was associated in the early 2000, in soméegjra activities such the National Stakeholders'
Workshop to Review the Country Gender Assessmeatesly, and the Donor group on agriculture and
rural development. This group includes the maintitatiéral and bilateral donor agencies active i th
sector (WB, AfDB, IFAD, CIDA, and DfID). It was agt since 2002 to share information on assisted
programmes and implementation strategies in Nigeo#aborate in cofinancing programmes such as
the CBARDP between IFAD and AfDB, and in the pregpian of the RUFIN programme. More
visibility for policy dialogue was made with thesiti of the IFAD president to Nigeria in December
2001 to launch the rural development sector styaledurthermore, during his address to IFAD’s
Governing council, the former President of Nigedalled for further expansion of the Fund’s
involvement in the country. The lack of follow upedmainly to the turnover of staff from both the
Federal Government of Nigeria (FGN) and IFAD, tbeus of IFAD interventions in remote and poor
communities, and the absence of a country presan€D in Nigeria has limited the role of IFAD in
building on opportunities offered to a fruitful py} dialogue with all partners in the country, inding

the involvement in the strategic donor collabomtifforts in the country. Nevertheless, IFAD plaged
worthwhile role in policy dialogue, especially withe partnership with the FGN for sustainable rural
poverty reduction and development.

224. With the establishment of the IFAD Field Presendgc® in 2006, the capacity for participation
in policy dialogue, and associated Government daatgans on development strategies and operations,
across a range of development interest, has bemathygrenhanced. Probably the most relevant and
effective inputs by the CPM and the FPO team haenhin the areas of rural financial services and
rural micro-enterprise promotion, the subject matfethe most recent programmes. Prior to theestag
of identification and inception for the RUFIN andet RUMEDP, the IFAD CPM and FPO was
involved, in conjunction with the FMAWR, the FMofhe Central Bank, the Federal Ministry of
Commerce and Industry, the UN Group, and the ndaitier Rural Microfinance Group in framing and
refinement of the National Policies on Microfinanaed on Micro, Small and Medium Enterprise
Development. The associated process of consultatimminued throughout the formulation and
appraisal process of the programmes.

225. The IFAD FPO, under the guidance of the CPM, has bhhd an active part to play in a range of
policy formulation and related implementation metfeas: (i) the secretary of the Food Security
Thematic Group, which generated the agriculturaiigfor the NEEDS 2 in collaboration with FAQ;
(i) a member of the FAO/USAID food early warningsteem network group which highlighted the lack
of reliable agricultural data as an obstacle tdcgomaking and brought in the National Bureau of
Statistics to work with the FMAWR to resolve thetal@roblem,; (iii) adviser to the Central Bank on
aspects of implementation of the Agricultural Ctésliarantee Fund; (iv) participant in the World Ban
portfolio review and member of the donor Rural Mitmance and Rural Investment Climate Groups,
with the WB, IMF, DfID, USAID and the German Agendgr Technical Cooperation (GTZ);
(v) collaborator with the Economic Community of Wesdrican States (ECOWAS) and the IITA for
formulation of the proposed Regional Common Agtio@l Policy; and (vi) founder member of

9 Following the IFAD President’s visit, 11 Decembes declared “rural development day” in Nigeria.
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UNDAF, main proponent, with FAQO, of its agricultuievelopment for poverty reduction platform; and
secretary of the UN Communicate Group.

226. In the exercise of these policy dialogue activitibe IFAD FPO has frequently been faced with
considerable constraints of funding, availabilitfy switably qualified personnel and back-up and of
sufficient time to undertake the tasks involvede3édifficulties have been found to be related eemtt

to ensuring the attendance at meetings and theilmaindns of other stakeholders; and dealing wiité t
bureaucratic procedures and attitudes of the Fedah State Governments and other development
agencies.

227. Notwithstanding these obstacles, the pursuit oéotion-lending issues included in the COSOP
has fallen short of planned intentions. This refepgecifically to the proposed dialogues on:
(i) decentralization and budgetary reforms; (iiygmance and accountability; (iii) support of regib
partnership and networking; and (iv) partnershighwine wider donor group and the organized private
sector agencies and NGOs. IFAD has good relatidgtissgveral development partners but these appear
rarely to result in substantive arrangements fopeoation or collaboration.

228. It can also be seen that the policy dialogue imtetions have not been particularly innovative in
seeking new strategic directions for more commeugigproaches to agricultural development. These
could have involved a much more active contribufiemm the private sector, such as through public-
private partnership to create a supply responglesirupstream agricultural sector. Evidence froheot
countries, including some in West Africa, suggastsrvention could have incorporated ideas thdt lin
agriculture and allied income generating activitiesre directly and effectively to poverty allevati
wealth creation, and sustainable natural resousregagement.

B. Partnership

229. In addition to the relations with partners invohiadthe policy dialogue efforts, the participation
of IFAD in the building and support of partnershijth donors and other stakeholders has been rdlevan
but difficult to sustain and make as effective tashiould be. For instance, despite their close ingrk
relations on other matters, IFAD is still not paitythe Country Partnership Strategy of the Wordhig
DfID and prospectively USAID and AfDB and possildgveral other major donors; and this may
restrain the effectiveness of the Fund in its iefilce at the higher levels of government. Other than
those mentioned above, the most active cooperatitm other donors is with: (i) the Canadian
International Development Agency in environmentstainable agriculture and agricultural policy
matters; (ii) the AfDB and European Union; and) fiie UN agencies, UNDP, FAO and UNIDO.

230. The IFAD FPO and the individual programmes havenfat strong links between themselves and
with many Government and non-government agencksncipal among these are relations with the
FMAWR, the FMoF and NPC, the National and StatesA@bntrol Agencies, the National Agency for
Food and Drug Administration and Control, the Aghigral and Rural Development Training Institute,
the Standard Organization of Nigeria, the AgricwtiExtension and Research Liaison Station of Zaria
University and the IITA. The interaction with theagencies and between programmes, States and
neighboring LGASs in particular, has provided a stre@lement of synergy within the IFAD portfolio.

231. However, despite the collaboration on policy dialegand the interaction between several
partners, it cannot yet be said that the degredoabr harmonization and coordination in the rural
development sector in Nigeria has reached the tbatlis presaged by the Paris Declaration andishat
clearly desirable. This is an especially importeonsideration in the context of the type of sedtora
national development interventions that are likelye required in future for donor assistance técma
Government aspirations under the NEEDS 2. The Gitsiders it unlikely that IFAD will attain the
requisite level of understanding and collaboratiafess, and until, the Field Presence Office ipery

set up and supported. Even then, it will be necgdean Government take a more pro-active stance in
rationalizing assistance and encouraging cooperatio

232. Although partnerships and collaboration with reskanstitutes and the International Fertiliser
Development Centre have provided sound resultthiboprogramme and its beneficiaries, especially on
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set targets, the CPE takes the view that the tpadsess adopted during implementation should have
been down-sized to allow intervention to focus anfarm demonstrations of tested and proven
technologies. In this way, more farmers would h#e=n reached and interventions would have
produced more results and a larger impact per pexod, so strengthening the agricultural natural
resource management subcomponents, particulardpilrwater conservation, watershed management
and/or ground water utilization to support the feagrenvironment.

C. Knowledge Management

233. In terms of knowledge management, the IFAD intentl &ffort have been relevant and
increasingly effective, within the limitations dfe funding provided. Among the initiatives that dav
been launched and carried through are those girttggammes, notably the CBARDP and RTEP, in the
preparation and publication of information on bégichnical and community development subjects.
These have been produced in cooperation with fh&, lacademic institutions and other Government
and non-government agencies. In particular, thelymtion and quality of technical publications under
the RTEP is commendable for promotion of learnind &nowledge-sharing. Similar messages have
been put out in radio programmes and recently Ipddgramme items have been included in the news
broadcasts of African Independent Television, alé agon Government stations.

234. These positive developments are counterbalancethdyecognition that the acquisition and
dissemination of useful information from the Nigegprogramme, as well as from relevant IFAD
initiatives in the region and in countries with 8an ecologies elsewhere, has the potential for
substantial expansion and added value. This ishanaispect of IFAD activity that can be made more
effective by a stronger in-country presence.

235. Overall non-lending activities The relevance and effectiveness of NLAs can lsessed
reasonably fairly. Assessment of efficiency is Iegaightforward, since many of the major elements,
such as policy improvements and partnerships dolerat themselves to immediately tangible end
results or accurate calculations of benefits agaiosts. For instance, partnerships with the &
the related grant assistance have had an intenagticegional, as well as a Nigerian applicatioheT
above partnership have also had a follow-up onptormance and evaluation of the collaboration
programme and the disposition, use and impact misthave not been scrutinized by either the IITA
nor, apparently, by IFAD. Given this situation aa#ting account of the foregoing commentary, the
ratings for performance of the NLAs is moderateltisfactory for policy dialogue and partnershipg an
moderately unsatisfactory for knowledge management.

Key Points
e The content and objectives of NLAs are consistetit those of the loan and grant programmes.

« IFAD inputs into partnership and policy dialoguedathe performance of these activities prior|to
establishment of the Field Presence Office has beesound and effective as time and resources edlpw
they have been markedly more meaningful while tR®©Rwvas functioning, at least at the operatignal
level, if not at the top level of Government.

* In knowledge management, some progress has beee, adwithout a clearer definition of purpose,
targets, responsibilities and an action plan, ardfficgent allocation of resources, information cadtapion
and dissemination will be less effective than th be.

« Particular success has been registered with thagiron of the CDD approach to project design. Eff¢
in microfinance and micro-enterprise activities éadween intensive, and there are good prospects for
successes in these areas as well.

=

e The NLAs are assessed as moderately satisfactotgrins of policy dialogue and partnership, and
moderately unsatisfactory for knowledge manageniem. overall performance for the NLAs is rated|as
moderately satisfactory.

« A key factor in future NLA performance has been tmmsistent presence or otherwise of an IFAD
Country Office FPO, with a proficient support cadrel adequate resources.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
A. Conclusions

236. The pro-poor development environment in Nigeriasprés an unusual set of circumstances and
conditions compared with those of most IFAD borroweuntries in Africa owing to its vast oil and gas
reserves that provide it with high volumes of hamdrency export earnings. The country therefore has
adequate financial resources to promote econondcsanial welfare, including agricultural and rural
development activities that are crucial to redu@ogerty. In fact, Nigeria allocated about four pent

of its federal public expenditure to agriculture 2607; this figure has risen to seven per centa(of
greatly increased GDP) in 2008. It is, howevel| Bbs than the ten per cent target established by
African governments at the African Union Summitfesod Security, held in Abuja in December 2006.

237. Despite this, Nigeria has not yet managed to resitb/rural poverty problems. The per capita
gross national income was around US$620, based)0b data, as quoted in the 2008 World Bank
Development Indicators database. More recent statisom the Central Bank of Nigeria put the GDP
purchasing power parity at US$1,256 for 2007. Thallenge of poverty is illustrated by the fact that
around 25 per cent of all the rural poor in subgBah countries live in Nigeria. The population Higi
below the poverty line in 2006, as estimated by@oernment Core Welfare Indicator Survey, is 64
per cent, down from 71 per cent in 2003. Povertjidience has a rural bias, with an overall rural
prevalence in excess of 67 per cent for all housishand 77 per cent for woman—headed households.
The rural population has extremely limited accesgfrastructure and services such as education and
health.

238. The ODA that Nigeria receives is extremely limitedmpared with the federal budget. It
comprises only around 0.5 per cent of GDP, whickigmificantly lower than the eight per cent for
developing countries as a whole and is equivatennty US$2 per capita compared with the average of
US$28 per capita for Africa. ODA figures make upward one per cent of overall public spending,
which is US$14.1 billion. In such a context, theref the resources that IFAD provides for rural
poverty reduction are minimal in terms of volumeanttompared with total government revenues.

239. In spite of this, IFAD is seen by Nigeria as an arpnt development partner because of: its focus
on sustainable agriculture and rural developmerat aeans of reducing rural poverty; the comparative
advantage of the flexibility and quality of its émventions; and its experience in participatory and
bottom—up approaches and in innovative solutionpdweerty alleviation that can be replicated and
scaled up by the Government, the private sectorpioand others. Nigeria is entitled to more th@n 4
per cent of the Fund’s overall financial allocaiado the PA region. This high level of allocatioash
significant implications for the resources requiread for the way IFAD manages its strategy and
operations in the country.

240. Agriculture and rural development are crucial tagd®¥ia’s rural economy and social fabric.
Around 45 per cent of GDP is generated from agiceland almost 70 per cent of the poor live iralrur
areas and derive their livelihoods primarily fromadl—scale agriculture and rural occupations. Small
farmers constitute the major echelon of producacspunting for about 90 per cent of the country’s
food production from small parcels - most of lés@tone ha - of land. Women play a major role @ th
production, processing and marketing of food crafsited accessibility to markets, inputs, equipitnen
and new technology have kept agricultural proditgtilow. Small farmers are also more acutely
affected by exogenous factors such as climate ehang rising commodity prices. Thus, given its
mandate, IFAD is a natural choice of developmeninga, and the Government has clearly indicated its
commitment to the sector in the NEEDS, the Natidtalicy on Integrated Rural Development and the
New Agricultural Policy Thrust.

241. On the question of the importance of agricultune, CPE findings indicate that, with programmes
devoted to rural finance and rural enterprise dgreknt, in recent years the Fund has not devoted
adequate levels of attention to agricultural atiégiin its Nigerian operations, which would haweib
commensurate with the centrality of agriculturetlie overall economy and as the main means of
income and food security of the rural poor. In spf its modest financial contributions, IFAD has a
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distinct and catalytic role, in collaboration witBovernment and other donors, in supporting
achievement of the MDGs relating to the eliminatadrpoverty and hunger. In sum, with its focus on
enhancing the productivity of small and landlessnts, IFAD is well positioned to support the
Government in improving the livelihoods of smalfrfers, including women, artisanal fisher folk,
pastoralists and other disadvantaged communities.

242. Promotion of replicable innovations.The Fund has been fairly successful in promotireggmor
innovations in its operations. The grant-fundedpsupto the IITA for research on developing newtpes
— and disease-resistant cassava varieties andrdanoging CDD in projects in Katsina and Sokoto
States and ongoing community-based programmes,egaenples of successful innovations. The
evaluation also observed that a number of sucdgssfgted innovations in IFAD operations have been
replicated and scaled up by local governments dners, although no evidence were found of IFAD
playing an instrumental role in this process. THREQinds that a more systematic and organizedteffor
by IFAD might have ensured a wider replication andling up of successfully promoted innovations in
IFAD operations.

243. Related to the above, the evaluation found thatfficeent human and financial resources and
time were devoted to IFAD engagement in policy aligle, knowledge management and the
development and nurturing of strategic partnershiiis key players in agriculture. These are impatrta
ingredients for replication and scaling up, whichinm fact the ultimate test of IFAD’s capacity to
promote innovations. Even though there are someawgments in such (non-lending) activities as a
result of the recent establishment of the countesgnce office, IFAD’s performance in non-lending
activities was only moderately satisfactory.

244. The CPE concludes that the innovation promotioncgge was not systematic, and that the
synergies between grant- and loan-funded activitiedd have been greater. Moreover, the innovations
promoted were not sufficiently integrated into lwleaproject activities that would have allowed thiem
contribute more effectively to achieving projecjeaives.

245. Local governance IFAD interventions have contributed to changihg mind-set of the local
governments and community leaders towards locaég@ance through an inclusive process of decision
making. Positive results include, in particular,dan the community-driven development (CDD)
approach: (i) pioneering of participatory procaesse empower beneficiaries, and foster group and
community cohesion and self-reliance for developmantions; (i) involvement of LGAs in
development planning and execution and the consgéiglsupport of improved local governance; and
(iii) contribution to construction, cost-effectivampletion, timely achievement and organization for
operation, maintenance and management of socralsindéicture.

246. Furthermore, the approach and content of IFAD stpdgprogramme have lent themselves to

rapid and sound expansion and replication at batioNal, State and LGA level, as demonstrated by th

broad support of the CDD model by both State andefé government and other donors as best
practice for local development.

247. However, while the demand-driven CDD approach waweciated by the rural poor and their
organizations, little attention was devoted to fiosing this approach within the broader local
governance framework with linkages to the privagetar, such as rural banks that could have provided
credit for enterprises and income—generating diesszi The strengthening of the capacity of other ke
players at the local level such as local governnaewt local elected bodies at the state and LGAl leve
could have been pursued most strongly.

248. Country strategy issues The CPE found the analysis of opportunities aodstraints in the
agriculture and rural sectors, as well as of rpaterty in the 2001 COSOP, to be limited. This may
reflect inadequate capacity and skills on the pathe Fund to undertake thorough analytic worklgvhi
preparing COSOPs. However, the COSOP provided &ulufamework for cooperation with the
country. Its attention to policy advocacy in agliate and rural development, to promoting effective
rural institutions and to productivity and naturasource management were, and remain, relevant and
important in today’s aid architecture in Nigeria.
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249. The strategy did not, however, pay adequate avierit smallholder agriculture activities. The
vast geographic coverage of IFAD’s activities ingélia, with near national coverage of some
operations, also raises concerns related, intex, & synergies within and across projects and
programmes, as well as to the sustainability ofefies1 With regard to the latter, for example, alevi
geographic spread of activities would cause grechatlenges to the Government in providing the
technical assistance and follow—up, for instanceekignsion, needed by the rural poor after project
completion.

250. The CPE underlines three specific issues relat@atimerships that call for reflection. Firstlyeth
recent development of operations outside the puaghcultural sector has created new challenges in
terms of defining the respective institutional sobnd responsibilities within federal agencieswbich

a clear solution is yet to be found. Secondly, a/llile evaluation recognizes the importance of vagrki
with federal and state governments it has found tha various administrative layers introduce
complexity in operations, for example, in termsdaflays and denials of funds flows, arising from
difficulties in securing counterpart funding, asliwas implementation, coordination, monitoring and
communication issues. Thirdly, there has been bmifed cofinancing of IFAD interventions, so that
opportunities for replication, scaling up and jganb-poor policy dialogue have not been maximized.

251. Finally, the evaluation acknowledges that the sowmove towards direct supervision and
implementation support in recent operations shawlatribute to better development effectiveness on
the ground. Similarly, the evaluation commends IFD strengthening its presence by establishing an
office in such a large and important country asexam However, its view is that the current human
resources arrangements, level of delegation ofoaityrand resources deployed for the country presen
are not of a calibre that would ensure that thentguwoffice can play an appropriate role in impruyi
IFAD assistance.

B. Recommendations

252. The CPE includes three overarching recommendattmatswould contribute towards improving
IFAD’s development effectiveness in Nigeria. Them®: (i) renewing the focus on agricultural
development for rural poverty reduction; (ii) praiing pro-poor innovative solutions; and (iii) adapt
IFAD’s operating model to changing circumstances.

253. Renewing the focus on agricultural development forural poverty reduction. The evaluation
recommends that IFAD’s future strategy and acesitin Nigeria should pay critical attention to
addressing the main challenges related to the todugtivity of smallholder farmers. This would serv

as the main vehicle for improving small farmersimgtitiveness, including enhancing their incomes
and promoting better livelihoods. Among other issubis entails ensuring more systematic access to
input and output markets by adopting a value—clagiproach, as well as linkages with the private
sector, for example, for the provision of sustaleatural financial services and agro-processing.
Moreover, the heterogeneity of small farmers rezpidifferent approaches that cater to the needs of
both subsistence and market-oriented individuatsgroups.

254. In addition, the renewed focus should be accompabjea more narrowly defined geographic
concentration of IFAD operations in Nigeria. Thisowmd facilitate project implementation and
coordination, as well as ensure wider synergiehiwiaind across projects. The levels of rural pgvert
and gender inequality could be amongst two of taerariteria for choosing the states and LGAs upon
which to focus. The CPE also recommends that IFAQuk reflect upon the pros and cons of working
with the Federal Government on the one hand ant thié state governments on the other hand.
Opportunities for direct lending to State authesticould be explored, as this is likely to contrébto
building more ownership and to facilitate the flofvfunds and allocation of counterpart financing by
the States themselves, which has in fact beenstraamt in the past.

255. Finally, IFAD needs to ensure that the federalnmartigencies selected have the required skills,

experience and competencies to ensure effectivdemgmtation and support to IFAD-financed
activities. In this regard, it is important to edg®usly develop a mutually satisfactory underdiag
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on pending institutional issues, in terms of cooatibn, division of labour and implementation,
especially as they relate to RUMEDP, which is net effective. In the absence of such an
understanding, IFAD management may consider a #atioa of the corresponding loan in the near
future, thereby allowing IFAD to devote its limite@sources to other pressing country strategy,
programme development and implementation issues.

256. Promoting pro-poor innovative solutions. The total volume of ODA to Nigeria is small in
relation to the government budget, and IFAD’s fitiah contribution corresponds to a very small
portion of total ODA. Therefore, the CPE recommetitist IFAD should focus its future country
strategy and programme on promoting pro-poor intiegasolutions to rural poverty, which can be
replicated and scaled up by the Government, domorgate sector and others. This requires a more
systematic approach to finding and piloting inniaradé, and greater attention to policy dialogue,
knowledge management and development of strategimgrships, which are important processes in
achieving the replication and scaling up of sudcgssnovations. Similarly, proactive efforts are
required to link grants to loan-funded investmertjgrts. Grants may be used for testing innovative
solutions, which can then be applied more broatipugh loan operations. Among other areas,
innovations could be centred on the objective oprioning smallholder farmer productivity, taking
account of the challenges currently facing farmarsduding those caused by rising commodity prices.
This should also include due consideration beingmito adaptive research oriented to the needs of
small farmers.

257. Strengthening local governance. It is recommended to devote more attention to jwositg
CDD within the broader local governance framewanl atrengthening local governance, including all
actors at the local level such as States and LG&fes;ted local bodies, the private sector, local
NGOs, and other actors involved at the local leggkther with CBOs. In particular, at the State and
LGA level, there is a need to reinforce grass ra@wtd local government capabilities in development
planning, delivery and improvement of service psavi.

258. Empowerment and consolidation for progressive ddiai of governance to the local level
should be supported through policy dialogue andrawed knowledge managem&ntThe CDD
paradigm needs to be adopted wherever relevahedsasis for development action.

259. The development of robust farmer associations #sopa stronger local governance framework
that can lead to better empowerment of the poorldvbe another area of innovation for IFAD and
Government to pursue in the future. In this regéifdhD’s positive experience of promoting farmer
associations in both Western and Central Africaiarather regions might prove valuable.

260. Adapting IFAD’s operating model. Nigeria is a large country of importance to IFACvéh the
vast number of rural poor, the increasing finanaitbcations under the PBAS and the proposed re-
emphasis on promotion of replicable innovationss itecommended that IFAD should seek ways and
means of strengthening its country presence. Ila tbgard, the option of out-posting the country
portfolio manager should be explored. Such a cguptesence might also have a sub regional
dimension. A stronger country presence would alleD to be more fully engaged in policy dialogue,
further its commitment to meeting the provisionshe Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, imgrov
its knowledge management, and ensure even bettdermentation support. In this regard, the option of
out posting the Nigeria CPM should also be explored

261. The introduction of the PBAS has important implicas for the projects funded by IFAD in
Nigeria. Increasing the total volume of resourchgcated to the country under the PBAS calls for
serious thought as to the number of projects toddweloped and the corresponding volumes of loans.
For example, IFAD could finance a larger numbepr@iects with small loan amounts or fewer projects
with larger loans. Given the current levels of IFAIDmMan resources allocated to Nigeria, financing
fewer projects with larger loan amounts would appede the most plausible option.

2 As advocated by the recent IFAD Thematic StudyDecentralization.
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Loan and Grant Portfolio Data

APPENDIX 1

Appendix 1-Table 1. List of all IFAD Projects andProgrammes (US$ million)

. Date Cooperating
Title Total Cost IFAD Loan Approved Effective Closing Institution
Multi-State Agricultural
Development — Cassava 256 .4 12.0 5/12/85 | 25/09/87|  30/06/9  World Bar
Multiplication Project
(MSADP-CMP)
Artisanal Fisheries
Development Project 19.7 15.0 30/11/88 | 05/04/91 30/09/97 UNOPS
Katsina State Agric and
Community Development
Project (ACDP) 28.8 12.1 12/12/90 | 08/07/93 30/06/01 World Bank
Sokoto State ACDP 17.2 9.6 08/09/92 | 04/11/94 | 30/06/01 | World Bank
Roots and Tubers Expansion
Programme (RTEP) 36.0 23.0 09/12/99 | 31/07/01 31/03/10 World Bank
Community-based
Agricultural and Rural
Development Programme 101.6 29.9 12/09/01 | 31/01/03 | 31/09/10 | ‘Vorld Bank
(CBARDP)
Community-based Natural
Resource Management
Programme 82.2 15.0 11/12/02 | 06/07/05 | 31/03/14 | ‘VorldBank
(CBNRMP)
Rural Finance Institution- na
building Programme (RUFIN) 40.0 27.6 14/09/06 | not yet na
Rural Micro-enterprise
Development Programme 57.9 42.8 na na na Na
(RUMEDP)
Total US$ million 641.9 187.2 (IFAD 29
) ) per cent)

Appendix 1-Table 2. IFAD Project/Programme Loans overed by the CPE (US$ million)

=~

Cooperating

Title Total Cost IFAD Loan oo .
Institution/Supervision
1- Katsina State Agricultural and Community Devel@nmn
Project (KSACDP) 28.8 12.1 World Bank
2- Sokoto Agricultural and Community Development
Project (SACDP) 17.2 9.6 World Bank
3- Roots and Tubers Expansion Programme (RTEP) 36.0 23.05 World Bank
(IFAD direct 2007)

4- Community-based Agricultural and Rural Developtmen
programme (CBARDP) 101.6 29.9 World Bank
5- Community-based Natural Resource Management
Project (CBNRMP) 82.2 15.0 World Bank
6- Rural Finance Institutions Building Programme (RN)FI 40.0 27.6 IFAD Direct
7- Rural Micro-enterprise Development Programme )
(RUMEDP) 57.9 42.8 IFAD Direct

Total US$m 365.8 160.3 (IFAD 44 per cent)
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Appendix 1-Table 3. IFAD Technical Assistance Grats to Nigeria-based Institutions since 1997

Grant Number Title Amount Dates:
and Recipient US$m Approved Effective Clesl
412-IITA  Biological control of cassava 15 10/08/ 30/03/99 31/07/03
green mite
457-ITA Improved yam technology 1.25 18/09/99 03/12/99 12/04/06
487-ITA  Cowpea adaptive research 1.6 03/05/00 6/02/00 15/11/05
189-FBFI  Info data systems development 0.0725 12080 02/05/01 30/09/03
in community-based food and
nutrition
204- Community sensitization, 0.059 20/11/01 /12101 31/05/03

NIRADO  and mobilization under
community-based rural development

633-1ITA  Integrated pest management 1.0 11/12/02 16/12/04 ongoing
for cassava

649-IITA Farmer field school (FFS) 0.07 an 21/01/03 16/02/06
systems dynamics - |

661-ITA  Cowpea development, diffusion 1.0 11083/ 29/03/05 ongoing
and adoption

704-1ITA  Productive and competitive 15 09/09/04 19/05/05 ongoing
yam systems

769-IITA Farmer field school systems 0.03 an 31/12/05 ongoing
dynamics - Il

874-ITA  Cassava emerging pests and 1.3 14/09/06 21/03/07 ongoing
diseases

Total Grant Value US$m 0.3815




Appendix 1-Table 4. List of IFAD Special OperatingFacility (SOF) Grants (US$)

Grant Proiect/Programme Link Grant Date of Closing Amount | Percentage
Number ) 9 Amount | Effectiveness Date Disbursed | Disbursed
IFAD E33 | Aisanal Fisheries 98,868 | 27-Jun-96 | 25-Feb-02 98868 100
Development Project
Katsina State Agricultural
FADR 528 | and Community 19,695 | 4-Apr-01 | 30-Jun-02 19 695 100
Development Project
Sokoto State Agricultural
FADR 528 | and Community 220,000 | 4-Apr-01 | 30-Jun-02 220004 100

Development Project

IFAD S 22 | Roots and Tubers 50,000 | 8-Aug-00 | 31-Jan-08 50 000 100
Expansion Programme

IFAD S 22 A | ROOts and Tubers 24893 | 8-Aug-00 | 31-Jan-08 24893 100
Expansion Programme

Community-based
IFAD S 126 | Agricultural and Rural 99,997 11-Nov-01 30-Jun-08 99 997 100
Development Programme

Community-based Natural
IFAD S 148 | Resource Management 70,000 6-Nov-03 31-Dec-0p 70 000 100
Programme-Niger Delta

Rural Finance Institution

IFAD C 870 Building Programme

270,000

Total US$ 853,453

Appendix 1-Table 5. Summary of Loans and Grants Rtfolio (US$ million and percent)

IFAD IFAD Share
Category Total Cost Contribution per cent
Loans:
All 9 IFAD Loans 1985 to 2008 641.9 187.2 29
Loans (7, active in 2000) covered by CPE 365.8 160.3 44
Grants:
All technical assistance (TA) grants (since 1979) na 23.423 100
TA grants (11, since 1997) covered in CPE na 9.382 100
SOF grants (8, since 1996) covered in CPE na 0.853 100
Total Value — all Grants na 24.276
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APPENDIX 2

Approach Paper
Nigeria Country Programme Evaluation

I. Background and Rationale

1. The Office of Evaluation of IFAD will undertake auntry programme evaluation (CPE) of
IFAD’s programme in Nigeria in 2007. The CPE wid bonducted under the overall provisions of the
IFAD Evaluation Policy following the standard methodology for CPEs of @iice of Evaluation
(OE), and looking at country-specific key issudoreover, for purposes of learning, the CPE process
would include a number of interactions, both witlt#AD and with key stakeholders in Nigeria. These
have also been anticipated in the Approach Papgéetextent possible.

2. IFAD’s Central and West Africa Division (PA) is plaing to prepare a country strategic
opportunities programme (COSOP) by mid 2008. Tke GOSOP for Nigeria was finalized in 2001,
prior to which the only guiding framework for th€AD programme in Nigeria was a General
Identification Mission Report. The CPE is expededontribute to the design of the new COSOP, in
particular, by synthesizing lessons from IFAD’s esence in Nigeria, and from some of the profound
changes (democratization) that have taken platkeeircountry context since then and have a bearing
on IFAD operations. As is the practice in all exaions, the CPE would also provide a basis for
accountability, which is defined in the interna@bmrinciples for evaluation as the assessment of
development resufts

3. Important changes that have taken place in recestsyin the way IFAD works would provide
some additional points of departure for the CPEusl the CPE will look at compliance with the
corporate policies of IFAD on various subjects Juding policies on rural finance, rural enterprises
governance, private sector, sector-wide approacmestargeting. It will also look at the implicat®

of the performance-based allocation system (PBAS)d it would seek to relate IFAD’s experiences
in Nigeria to a number of important corporate legglluations, including the evaluations of field
presence, direct supervision, innovation, ruraiice and experiences in decentralized environments.

4. The purpose of this Approach Paper outlines thentrgpucontext, objectives, approach,
methodology, and evaluation framework for the CPE.

II. Country Context

5. Economy and rural development issuesNigeria is located in West Africa and it is th@sh
populous country in Africa contributing a quartéMdest Africa’s populatioh Its geographical area is
about 924,000 km2 and in 20086, its population vesnated at 134.4 million inhabitaftdNigeria’s
population growth reaches 2.2 per cent per yedh aviife expectancy at birth of 44 years, and with
53 per cent of its population living in the ruraéas, mainly depending on agricultural activities.

! Approved by the Fund’'s Executive Board in April03) see document EB2003/78/R.17/Rev. 1. Also
available from the IFAD internet site: http://wwfad.org/evaluation/policy/index.htm.

2 According to the IFAD Evaluation Policy, “Accoutility in this context refers to the assessment of

developmental results, the impact of developmesistsice and the performance of the parties indolVais is
different from accountability for the use of publimds in financial and legal terms, usually thepansibility of
auditors and legal specialists.”

®  The Economist Intelligence Unit indicated that #xact size of the population has long been aeatious

issue due to its implications on ethnic balancecteral competition and resource allocation (NigeZountry
profile 2007).

*  Nigeria's census history is controversial and ltist census was 1991. The figures used here tineatss
from different organizations.

> The World Bank: World Development Indicators, 800
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6. Nigeria's Gross Domestic Product (GDP) has growomfr US$28 billion in 1990 to
US$72 billion in 2004 at a rate ranging betweenasid ten percent per annum. Real GDP growth rate
averaged six per cent during the period 2002-06) avigrowth slowing to 5.3 per cent in 2006, due to
the disruptions in oil production in the Niger elt

7. Nigeria is the world's twelfth largest producerpatroleum. The oil sector contributes 25 percent
of GDP, 70-80 percent of Federal Government reveamce 90 per cent of export earnings. In the
1960s, agriculture was the mainstay of the econeatyver time, its importance has been replaced by
the rapidly developing oil sector. The performamiethe Nigerian economy in recent years has
benefited both from the high world price of oil atite efficiency gains resulting from economic
reforms (OECD, 2007).

8. Yet, agriculture still employs 60 per cent of thepplation and constitutes 40 percent of GDP

The main drivers of growth in the non-oil sectorrevgelecommunications, general commerce,
manufacturing, agriculture, and services. Despitee “improvement of macroeconomic policies,
strengthened financial institutions, and more bessAriendly context, the Nigerian economy is still
confronted with many serious challenges such agnpgvinefficient delivery of social services, high

youth unemployment, poor infrastructure facilities)d widespread insecurity and crime (OECD,
2007).

9. Poverty is widespread in Nigeria despite the fatt of growth of the country’s economy and its
oil rich resource base. As such, in 2004 its incgree capita and Human Development Index were
US$1,154 and 0.448, respectively. In addition, Nageanked 159th out of 177 countfi@scording to
the UNDP Human Development Indicators. Furthermtre, World Bank estimates 34 per cent of
Nigeria’s population to be pdbiThe proportion of people living below the povdihe is estimated at
54.4 per cent in 2006. Poverty is largely a rufsmmpmenon and its rate is in excess of 63 per cent;
nevertheless, income inequality is higher in urlzaeas than in rural areas. In fact, the Gini
coefficients for urban and rural areas are 0.554(B29, respectively. “About the third of housetsol

in Nigeria perceived their economic situation asm@evorse in 2006 than in the previous year, whilst
over 39 per cent felt that their economic situatiad improved. A slightly higher proportion of rura
households (41.7 per cent) than households in uabaais (34.5 per cent) perceived their economic
situation in 2006 as being better than in the pleceyeaf.

10. The key challenges to rural poverty reduction ideluapid population growth, the prevalence of
inappropriate technology and resource allocatiom tate of low rate of investment, low rate of

growth of the value added per capita in agriculfligoor distribution of social services and limited

infrastructure, low agricultural productivity anddd insecurity. Furthermore, as in other sub-Sahara
countries, Nigeria faces a potential health crdsisn 2005 an estimated four per cent of its séxual

active population was living with HIV/AIDS:

11. Government strategies.Since 1999, Nigerian Government has planned tatera market-
oriented economy driven by the private sector whilempting to alleviate poverty and promoting
local production. In 2004 the Government launchesl National Economic Empowerment Strategy
and Development (NEEDS), which is largely similar dther Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers
(PRSPs) in sub-Saharan Africa. The NEEDS has faalsg poverty reduction, wealth creation,
employment generation, value re-orientation. Tlngwork for actualizing the goals of NEEDS is
“anchored on three pillars: i) empowering peopld anproving social delivery; ii) fostering private

®  Economist Intelligence Unit limited, 2007.

" UNDP: Human development Indicators, 2006.

8 World Bank: 2006 little data book.

®  Government core welfare indicator survey, 2006.

10 |ess than one per cent from 1985-2000 (COSOR))200

2 The Economist Intelligence Unit: Nigeria Counftsofile, 2007.
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sector led growth through creating the appropristabling environment, and; iii) enhancing the
efficiency and effectiveness of governmént”

12. States and local governments in Nigeria also prediubeir own versions of the above plan

called State Economic Empowerment Development &jieé (SEEDS) and Local Economic

Empowerment Development Strategies (LEEDS), resmdygt In the recent past, Government has
tried to revitalize agricultural development suiffigr from neglect after the discovery of oil. NEEDS

also highlighted the improvement of agriculturapests (cassava, rubber) as one of the priorities.
NEEDS has been implemented in the past three yatds at its terminal year of implementation.

NEEDS Il is in a state of formulation and IFAD cobtited to it through comments.

lll. IFAD’s Strategy and Operations in Nigeria

13. Strategy. IFAD assistance to Nigeria dates back to 1985. 20@&1l COSOP draws lessons from

IFAD’s 15 year of project implementation in diffeteagro-ecological zones of Nigeria. The COSOP
builds on experiences and lessons that have eméng@adFAD’s previous lending operations, non-

lending operations and dialogue with the varioadkedtolders in Nigeria. It started with a Strategic
Portfolio Review, (April 1998), a Country Portfolieeview Workshop (May 1999), a preliminary

phase of COSOP mission (November 1999), and assefigectoral studies, undertaken by the World
Bank in partnership with IFAB.

14. IFAD'’s lending operations in Nigeria have adopthcee different approaches before the 2001
COSOP: i) a food security and commodity approaaiected towards promoting the production of a
particular commodity across the wide agro-ecoldgieggion in which its production has a
comparative advantage. This is the case of the iMittites Agricultural Development Project
(MSADP)** and Cassava Multiplication Programme (CMP), d fitsase of the currently implemented
Roots and Tuber Expansion Programme (RTEP); iQasectoral approach, as it is the case of the
Artisanal Fisheries Development Project (AFDP); anda community based integrated development
approach represented by projects in Katsina andtSaitate. These latter projects are targeted at
strengthening Government's capacity to develop itfieastructure of a particular area through
community-based demand driven approach.

15. The IFAD’s strategy (2001 COSOP) identified fiveimalements:

i) a focus on programmes that are multi-sectoral, conityrbased and demand driven
rather than commodity based or sub-sectorly led,the deployment of the instruments of
Flexible Lending to support such programmes oviemger time-horizon rather than the
classical short-term project lending instruments;

i) a more decentralized planning process towardssstimieal government and communities
and an acceleration of reforms of the fiscal system

iii) support of national efforts to reverse the alarmompgoing degradation process and
enhance the sustainability of the resource bas®eaiural poor;

iv) a shift from the traditional supply-led approachtie provision of credit, to a market
determined financial services that are efficiensteeffective and of expanded outreach;
and

2 The International Monetary Fund. Nigeria: PoveRgduction Strategy Paper- Progress Report, August

2007.

13« _.these include, the preparation of a communifgedsl rural development strategy, a natural resource

management study, including an Environmental Impestessment of the natural resources in the NigdtaD
Region, and a review of the rural financial systeeiuding small and medium-scale enterprise devalm”
(COSOP, 2001).

4 The Cassava Multiplication Programme focuseéhproved cassava varieties.

> The Katsina State Agricultural and Community Blepment Project (KSACDP) and the Sokoto State

Agricultural and Community Development Project (X2P).
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V) a national coverage of IFAD’s interventions insteddnarrow enclave-based projects,
with a phased approach for effective implementationadjust programme targets
according to some criteffa Partnership is central to expand such coveragk tan
increase the amount of resources mobilized.

16. IFAD partners in Nigeria include, inter-alia, thederal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development, the Federal Ministry of Finance, atateSMinistries of Agriculture, IFIs such as the
WB and the AfDB, bilateral and multi-lateral instibns (DfID, GTZ, USAID, FAO, UNDP, EU), the
private sector, NGOs and CBOs.

17. Operations. IFAD's portfolio in Nigeria has involved eightdos approved between 1985 and
2006 for a total amount of US$144.2 million (TaB)e with an average loan size of US$18.03 million
per project. The loan size is higher for the relgeapproved projects from 1999 to 2006, with an
average loan size of 23.9 million per project. Thest recent IFAD-funded programme under
development is the Rural Micro-Enterprise Developtirogramme (RUMEDP) is aiming at a higher
funding level of US$43 million.

18. The four closed projects are the MSADP, the AFD, KSACDP and the SSACDP. Three

projects are ongoing and are the Roots and Tubparsion Programme (RTEP), the Community—
based Agricultural and Rural Development Program@8ARDP), and the Community-based

Natural Resource Management Project (CBNRMP) apdeapected to be completed by in 2010 or
2014. The Rural Finance Institutions Building Pesgme (RUFIN) was approved in 2006 and is
planned to start by end of 2007 or early 2008. Rbeal Micro-Enterprise Development Programme
(RUMEDP) is at the appraisal phase (September 200%® expected project cost is US$58 million,
with about 74 per cent. IFAD financing. Other codfincing in parallel is sought from AfDB.

19. Figure 1 below shows the distribution of projectstsothroughout the history of IFAD
involvement in Nigeria. Generally, there has beemmixture of interventions including large
components of agricultural and community developnienthe first six projects. Research was an
important component of the Root and Tubers ExpanBimgramme and it was a small part of the
initial programme of the Multi-State Agriculturale®elopment Programme. Irrigation has only been
part of the KSADP (18 per cent). Institutional deygnent and strengthening are important
components of the CBNRMP (45 per cent), RUFIN (8B8qent), and CBARDP (42 per cent).

16 Criteria such as performance, impact on benefasalocal capacities and the commitment of thgest and

stakeholders, to the investment made.
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Appendix 2-Figure 1. Project Components
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20. Community development and empowerment became mapertant after the current COSOP,
representing 58 per cent for the CBARDP and 55cpet for the CBNRMP total base costs. Rural
Finance has also become very important as thexevisole Programme devoted to this component. A
total of nine grants have been approved for Nigeiizce 1985. The grants were mainly for
implementation support for on going and closedquts (Table 3).

IV. CPE Objectives, Approach and Methodology

21. Methodology. The main objectives of the CPE will be to asskssperformance and impact of
IFAD’s overall country programme in Nigeria, andvdlop a set of findings and recommendations
that will be used as building blocks for the pregian of the new COSOP for Nigeria that the Western
and Central Africa Division (PA) of IFAD will prepa following the conclusions of the evaluation.
The evaluation will follow the standard CPE methody currently used by OE. The methodology is
premised on answering three key questions:

i) Did IFAD pursue the right country strategy, i.egsat designed to ensure highest possible
rural poverty reduction impacts for the given rases;

i) Was the strategy rightly/properly implemented tlgloyprojects (loans and TAGs) and
non-project activities (policy dialogue, partnepshiknowledge sharing, and innovation’s
promotion) and how did the strategy perform; and

iii) What was the impact of IFAD’s country strategy aperations?

22. These three key questions are the key buildingkslo€ the evaluation as illustrated in Table 4 of
the Approach Paper. The CPE Framework (Table 4bhdurelaborates the questions that the
evaluation inquiry aims to answer.

23. In dealing with the three key questions, the N@getPE should address what would have
happened in the absence of IFAD and what alteraatirategy IFAD could have followed in Nigeria.
These counterfactual questions are useful in ifj@mgi and highlighting more clearly IFAD’s impact.
For this purpose, it is useful to benchmark, togkint possible, with what other donors have done
Nigeria during the same (or almost similar) peréodl what results it would have been achieved by
them. In the case of the Nigeria CPE, this coulddbee using the available country programme
evaluations from the World Bank and the African Blepment Bank.
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24. The analysis would include an assessment not ohlth@ COSOP, as it was written and

approved, but also of the strategy that was agtdallowed. This distinction is important because

several key aspects of IFAD interventions such al&cy dialogue, field presence arrangements,
compliance with corporate policies, resource aliocaand approaches to targeting and gender
equality may not have been spelled out in the COB@RNay be inferred in view of their presence

(or otherwise) in actual operations.

25. The assessment of the country strategy and thegmmge portfolio will be carried out applying
current standards. Changes in standards of perfmen@ver the last decade, flexibility of the
development instruments, and management discretitiich allow performance to be adjusted-
support this approach. In turn, this permits theenut performance gap of programmes and projects to
be readily established.

26. The internationally-recognized evaluation criteéhia CPE will use are the following:

(i) relevanceof the strategy and of the interventions, projaetl non-project activities,
taking into account the core objectives.

(i) effectiveneswiill be assessed against the stated objecfiedshe strategy, and against
the objectives of the project and non-project ditis.

(i) efficiencywould be considered in terms of an assessmenbsis dan relation to the
results achieved, for the different types of atw#g, benchmarking with the IFIs
operating in Nigeria. Efficiency would compare tbasts of projects and non-project
activities with the results they yielded. As eifficcy measures, ex-post financial and
economic internal rates of return, net presentesleost-benefit ratios, and unit least
cost analysis would be carried out.

(iv) impactof the strategy and interventions should be assetsking into account the nine
“impact domains®, and their corresponding indicators, with emphasis those
contributing to the MDGs, and related directly he tkey challenges to rural poverty
reduction in Nigeria.

(v) sustainabilityshould be considered in terms of its different disiens®, assessing the
extent to which the COSOP addressed sustainahility the continuation of benefits
corresponding to IFAD interventions in Nigeria aftbeir completion. The evaluation
will also address how were the functions of thggmomanagement/coordination units
mainstreamed following the closure of IFAD-fundedjpcts.

27. The CPE will also address whether the countryegsahas chosen the right mix of instruments,
particularly the combination of projects and nopject activities (including grants), assess symsgi
and analyze linkages between projects. Speciahtatte will be paid towards identifying specific
approaches promoted by IFAD in Nigeria, particylanl comparison with those of other international
organizations and NGOs working in agriculture amck development, as well as potential synergies
with other donors, particularly WB, AfDB, and FAOfID, GTZ, USAID. The joint effort of IFAD
with these donors in coordinating and harmonizirgivaies will apply the poverty reduction
strategies in Nigeria.

28. Ratings. A range of criteria will be covered in the CPE threfude the analysis of Rural Poverty
Reduction, the analysis of IFAD Target Groups, ilevance of Goal and Objectives and strategy,

17 Alternatively the restated objectives (CPE sHogb along the stated objectives of the 2001 COSOP)
those cases where project reviews have led to dgtesnges in the objectives.

¥ The “impact domains” are mentioned in the CPEdBlimes and presented in some detail in IFAD’s $Fir

Principles” Evaluation Methodologies. They inclugétysical assets, food security, environment andneon
resource base, human assets, social capital anovempent, agriculture productivity, institutionsdaservices,
financial assets, and markets.

1 Ppolicy, social, institutional, economic and ficéal, technical, environmental, and ownership AQFnot

much impact on political process in Nigeria, inwief the “size” of its funding, much lower than tiAéB).
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effectiveness, efficiency, impacts of interventiopgrtnership, innovation, scaling-up, and policy
dialogue. The key evaluation critemall be rated on a scale from 1 (low) to 6 (higls)@ovided by
the CPE guidelines. Separate ratings against esatérian will be combined into an overall
assessment of the quality of IFAD’s strategy anerations. When relevant, aggregate evaluation is to
be benchmarked with evaluations made by other dpusnt agencies operating in the rural sector in
Nigeria, mainly WB, FAO, and UNDP (there is needxpand the scope of rural intervention of other
partners to GTZ, DfID, USAID — see the most recappraisal documents: either RUFIN or
RUMEDP).

29. Sources of dataThe main sources of data will be used : i) thdymmaof documentation through
desk review of the background information, Niggy@icy and strategy reports including the Nigeria
COSOP, project design and implementation documevit: and supervision reports, mid-term
reviews, completion reports, evaluation reportsdists and researches on Nigeria; ii) a self-evaloat
of the Nigeria country programme to be carried bytPA, in close consultation with the GON;
iii) interviews with different IFAD partners, gowament officials, project staffs, and beneficiafies
iv) field visits to IFAD projects by the evaluationission.

30. The evaluation team will have to combine and cuyezk different sources of evidence,
including an analysis of the reliability of the daffhe CPE will also review the COSOP for Nigeria
(2001), the President’s Report and RecommendaBR&R] of all the selected projects, PA’s Annual
Portfolio Reviews, the Project Status Reports (BS#sall the ongoing projects in Nigeria, and
available mid-term reviews of the CBARDP (2007),EHPT (2005 & 2006), the SSACDP (1997), the
completion reports (SSACDP and KSACDP), and PA tgyysrogramme reviews. Evaluation reports
considered relevant for the CPE include, in paldicihe corporate level evaluations of direct
supervision, innovation, rural finance and expearénin decentralized environments.

31. The evaluation will maximize the time dedicated dbtaining inputs directly form the
beneficiaries in order to reach fair and balancedchlusions about the relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency and impact of the programme.

32. Among national and international sources that nmepdrticularly useful, the CPE is expected to
benefit from the Nigerian National Economic Empomvent Strategy (NEEDS-2004), the Poverty
Assessment and Alleviation Stifdythe Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper —IMF (206%, World
Bank Country Assistance Strategy in Nigeria (20069, the UNDP CPE for Nigeria (2003), and the
WB and AfDB rural and agricultural development wges for Nigeria. A comprehensive scoping
analysis of information that may be useful for @eE is given in Table 5 of the Approach Paper.

33. Coverage Following the general provisions of the CPE moetilogy, the evaluation will span a
period of ten years from 1997 to 2007. Two facforsthe selection of projects and grants are to be
considered in the CPE. First, the necessity déadt three-year period from the project startap t
conduct a full assessment of results and impa&sor®l, for closed projects, it is often difficudt t
track former projects staff and sometimes evensactiee former project archives, as it is the case f
the MSADP and the AFDP project.

34. Moreover, considering the fact that OE has not cotetl a field-based evaluation in Nigeria, the
significance of IFAD’s portfolio in Nigeria, anddhgeographical dimension of the projects loans and
grants all over the country, it is suggested tduabe in the CPE projects (Table 1): i) the KSACDP
and SSACDP, two site-specific projects closed aeslghed before the COSOP; ii) three recent and
still ongoing projects: RTEP, CBARDP, and CBNRMMeTRTEB is conceived as a follow-up phase
of the CMP that extends support to other roots tabers (including yam and potatoes) and places
additional emphasis on processing and marketing. [6hg-term objective of the programme is to

2 Two-days brainstorming workshop will be held wthe CPU officers, projects managers, and thel fiel
presence officer on the rating of some IFAD prgject

2L Central Bank of Nigeria, 1999.
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improve the living conditions, income and food s#guof poor smallholder households in the
programme area.

35. These two categories of projects will be assessethé quality of IFAD strategy, a fully fledged
performance and impact assessment and ratingsasgessment and rating of RUFIN will be confined
to its relevance, and managerial and supervisioangements as well as RUMEDP that is in its
appraisal phase.

36. The above criteria mean that all projects fundedHAD after the approval of the 2001 COSOP
will be scrutinized. In addition, the two ante-OCOFS projects will help understand the evolution of
IFAD strategy and operations in Nigeria. It will imeportant for the CPE to capitalize on the resoits
mid-term reviews, completion reports, and countrygpamme reviews conducted by PA in Nigeria.
The rating system should take into account diffeqgmases of these projects as stipulated by the
evaluation methodology.

37. In addition, TAGs and non-project activities suchpalicy dialogue, partnership strengthening
and knowledge management, will be assessed inRiieg@riod. The TAGs to be included in the CPE
will cover a variety of topics and geographicalatsity. The number of these TAGs will be decided
after the preparatory mission.

38. The total costs for projects under considerationowms to US$365.8 million, with
US$160.3 million, or 43.8 per cent of IFAD curréinancing.

V. Evaluation Team

39. The evaluation will be supervised by a Senior Eatdun Officer from OE under the overall
guidance of the Director of OE. The compositiorirtif CPE mission depends mainly on the country
context, the sectoral emphasis of the projects imeed above, and the methodology and issues
outlined in the Approach Paper and the OE methagoiguidelines. The evaluation team will
consists of: i) a Team leader with a wide expereincrural development particularly in West Africa.
He will be responsible for coordinating the teand assessing cross cutting issues like policy
dialogue, knowledge management, sustainability,iandvation. He will be in charge of the writing
of the main report; ii) a natural resource anda@gfiral development specialist to deals with issue
related to agriculture and, applied research; am) institutional development and policy analyst
specialist; iv) a community development and gemaainstreaming specialist; v) a rural credit and
financial services development specialist; and pibject management specialist. Beside the
international consultants, the team should inclimgal consultants and resource persons to be
determined in the preparatory mission. The crossacu issues should be addressed by each
consultant under each theme. Mission compositidhbeifinalized with the preparatory mission that
will take place in late October 2007.

VI. Core Learning Partnership

40. The core learning partnership (CLP) consists ofrtfeén users of the evaluatfénAs per the
Evaluation Policy, it is mandated to provide guickato OE at critical stages in the evaluation psece
Furthermore, by ensuring that the evaluation asleant questions, and by becoming involved in it
from an early stage in the process, the CLP alspsp role in developing ownership of the evalumatio
and in facilitating the utilization of evaluatiomaommendations and learning. The CLP will be
involved, in particular, in reviewing and commetithe Approach Paper, the CPE, the Issues Paper,
participating in the National Round Table Workshapgd Agreement at Completion Point that serves
mainly for the next COSOP. It is suggested thatGhP may consist of:

(@) Dr. Yaya O. Olaniran, Permanent Representative mfef to the UN Food and
Agriculture Agencies in Rome;

22 gee IFAD’s Evaluation Policy, p. 10.
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(b)
(©)
(d)

Representatives of the Federal Ministry of Finance;

the OE’s lead Evaluator;

(e)
(f)

World Bank); and
The Team Leader for the CPE.

VII. Evaluation Schedule

Tentative CPE Evaluation Schedule

Representatives of the Ministry of Agriculture aifeiter Resources;

Representatives of IFAD, including the DirectorR#, the Director of OE, the CPM, and

Representative of multilateral donors in Nigeriad &he cooperating institution (the

41. Other members of the CLP will be determined dutireggpreparatory mission.

42. The following provisional timetable for the CPE ¢akinto account the fact that PA Division is
planning to prepare the COSOP following the coniptedf the CPE, and to submit it to the IFAD
board’s approval in September 2008.

Tasks Date
Share first Draft of approach paper (AP) within OE 2 October
Desk review 22-31 October
Share AP with PA 4 October

Draft TORs and Select Mission Members

19 September

Comment from PA on draft AP

10 September

CPE preparatory mission to Nigeria

13-21 October

Debriefing SEO and ML to OE

21-22 October

Circulate AP to CLP members

7 October

Self-evaluation

25 Oct. — 4 November

CPE field mission in Nigeria

10 Nov-9 December

Wrap up meeting to discuss the Aide Mémoire

10 Db

Zero Draft of the CPE (Team leader to OE)

30 Jans2

Comments on the draft CPE report by OE

11 February

Distribute the draft CPE report to PA

18 February

Comments on the draft CPE report by PA 3 March
OE review of draft CPE report 10 March
OE share draft CPE with CLP and PA for comments Madch
CLP provides comments to OE 24 March
OE to finalize report as per IFAD Evaluation Policy 4-21 April
Preparation of CPE Issues Paper & arrangemeniiferia CPE 22-30 April
National Roundtable Workshop

CPE National Roundtable Workshop in Nigeria 26-VBy
Finalize the Agreement at Completion Point 1-4 June
Print and disseminate final evaluation report 20eJu
Preparation of evaluation Profile and Insight 2Aelu

Note: it will be late to rely solely on the outcomé the CPE that will end in June 2008. PA is
proceeding with its internal review (CPR) to alld@vetart preparing for the next COSOP in early 2008
The results of the CPE will be taken into accoonintprove the design of the COSP for submission to

the September 2008 Board.

VIIl. Communication and Dissemination
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43. In order to facilitate the use of the Nigeria CREd in line with IFAD’s Evaluation Policy, there
will be a first stage in the evaluation procesgiraft evaluation approach paper will be communitate
to key stakeholders at IFAD and Nigeria, invitingeir comments. OE will organize a CPE
preparatory mission to Nigeria in the second weklOatober 2007 to discuss the draft approach
paper. In addition, the mission will brief parthetsout the Evaluation Policy and the CPE guidelines
and overall process.




44. As per usual practice, a wrap up meeting will b&dhie Abuja at the end of the CPE field
mission (December 2007), and on that occasionvhkiation team will present and discuss with key
partners its preliminary findings. Partners wilt@lbe provided adequate time and opportunities to
review and comment upon the draft CPE report asukls Paper.

45. Moreover, a CPE national roundtable workshop wdl drganized in Abuja by OE in close
collaboration with the federal Government of Nigeand PA towards the end of the evaluation
process (in early May 2008). This workshop, whichl iocus on learning, allowing multiple
stakeholders to exchange views on key evaluatismes The workshop will also provide inputs for
the preparation of the evaluation’s Agreement atmg@letion Point, which articulates the
recommendations and specific actions that both IF#&ia the Government of Nigeria agree to
implement from the CPE.

46. The published final CPE report (inclusive of an &xé&ve Summary and the Agreement at
Completion Point) will thereafter be widely distiled in hard copies and posted on IFAD’s website.
An evaluation Profile and Insight will also be paepd on the Nigeria CPE, and distributed together
with the final evaluation report. The CPE reporpfife and Insight will also be disseminated thrbug
selected electronic networks such as UNEVAL andAHRIQUE. The main text of the CPE report
should not exceed 40 pages, written in English.

47. It is important to note that written comments af tBON and PA on key CPE deliverables will be
treated with utmost consideration by OE, in lin¢tmthe provisions contained in the IFAD Evaluation
Policy. This requires OE to: (i) rectify any factirmaccuracies that may be present in the CPE tepor
and (ii) carefully assess the comments of partoersubstantive issues, and decide whether or not
they should be included in the report. Commenta sfibstantive nature that, according to OE, would
not lead to changes in the evaluation’s overalllifigs may be flagged in the main CPE report as
dissenting views in the form of footnotes cleargicating the issue at hand and source of comment.
Finally, OE will prepare and share an “audit traf’how it has treated the comments of the GON and
PA in finalizing the CPE report.

Approach Paper-Appendix 1. IFAD-funded Project Loars in Nigeria

(USD million)
IFAD .
. . Total Cooperatin
Project Title Cost Ap prov_ed Instiloution °
Financing
1- Katsina State Agricultural ang
Community Development Project 28.8 12.1 World Bank
(KACDP)
2- Sokoto Agricultural and
Community Development Project  17.2 9.6 World Bank
(SSACDP)
World Bank
3- Roots and Tubers Expansion 36.0 230 a?d IFAD
Programme (RTEP) ' 3.05 rom 1
November
2007
4- Community —Based
Agricultural and Rural 101.6 29.9 World Bank
Development Programme
(CBARDP)
5- Community Based Natural
Resource Management Project 82.2 15.0 World Bank
(CBNRMP)
6- Rural Finance Institutions
Building Programme (RUFIN) 40.0 21.6 World Bank
7- Rural Micro-Enterprise
Development Programme 60.0* 43.0* World Bank
(RUMEDP)

* Estimated amount
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Approach Paper-Appendix 2. List of IFAD Projects inNigeria

Name -é%t;l IFAD loan Dat.e ) Coo_pe_rating
(US$ m) (US$ m) Approved | Effective | Closing Institution
1. Multi State
Agriculture 256.4 12.0 5/12/85 25/09/87 30/06/97 World Bank
Development
2. Artisanal Fisheries | g 7 15.0 30/11/88| 05/04/9]1  30/09/97  UNOPS
Development
3. Katsina State
Agricultural 28.8 12.1 12/12/90 08/07/93 30/06/01 World Bank
Development
4. Sokoto State Project 17.2 9.6 08/09/92 04/11/94 0oL World Bank
5. Roots and Tubers | 45 23.0 09/12/99| 31/07/01  31/03/10  World Bank
Expansion
6. CBARDP 101.6 29.9 12/09/01 31/01/08  31/09/10 Werdahk
7. CBNRMP 82.2 15.0 11/12/02 06/07/05  31/03/14 WordhB
8. RUFIN 40.0 27.6 14/09/06 Not yet N/A N/A
9. RUMEDP 60.0* 43.0*
Total 641.9 187.2
* Estimated costs
Approach Paper-Appendix 3. List of IFAD Grants in Nigeria
Grant Project/Programme Link Grant Date of Closing Amount %
Number Amount Effectiveness Date Disbursed | Disbursed
IEAD C 870 Ru_ral. Finanqe Institutions 270,000
Building Projects
IFADE33 | Arisanal Fisheries 98,867.61]  27-Jun-96 25-Feb-02  98,867/61
Development Project
Katsina State Agricultural and
IFAD R 528 E | Community Development 19 695 4-Apr-01]  30-Jun-0 19,695 1
Project
Sokoto State Agricultural and
IFAD R 528 F | Community Development 220,000.00 4-Apr-01  30-Jun-Q 220,000/00
Project
IFAD S22 | Roots and Tubers Expansion 50,000  8-Aug-00  31-Jan-0 50,000 1
Programme
IFAD S 22 A | Roots and Tubers Expansion 24,892.85  8-Aug-00 31-Jan-03  24,892)85
Programme
Community-based Agricultural
IFAD S 126 and Rural Development 99,996.99 11-Nov-01 30-Jun-Q 99,996/99
Programme
Community-based Natural
IFAD S 148 Resource Management 70,000 6-Nov-03  31-Dec-0 70,000 1
Programme-Niger Delta
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Approach Paper-Appendix 4. Nigeria CPE Framework

Purpose

Key Questiong®

Assess the
quality/relevance of
the IFAD country
strategy

Did IFAD country strategy address the main chaléentp rural poverty alleviation?

Did the impact contribute to the achievement of IFf\strategic objectives and to the
MDGs?

Is the COSOP consistent with IFAD'’s strategic framek and regional strategy?
Did the COSOP allow sufficient guidance to IFADententions to follow?
How effective are the targeting mechanisms propas#te COSOP?

What resources were allocated to the COSOP? Weyeadsources made available by
IFAD to complete the main objectives of the Cour8tyategy?

Was IFAD country strategy coherent with nationadtstgies, and how did it adjust with
the evolving context? How relevant the COSOP today?

How was IFAD strategies/activities coordinated aadmonized with MDGs and other
donors for poverty alleviation?

Evaluate IFAD’s
country strategy
implementation

How did IFAD’s interventions fit in the logical fraework designed/reconstructed?
Was the COSOP put into practice through IFAD indaitions?

Was the design and implementation of projects egleto IFAD target groups and poverty
alleviation?

How is IFAD projects spatial distribution justified

Did the issues identified for policy dialogue redev for poverty alleviation and
harmonized with other policies?

Effectiveness Were the immediate objectives of IHAf@rventions reached? How did they contribute to
accomplishment of the country strategy objectieesl how did they address the rural
poverty reduction challenges?

Did the projects follow the IFAD targeting policy?
Efficiency Was the maximum outcome achieved forgiven inputs costs for IFAD’s interventionsp

Could the same outcome have been achieved withr fiewets?

Did the comparison of costs of IFAD’s activitiestiwtheir benefits and results yield any
worthiness?

Sustainability

In what extent did the IFAD’s projects and non pai$ activities ensure technical,
financial, economic, environmental and institutibsastainability and ownership over
time?

Innovative
approaches

Did the country strategy identify opportunities fonovation and partnerships through
which innovation could be pursued? Did it develapatual strategy for building
innovation systematically into IFAD’s interventiéhs

In what areas did projects and non-project actisitomplement or conflict each other?

Are there any innovative ways identified to addmesal poverty reduction challenges?
Are they sustainable?

How well were innovation objectives articulated? &/tvere the challenges of introducing
innovation in these interventions? What can benkedufrom the experience in terms of
design and implementation for innovation?

Has innovation contributed to learning, reducingtpoverty, replication, and scaling up?

23

In addition to these key questions, the CPE msifiér to specific guiding questions for each sectoovided

in the CPE guidelines.
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Nigeria CPE Framework (continued)

Purpose

Key Questions

Partnerships

Did IFAD and each partner have specific roles agponsibilities, and did IFAD and each
partner fulfill its role?
Did partners react to the need for changes, asal ifow speedily?

Did partners build ownership among the communtied local authorities that should hav
taken over the responsibility for operating andntening facilities after the implementatig
phase of the project is completed?

U

What were the criteria used to identify opportwstfor outreach and working with NGQs,
of

community groups, local agents of research andviathmn? What roles and types
partnerships did the strategy foresee for workiiith these groups?

Impact
domains:

Guiding questions

Physical assets

Did IFAD programme improve equitauicess to productive resources and technologie

To what extend did IFAD interventions secure acdesthe rural poor to income generatip
assets

Environment
and

common
resource base

Were the community-base resources influenced bwttiens of the poor in different IFAD

interventions?

To what extent did IFAD’s interventions contribui@ the protection or rehabilitation ¢
natural resources and the environment (with a foecusater resources and rangeland)?

2]

=

?

g

Agriculture What are the trends, among IFAD target groupsgiims$ of the Changes in cropping pattefns

productivity (additional crop types and additional growing sea$owhat is the evolution of crop and
animal productivity? How these changes are seasa@il farming households.

Social capital To what extend did IFAD empowering the poor to makeir voices heard, influende

and
empowerment

policymaking and gain access to social services?

How well did IFAD interventions help building theopr’s collective capacity in order to

increase their capacities and their negotiatiols§ki

Institutions and
services

Did the existing institutions, policies and regalat frameworks significantly influence the

lives of the rural poor?

To what extend did
decentralization?

IFAD interventions contribute ftacreasing the degree 0

Financial assets

To what extend did IFAD intervamdi contribute to increasing the financial resourase
of rural poor households and individuals?

What impact did IFAD interventions have on securimgncial services for the rural poof?

What were the improvements made by IFAD’s operation the institutional financigl
frameworks?

Markets

To what extend did IFAD interventions improve tharketing of goods and services, and

the reduction of transaction costs to achieve feafole market prices?

What are the main incentives/constraints facechbytarget groups in accessing the mark
for agricultural inputs/outputs?

What is the evidence of effectively greater inabmsbf target groups as a result of IFA
interventions?

Are there any marketing practices that connecetaggoups to different markets?

What are the key factors in terms of policies, bess models, and collective action th
explain these practices?

To what extend did the added-value of on-farm fiamsation of agricultural and animT

husbandry products increase?
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Approach Paper-Appendix 5. Scoping Analysis for th Nigeria CPE

Data Required
(As per Report Outline)

Data Available
Data Source

Data to be collected or verified by the
evaluation team

Country Strategy Analysis

() IFAD Role and Value
Added

(i) Target Groups

(i) Partnerships

(iv) Guidance for Operations

(v) Policy Dialogue

(vi) Innovation

National Economic Empowerment
Strategy (NEEDS/SEEDS-2004)

IFAD’s Western and Central Africg
Strategy. 2001 COSOP. NEEDS.

Poverty Assessment and
Alleviation Study (Central Bank of
Nigeria, 1999)

Poverty Reduction Strategy Papet
IMF (2007).

CAS 2005-2009 (WB, 2005)
2003 UNDP Nigeria CPE

Other Papers on rural poverty.

Desk review, Interviews with government
officials, IFAD management/staff, and others
(first week of the evaluation mission).

Analysis of different strategy papers and
individual project proposals.

IFAD Capacity for Strategy Development

(i) Analytical Work

(i) Consultations &
Partnerships

(iif) Ownership

(iv) Flexibility & Continued
Relevance

(v) Learning from experience

(vi) Underlying all of these
aspects is the question
whether IFAD has adequat
resources for this type of
work.

World Bank and AfDB rural and
agricultural development strategie
for Nigeria.

[¢)

sabout the IFAD’s portfolio in Nigeria.

Interviews with former and actual Nigeria CPM

Obtain the relevant documentation from PA and
the CPM on supervision reports, mid-term

reviews, CPR, in-country workshops, TAGs.

Interviews with Government officials related with
IFAD’s interventions.

Assessment of the 2001 COSOP relevance.

Operational Performance D

(i) Relevance to country
strategy and the needs of
the rural poor.
Effectiveness in terms of
attaining country strategy
objectives and projects
objectives (use design
documents and
“reconstructed” logical
frameworks and
effectiveness indicators of
the OE guidelines to
determine data requiremen
Efficiency of projects and
the combination oproject
and non- project activities
(unit costs, rates of return,
delays, synergy effects)

(ii)

(iii)

Project design documents,
supervision reports,

Mid-term reviews
Country portfolio reviews

PA Division Portfolio Performance
Review.

PA Division records.
Nigeria Field presence reports.

:Self-evaluation report.

Interviews with beneficiaries. Interviews with
government officials, donors NGOs, and CBOs

Loan and grant portfolio desk review.
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Scoping Analysis for the Nigeria CPE (continued)

Operational Performance of IFAD and its Part

(i) Analyze the performance

criteria given below and
identify source documents
that define performance

requirements of each partner

(e.g., loan agreements,
contracts, or cooperation
agreement) to determine
relevant data requirements.

Loan agreements with government
and agreements with cofinancing an
cooperating institutions. Contracts
with specialized partners.

Desk reviews and Interviews with key
dgovernment officers, IFAD project

managers/staff, Cl, NGOs, research

institutions, IFIs/UN/Bilat. organizations

Self-evaluation by IFAD management/staff

Triangulation of different sources of
information

Impacts, Sustainability & Innovation/Replicabi

(i)

(ii)

(i) Innovation/Replication/Up-

Impacts country strategy
goals and projects goals (us
design documents and
“reconstructed” logical
frameworks and impact
indicators of the OE
guidelines to determine data
requirements)
Sustainability (use
sustainability factors given
in the annotated outline
below and determine which
are the most relevant and

important to the strategy and

to operations and identify
corresponding data needs)

Scaling (use guidance in the
annotated report outline ang
information on the country
strategy and programme to
determine which aspects of
innovation and replication

Poverty-Environment Linkages in the

*Natural Resource (WB, 2003).

Other special working papers, report
and studies

Field presence.
M&E records.

Mid term reviews.

need to be assessed and what

data is needed for doing so

on implementation issues, M&E findings,
Sspecial studies, etc.

Desk review of impact studies

2 Interviews with beneficiaries, project officials

D
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Outline Costing of Plant for High Quality Cassava Four

APPENDIX 4

(Output of 1 ton/ day; costs in ‘000 NGN) _ Unit Costs/ | Costs/Year
ltems unit Costs Number Day | (200 days)
Investment costs Equipment incl. Flash dryey,
graters, presses, building 8,000
Variable costs
Transport: 2 t cassava mash/ day (pick-up) P 0 40
Raw material: cassava mash cake Ton 23 2 46 9,2
Labour Person 1 2 2 400
Plant Operator Person 1 180
Manager Person 1 222
Energy : Electricity 2000 NGN/ month 24
El'("’;‘,c\lk/ tok':bf%) Vt HQCF (45 NGN/: 9,000 4o | 0.0451| 200/d| 9 1,800
Total Variable Costs 12,226
Total Fixed costs 8,000
Total Revenue of HQCF 75 15,000
Gross Margin (TR — TVC) 2,774
Net Return (TR —TC) -5,226
Benefit-Cost Ratio 1.2:1
Production costs HQCF / ton 61.13
Wholesale Price of Wheat / ton in Nigeria* 35

Source: Calculation based on interviews with pregessand RTEP feasibility studies.

* Information provided by RTEP staff.
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APPENDIX 5

Performance Assessment Study of NISER
Executive Summary

[. STUDY BACKGROUND

1. International Fund for Agricultural Development AIB) Central and West Africa Division is
planning to prepare a COSOP by the end of 2008.183t6COSOP for Nigeria was finalized in 2001,
prior to which the only guiding framework for IFAPprogramme in Nigeria was a general
Identification Mission Report. The Country PrograsBvaluation (CPE) is expected to contribute to
the design of the new COSOP, in particular by ssiting lessons from IFAD’s experience in
Nigeria, and from some of the operations. As in phactice in all evaluations, the CPE is also
expected to provide a basis for accountability, clvhis defined in the international principles for
evaluation as the assessment of development rethdtsmpact of development assistance and the
performance of the parties involved. Thus, as a @fayenerating required information to achieve the
above processes, IFAD commissioned NISER to urkkergastudy on the impact assessment of
Katsina State Agricultural and Community Developim@roject (KSACDP) a completed project and
the Root and Tuber Expansion Programme (RTEP) wikicme of the on-going IFAD projects in the
country.

A. Sampling Procedure

2. The KSACDP study was conducted in four Local Gormsnt Areas (LGAS) out of which two
each were selected from the beneficiaries and eoefitiary LGAs in Katsina state. The procedure
followed in selecting respondents for this studgkimto cognizance the fact that the survey covered
both beneficiary and the control groups, the samptechnique thus followed a multi-stage random
sampling. The first stage is the selection of o@ALfor each group making a total of two LGAS in
the state. From each LGA, two villages were setkfiie each group. From each village, an average of
25 households was randomly selected to make adb200 households in the state. Efforts were also
made to ensure that the sample covered both maldeamnale-headed households. In the case of
RTEP, however, Kwara and Nasarawa States weretsglethese states were selected based on the
extensive discussion with officials of IFAD and RHHU. Nasarawa State is one of the leading
producers of RTEP crops and it performed relatiwegy well during the first tri-term of RTEP. The
choice of Kwara State is based on its high levelpoéparedness and the commitment of all
stakeholders (especially the Kwara State Governmamd beneficiary communities) to the
implementation of the Second tri-term of RTEP. &tle State, at least four beneficiary communities
were purposively selected, but the questionnairee wandomly administered to respondents in each
community. In all, a total 200 beneficiary questiames were administered with an average of 100 per
state. Both male and female headed householdsooeezed.

B. Method of Data Collection and Analysis

3. The studies adopted an integrated approach focahection and analysis of data. For data
collection, a combination of sample survey anddampraisal was adopted. The sample survey was
targeted at the beneficiaries of the projects lier purpose of assessing the performance and various
impacts of the projects while rapid appraisal fecusnainly on the project institutions, self-help
groups and other key stakeholders in the projeasarThree sets of survey instruments were engaged
in collecting the data for the study. For the samgqirvey, well structured questionnaires targeted a
both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries were ushide in the rapid appraisal, a combination of
Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and In-depth intersi(ID1) was adopted. A total of eight FGDs
and seven IDIs were conducted for KSACDP in Katsitzie while for RTEP, eight FGDs and four
IDIs were conducted respectively in Kwara and Nasarstates to make a total of 16 FGDs and eight
IDIs for RTEP in the two states.

4. Basically, two methods were adopted in analyzirg dlata for the study. Qualitative method

was used in analyzing information collected frore HGD and the IDI. This method was used to
examine stakeholder and institutional analyses.sHwend method is descriptive statistics which was
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used in analyzing the beneficiary assessment ofptréormance and impact of the project. The
beneficiary assessment is a participatory assessmetiod and monitoring tool that incorporates
direct consultation of those affected by or infloed by the development programme or projects.

Il. SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS
A. General Basic Information

5.  Majority (54 per cent) of the KSACDP beneficiartesd no formal education as against 21 per
cent recorded for the non-beneficiaries. In otherds, the non-beneficiaries seem to have higher
education than the beneficiaries. Also, virtuallythe beneficiaries (98 per cent) are still liviing
mud houses while their main source of lightingtil$ lserosene lamp as reported by 64 per cent ef th
beneficiaries. Similar trend is observed for tha-beneficiaries. The main source of cooking fuel fo
the two groups is firewood as reported by 100 ah@é& cent for beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
respectively. None of the beneficiaries had actegspe borne water but about 77 per cent of them
depend on well and borehole as their main sourcdrioking water while 66 per cent of the non-
beneficiaries had access to pipe borne water.

6. Majority of the beneficiaries (73 per cent) wenrgrlg within a range of one kilometre to all
season road as against 62 per cent recorded faratdeneficiaries. Similarly, 93 per cent of the
beneficiaries now live within a distance of 1 knthe nearest health facilities compared to 61 pat c
recorded for the non-beneficiaries. The same tregslobserved for primary school where 93 per cent
of the beneficiaries are living within a distandeome kilometre to the nearest primary school as
against 57 per cent reported by non-beneficiaAssa result of diversification, it was observedttha
only 20 per cent of the respondents now dependydoudture as their main source of income. This is
very encouraging when compare with 38 per centrdsezbfor the non-beneficiaries. Consequently,
10, 8 and 12 per cent of the beneficiaries nowvedritheir income from trade, salaries/wages and
craft/artisan activities respectively. Another seper cent derived income from other sources.

7. A sizeable proportion of RTEP participants are mitthe active age and majority of them are
females. Most of them had no formal education amdagcommodated in houses built of mud. The
main source of water is dug out well while the Beaiall season road to most of them is within a
range of ten km from home. The nearest healthifiaéd less than five km while the nearest primary
school is within a range of one km from home. Maisthe respondents have access to less than ten
hectares of cultivable land and majority of themivdsd three-quarters of their incomes mainly from
agricultural activities.

I1l. PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT OF PROJECTS
A. Overall Assessment

8. The performance of KSACDP can be described as miXgHile the project performed
satisfactorily particularly in the development dllage infrastructure such as boreholes, rural éeed
roads, multi purpose skills centres and reachingh@mthrough small scale informal credit and skill
acquisition, it was less satisfactory in the arekod rehabilitation schemes due to high cosnplit
particularly labour. The performance was, also,yvensatisfactory in the implementation of
commercial credit operated through participatingkdsa(PBs) due to faulty design at appraisal.

9. Field investigation revealed that RTEP has prowetié a potent vehicle for the diffusion of

productivity, income and livelihood-enhancing imemtions among root and tuber farming

population. Project interventions had been largedgponsible for increased productivity; scale
expansion; improved food security and enhancementgéneral socio-economic welfare of

participating farmers. However, there are still pmgeneric, systemic and specific constraints, which
is currently undermining the operational efficienbgnefits and sustainability of the project.
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B. Relevance of Projects

10. The relevance of KSACDP could best be examined tiompoint of view of the beneficiaries

in terms of benefit derived from the project. Thile FGD sessions held in some of the beneficiary
communities revealed how much the communities lioefrom the project in terms of physical and
other socio-economic assets. For instance, durB® Reld with a selected men group in Ya'riga
community in Katsina state, some of the benefitsvdd from the project were stated to include cash
loan for farming, training on new farming methodsd skills acquisition in soap, pomade and yoghurt
making. With respect to RTEP, there is a wide gewvben the benefits expected by the beneficiaries
and the accrued benefits from the RTEP. Areas wtiereexpectations of participants were not met
include market expansion, loan facility, and tedbgyp transfer. In spite of these, respondents @dim
they benefited from the programme, improved inpupdy, provision of fertilizer/credits, extension
delivery, human capital development/training, amalsion of processing facilities.

C. Effectiveness of the Projects

11. In terms of effectiveness, KSACDP has been vergatiffe in meeting the various objectives.
According to the project completion report, thedaraw down amounted to US$10.5 million, which
represented 80 per cent of the target. The diffelewas attributable to low release of counterpart
fund by the participating State. The details of dfiectiveness of the project in terms of meetimg t
targets under the various subcomponents wererdlast in the body of the report. The level of
effectiveness of RTEP in meeting the objectives bansaid to be substantial. For instance, in
Nasarawa State achievement rate of out growersnsetwas more than 100 per cent; that of adaptive
research scheme was 100 per cent while in Kwarie, Stahievement rate for cassava farm and the
agro-processing component was also 100 per cemt.otRer components, achievement rates in both
states were above 50 per cent. In spite of thigctibes and targets of RTEP have not been fully
achieved because implementation strategies weavagsin the aspect of production but weak in the
aspects of processing, marketing and industrighlyes. Other constraining factors include inadegjuat
funding, lack of market for output, slow delivery services, political interference and communal
conflicts.

D. Efficiency of Projects

12. For KSACDP, there was no deliberate attempt ergilyico investigate the degree of efficiency
of some of the participants under the various subgonents of the project during the survey.
However, various reports by the planning, monitgrand evaluation unit and project completion
report confirmed various degree of efficiency afngoof the major components of the project.

13. For example, the crop and farm management sub-coempaadopted the On Farm Adaptive
Research (OFAR) strategy which guarantees farmeshiament in the identification, testing and
evaluation of promising indigenous and improvedhiedogies. The adoption rate was, however,
noted to be low as very few farmers have been secgessful in adopting different technologies and
adaptability of different techniques for the partér situation has been very slow. As such, theaighp
in terms of improved food security and income hexy vow.

14. The land conservation sub-component showed somenaeddegree of efficiency. This sub-
component adopted conservation measures like $isa,taalf moon moisture retention techniques and
the introduction of hedges and vetiver to check aaision as a result of wind and water. Under this
scheme, about two million slips of vetiver werenpéal by farmers in the project area while 125,000
tree seedlings were also planted. The survival matebeen estimated to be 50 per cent. In area of
communal grazing land rehabilitation, leguminousper (such as lab-lab) and grasses that check soll
degradation like (such as Andropogan) were plankE8D conducted for farmers in Jana-Doka
grazing area of the state revealed that crop ptaudave witnessed noticeable increase in both
upland and Fadama farming system in the last femsydhe efficiency of the rural infrastructure sub
component was assessed from the volume of trdffic in areas where roads were not originally in
existence before the project but have now beeredemith motorable roads linking various villages.
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An FGD conducted in Kanda to assess their peragptihowed that the project has contributed in
making their lives better.

15. Under the village community development, a total268 community development projects
were financed and implemented in nine LGAs. It feasd that the project has been very proactive in
the hand-over process to the communities with thegration of memoranda of understanding signed
between the communities, the LGAs and the profaanding profile for the operational activities of
RTEP derive from tripartite arrangement involvinige tNigerian Federal government, the state
governments and IFAD. The efficiency of RTEP wasstmints by under-funding, late release of
funds, slow and inefficient responses from the éstatVith respect to profitability of root and tuber
crop production, yam and sweet potato appearecetth® most profitable enterprises followed by
cassava and cocoyam. On the other haassava processing enterprises find it difficulkimg profit.
Some of the cassava enterprises even operatedoas.aThe impact of diversification of cassava
products has not been felt by the participanth@ptofit margin is still low.

IV. ANALYSIS OF TREND IN STUDY AREAS OF KSACDP

16. This analysis was only carried out for KSACDP siiee completed project and the time of
completion is matured enough for a detail impaetysis. The assessment of RTEP was more detailed
in area of the performance of the project while agtpanalysis of the project was limited to the
intermediate outcomes of the first tri-term.

A. Signs of Distress and Inequality

17. Interms of physical assets, only two per cenheffiroject beneficiaries reported decline in land
ownership as compared with 34 per cent recordedhircontrol group (non-beneficiaries). For the
remaining three indicators under this domain theesponding figures are lower for the beneficiaries
For social capital and empowerment, only one pat oéthe beneficiaries reported decline in their
involvement in decision making and managementltdgé schemes as compared with 46 and five per
cent respectively for the control group. Similarbnly two per cent complained of decline in their
involvement in the management of water and gralamg and system of agricultural input supply
compare with 9 and 12 per cent respectively for abetrol group. In the domain of agricultural
productivity, two per cent of the beneficiariesagpd decline in cultivated land area while three p
cent complained of decline in growing of cash crapd use of improved input/seeds. Only one per
cent reported decline in rate of technology adepte compared with 21 per cent reported by non-
beneficiaries. Environment and communal resouraasditions in the project areas have been
impressive as none of the beneficiaries recordetingein the quality of water and only one per cent
reported decline in availability of water. Thisirms contrast to three and eight per cent respegtivel
recorded by the control group. Similarly, only gier cent of the beneficiaries complained of decline
in tree/forest and productivity/quality of soil @@mpared with 54 and 31 per cent respectively
recorded by the control group. About five per agfithe beneficiaries recorded decline in grazimglla
as against 47 per cent of the control group. Haalgledind financial assets have witnessed significant
improvement in the project area as only one per aktihe beneficiaries reported decline in housghol
income in contrast to 20 per cent reported by tierol group. In the same vein, three per cenhef t
beneficiaries reported decline in household sagm@gainst 51 per cent of the control group. Declin
in access to credit was reported by four per cérnhe beneficiaries, while five and nine par cent
reported decline in business assets and jewellery.

B. Signs of Stagnation

18. This section highlights indicators of well-beingwhich at least 40 per cent of the respondents
reported no change in conditions during the las fo six years. Given this threshold thereforés it
only in the control group where respondents regostagnation in the ownership of all the four major
physical assets except in the ownership of shedpgaats. Similar situation holds for social capital
and empowerment where less than ten per cent digheficiaries reported stagnation for all the six
indicators. For the control group, respondents ntepostagnation in all other indicators excepthigirt
involvement in decision making and management démand grazing land. Agricultural productivity
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witnessed stagnation among the control group inafixhe eight indicators. These include; the
growing of cash crops, use of improved input, uséaon inputs, double cropping, the use of farm
machinery and rate of technology adoption. The grgage of beneficiaries that reported stagnation
for all the eight indicators is very negligible. &tenvironment and communal resources showed
significant improvement as the percentage of beisfes that reported stagnation for all the five
indicators fell below 40 per cent threshold. Foe ttontrol group, however, respondents reported
stagnation for two out of the five indicators (gragland and availability of water).

19. In the accumulation of household/financial asstis,beneficiaries reported stagnation for one
out of the five indicators (jewellery). For the ¢a group, stagnation was reported for household
savings, access to credit, business assets aasvgivellery. No stagnation was reported for adl th

five indicators of household food security among itoject beneficiaries. The same situation was
observed for the control group except in the prtidacof dairy products. For market access,
stagnation was reported for three of the six indisaby the control group while no stagnation was
reported for the beneficiaries. Areas of stagnatéonong the control group included market
infrastructure, access to modern storage faciléies market stalls.

C. Signs of Progress

20. In contrast to the two preceding sections, thisise@cknowledges progress in the conditions
faced by the respondents during the last five xoyears. Progress is acknowledged if at least 50 pe
cent of either the beneficiaries or the controlugran the sample rated increasing or improving
conditions. As a result, the following profile ofggress was found. All the beneficiaries reported
progress in all the four indicators for physicasets. The situation was, however, different for the
control group where respondents only indicated @egy in ownership of sheep and goats. Similar
situation holds for social capital and empowermeinére beneficiaries witnessed significant progress
in all the six indicators as compared with the ocongroup where progress was only reported for
management of village scheme and management of amdlegrazing land. In the area of agricultural
productivity, progress was made in the practicenoked farming by the control group. The
beneficiaries could not made progress in the useawhinery and technology adoption.

21. Environment and communal resources only withessedress in terms of quality of water
among the control group. All other indicators contit reflect any significant progress. The situatio
was, however, different for the beneficiaries whallerespondents reported progress for all the five
indicators. Household and financial assets onlyegised progress in household income among the
control group in contrast to the beneficiaries vehall respondents recorded progress for all the fiv
indicators though progress for jewelleries is Idvil (per cent). Household food security witnessed
significant progress among the control group imteof production of cereals, production of fruitgla
vegetables and in food consumption. All the betfies reported progress for all the five indicator

in this domain.

V. IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF KSACDP

22. A detail and critical analysis of the impact of KSBP was carried for the selected seven
impact domains including market access, financégslets, physical assets, agricultural productivity,
environment and communal resources, food secunityh@usehold/ financial assets. A critical look at
the impact analysis revealed a common trend. Thdtseshowed without the intervention, the level of
development was generally higher in the beneficiagmmunities than the non-beneficiary
communities. This further buttressed the fact thatproject was targeted at very poor communities i
the state. However, the implementation of the tejé the respective communities brought about a
significant change in favour of the beneficiaries.

23. Physical assets and social capital and empowermertlost of the beneficiaries indicated
increases in all aspects of physical assets, edlyequality of dwelling units (90 per cent),
agricultural land (87 per cent), sheep and goafsp@ cent), size of dwelling unit (82 per cent),
means of transport (81 per cent). What is yet amclaowever, is whether this impact could be
sustained in view of some of the constraints maetioby both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries.
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With respect to social capital and empowermentgpifor linkage between community and private
sector (33 per cent), the project appeared to bayéficantly enhanced all the components of social
capital and empowerment of beneficiaries.

24. Market access The variables captured in this impact domainudel market infrastructure,
modern storage facilities, market stalls, transgi@, market information, rural-urban market ligka
and food prices. The analysis revealed that exfmt prices, in all these variables did the non-
beneficiary communities have up to half of the ltpercentages that the beneficiary communities had.
This situation, however, changed drastically dutimg project period whereby the percentage of those
that reported increment was consistently higheslase to two thirds. For instance, as high asé6 p
cent of the respondents said there was improvemetainsportation as a result of the project and
another 91 per cent said there was improvementrai-urban linkage.

25. Financial assets The major variables captured in this domain idelumpacts on household
income, savings, access to credit and businestsagaeit is common to the entire impacts domain,
the findings here revealed that the beneficiary mamities fared well on all the impact variablesdise
to capture financial assets without the projectweler when considered the impact of the project
period, there was a significant change in the fif@rassets variables. The percentage of thoge tha
said their financial assets increased was as ligdBaer cent for household income, 91 per cent for
access to credit, etc. The analysis revealedduttiat even, jewellery which is often consideredha
luxury item increased as a result of the projegant.

26. Agricultural productivity. The impact of KSACDP on agricultural productivity @xamined
using different variables which include the amoohtultivable land now available, growing of cash
crops, use of improved seeds/inputs, use of maghared farm output among others. With respect to
cultivable land, it is interesting to note that both the beneficiary and the non-beneficiary
communities, less than one-third of the respondesiisved that there was any increase in the amount
of cultivable land without the project. However thvthe coming of the project the situation changed
drastically especially with respect to the amouhtultivable land, growing of cash crops, use of
improved seeds/inputs, and the practice of doubt raixed cropping. In all these variables, the
percentage of respondents indicating incrementegfigom 79 per cent for use of improved seeds to
as high as 93 per cent for increment in amountbiivable land.

27. Environment and communal resourcesThe major variables used in capturing this impact
domain include the changes in the number of tredssize of forest areas, amount of grazing land,
productivity and quality of soil, availability anglality of water. The results of the analysis résga
that the proportion of respondents that believed tiere was appreciable increase in environmeht an
communal resource base without the project was legvyamong the beneficiary communities. About
two-thirds of beneficiaries reported significantri@ase in impact of the project on environment and
communal resources. For instance as high as 96qmrof the respondents believed that there was
increase in the availability of water as a resd@ilithe project. Another 94 per cent believed that th
quality of water in the communities improved durthg project period.

28. Food security.For all the variables used in capturing impact @odf security, there was mixed
responses among the respondents in both the bengfand the non-beneficiary communities. As
with all the results discussed so far, proportibthose that believed that there was increasel ithal
impact variables was generally higher in the nomelieiary communities without the project. With
the implementation of the project, there was sigaift improvement in the food and nutrition
situation in the project beneficiary communities. ikvealed in the analysis, except in the purchase
foods where less than two-thirds (63 per centhefrespondents said there was increase as aoésult
the project, other variables showed that more tharthird of the respondents said there was inereas
during the project. The values ranged from 76 et €or increase in production of roots and tulbers
as high as 97 per cent for increase in the prooiucti cereals.

90



VI. IMPACT OF THE RTEP

29. The RTEP is still an on-going project as such;&halysis of the impact of the programme was
limited to the intermediate outcomes of the firstérm which focused mainly on cassava production
and multiplication. The result of the various amsaly showed that, in the case of cassava, thevgositi
impact of the programme has been felt in the aocddacreased production, better nutrition, better
health and enhanced income. The reverse is thercdse areas of market and marketing, the state of
access to farm inputs and agricultural income wimithally witnessed improvement but later started
decreasing as a result of inadequate demand fagaised output. With respect to yam, there has been
improvement in the areas of access to informagaoess to training and empowerment and area of
land cultivated and yield.

30. The state of farm input is not different from tlodicassava. With respect to agricultural income,
the situation is better than that of cassava. Btatp production, there has been improvement in the
areas of yield, access to information, training angbowerment and access to improved seedlings.
However, potato farmers are also facing problendexfreasing income. On poverty reduction, it is
revealed that the programme has had some remarkaigact on the quality of life of the
beneficiaries, in spite of the shortcomings.

VII. PROJECT IMPACTS AND BENEFITS: GENDER PERCEPTI ON

31. The results indicate that, whereas the IFAD prognanappears to have achieved appreciable
degree of gender equality in the beneficiary’s’ awmities, in non-beneficiary communities, a high
level of gender inequality still existed. The figarshow high inequality in the provision of femsr,
provision of processing facilities, provision opint supply, etc. This problem could be attributed t
lack of awareness, low level of education, and gmyernance among other functions.

A. Sustainability of Project Impacts and Benefits

32. Investigation revealed that KSACDP adopted sustélibameasures to keep the project going

without external fund. These measures includeumd§ in the escrow accounts for revolving loan;
i) security funds in the fixed deposit accoun; iegistered participating groups, that may haseeas

to facilities; iv) mobilized savings of the farmensth the bank; v) adequate linkage between the
project, farmers and the participating bank; anigl, signing of Memorandum of Understanding

between Local Governments and project by liaisenctiedit office to relevant institutions to enhance
credit resources.

33. With respect to sustainability of RTEP, almost thié participants agreed that the services
provided through the programme are sustainablesitea suggested for enhancing the sustainability
of the programme include, in order of importanecereéased funding of the programme, dedication
and discipline on the part of the participants,elynrepayment of loan by participants, unhindered

flow of information between RTEP officials and fieipants and among participants, better

monitoring on the part of RTEP officials, adoptiohfarming and processing technology, ownership
of the programme by beneficiaries and, provisiomafketing facilities.

B. Factors Limiting Impact of Projects

34. One of the most limiting factors affecting the impa&af KSACDP is insufficient capital as
reported by 45 per cent of the respondents. This febowed by lack of awareness, low level of
education, inadequate farm inputs and poor roaditons as reported by 39, 35, 28 and 14 per cent
of the beneficiaries, respectively. Major constigilmiting impact of RTEP are inadequate funding,
lack of market for output, slow delivery of sendcepolitical interference and communal conflicts.
Analysis of beneficiary perception showed that 8 pent of the selected respondents mentioned
inadequate funding, 65 per cent mentioned lack afket for output, 31 per cent indicated slow
delivery of services, 28 per cent mentioned pdalitimterference while 17 per cent mentioned
communal conflicts.
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C. Suggested Ways of Addressing Project Constraist

35. The followings have been suggested by both bere#s and non-beneficiaries of KSACDP as
ways by which project constraints can be addresdsese include the provision of capital, eradigatio
of illiteracy, need for good governance, ensuringmen’s access to extension services, creation of
awareness and the provision of good roads. Towamisoving the performance, effectiveness,
efficiency and impact RTEP, the following measuraast be taken: prompt release of funds;
increased funding and reduction in Community/Graopnterpart fund; enhanced market linkage;
improved access to farm inputs; access to impréseithology and storage facilities; assistanceén th
area of land provision, and improved welfare of RTdficials, among others.

VIIl. CONCLUSION

36. A number of inferences can be drawn from the resaftthe analyses of the two projects
discussed above. Firstly, the projects could ba sebave impacted positively on some aspectseof th
socio-economic lives of the participants. Seconthy, projects were able to achieve the important
objective of targeting the very poor. Thirdly aretyimportantly, the fact that people still relishthe
good memory of a project completed over five yeags (KSACDP) is very instructive of the wide
scale impact of such project. This buttresses #ut that the communities were fully aware and
participated in the choice and implementation afjguts executed in their respective communities.
However, in the case of RTEP, it is important tp taore emphasis on the downstream activities in
this current phase in order to achieve much exghimdpact.
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APPENDIX 6

Typical Agribusiness/Market-led Model

> FINAL MARKET
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Source: Adapted from USAID/MARKETS Project (2005)
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to overcome poverty
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