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l. Introduction

1. As decided by the Executive Board, the indepen@¥fite of Evaluation (OE) of IFAD will
undertake a country programme evaluation (CPEhefl[EAD-Government of India co-operation in
2009. This is the first CPE undertaken by OE indrgince the inception of the Fund’s establishnient
1978. CPEs are normally conducted prior to the gnagpon of a new IFAD-Government co-operation
strategy for the concerned couritry

2. The India CPE will be conducted within the ovemlvisions contained in the IFAD Evaluation
Policy’ and follow OE’s methodology and processes for GREsstipulated in the OE evaluation
manual. The previous OE evaluations of IFAD operationnitia - as shown in Table 1 - will provide
valuable evaluative evidence for the planned CPE.

Table 1: Previous OE Evaluations Relating to IFAD @erations in India

I Evaluation Type Evaluations I

I Orissa Tribal Development Project (1998/9)
Tamil Nadu Women’s Development Project (1999/2000)
Project evaluations Andhra Pradesh Tribal Development Project (2001)

North East Region Community Resource Managemeijée&rim Upland
Areas (2004/5)

ICorporate level Direct Supervision Pilot Programme (2004/5)

B evaluations including IFAD’s Regional strategy in Asia and the Pacifit/ EREST, 2005/6)
India Field Presence Pilot Programme (2006/7)
Thematic evaluations Local Knowledge and Innovations (2003/4)
which covered India Organic Agriculture (2004/5)

Il. Country Background

3. Located in South Asia, India has a geographicah ake 3,287,263 square kilometres and a
population of approximately 1.13 billion (as of Z0)0making it the sub-continent’'s most populous
nation and the second most populous country invtitd. The population growth rate for the period
2000-2007 averaged 1.5 per cent per year, down &oraverage of 1.9 per cent in the 1990s, 2.1 per
cent in the 1980s, and 2.3 per cent in the 196(lk.iSis likely that the country will reach 1 Hillion
people by 2025. In 2007, India’s total fertilityteastood at 2.8 births per woman. The women to men
ratio has been steadily declining, from 934 in 188927 in 1991, though there was a slight incréase
2001 to 933.

4. India’s population is still predominantly rural,twi72 per cent of Indians living in villages with a
population of less than 5 000. However, data frordid's National Sample Surveys (NSS) and
Censuses suggest that rate of migration from toratban areas is increasfnghe urban population
constituted 28 per cent of the total in 2001, worfjust over 25 per cent in the mid-1990s, andkedyt

to reach 36 per cent around 2025. The populatiomighly heterogeneous, with people being
differentiated by language, religion, ethnicitysteaand class.

1 IFAD’s country strategy document is the COSOP résilts-based country strategic opportunities @nogne.
2 Approved by the Fund’s Executive Board in April02) see document EB2003/78/R.17/Rev. 1. Also ablkil
from the IFAD internet sitenttp://www.ifad.org/evaluation/policy/index.htm

% Available from the IFAD Internet sitéttp://www.ifad.org/gbdocs/eb/ec/efinformal/e/ECI8864-W-P-2.pdf

* One estimate based on NSS data, for example, sisgge increase from 24.7 per cent in 1992/3 t6 pér cent
in 1999/2000. See Srivastava and Sasikumar: Am@xe of Migration in India.




5. India has a federal structure with clearly definedponsibilities delegated to State and Local
Governments. The State Chief Minister and Legistatue elected as are the loPalnchayats Most

of the areas that directly impact poverty are urnidercontrol of the State Governments rather than t
Central Government. Thus the State Governmentsigoresible for primary and secondary education;
the health care system; and agriculture and reaéldpment. The Central Government is responsible
for national policy in these areas and increasihgly made use of Centrally Supported Schemes (CSS)
in the form of earmarked transfers to support thplémentation of national policies. In recent years
these have played an important role in helpingeS&tvernments to undertake expenditures, such as
those needed for expanding access to primary d@docat for tackling HIV/AIDS, designed to meet
the MDGs.

6. The economy.Since the early 1990s, when the most recent rofi®@onomic reforms in India
took off, economic growth has been less volatilel aeached a higher average rate than in the
preceding decades, with real Gross Domestic Pra@kioP) growth exceeding 8 per cent every year
since 2003/04, and reaching a peak of 9.7 perine2@06/07. Benefiting from this sustained economic
growth, India has become the world’s"ll@rgest economy measured in nominal US dollarsribes

to fourth when measured at purchasing power parthange ratésindia is a two-tier economy, with

a cutting-edge and globally competitive knowledgeeh services sector that employs the well
educated middle class on the one hand, and a spgawargely rain-fed agricultural sector that
employs the majority of the vast and poorly edutdédour force on the other. GDP per capita was
US$ 450 in 2000, US$ 740 in 2005, and US$ 950 id72@stablishing India as a (lower) middle
income countr§ Table 2 gives the main economic indicators ofdrfcom 2003 to 2007, and Table 3
provides a breakdown of the real GDP by sector.

Table 2: Main Economic Indicators of India 2003 — 207

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Real GDP growth (%)a 8.4 8.3 9.2 9.7 9.0
Consumer price inflation (av; %) 3.8 3.8 4.2 A.2 6.4
Current-account balance (US55 m) 8,773 781 -10,285 -9,529 -11,794
Exchange rate (av; Rs:US5) 46.6 45.3 44,1 45.3 £1.3

Population {m) 1,049.7 1,0658.1 1,080.3 1,095.4 1,110.4
External debt (year-end; USS m) 112,855 124,376 123,128 135,098 149,204

a Fiscalyears (April-March).

Source: Economist Intelligence Unit, CountryData.

Table 3: Real GDP by sector
(Source: EIU - fiscal years: April-March; per cshare of GDP)

2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08
Agriculture 21.0 19.2 18.8 18.3 17.8

Industry 26.2 28.2 28.8 29.3 29.4
Services 52.8 52.6 52.4 52.4 52.8

> World Bank, World Development Indicators 2008

® The World Bank classifies countries as a lowerdigidncome country with GDP/capita between US$ 905-
3595. Countries with GDP/capita between US& 3 598/S$ 11 115 are classified as upper middle income
countries.



7. Poverty. The proportion of the total population below tregional poverty line went down from
36 per cent in 1993-1994 to 27.5 per cent in 200852 However, the total number of poor people
increased slightly. The rapid population growtlihe past decades diluted the achievement in poverty
alleviation. Poverty in India is predominantly aabphenomenon. About 70 per cent of the population
and about 75 per cent of the poor, live in ruraasrand most depend on agriculture. According to
World Bank estimates on poverty based on 2005 tladéa has 456 million people, 41.6 per cent of its
population, living below the new international pdyeline of US$ 1.25 (PPP) per day. The World
Bank further estimates that 33 per cent of thealpbor now reside in India. Moreover, India alss h
828 million people, or 75.6 per cent of the pogatativing below US$ 2 a day, compared to 72.2 per
cent for Sub-Saharan Africa. The Government plaogis priority on reducing poverty through raising
agricultural productivity, including through makinge of the CSS to support programs for connecting
rural villages to markets and expanding educatamiial areas.

8. Health and Education. The health of India's people has improved sigaifity since
independence. Life expectancy at birth increasdabtgears for men and 71 years for women in 2007,
from 32 years for both men and women in 1951. Mityteates for the under-fives have fallen sharply,
from 242 per 1 000 in 1960 to 74 in 200But, a high proportion of the population contintesuffer

and die from easily preventable diseases and tinild-related complications. In terms of education,
India has made huge progress in getting more @mldnto primary school, especially in recent years
on the way of achieving the Millennium Developm@&tals. But the rates for girls are significantly
lower than for boys. The 2001 census recordedtkieatale literacy rate was 75.3 per cent, compared
with 53.7per cent for women. Figure 1 shows thegpres made in education in India from 1990 to
2006.

Figure 1: Education progress made in India 1990 —D6
(Source: World Bank website, country profile, India
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9.  Agriculture . The agricultural sector accounts for less thag-fidfith of GDP in India (see Table
3). Nevertheless, its importance in the countrgen®mic, social, and political fabric goes well beg

this indicator. Agriculture provides livelihoods & per cent of the rural people and remains fital

the country’s food security. After the Green Retioln of the 1970s, India has achieved self-
sufficiency in food grains. In the post-reform perifrom 1992/93 to 1996/97, the agricultural sector
strengthened, with average growth at 4.7 per agmfrom an average of 3.6 per cent in the 1880s
Benefiting from agricultural development, India hbhecome a fairly significant food exporter.
However, since 2000, the agricultural growth hasveld down to an average of 2 per cent. Compared

" Government of India (Planning Commission), Pov&stimates for 2004-05. The poverty line at alliéniével
was defined as India Rupee (INR) 356 per capitanmerth for rural area, and INR 538 for urban area.

8 EIU, Country Profile India 2008

° EIU, Country Profile India 2008



to the industrial and service sectors, agriculgn@vth is lagging the overall growth rate. The spil
food prices in 2008 has highlighted the need fatidnto invest more in the sector to assure its
continued food security. In addition, unlike in EAsian countries, the shift of the labour forcenfr
agriculture to non-agriculture in India is partiaty slow. The result has been stagnating levels of
agricultural productivity and growing recognitidmat in the absence of accelerated agricultural tirow

it will be very difficult to achieve significant deictions in rural poverty. Figure 2 provides a
comparison of the economic growth rates of diffessttors

10. The slow growth rates for Indian agriculture arilaited to a number of different factors many
of them long term in nature. There has been limitegstment in rural infrastructure over the past
decades. In recent years an effort has been maderéase investment in rural roads, but power lsupp
to rural areas remains limited in part becauseheflarge consumer subsidies associated with it, and
there has been little expansion of irrigation. \WHdrger numbers of children are attending schiools
rural areas, quality issues persist and currictdaoften adapted to academic rather than vocatianal
agricultural needs. Rural micro-finance has expdnldet productive credit needed to move from
smallholder to commercial production remains limit€here are also challenges related to land tenure
in parts of the country. Natural disasters havent@nother factor in keeping many areas of rudibln

in poverty. Last but not least, some aspects of pbkcy framework are a constraint to rapid
agricultural growth, such as rigidities in laboagulation, and interventions in pricing and markgof

both outputs and inputs.

11. The shortage of irrigation remains one of the mmgtortant constraints on agricultural growth.
Less than one-third of cropland is irrigated, mgkagricultural output heavily dependent on the ahnu
monsoons. The main food grain crops (Kmarif or autumn crop - predominantly rice, harvested in
September-October) and some cash crops (oilseetisncjute and sugar) depend on the south-west
monsoon. This brings 80 per cent of India’s rasyally within a three-month period from June to mid
September. A second, north-east monsoon bringgelighins to the south of the country from mid-
October to December. Winter rain in north-westerdid from October to March waters a crop of
wheat and coarse grains (tfadi crop, harvested in April-May).

Figure 2: GDP Growth by Economic Activities in India, 2003 - 2007
(Source: Central Statistical Organisation, www. pigsc.in/cso.htm, downloaded 24 March 2008)
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12. Agricultural Policies. The evolution of agricultural policies in Indiarcbe divided into several
phases: an agrarian reform phase (1950-1965) eoigehe right of tenure to the tiller and abolisii
intermediaries; a technology push phase (1965-1980)ing which the emphasis shifted from
institutional solutions to a technology-led appiuaand a subsidies and incentives phase (1985-
present), during which, with intensive technolodiesily in place, further growth was promoted by
subsidies and incentives. In the 1990s, the mininsupport price for cereals was rapidly scaled up,
leading government agencies in some states to putyp O per cent-80 per cent of the marketable
surpluses. Although some of these policies dramlifitictmproved agricultural production and poverty
alleviation, in general, the policies adopted fhil®® address some of the inherent long standing
problems such as imbalance in landholding pattehich complicated land tenure relations in some



states and constrained the potential contributfagdculture to overall economic development. &hi
incidence of poverty has remained an inhibitingtdacin raising agricultural productivity and
employment.

13. There are various Government policies that ardgpfificance to the country’s efforts to reduce
rural poverty by promoting agriculture and ruravelepment. Some of the most prominent policies are
enshrined in the: (i) National Rural Employment €uree Act; (i) Forest Rights Act; (iii) Tribal
Development Policy; (iv) National Policy for Farreg(iv) National Food Security Mission, and others.
Appendix 2 provides a listing of the various Indi@overnment Statutes and documents that embody
the agricultural and rural development policy fravoek. With regard to agriculture, the Government’s
goal is to raise the agricultural growth rate tpet cent per year in the 1 Five-Year Plan period
(2007-2012). To achieve this, the Plan aims toa@)elerate the expansion of irrigated area and
improve water management in rainfed areas; (b)gbrithe knowledge gap through effective research
and extension; (c) foster diversification to higlhatue horticulture, fisheries, and animal husbgndr
(d) increase food grain productivity for food sdtyr(e) facilitate farmers' access to credit at
affordable rates; and (f) improve farmer accessaokets.

14. Official Development Assistance (ODA)India has benefited from international cooperation
poverty alleviation and development through bilatemd multilateral assistance. From 1997 to 2006,
the average annual official development assisté@B) received by India was US$ 1.4 billion. In the
period 2004 to 2006, the average annual ODA indesteagriculture was US$ 377.2 million, and in
rural development was US$ 63.4 million, which agtted for 30 per cent and 5 per cent respectively
of the total ODA to Indi&. Figure 3 shows the flow of ODA to India over a ¥6ar period from 1997

to 2006. IFAD’s annual lending to India amountgdaghly 5 per cent of annual ODA for agriculture
and rural development.

Figure 3: Official Development Assistance (ODA) tondia 1997 — 2006
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15. The largest donor support for Indian Agricultured dlural Development is provided by the
World Bank and DFID. The Bank defines three ptjoaireas for its support: 1). Enhancing agricultura
productivity, competitiveness, and rural growththwimportant emphasis on improving water resource
management and strengthening rural non-farm segiowth; 2). Improving access to assets and
sustainable natural resource use including accesgal finance; 3). Strengthening institutions floe
poor and promoting rural livelihoods through proimgt community-based development and
strengthening accountability for service deliveypn addition to its support for nationwide programs
such as the National Agricultural Innovation Projet the Indian Council of Agricultural Research,

19 OECD, International Development Statistics, 2008



recent World Bank projects have supported waterstetagement, community development and rural
livelihoods in Andhra Pradesh, Assam, Karnatakasgar Tamil Nadu and Uttar Pradesh. DFID’s
program identifies five focal states (Andhra Prédddadhya Pradesh, Orissa, West Bengal and Bihar).
Broad-based programs for rural livelihoods develeptrare currently in place in Madhya Pradesh and
Western Orissa. These place strong emphasis ovexg@ance with government systems and the
strengthening of local institutions and self-goerce. The GTZ and WFP also provide significant
development support. GTZ support is focused on wpecific projects: Regional Economic
Development in Uttarakhand, and the Rural Finar@jyattem Development Program. WFP’s objectives
for its 2008-2012 Country Programme are: to sttesgtgovernment capacity to carry out food-based
safety-net programmes; to improve nutrition of wonad young children; and improve livelihoods
for vulnerable communities that rely on depletetira resource$.

M. Overview of IFAD’s Operations and Evolution of the Country Strategy

16. IFAD-funded operations in India include both loans for projects and programmes, raot
lending activities including knowledge managemagutlicy dialogue and partnership strengthening,
which are often funded through grants. Overallcsiri979 IFAD has financed 23 projects and
programmes in India, approving loans for a totalapproximately US$ 635 million with a total
portfgl3io cost of US$ 1.8 billiol. All loans have been provided on highly concessidending
terms”.

17. Historically, India is the largest recipient of IBAassistance globally. Of the 23 projects and

programmes financed by the Fund, eight are ongdmgieen are closed and one is to be approved.
IFAD-financed approximately 35 per cent of totabjprct costs. Table 4 provides a snapshot of key dat

related to IFAD operations in the country, wherégpendix 3 includes a more comprehensive list of

the projects and programmes funded, together \m¢hfinancial break downs by co-financiers and

counterpart (Government) funding.

18. IFAD operations have covered virtually all the prostates in Indf4, with absence in only a
handful of the relatively affluent states such asrétaka, Kerala and Punjab. Most of the operations
especially those financed since the late 1980se tangely focussed on tribal development, micro-
finance, women’s advancement, raising agricultysedductivity, and institution building. Some
projects and programmes have centred on livelihdegislopment.

19. The following co-financiers have participated inpparting IFAD-assisted projects and
programmes in India: World Bank (US$ 250 millioBfID (US$ 74 million), WFP (US$ 37 million),
Government of the Netherlands (US$ 12 million) ariker donors. The following institutions were
designated in the past as IFAD’s co-operating tutsbins, responsible for project supervision arahlo
administration: World Bank (six projects), and UN®Reight projects). One project, the Jharkhand-
Chattisgarh Tribal Development Project was inclutetFAD’s Direct Supervision Pilot Programme,
and thus directly supervised by IFAD since its effeeness in 2001. Moreover, with the introduction
of IFAD’s (direct) supervision and implementationpport policy in December 2006, all ongoing
projects in India have been brought under IFADi®di supervision and implementation support since
1 January 2008. This is a significant change infhied’s operating model in India, bringing the Fund

M Information drawn from the respective web-siteshef World Bank, DFID, GTZ and WFP.

2 The total amounts also include data related toCtbevergence of Agricultural Interventions in Madstitra’s
Distressed Districts Programme to be approved éyettecutive Board in April 2009.

13 |India is now classified as a lower middle inconoaitiry. As its per capita income increases furthigis is
likely to affect the lending terms offered by IFAdD its loans. Consequently, this may have impliceifor the
India and IFAD partnership, which will be explorédring the CPE.

* |FAD operations have covered a vast geographia afghe country, including the states of Andhradesh,
Assam, Bihar, Chhattisgarh, Gujarat, Haryana, Ha#f, Maharashtra, Madhya Pradesh, Meghalaya, &riss
Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu, Uttarakhand and Uttar Plfades



closer to the ground. In fact, the topic of supgion and implementation support will be thoroughly
analysed by the CPE, especially given its impogaimccontributing towards enhancing the Fund’s
development effectiveness in the country.

20. India was the first country where IFAD instituteoh®e form of structured country presence in
2000, before IFAD’s Field Presence Pilot Progranwas launched by the Board in 2003. During the
last two years, additional responsibilities haverbdecentralized to the India Country Office anbit
been provided with additional financial resourced ataff. Today, the India country presence plays a
important part in overall COSOP and country progreemmanagement, including supervision and
implementation support, knowledge management, ptiogn@o-ordination with Government, portfolio
management, donor collaboration, and so on.

21. IFAD has provided a number of country-specific ¢saio India, and IFAD grants of a regional
and/or sub-regional nature have also covered IFAdBrations in the country. Grants have been
provided for a variety of purposedater-alia, for knowledge networking, agriculture researchintrey
and capacity building. From 2000 to 2006 IFAD pded grants to India of around US$ 1.7 milfion
This does not include regional grants which Indéaddits substantially from.

Table 4: A Snapshot of IFAD Operations in India®

First IFAD loan-funded project: 1978

Total loans-funded projects approved: 23

Total amount of IFAD lending: US$ 635 m

Lending terms: Highly Concessional

Counterpart funding: US$ 822.2 million

Co-financing amount: US$ 392.1 million

Total portfolio cost: US$ 1.8 billion

Focus of operations: Tribal development, women’s advancement, micro
finance, institution building and livelihoods.

Co-financiers: DfID, the Netherlands, UNDP, WFP, and World
Bank

Number of ongoing projects: 8

Total grant amount: US$ 1.7 million for ongoing and approved grants,
period 2000-2006. US$ 18.3 million for large and
small regional grants, period 2000 to 2007.
US$ 600,000 for in-loan grant to Rajasthan.
US$ 1.0 million to Maharashtra programme to be
approved in April 2009.

Past cooperating institutions: World Bank and UNOPS

Country office in New Delhi: Since 2001

Responsible IFAD division for Asia and the Pacific Region

operations:

Country programme managers (CPMs) 7

since 1978:

Current CPM: Responsible since beginning-2006

Principle Government interlocutor: Department of Economic Affairs, Ministry of
Finance

15 A grant of about US$ 1.0 million is to be giver tBonvergence of Agricultural Interventions in Medshtra’'s
Distressed Districts Programme to be approved éyttecutive Board in April 2009.

16 The total amounts also include data related toevergence of Agricultural Interventions in Madstitra’s
Distressed Districts Programme to be approved irl 2909.



22. Evolution of the country strategy. Over the period 1978-1983, IFAD focused on suipgpthe
irrigation sub-sector, funding 5 projects that aimat enhancing agriculture production and
productivity. IFAD’s financial support was limiteals compared to Government’'s own resources for
large scale irrigation development, and the Fundnsecealised that financing such large rural
infrastructure projects was not the best vehictedicectly reducing rural poverty among smallholder
farmers, poor rural women, tribal people, and ottisadvantaged communities. Based on lessons
learned from these five projects and as the Fundest to develop a comparative advantage in
grassroots development through well-targeted pt®jand programmes, IFAD shifted its emphasis in
India towards integrated rural development prograsstarting with the Orissa Tribal Development
Project in 1987. The latter was implemented in renareas by providing community infrastructure,
natural resources management through low costveméons in small scale irrigation and soil
conservation, addressed land tenure issues, prdnamaptive research and extension in traditional
crops, made attempts to strengthen local institstio improve service delivery, involved NGOs aad s
on. This strategy has largely driven the approatth the present.

23. The 2001 India COSOP articulated the strategy ¢hatved in the late 1980s and 1990s. The
main objectives of the 2001 COSOP were toin@yease popular participation in implementing anti
poverty initiatives; empower the poor and disadagatl sections of society; build on opportunities
offered by strengthening local bodies throughoet¢buntry and, in particular, devolving authoriy t
the gram sabha(village assembly); (ii) strengthen grass-rootditinsons that favour marginalized
groups and integrate them into local self-governmaestitutions so as to achieve synergies among
economic advancement, social/infrastructural dearaknt and empowerment; (iii) increase access of
the poor to resources such as land and water @dimguthe forest lands and common-property
resources); support appropriate services (extensiesearch, marketing) and human resource
development; (iv) improve financial services to ffuor by supporting microfinance initiatives; angl (
generate significant and sustainable income foptha from non-farm enterprises, upheld by market
linkages and rural connectivity.

24. The most recent COSOP for India was formulatedRAD and the Government in December
2005, which reaffirmed the key strategic elementgwdated in 2001 COSOP such as promoting
participation, enhancing capacity building, andedsifying economic opportunities among targeted
groups. In line with IFAD’s regional strategy forsia and the Pacific (2002), the COSOP of 2005
identified three major strategic thrusts. These are

e capacity-building, comprising two elements: (i) grass-roots instituuilding among
marginalized groups; and (ii) institutional stremgning among support agencies;

e promoting and protecting the access of marginalizedroups to resourcesand ensuring the
sustainable management of such resources. Thdadeéntatural resources such as forest
lands, highly degraded land, water and fisherissurces, but also financial resources and
intangibles such as indigenous knowledge, techpiaekages, market information and
innovation; and

« promoting the diversification of livelihood opportunities within the on-farm and off-farm
sectors as avenues out of poverty for the poordasaof constrained access to resources and as
risk mitigation measures.

25. To operationalize the above strategic thrustscthentry programmevas to focus on two main
areas: (i) microfinance and women’s empowermentjnimathrough support for a grass-roots
institution-building process; and (ii) expansionliwelihood opportunities among tribal populatians
the poorest agro-ecological zones. It was antiegbdhat a lending programme of US$ 119 million
would be realized in a period of five years fron®2009.

26. In terms of partnership, the 2005 COSOP highligihts importance of engaging with the
country’s state and district governments, civil ispc and private sector. At the central level,
traditionally, the main interlocutor between thev@mment and IFAD has been the Department of



Economic Affairs (DEA) in the Ministry of Finante Among other things, DEA is responsible for
participating in IFAD governing body meetings, legfloan negotiations, and providing Government
guarantees to the loans provided by IFAD.

27. In addition to the DEA, IFAD-supported activitiesquire the participation of central technical
ministries (e.g., Ministries of Agriculture, Rur&levelopment, Tribal Affairs, Women and Child
Development, Panchayati Raj Development, the Ptan@iommission, Environment and Forests) as
well as relevant State-level Ministries and lineefigies. The roles and responsibilities of ceraral
state authorities in IFAD-supported country stratégrmulation, policy dialogue, project design and
execution, and monitoring, is an area that meties&on in the CPE.

28. The COSORP identifies the World Bank as a long stapgartner, especially for replicating and
upscaling successfully tested innovations throdghD operations. The Department for International
Development (DfID) and the World Food Programme R)Rave traditionally been important IFAD
partners in the country. DfID has co-financed IFAQpported projects in several states, and WFP has
housed IFAD’s country presence (known as the li@bantry Office, IFAD), as well as co-financing
some IFAD-supported operations in India. The Adimvelopment Bank has only recently resumed
financing the rural sector in India through its gap for rural infrastructure, and there has thanef
been little scope for partnering with ADB in thestldl0-15 years. The COSOP also mentions the
successful partnership with the Consultative Groopinternational Agricultural Research (CGIAR)
institutions, such as ICRISAT based in Hyderabadthe development of pro-poor technologies for
resource poor farmers.

29. The policy dialogue agenda was to be centred orfdalhewing areas: (i) refocusing on land
reform in order to improve women’s access to prtigaaesources; (i) enhancing women’s access to
credit and financial services by, inter alia, limgiwvomen with investment credit for agriculturectingh
membership in cooperatives; and (iii) promotingtipgration in representative institutions by acljve
fostering women’s representation in agriculturalrketing federations, milk unions and farmer
associations at all levels.

V. Evaluation Objectives, Methodology and Process

30. Objectives. The CPE will have two main objectives. These ar€i} assess the performance and
impact of IFAD operations; and (ii) generate ae®if findings and recommendations that will serve
as building blocks for the formulation of the farttiming COSOP by IFAD and the Government.

31. Methodology. The objectives of the CPE will be achieved by asialy three mutually
reinforcing pillars in the IFAD-Government partnigigs These include assessing the performance of
the: (i) project portfolio; (ii)) non-lending actiieés (knowledge management, policy dialogue and
partnership building); and (iii) COSOP itself. Tperformance in each of these areas will be rated on
scale of 1 to 6 (with 1 being the lowest score, &nthe highest). While these will be viewed
individually, the synergies between the componevilisalso be looked at, for example, to what extent
IFAD’s knowledge management activities supportadpitoject activities and whether taken together
these reflected the approach outlined in the CO®aBed on this assessment and the aforementioned
three ratings, the CPE will generate amerall achievementating for the IFAD-government
partnership. The sections below provide furtheraifetof how each of the assessments will be
conducted by the CPE. The proposed evaluation frameis contained in Appendix 1. The evaluation
framework describes the main questions the CPE avilwer, including the sources of data and
information that will be tapped to generate theunegl responses.

In fact, the Additional Secretary of DEA has ttaxhally been India’s Executive Director to IFADhereas the
Minister of Finance is the Governor to the Fund.



32. With regard to assessing the performance of th@gegrgortfolio OE will apply its standard
evaluation methodology for each project includegad of the CPE cohort (see paragraph 33). This
includes using the internationally-recognised eatdn criteria of:

* Relevance: were the project's objectives consistefth the India COSOP and the
Government’s main policies for agriculture and hatavelopment, as well as the needs of the
poor. Moreover, under relevance, for each projeeteivaluation will assess whether the correct
strategy was chosen to achieve project objectives.example, the evaluation will assess the
appropriateness of covering multiple states under groject/loan, and the targeting approach
used in IFAD-funded projects and its consistencyhwihe GOI's so-called “saturation
approach” aimed at covering all poor families.

» Effectiveness: the main question will be to assebether projects have achieved their
development objectives.

» Efficiency: the aim will be to assess how econofycavere inputs converted into
outputs/results. For example, the evaluation véiflesss the costs of constructing one kilometre
of road, and compare the same with average casigred by the government or other donors;

* Rural poverty impact: complementing the analysipuafject effectiveness, five domains on
which IFAD-funded projects are likely to have arpiwt will be addressed: household income
and assets, human and social capital and empowgrrfad security and agricultural
productivity, natural resources and the environmand institutions and policies.

e Sustainability: are the benefits of the projeckeljkto continue after the closing date and
completion of IFAD assistance? Among other isstles,CPE will assess the role IFAD has
played in improving peoples organisations in prangpsustainability.

* Innovations/replication/upscaling: did the projecintain innovative features; is it replicable
and, if so, what efforts have been undertaken pbcage it; can it be scaled up and if so, are
there plans to do this and by whfm

» Performance of partners will entail evaluating pgegformance of IFAD, the government, the
co-operating institutions, other major donors iweal in the country programme, NGOs, and
private sector. Among other issues, the evaluatigh assess the efforts made by the
Government (and IFAD) in ensuring continuity andalify of project staff, as well as the
selection process for determining the key implemngnpartners such as NGOs and others.
Moreover, the role and cost-effectiveness of thdianCountry Office will be reviewed,
including the opportunities and challenges forftiiare.

33. In addition to the above criteria, special attemtwaill be devoted to assessing and reporting on
the results in promoting gender equity and womemgpowerment. Likewise, the CPE will evaluate
ways and means to enhance performance of the debystem for impact achievement, especially by
focusing on project management and related humanouree issues, monitoring and evaluation,
supervision and implementation support. On anoiggre, security and conflict can have significant
implications on the country programme, among othsues, for project design and execution. In this
regard, the CPE will attempt to assess the oppitigarand challenges of working in such geographic
areas. The role grants have played in strengthgh&gountry programme will be evaluated, including
the synergies between grant funded and loan-firthactvities.

34. Ratings will be provided for individual projectsfigrammes, and on that basis, a rating for the
performance of the overall project portfolio wik lerived. The performance of the portfolio will be

benchmarked with the performance of IFAD operationthe Asia and Pacific region and globally, as

well as with the results of other donors workingagriculture and rural development in India (subjec

to availability of comparable data).

18 For example, the evaluation will review the recattémpts in Rajasthan and Maharastra to innovapediject
design with the objective of enhancing ownershi@byroject stakeholders and reducing the gap éetwdesign
and implementation.
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35. Given the resource and time available for the GPE,does not intend to study all 23 projects
funded by IFAD in India. However, considering tigsthe first time that a wide ranging evaluation of
strategic nature is being undertaken by IFAD inidndgt is proposed that 18 out of the 23 projects
funded be included in the CPE cohort of projectsed@nalysed The oldest project in the cohort will
be the Orissa Tribal Development Project, approved987 and evaluated by OE in 1998/9. This
implies that the CPE will cover more or less 20rgga987-2007) of IFAD-Government cooperation in
India. The complete list of projects to be evaldaie presented in Appendix 4. Given that some
projects included in the cohort have already be@tuated by OE and some have only recently become
effective or have yet to become effective, all potg will not be assessed in the same mannerthein
same depth. The below paragraph provides an imoiicat how the 18 selected projects will be treated
by the CPE:

(a) The three projects (Orissa Tribal Development Rtpjéamil Nadu Women’s Development
Project, and Andhra Pradesh Tribal Developmenteetppreviously evaluated will be rated by
the CPE across all evaluation criteria used cugrdoyt OE. This will be done by an in-depth
review of the extensive evaluative evidence alreadyilable at IFAD. This is necessary as
these three project evaluations were conductechén late 1990s/early 2000s, before the
introduction of the standard project evaluationhodblogy by OE.

(b) Seven of the most recent projects, namely Convemesf Agricultural Interventions in
Maharashtra’s Distressed Districts Programme, Miiigy Poverty in Western Rajasthan
Project, Women’s Empowerment and Livelihoods Progng in the Mid-Gangetic Plains,
Tejaswini Rural Women's Empowerment Programme, -Peghami Sustainable Livelihoods
Programme for the Coastal Communities of Tamil Nddvelihoods Improvement Project in
the Himalayas, and the Orissa Tribal Empowermedt lawelihoods Programme will mainly
be assessed for relevance. The main purpose oasbiEssment is to determine the extent to
which IFAD is learning from the past experiencesl amegrating lessons learned into new
operations. However, on a case by case basis (abpdor the older of these five projects),
the CPE may attempt to make an assessment of etlwation criteria as well (such as
innovations/replication/upscaling, and the perfano®of partners).

(c) The remaining eight projects will be assessed cehwsively across all OE evaluation
criteria. These projects are the Maharashtra Rtmadlit Project, Andhra Pradesh Participatory
Tribal Development Project, Mewat Area Developm@rdject, Rural Women’s Development
and Empowerment Project, Livelihood Security Prbjéor Earthquake-Affected Rural
Households in Gujarat, North Eastern Region ComtyuResource Management Project for
Upland Areas, Jharkhand-Chhattisgarh Tribal Devalamt Programme, and the National
Microfinance Support Programme. The North Easteragi®h Community Resource
Management Project for Upland Areas was evaluaye@B in 2004/5, and the corresponding
evaluation report will form the main basis for theject's assessment. Two projects (the
Jharkhand- Chhattisgarh Tribal Development Projmet the Mewat Area Development
Project) will be subject to special performance angdact assessments before the main CPE
mission. The purpose of these assessments islextcptimary data from the field, in order to
further strengthen the quantitative nature of tR&C

36. The main CPE mission plans to travel to visit 8 @States, providing an opportunity to visit 12
to 14 projects in the field since more than onggamtdhas been financed in some States.

37. With regard to_non-lending activitieshis will specifically entail an assessment oADF and

Government’s combined efforts in promoting policialdgue, partnership strengthening (e.g., with
Government, UN agencies, IFls, private sector, NG@8 civil society organisations) and knowledge
management. The CPE will review the synergies batwlending and non-lending activities. For

¥ The first five projects supported by IFAD weré @bproved in or before 1983 and completed by e59§0.
They were undertaken in close association withMoeld Bank and two were basically World Bank prégewith
small amounts of IFAD co-financing. Evaluating sheprojects would add considerable cost and nooabvi
value to the current exercise.
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example, it will assess knowledge management &evpromoted, and whether they have provided
the required basis to inform policy dialogue witte tGovernment and others on specific operational
issues. In evaluating non-lending service perforeanust as in the case of the project portfolio
assessment, the CPE will also review the progrestenn furthering the main elements of the Paris
Declaration on Aid Effectiveness. A final assessimamd rating for non-lending activities will be
generated by the CPE team.

38. The assessment of the performance of the COBOfentral to the CPE. This will include
assessing the COSOP across the relevance andveffiests criteria in seven specific areas: (i) stiat
objectives, (ii) geographic priority, (iii) sub-gec focus, (iv) main partner institutions, (v) teting
approach used, including emphasis on selectedlsgraaps, (vi) mix of instruments in the country
programme (loans, grants and non-lending actiyitiasd (vii) the provisions for country programme
and COSOP management. In assessing the perfornodritbe COSOP along the above-mentioned
criteria, the CPE will analyse the priorities angberiences of other donors in India. An overalingt

for the performance of the COSOP will be providgdhe CPE, taking into account the assessments of
relevance and effectiveness.

39. Process.The CPE entails five phases. These are: (i) préparadiscussion and completion of
the Approach Paper. (ii)) desk work phase; (ibumtry work phase; (iv) report writing; and (v)
communication activities.

40. The desk work phadacludes the preparation of short desk review siotethe projects included
in the CPE. Each desk review note will follow anstard format developed by OE. In addition, a
separate desk review note will be prepared on endihg activities. All desk review notes will besds

to prepare a consolidated CPE desk review reporthet shared for comments first with Pl and
thereafter with the Government. This process wdlldompleted before launching of the main CPE
mission.

41. In addition, during the desk work phase, Pl and@wwernment will be asked to prepare their
respective self assessments. The self assessmeid wover the questions contained in the CPE
framework shown in Appendix 1. A discussion on Bieself assessment would be held at headquarters
before the CPE mission. Moreover, a dedicated digon with the government on their self assessment
would take place at the outset of the CPE missfgnong other issues, the preparatory mission (see
next paragraph) will provide OE with the opportyrtid brief Government on the overall objectives and
approach to the self assessment.

42. The country work phasentails various activities including a preparatamigsiorf® to India to
discuss the approach paper with the Governmentadiner stakeholdefs undertaking of special
performance and impact assessments in two IFADddngtojects (see paragraph 33 {c)and the
main CPE mission composed of multi-disciplinary eéxtise to ensure an appropriate evaluation of the
IFAD-Government co-operation. The main mission wjiend around one month in the country. It will
hold discussions in Delhi, travel to various stdtesconsultation with key partners, and visit sebel
IFAD-supported projects and programmes to seeitievon the ground and hold discussions with
beneficiaries. At the end of the main CPE missthe, evaluation team will prepare an aide memoire
and present it to the Government, Pl and othergeatners in New Delhi in a wrap up meeting, which
will also be attended by the IFAD Country Programiianager for India. The aide memoire will
capture the main findings from the CPE’s field work

20 A pre-preparatory mission to India was undertalig©OE in August 2008, to discuss the broad objestand
scope of the CPE, as well as to hear the viewgandties of the Government for the evaluation.

2L This will also provide an opportunity to brief thgovernment on the Evaluation Policy, OE’'s CPE
methodology, and the requirements for the selfssssent

2 This task will be undertaken by the Schumacherti@edrased in New Delhi.
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43. The CPE report writing phasaill follow the country work phase. During this gée, the CPE
team will prepare their independent evaluation repoased on the data collected throughout the
evaluation process. The report will be exposed tdgarous internal peer review within &E
Thereatfter, it will be shared with Pl for commerisllowing the incorporation of PI's comments, the
report will be sent to the Government and othetneais (e.g., DfID and WFP) for their feedback. A
dedicated mission will be organised by OE to Irtdia@iscuss with the Government their comments. In
addition to the aforementioned, OE will hire Mr HlaBinswanger as Senior Independent Adviser for
the India CPE. He will be responsible for reviewiting draft approach paper and final report and
comment on the overall quality of the evaluation.

44. The final phase of the evaluation, communicatigitl entail a range of activities to ensure tignel
and effectively outreach of the findings, lessoasrmed and recommendations from the CPE — see
section VIII for more details.

V. The Core Learning Partnership

45. The core learning partnership (CLP) consists ofrtiaén users of the evaluation, and as per the
Evaluation Policy, it is mandated to provide guickato OE at critical stages in the evaluation pgece
Furthermore, by ensuring that the evaluation asle/ant questions, and by becoming involved in it
from an early stage in the process, the CLP alagsph role in developing ownership of the evalumatio
and in facilitating the utilization of evaluatioaacommendations and learning. The LP will be invd)ve
in particular, in:

(a) reviewing and commenting on the draft Approach Pape

(b) reviewing and commenting on the draft CPE report;

(c) reviewing and commenting on the draft Issues Papbe discussed at the India CPE National
Round Table Workshop (see section VIII); and

(d) participating in the above-mentioned workshop, Wwhidgll provide an opportunity to discuss
the main findings, conclusions and recommendaiidtise evaluation.

46. The following persons are proposed as part of the @r the India CPE. The composition of
the CLP will be finalised following the CPE prepang mission in early 2009.

2 This will include the Director of OE and two otheraluation officers.
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(a) Professor M.S. Swaminathan, Member Parliamentalndi

(b) Secretary, Planning Commission of India

(c) Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture, New Delhi

(d) Secretary, Ministry of Tribal Affairs, New Delhi

(e) Additional Secretary, Department of Economic Affaivinistry of Finance
() Minister (Agriculture), Embassy of India, Rome

(g) Joint Secretary, Department of Economic Affairsnigtiry of Finance

(h) Director, Department of Economic Affairs, Ministo§ Finance

(i) Mr Al Fernandez, Myrada (non-governmentalanigation)

(i) Ms Ranjani Murthy, Civil society representative

() Mr Luciano Lavizzari, Director OE

(k) Mr Thomas Elhaut, Director of PI

(I) Mr Mattia Prayer Galletti, CPM India

(m) Directors of all IFAD-funded ongoing projects

(n) Representatives of DfID, WFP, and World Bank
(o) Mr Ashwani Muthoo, Senior Evaluation Officer, OE

VI. The Agreement at Completion Point

47. As per the IFAD Evaluation Policy, each OE evalatis concluded with an Agreement at
Completion Point (ACP). The latter is a short doenmmwhich captures the main findings and
recommendations contained in the CPE report thaDIfand the Government agree to adopt and
implement within specific timeframes. The ACP vk prepared at the end of the CPE process, and
benefit from the comments of the participants & @PE national roundtable workshop (see section
VIII). Once finalised, the ACP will be signed byethGovernment of India (represented by the
Additional Secretary of the Department of Econondiffairs, Ministry of Finance) and IFAD
(represented by the Assistant President of therBnome Management Department). The ACP will be
included as an integral part of the final publiskedsion of the CPE report.

VII. Evaluation Team

48. The Director of OE (Mr Luciano Lavizzari) will hatke overall responsibility for the India CPE.
He has designated Mr Ashwani Muthoo, Senior EvalnaDfficer in OE as the lead evaluator for the
purpose. Mr Muthoo will be supported by other OBffstincluding Mr Mark Keating, Evaluation
Officer**, Mr Jicheng Zhang, Evaluation Research Analyst, Msaira Gagliardone, Evaluation
Research Analyst, and Ms Kendra White, Evaluatiseigtant. The CPE consultants’ team will be led
by Mr. Basil Kavalsky (South Africa), economist. kéll supported by specialists in the following
fields: (i) Mr. D.K. Giri (India), tribal affairsjnstitutional framework and decentralization; (Mr
Michael Macklin (United Kingdom), agriculture anctaral resources management; (iii) Mr Sarath
Mananwatte (Sri Lanka), project management, sugierviand implementation support, country
presence, and M&E; (iv) Ms Meera Mitra (India), aoomity development, social and gender issues
and (v) Mr Kotaiah Pamidh (India), micro-finance.

24 Mr Keating will only provide inputs during the dgs phase.
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VIII.  Communication and Dissemination

49. A CPE national roundtable workshop will be orgadise New Delhi by OE in close
collaboration with the Government of India and &Wards the end of the evaluation process. This
workshop, which will focus on learning, will allomultiple stakeholders to exchange views on key
evaluation issues and provide inputs for the pegpar of the evaluation’s ACP. The Assistant
President of IFAD’s Programme Management Departriginectors OE and PI, and other IFAD staff
are expected to take part in the workshop.

50. The published final CPE report will thereafter bielely distributed in hard copies and posted on
IFAD’s website. An evaluation Profile and Insighwill be prepared on the India CPE, and distributed
together with the final evaluation report. The Qfeport, Profile and Insight will also be dissemeatht
through selected electronic networks such as theet/iNations Evaluation Network (UNEVAL). The
main text of the CPE report should not exceed S@pawritten in English.

51. Itis important to note that written comments o tBOI and Pl on key CPE deliverables will be
treated with utmost consideration by OE, in linéhwthe provisions contained in the IFAD Evaluation
Policy. This requires OE to: (i) rectify any factilmaccuracies that may be present in the CPE tepor
and (ii) carefully assess the comments of partaersubstantive issues, and decide whether or agt th
should be included in the report. Comments of sstsutbive nature that, according to OE, would not
lead to changes in the evaluation’s overall findintay be flagged in the main CPE report as digsgnti
views in the form of footnote(s), clearly indicajithe issue at hand and source of comment. Finally,
OE will prepare and share an “audit trail” of howhas treated the comments of the GOI and Pl in
finalising the CPE report.

% The Profile is a 800 word brochure capturing theimfindings and recommendations from the CPE. The
Insight will focus on one key learning issue emeggirom the CPE, with the intention of raising het attention
and debate around the topic among developmentitiwaets.
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IX. Evaluation Roadmap
52. The provisionaltimetable for the CPE is given below. It is utmasportant the Pl and the

Government carefully review the various activitee®l proposed timeframes, given that their inputs an
participation will be essential at key steps toueashe success of the CPE.

Date Activity

2008 Dec 15 Share draft approach paper with PI

Jan 9 Comments from Pl on draft approach paper
2009 Jan12 Share draft approach paper with GOI
Jan 30 Comments of the GOI on the draft approapkma
CPE desk review phase: preparation of desk revesnconsolidatio
Jan 19 — Apr 13  of the CPE desk review report, dedicated impactpartbrmance
assessment of two projects
Feb9-14 Preparatory CPE mission to India
Feb 13 CPE inception workshop in New Delhi
Feb 27 Finalize approach paper
Feb 16 - Apr 13 Self assessments by Pl and GOI
Apr 13 -May 15 CPE main mission
May 11 - 16 CPE wrap-up meeting with OE and F_’I to discuss aidmoire with
GOl and other partners in New Delhi
Jun 13 Draft CPE report to OE
Jun 15 - Jul 3 OE internal peer review process
Jul 10 Draft report to Pl
Jul 31 Pl comments to OE on draft CPE
Aug 7 OE to share rgvised qlraft'report with GOI for comisewith copy to
PI (together with audit trail to PI)
Sep4 GOl to provide comments to OE
Sep 14 - 19 OE to undertake mission to India to dispuss GOlmems and make
preparatory arrangements for CPE national rouneltablkshop
Sep 26 Fi_nalise evalgation report 'and share with all perdr{prepare and sha
with GOI audit trail on their comments)
Oct 26 - 31 CPE national roundtable workshop*
Finalise CPE agreement at completion point andigtulbéport, profile

Nov and insight

|
* The dates of the workshop still have to be agreighitive Government of India
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Appendix 1: India CPE (Evaluation) Framework®
(Page 1 of 9)

Key Questions

Main sources of data and
information

Portfolio
Performance

Project Relevance
« Are project objectives realistic and consisteithvindia’s national agriculture and rural develogrhstrategies and policie
the COSOP and relevant IFAD sector and sub seolanigs, as well as the needs of the rural poor?

« Was the project design (including synergies amaatyities and services, financial allocationspjpct management andindia COSOPS.
execution, supervision and implementation supgort, monitoring and evaluation arrangements) appatepfor achieving the IFAD  managers,

project’s core objectives?
» How coherent was the project in terms of itsiith the policies, programmes and projects underidky the Government ar
other development partners in India?

* Was the project design participatory in the setise it took into consideration the inputs and dseef key stakeholders,

including the Government, executing agencies, eaftiers and the expected beneficiaries and thessgoots organizations?
« Did the project benefit from available knowledder example, the experience of other similar prt§an the area or in th
country) during its design and implementation?

« Did project objectives remain relevant over tieeiqpd of time required for implementation? In theet of significant change
in the project context or in IFAD policies, has idesbeen retrofitted?

« What are the main factors that contributed tasitive or less positive assessment of relevance?

Project Effectiveness
* To what extent have the objectives of the propgrad its components been attained both in quamtaind in qualitative
terms?
« If the project is not yet complete, is it likellgat so far unattained objectives may be accomgyish full/in part before itg
closure?
» What factors in project design and implementatiocount for the estimated results in terms ofotiffeness?
« In particular, what changes in the overall coht@exg., policy framework, political situation, titational set-up, economi
shocks, civil unrest, etc.) have affected or deelyi to affect project implementation and overaBults?

Project Efficiency
« What are the costs of investments to developipgroject outputs (e.g., what is the cost of stoacting one kilometre o
rural road)? The quality of works/supplies needsddully (and explicitly) recognized for such infnutput comparisons.
« Is the cost ratio of inputs to outputs comparablecal, national or regional benchmarks?
* What are the loan costs per beneficiary (botihatime of appraisal and at the time of evalujtaond how do they compare
other IFAD-funded operations (or those of otheratghin the same country and/or other countries?

sGovernment of
IFAD policy statements an
Interviews wit

GOl an
project officials.
d
e
S
Evaluations of  complete
projects, Project Completio
Reports, Mid-term reviews an

supervision reports.
project beneficiaries.

Surveys

.
9

Evaluations of  complete
projects, Project Completio
f Reports, Mid-term reviews an
supervision reports. Surveys
project beneficiaries. Interview

tavith project managers.

India Plans;

|5 Sien Nl © HyR.

oo =

% The questions in the Appendix are essentiallyreege list developed for all IFAD CPEs. While yhare not all equally relevant in the India casgythrovide a useful ex
ante check-list and have therefore been includiedaddition a number of specific issues that dreoocern in the India context have been addetddramework.
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Appendix 1: India CPE (Evaluation) Framework
(Page 2 of 9)

Key Questions

Main sources of data and
information

Portfolio
Performance

» How does the economic rate of return at evalnatmmpare with project design?

» What are the administrative costs per beneficéany how do they compare to other IFAD-funded ojp@ma (or those of othe
donors) in India of other countries, especiallgwuth Asian Countries?

* A number of IFAD projects have had substantidhge in effectiveness? What has been the cautieesé delays and ho
costly have these delays been?

* By how much was the original closing date extehdend what were the additional administrative £akat were incurre
during the extension period?

» What factors helped account for project efficigperformance?

Rural Poverty Impact

I. Household income and assets
« Did the composition and level of household incerakange (more income sources, more diversificatigiher income)?
» What changes are apparent in intra-householdnescand assets?

« Did farm households’ physical assets change (&rd) water, livestock, trees, equipment, etc.)®@ @her household asse S

change (houses/pucca houses, bicycles, radiogisiele sets, telephones, etc.)?

* Did households’ financial assets change (savidegist, borrowing, insurance)?

» Were the rural poor able to access financial etarknore easily?

* Did the rural poor have better access to inpdt@utput markets?

* Do the better health and education promoted byptibogramme allow the rural poor to obtain higineomes and more asset

II. Human and social capital and empowerment

« Did rural people’s organizations and grassrogsitutions (such as SHGs, water user groups) @&®ang

 Were the SHGs established under the project effeéti empowering women in the community and prongitgender
equity?

« Are changes in the social cohesion and localtsallf capacities of rural communities visible?

» To what extent did the project empower the rp@r vis-a-vis development actors and local andnat public authorities

Do they play more effective roles in decision-maiiDid the devolution process facilitated by theject?

» Were the rural poor empowered to gain better sst®the information needed for their livelihoods?

» Did the rural poor gain access to better heaitheducation facilities?

» Two important social areas - youth and migratiomave not figured prominently in IFAD’s programmelidia. Should
there have been a greater effort to integrate tissses into the programme?

lll. Food security and agricultural productivity

« Did cropping intensity change? Was there an impneent in land productivity and, if so, to whatex Did the returns t
labour change? How many tribal households havesfeared from subsistent shifting cultivation to Bemic agricultural
activities?

« Did children’s nutritional status change (e.ginsing, wasting, underweight)?

=

)

Evaluations of  complete
projects, Project Completio
Reports, Mid-term reviews an
t upervision reports. Surveys
project beneficiaries. Interview
with beneficiaries and projec
managers.

57

ao =

~
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Appendix 1: India CPE (Evaluation) Framework
(Page 3 of 9)

Key Questions

Main sources of data
and information

Portfolio
Performance

» Did household food security change?
» To what extent did the rural poor improve theic@ss to input and output markets that could hiegmt enhance the
productivity and access to food?

IV. Natural resources and the environment
« Did the status of the natural resources basegehéand, water, forest, pasture, fish stocks)2ta tribal development, hov
many shifting cultivation land were treated withued conservation measures?e Did local communit&gess to natura
resources change (in general and specificallyHfempoor)?

» Has the degree of environmental vulnerability red (e.g., exposure to pollutants, climate chaeffgcts, volatility in
resources, potential natural disasters)?

» Have the projects facilitated the implementatiopaolicies and legislation such as those relatinhéoaccess of the poor

natural resources, adaptation to climate changkttenprotection of biodiversity?

V. Institutions and policies

» Were there any changes in rural financial instts (e.g., in facilitating access for the rurabp)?

» How did public institutions and service delivdoy the rural poor change?

» What improvements were discernable in local goaece, including the capacity and role of governndepartments, NGOs
the private sector, and elected bodies and ofi@ial

» Were there any changes in national/sectoral jesliaffecting the rural poor?

« Did the regulatory framework change insofar asntpact on the rural poor?

« Did market structures and other institutionakdas affecting poor producers’ access to markeanga?

Note: For each domain, the evaluation should déscthe impact achieved and also the underlyingaesadi.e., the “why” factor) behind
the observed or expected changes.

Project Sustainability

» Was a specifiexit strategyor approach prepared and agreed upon by key patimensure post project sustainability?

» What are the chances that benefits generatetiéoyprioject will continue after project closure, amdat factors militate in
favour of or against maintaining benefits? Whahes likely resilience of economic activities to ske or progressive exposu
to competition and reduction of subsidies?

* How robust are the institutions that have beenbésteed under IFAD projects, and are they likel\owable to ensure th

continuation of benefits to the rural poor?

* Is there a clear indication of government comreittnafter the loan closing date, for example, imgeof provision of funds
for selected activities, human resources availgbitiontinuity of pro-poor policies and participatalevelopment approache

=

l

to

Visits to sites of complete
projects and interviews wit
roeneficiaries  and  projed
managers. In selected cas
econsideration will be given t
commissioning new surveys.

SY

and institutional support? Did the IFAD project ig@santicipate that such support would be needext lfan closure?

es

O
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Appendix 1: India CPE (Evaluation) Framework
(Page 4 of 9)

Key Questions

Main source of data and
information

Portfolio
Performance

» Do project activities benefit from the engagemeparticipation and ownership of local communitiegassroots

organizations, and the rural poor?

« Did the NGOs involved continue their support ttage organizations after project closure?

» Are adopted approaches technically viable? Dgeptaisers have access to adequate training fortemgince and to spa

parts and repairs?

« Are the ecosystem and environmental resources {esh water availability, soil fertility, vegeige cover) likely to

contribute to project benefits or is there a depteprocess taking place?

« |IFAD is one of the few agencies that has operatedonflict situations in India. Are there lessdnesm IFAD’s
involvement in such situations?

Innovations, Replication and Scaling up
» What are the characteristics of innovation(sypoted by the project or programme? Are the innovaticonsistent with th
IFAD definition of this concept?
* How did the innovation originate (e.g., throudfie theneficiaries, Government of India, IFAD, NG@ssearch institution
etc) and was it adapted in any particular way dyproject/programme design?
« Are the actions in question truly innovative oe ¢hey well-established elsewhere but new to thatry or project area?
» Were successfully promoted innovations documeatetishared? Were other specific activities (&grkshops, exchang
visits, etc.) undertaken to disseminate the inriegaxperiences?
» Have these innovations been replicated and segdeahd, if so, by whom? If not, what are the m@liprospects that the
can and will be replicated and scaled up by theeBawent, other donors and/or the private sector?

Performance of Partners

IFAD

« Did IFAD mobilize adequate technical expertise¢hia project design?

* Was the design process participatory (with natioand local agencies, grassroots organizationd) did it promote
ownership by the borrower?

* Were specific efforts made to incorporate thesdes and recommendations from previous indepeneleadtiations in
project design and implementation?

« Did IFAD adequately integrate comments made $yitality enhancement and quality assurance presess

« Did IFAD (and the Government) take the initiatigesuitably modify project design (if required)rohg implementation in
response to any major changes in the context, edlyeturing the MTR?

» What was the performance of IFAD in projects ta under direct supervision and implementatigpstt? In the case g
the supervision of a cooperating institution, hdfe&tive was IFAD in working with the institutiom tcarry out the mandate
task? In both cases, has IFAD exercised its dewsopal and fiduciary responsibilities, includingwaiance with loan anc

re

Interviews with GOI and Stat

Fand Local Governments. |
depth reviews of projeg
documents. Discussions wi
IFAD managers.

S~ > O

e

y

Interviews
agencies,
managers

with partne
NGOs and IFAD

o —h

grant agreements?
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(Page 5 of 9)

Key Questions

Main sources of data
and information

Portfolio
Performance

*Was prompt action taken to ensure the timely immeletation of recommendations stemming from the rsigien and
implementation support missions, including the MTR?

« Did IFAD undertake the necessary follow-up toohes any implementation bottlenecks?

« Where applicable, what is the role and perforreantIFAD’s country presence team in India (inchgliproxy country|
presence arrangements)? Did IFAD headquartersgedlie necessary support to its country presesaes, tlor example, ir]
terms of resources, follow-up and guidance, adequefegation of authority, and so on?

* Has IFAD made proactive efforts to be engagegbiicy dialogue activities at different levels irder to ensure, inter alia
the replication and scaling up of pro-poor innovas?

* Has IFAD been active in creating an effectivetpanship and maintaining coordination among keyrygas to ensure th
achievement of project objectives, including thglication and scaling up of pro-poor innovations?

« Has IFAD, together with the Government, contrdazlito planning an exit strategy?

Government of India
« Has the Government assumed ownership and regpldgsior the project? Judging by its actions apalicies, has the
Government, including national, state and localegoments, been fully supportive of project goals?

« Has adequate staffing and project managementdmsemed? Have appropriate levels of counterpadirfig been provide
on time?

 Has project management discharged its functiolesjaately, and has the Government provided politgtamce to projec
management staff when required?

« Did the Government ensure suitable coordinatioth® various departments involved in execution?

* Has auditing been undertaken in a timely manndrteave reports been submitted as required?

- Did the Government (and IFAD) take the initiatite suitably modify the project design (if requiyeduring
implementation in response to any major changésarcontext?

« Was prompt action taken to ensure the timely anm@ntation of recommendations from supervision ienglementation
support missions, including the MTR?

« Has an effective M&E system been put in place dods it generate information on performance anghonwhich is
useful for project managers when they are callezhup take critical decisions?

* Has the Government (and IFAD) contributed to plag an exit strategy and/or making arrangementscémtinued
funding of certain activities?

» Have loan covenants and the spirit of the loae@gent been observed?

» Has the Government facilitated the participatdMNGOs and civil society where appropriate?

» Have the flow of funds and procurement procedbesn suitable for ensuring timely implementation?

» Has the Government engaged in a policy dialogitie WWAD concerning the promotion of pro-poor in@ions?

8

)

j

[

Interviews with GOI officials
and IFAD managers.
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Appendix 1: India CPE (Evaluation) Framework
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Key Questions

Main sources of data
and information

Portfolio
Performance

Cooperating Institution

< Should there have been greater involvement of parers such as the UN agencies and other developmegeacies
in the design, financing and implementation of thggrogramme?

 Has the supervision and implementation suppag@mme been properly managed (frequency, compositbntinuity)?

 Has the cooperating institution complied withaavenants?

» Has the cooperating institution been effectivéinancial management?

* Has the cooperating institution sought to monipooject impacts and IFAD concerns (e.g., targetiparticipation,

empowerment of the poor and gender aspects)?

« Have implementation problems been highlighted apdropriate remedies suggested? Have the sugyestial relatec

actions been followed in the next supervisions?

 Has the cooperating institution promoted or enaged self-assessment and learning processes?

« Has the supervision process enhanced implementatid poverty impacts?

» Has the cooperating institution been responsiveetjuests and advice from IFAD when carrying taitsupervision and

project implementation responsibilities?

Community-Based Organizations (CBOs) and NGOs

* How effectively have NGOs fulfilled their conttaal service agreements?

» Have NGOs/CBOs acted to strengthen the capaatiagal poor organizations?
» Did NGOs/CBOs contribute to the sustainabilitypodject activities?

Interviews with representative
of cooperating

Reviews and
complete

Mid-term
evaluations  of
projects.

institutions.
Project Completion Reports$

Py

o8

Non-lending
activities

Relevance

« Are policy dialogue, partnership-building, andkiedge management objectives clearly outlinethénGOSOP? Are the
in line with the needs of the poor and are theysttent with the strategic objectives of the COS(DE lending operationg
as well as with the Government’s priorities?
* Do the selected non-lending activities provid#isient support for country programme objectivasper COSOP, as we
as the loan portfolio in the country?
* Were resources earmarked for non-lending actwiind explicitly outlined in the COSOP (e.g., tie form of grantg
and/or the IFAD administrative budget)?

» Was the selected mix of policy dialogue, parthigréuilding and knowledge management appropriateralevant?
» Were the advisory services delivered by othetmeas taken into account in selecting the focusawi-lending work?

y Review of IFAD
,documentation on non-lendin
activites.  Discussions wit
llcounterparts responsible f
implementing these activities.

- Q
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Key Questions

Main sources of data
and information

Non-lending
activities

Effectiveness
« Describe the extent to which non-lending actatachieved their objectives if they were explcititiculated.
« How did non-lending activities contribute to tleplication and scaling up of innovation promotgdBAD?
« Has IFAD systematically engaged in and contribute the deliberations of donor working groups tedato agriculture
food issues and rural development?
* How much progress has been made as a resultrefending activities in furthering the applicatiorf the provisions
contained in the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectigses in terms of ownership, alignment, donor cow@tibn and
harmonization, managing for results and mutual actability?
» With regard to knowledge management, was the J@$Gtrategic objectives and project design andié@mpntation
properly informed by IFAD experiences in India aisewhere?
« Were the most appropriate approaches deployadhigve the desired results?
« What have been the roles of the IFAD country @spntative, where applicable, and of the main gowent institutions in
making non-lending services effective?

Efficiency
« Could alternative instruments and activitiesfaplemented to reduce costs in non-lending actsftie
* What were the costs of the different types of-ferding activities and how do they compare to IFB&hchmarks (wher
available)?

» Was the administrative burden on country offiialinimized?

11%)
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Appendix 1: India CPE (Evaluation) Framework
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Key Questions

Main sources of data
and information

COSOP
Performance

Relevance
Assessment of the alignment of strategic objectives
« Were the objectives set out in the COSOP comgistih the overarching objectives of the prevajliffAD strategic framework
and relevant corporate policies?

» Were the strategic objectives identified in th@SDP consistent with the Government’s strategiespaticies, such as the PR$P

and agricultural sector framework, for agricultared rural development as well as economic and lsteieelopment?

* Were the strategic objectives clearly defined andable for achieving sustainable rural povesgguction? Was the basjc

approach adopted by IFAD, focused on support fome and socially excluded groups, too narrowlyrdefiin terms of a broad
strategy for rural poverty reduction? Should ¢héiave been an attempt to encompass issues supbutis migration and
addressing conflict in the rural areas?
« Did the poverty analysis (economic and sectorkjvprovide an adequate basis for the developmentefall strategy, including
the selection of the main elements of the COSOfer(te Evaluation Manual)?
« Are the strategic objectives aligned with theopties of other bilateral and multilateral donaverking in agriculture and rurdl
development in the same country? If other donorsumd other priorities, should they have been cmed to align with IFAD?

Evaluating the coherence of the main elements of¢hCOSOP

« Did the strategy succinctly articulate IFAD’s cpanative advantage and competencies in the co(irgrycountry positioning)?

» Were the target groups clearly identified in terofi the nature of the assistance that IFAD woutide?

* Did IFAD select the most appropriate subsectorsrivestments?

» Were the geographic priorities defined in thatsigy consistent with the definition of the targeiups?

* Were the main partner institutions (e.g., forjpcb execution, supervision and implementation supgommunity mobilization
co-financing) the correct ones for meeting the ¢tgustrategy objectives?

» Were specific objectives defined and resourclesaled for non-lending activities, including pglidialogue, partnership-building
and knowledge management?
« Were appropriate synergies foreseen within andrgninvestment activities and between lending asmttlending activities? Tha
is, did IFAD’s overall assistance constitute a eehecountry programme? For example, in terms péstision and implementatio
support, the roles of the country programme managéteam and country presence arrangements. Cquogitoning is a measur
of how well the organization responded to (or ewerticipated) the evolving development challenged ariorities of the

[C2=Eas

Government, built on the organization's comparasiggantages, and designed its country strategi@gpergrammes in a manner

that took into consideration the support availdiien other development partners.
» Did IFAD assess the extent to which the globdlggoenvironment (trade, migration, etc.) and exoges factors (e.g., climf%e

change, exposure to natural disasters) should gb&lehoice of lending and non-lending instrumearid the priorities for IFA
engagement through lending and non-lending services

Review  of COSOP
Interviews with GOI and
IFAD managers.
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Key Questions

Main sources of data
and information

COSOP
Performance

Country programme management and COSOP management

« Did the Fund and Government of India select appate supervision and implementation support ajeaments?
« How did country presence support the COSOP sfi@tbjectives? Was the most suitable country presearrangemen
established in the country?

» Were lessons learned and recommendations shtifoitdependent evaluations properly reflectethencountry strategy?
» Were sufficient administrative and human resosiro@de available for the implementation of the tigustrategy by both
IFAD and the Government?
« Did the CPM and country presence officer havereate skills and competencies to promote thécpalialogue and
partnership-building objectives identified in th©&8OP?
» What is the quality of the COSOP results managerinamework, project status reports, and aggregBiéS reports andg
country programme sheets? Were Management adti@mnnection with this information system apprapef
« Was the COSOP monitoring and evaluation perforpregerly? Were annual country programme reviewdettaken in a
timely manner and were the corresponding recomniemdaimplemented within the required time frames?

« As the COSOP is dynamic, was it modified to reflehanges at the country level?

« Did the CPMT concept function appropriately anakenthe required contribution to country programmanagement?

Effectiveness
» To what extent were the main strategic objectimekided in the COSOP achieved?
* If a new COSOP is not yet foreseen, is it likilgit so far unattained objectives may be achienddlli or in part?
* What changes in the context have influenced erliely to influence the fulfilment of the strate@bjectives? Was th
COSOP properly adapted mid-course to reflect chaingthe context?

D

« Did the Fund devote sufficient attention and teses to promoting effectiveness?
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Government of India policies and strategies
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RKVY), Ministry of Agriculture, 2007

National Food Security Mission, Ministry of Agri¢ute, 2007
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Rural Roads Development Plan - Vision 2025, Migistr Rural Development, 2007
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Rural Development, 2005

National Rural Employment Guarantee Act-2005, Miyief Rural Development, 2005

National Common Minimum Programme of the Governnadrindia, Prime Minister's Office,
2004

National Water Policy, Ministry of Water Resourc2802

The Scheduled Castes and the Scheduled TribesefRi@v of Atrocities) Act, Ministry of
Law and Justice, 1989

National Forest Policy, Ministry of Environment aRdrests, 1988

IFAD documents

Evaluations

Field Presence Pilot Programme, 2007

IFAD’s Regional Strategy for Asia and the Pacif#606
Direct Supervision Pilot Programme, 2005

Organic Agriculture, 2005

Local Knowledge and Innovations, 2004

North Eastern Region Community Resource Managemmpect for Upland Areas, 2005
Andhra Pradesh Tribal Development Project, 2001

Tamil Nadu Women's Development Project, 2000

Orissa Tribal Development Project, 1999

IFAD Strategy/Policy

Strategic Framework, 2007-2010
Land policy, 2008
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Innovation strategy — 2007

Knowledge management strategy - 2007

Rural finance policy — 2000 and 2009 update

COSOPs — 2005 and 2001

Anti-corruption policy - 2005

Rural enterprise policy - 2004

Evaluation policy - 2003

Strategy for Poverty Reduction in Asia and the fae2002

Project documentation

A comprehensive list of project documents for tHeECteam to review will be developed by
OE.

Documents of other institutions

Evaluations

Heath J. (2006), An Evaluation of DFID’s India Pragyme 2000-2005, The Department for
International Development, London.

Canadian International Development Agency (2008alEation of India-Canada Development
Cooperation, Gatineau (Quebec).

International Development Center of Japan (2004yr@ry Assistance Evaluation of India,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan, Tokyo.

UNDP Evaluation Office (2002), Country Evaluatidndia, New York.

Zanini, G. (2001), India: The Challenges of Devehgnmt: a Country Assistance Evaluation,
The World Bank, Washington DC.

Other documents

Asian Development Bank (2005), India Country Sggtand Program Update 2006 — 2008,
Manila.

DFID (2008), India Country Plan 2008-2015: ‘Thresc€s of India’, London.
European Commission (2008), India: Country Strategger 2007-2013, Brussels.

GTZ Sustainet (2006), Sustainable agriculture: faway out of poverty for India’s rural poor,
German Agency for Technical Cooperation, Eschborn.

IFPRI (2005), Indian Agriculture and Rural Develogmt Strategic Issues and Reform
Options, Washington DC.
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Appendix 3: List of IFAD Loans to India, 1979 — D09
(Page 1 of 2)

Total IFAD
Project | Approved
Cost Financing Cofinancier Counterpart Project Project
Project usD uUsb Amount Amount Board Loan Completion | Cooperating Status
Project Name Type million million* USD million USD million Approval Effectiveness Date Institution *x

1. Bhima Command Area Development

Project IRRIG 100 50 5 18 Sep 79 14 Dec|79 318aqt World Bank CD
2. Rajasthan Command Area Developmg

and Settlement Project RURAL 110.6 55 55.6 | 19 Dec 79 03 Mar 80 30 Jun 88| World Bank | CD
3. Sundarban Development Project RURAL 37.8 175 20.3| 03 Dec 80 04 Feb 81 31 Dec 88| World Bank | CD
4.  Madhya Pradesh Medium Irrigation

Project IRRIG 232.1 25 140 (WB) 67.1| 17 Dec 81 17 Sep 82 30 Sep 87| World Bank | CD
5. Second Uttar Pradesh Public Tubewel

Project IRRIG 182.2 35.3 91 (WB) 55.9| 21 Apr 83 06 Oct 83 31 Mar 90| World Bank | CD
6. Orissa Tribal Development Project RURAL 24.4 12.2 1.4 (WFP) 10.8| 03 Dec 87 27 May 88 30 Jun 97| UNOPS CD
7. Tamil Nadu Women'’s Development

Project CREDI 30.6 17 13.6| 26 Apr89 26 Jan 90 30 Jun 98] UNOPS CD
8. Andhra Pradesh Tribal Development 6.8 (Netherlands

Project RURAL 46.5 19.9 0.5 (UNFPA) 19.2| 04 Apr9l 27 Aug 91 30 Sep 98] UNOPS CD

2 (UNDP)

9. Maharashtra Rural Credit Project CREDI 48.3 29.1 0.5 (WIF) 16.6 | 06 Apr 93 06 Jan 94 31 Mar 02| UNOPS CD
10. Andhra Pradesh Participatory Tribal

Development Project AGRIC 50.3 26.7 5.3 (Netherlands 18.2| 19 Apr 94 18 Aug 94 30 Sep 02| UNOPS CD
11. Mewat Area Development Project RURAL 22.3 14.9 7.3 12 Apr 95 07 Jul 95 31 Dec 04| UNOPS CD
12. Rural Women’s Development and

Empowerment Project RURAL 53.8 19.2 19.4 (WB) 14.8| 05 Dec 96 19 May 99 30 Jun 05| World Bank | CD
13. North Eastern Region Community

Resource Management Project for Direct by

Upland Areas AGRIC 33.2 22.9 10.3| 29 Apr 97 23 Feb 99 31 Mar 08| IFAD CD
14. Jharkhand-Chhattisgarh Tribal

Development Programme RURAL 41.7 23 10.5 (UK: DFID) 8.1 29 Apr 99 21 Jun 01 30 Jun 09| IFAD oG
15. National Microfinance Support Direct by

Programme CREDI 134 21.9| 23.5(UK: DFID) 88.5| 04 May 00 01 Apr 02 30 Jun 09| IFAD oG
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16. Livelihood Security Project for
Earthquake-Affected Rural Household
in Gujarat AGRIC 24 14.9 4.9 (WFP) 4 12 Sep 01, 04 Nov 02 09 Oct 06| UNOPS CD
17. Orissa Tribal Empowerment and 40 (UK: DFID) Direct by
Livelihoods Programme AGRIC 91.2 19.9 12.3 (WFP) 18.8| 23 Apr 02 15 Jul 03 31 Mar 13| IFAD oG
18. Livelihoods Improvement Project in thé Direct by
Himalayas CREDI 84.2 39.9 44.3| 18 Dec 03 01 Oct 04 31 Dec 12| IFAD (e]€]
19. Post-Tsunami Sustainable Livelihoods
Programme for the Coastal Direct by
Communities of Tamil Nadu CREDI 68.5 29.9 38.6| 19 Apr05 09 Jul 07 30 Sep 15| IFAD oG
20. Tejaswini Rural Women's 0.26 (to be Direct by
Empowerment Programme CREDI 208.7 394 determined) 168.9| 13 Dec 05 23 Jul 07 30 Sep 15| IFAD oG
21. Women’s Empowerment and
Livelihoods Programme in the Mid- Direct by
Gangetic Plains CREDI 52.4 30.1 22.3| 14 Dec 06 IFAD oG
22. Mitigating Poverty in Western Rajasthg Direct by
Project RURAL 62.3 30.9 31.3| 24 Apr08| 11 Dec 08 31 Dec 14 IFAD oG
Expected to
be
16.0 (Sir Ratan approved
Tata Trust) by the
23. Convergence of Agricultural 14.5 (Commercial Executive
Interventions in Maharashtra’s banks) Board in Directed by
Distressed Districts Programme AGRIC 118.6 40.1 | 5.8 (Private sector 37.6 | April 2009 IFAD NS
23 projects in all
* All IFAD loans are provided on highly concessabterms.

* CD= Closed projects, OG= Ongoing projects, N$est signed
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Appendix 4: List of Projects to Be Evaluated Undetthe India CPE

1) Orissa Tribal Development Project

2) Tamil Nadu Women’s Development Project

3) Andhra Pradesh Tribal Development Project

4) Maharashtra Rural Credit Project

5) Andhra Pradesh Participatory Tribal Developninoject

6) Mewat Area Development Project

7) Rural Women'’s Development and Empowerment Projec

8) North Eastern Region Community Resource ManagePject for Upland Areas
9) Jharkhand-Chhattisgarh Tribal Development Progna

10) National Microfinance Support Programme

11) Livelihood Security Project for Earthquake-Affed Rural Households in Gujarat
12) Orissa Tribal Empowerment and Livelihoods Paogme

13) Livelihoods Improvement Project in the Himalaya

14) Post-Tsunami Sustainable Livelihoods Prograrfantghe Coastal Communities of Tamil Nadu
15) Tejaswini Rural Women's Empowerment Programme

16) Women’s Empowerment and Livelihoods Programmthé Mid-Gangetic Plains

17) Mitigating Poverty in Western Rajasthan Project

18) Convergence of Agricultural Interventions inMaashtra’s Distressed Districts
Programme
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Appendix 5: List of Country Programme/ Portfolio Evaluations Undertaken by OE

BangladeshCountry Programme Evaluation 2006, 1994

Benin Country Portfolio Evaluation 2005

Bolivia Country Portfolio Evaluation 2005

Brazil Country Programme Evaluation 2008

Egypt Country Programme Evaluation 2005

Ghana Country Portfolio Evaluation 1996

Honduras Country Portfolio Evaluation 1996

IndonesiaCountry Programme Evaluati@®04

Mauritania Evaluation du Portefeuille de Projets du FIDA 1998
Mali Country Programme Evaluation 2007

Mexico Country Programme Evaluation 2006

Morocco Country Programme Evaluation 2006-2007
Mozambique Country Programme Evaluation 2009

Nigeria Country Programme Evaluation 2008

Pakistan Country Programme Evaluation 2008, Country Poxf&valuation 1995
Papua New GuineaCountry Programme Evaluation 2002
Rwanda Country Programme Evaluation 2006

Tanzania, United Republic OfCountry Programme Evaluation 2003
Tunisia Country Programme Evaluation 2003

Sri Lanka Country Programme Evaluation 2002
SudanCountry Portfolio Evaluation 1994

Syria Country Programme Evaluation 2001

Viet Nam Country Programme Review and Evaluation 2001

Yemen Country Portfolio Evaluatiod992
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