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Foreword

This is the first subregional evaluation (SRE) conducted by the Independent Office
of Evaluation of IFAD . An SRE assesses common rural -development challenges across a
set of countries, and how | FADIldage aldragsaeg ¢hene aligneca nd s up p «
with its mandate  of enabling rural transformation. The SRE focused on the G5 Sahel
countries (Burkina Faso, Chad, Mauritania, Mali and Nige r) and the northern region of
Nigeria, as they are facing similar fragility challenges in terms of: (i) socioeconomic issues;
(i) social disruption; (iii) environmental/climate change issues; (iv) institutional
weaknesses/weak social contracts; and (v) in security and conflict issues.

The evaluation identified the main fragility drivers according to the above five
categories, wi t h interlinkages bet ween and among t
contribute d directly to drivers related to economic s/poverty, nat ural resources
management/climate change, and social inequality, the other two categories 0 drivers
(weak public institutions and insecurity due to conflict) were not broadly addressed.

Findings show that | FADO6s engagement aseftagitper at i on:
contexts, especially for resilience building at the grassroots/community level i a critical
goal in fragile situations. IFAD loan -supported programmes were also coherent between
and within consecutive projects over the reviewed period (2008 -2021), although there
was no explicit intent of tackling fragility holistic
change with regard to benefits related to economic outcomes (e.g. through promotion of
income -generation activities), SOcCio - institutional contexts (e.g. by strengthening
endogenous/local organi  zations, empowering women and promoting rural institutions),
natural resources management and adaptation to climate change (e.g. in promoting
sustainable soil and water -conservation practices). These have been instrumental in
developing and strengthening the resilience capacities of households and communities.

The evaluation identified gaps that hinder the per
those contexts. Critical gaps include: (i) the lack of guidance  on how to conduct holistic
fragility analyses and  use the results to define pertinent actions to be implemented, either
by IFAD alone, or in partnership with other relevant actors; (ii) the insufficient availability
of technical capa bilities within the IFAD country teams to provide effective support in those
difficult contexts; (i) the limited engagement in non -lending activities to effectively
comprehend sound action s tackling the root fragility causes ; and (iv) the non -presence of
IFAD in all countries and the limited suitability of financial instruments to support effective
delivery in those fragile situations.

This report includes | FAD Managementds response, W
to address all five recommendations. | hope that this report will be useful for Western and
Central Africa and the Programme Management Department (in general) , toimprove their

contribution s to enabling rural transformation in countries with situations of fragility.

Director
Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD
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Executive summary

A. Background

1. Introduction . In 2021, the Independent Office of Evaluation (IOE) conducted a
subregional evaluati on ( SRE) of | FADO s engagemen
situations within | F A DWest and Central Africa division , cover ing the period 2010 to
2021 . SREs were introduced in 2021, to support evidence -based learning . They
evaluate intraregional issues or common development challenges within a defined
geographical zone , to identify common strategic and programmatic lessons.

2. Selected ¢ ountries. The SRE covered the G5 Sahel countries T Burkina Faso, Chad,
Mauritania, Mali and Niger i and IFAD operations in the northern region of Nigeria
These sample countries T referred to as G5+1 hereafter T were selected due to the
similar fragility challenges they are facing, which pose threats for achieving the
Sustainable Development Goals. According to the  Organisation for Economic Co -
operation and Development (2020), all the G5 Sahel countries and Nigeria were
considered as being in fragile situ ations in 2020 (with Chad extremely fragile), while
the World Bank (2020) considered Burkina Faso, Mali, Niger and Nigeria as being in
situations of conflict -affected fragility , and Chad in a situation of social and
institutional fragility.

3. Rationale. | F A DSpscial Programme for Countries with Fragile Situations (2019)
states that : fAFragility represents a serious threat to the implementation of the 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Devel opment .0Inthisregard, | FADGO&s s up ledto ttheh as
Joint Programme for the Sahel in Response to the Challenges of COVID -19, Conflict
and Climate Change (SD3C) . This programme was  approved by the E  xecutive Board
in December 2020 and implemented in partnership with FAO , WFP and the G5 Sahel
Secretariat. This subregional joint programme , being the first  of this type, raised
significant interest within IFAD in providing evidence -based learning for its effective
oper ationali zation.

B. Evaluation design and m ethodology

4, Objectives andscope .The SRE objective wasto assess | FADOG sbetwpemar ati ons
2010 and 2021 , using fragility lenses, to identify useful and relevant lessons. Its
scope entailed ascertaining  :()the ext ent to whi ch IlaFohj&tives ammer at i on
results contributed  to addressing fragility drivers and related root causes  within the
subregion; and (ii) whether applied tools and approaches were adeqate , considering
the reality of volatile circumstance s due to economic , natural and insecurity factors .

5. Theory of change . The SRE design was theory based, aligned with the IOE 6 s
evaluation guidelines, and focus ed on exploring how and why performance was or
was not achieved in contexts of fragility. The SRE team constructed a  theory of
change based on the SD3C results framework and interaction outcomes with key
stakeholders (at headquarters and in the field ).
6. Analytical framework. The SRE utilized an analytical framework, which outlines
the need to foster re  silience. The framework includes five groups of fragility drivers
linked to: (i) socioeconomic issues ; (i) social disruption; (iii) environmental and
climate change challenges; (iv) institutional weaknesses and weak social contracts;
and (v)insecurity and conflict issues. | F &tD @shans imgorpralr t  con't

resilience through  the development of absorptive, adaptive and transformative
capacities at grassroots level.

7. Methodology . The SRE applied a mixed -methods approach, combining qualitative
and quantitative data collected through  desk reviews, interviews with stakeholders
(in groups and with key informants) and primary field -data collection . Virtual
interviews were also conducted  with various categories of stakeholders at IFAD
headquarters , su bregion al and countrylevels . Dueto COVID -19 restrictions, national

Vi
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11.
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13.

14.

consultants carried out field missions in the six countries . Overall, conclusions  were
based on triangulation of evidence from several sources

Main findings

Relevance

The country strategic opportunities programme s (COSOPs ) were relevant in

supporting rural resilience building, which is a critical objective in fragile

situations. COSOPs ar e framewor ks for in FAWiesande ngage me
sustainable rural transformation, which cle arly outlined resilience building in the

Sahelian contexts.  The evaluation found no evidence of flexible and adaptive usage

of COSOPs in those unpredictable fragility contexts . They also fall short in provid ing

strategic orientation on transboundary  fragility issues, such as cross  -border trade

and transhumance

Reviewed strategies and operations included contextual analyses, which focused

extensively on three fragility drivers where IFAD makes a direct contribution. These
analyses relate to : economic s/poverty, natural resources management /climate
change , and social inequality. = Deep analys es related to the other two drivers (weak
public institutions and insecurity/serious conflict ) was broadly absent .

There is lack of clarity on how to perform holisti c fragility analyses and the
benefit of doing this , in comparison to analyses already done at design

stage . Reviewed experiences showed weak analyses of interactions within and

across all categories of drivers.

While lessons learned have informed the design of

programmes, they do not explicitly relate to how to address holistically drivers of
fragility . In fact, holistic fragility analyses were missing , and instances of simple

designs 1 critical in those situations

Coherence

T were very limited.

IFAD & loan -supported programme was coherent between and within
consecutive projects over the reviewed period , although with  no explicit

inten t of tackling fragility ho
across IFAD -lending operations

listically . Indeed, internal coherence was evident
with good evidence of it between consecutive loan

operations in the same geographic areas. Evidence suggest s that, except in the case
of Nigeria, knowledge -management and policy -engagement activities could not
broadly enhance efficacy in working in a fragile context, as they did not focus on
lessons and/or actions for a better engagement in those fragile situations, including

with the governments.

There was a broad complementarit y of | FADO6s operations with
of other international financial institutions (the African Development Bank and the
World Bank) in the G5+1 countries. However, evidence is still lacking on the extent

to which such complementarity
relative comparative advantages

transl ates into formal mechanisms to strengthen
, or deliver s synergies at the field level.

Opportunities for partnerships were identified among the Rome -based agencies , but
there is no solid evidence regarding previous use of such  approaches to deliver better.
The SRE identified the SD3C programme as a good opportunity for stronger
collaboration and partnerships among the Rome -based agencies .

From effectiveness to impacts in frag

This section presents the extent

ile contexts

to which supported interventions contributed to

tackl ing fragility drivers 1 aligned to the analytical framework i and the recent
COVID-19 shock, enablingt he identif ication of lessons learned.

Socioeconomic fragility drivers

Promoting income - generating activities help ed in strengthening absorptive
and adaptive capacities of beneficiaries in fragile contexts . Improved farming

practices led to increased yields

, reduc ed yield variability, promotion of new crops

vii
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and animal -husbandry techniques, and adoption of asset-building strategies. The
latter included : (i) reliance on public subsidy policy in some countries; (ii) in -kind
credit to support the most vulnerable to accumulate primary assets; or (iii) internal ,
in-kind savings. These strategies con tributed to building capacities of producers to
resist or mitigate shocks.

Capacity building and non -financial support have been critical in developing
the human and social capital of individuals and groups, whichare necessary
in fragile situations . Most projects therefore developed comprehensive packages

for supporting micro - projects and rural enterprises around three main categories of
actions: training, support along the value chain segments including promotion of
market access , and enabling inclu sive rural finance services.

Support to customary credit and saving groups was instrumental to
smal |l hol der s 6 -buidsg strategiesc e In the absence of formal financing
systems , supporting local mechanisms facilitates the expan sion of productive as sets
for poor smallholders  (e.g. farm inputs and processing equipment in Chad, irrigation

pumps and fences for oasis gardens in Mauritania). It also contributes to profitable
investments, and strengthening of absorptive and adaptive capacities of producers

Cereal -bank facilities contributed to the improv ement of absorptive capacities 1 by
making food available for poor smallholders 1 and reduced hunger burdens in the
lean season, as well as buffering the variation of food prices. Support focused on
providing technical, ma  nagerial and governance skills for committee members who
manage d collection, storage and redistribution of grains deposited by farmers. This
was particularly important in Chad and Niger , When erratic climatic events were
combined wit h insecurity.

Environment and climate change fragility drivers

Promotismg! and water conservationSglteNCaipd aznd ces
semiarid conwasctrsi tiimali mpr otvhiengsi | i@emcemal | hol der s.
| FAupported projects havegniafticuamut atkend wl edge on
interventions ai mi ng at SWC, restoratiesmcabeé vege
i rrigatcihe@mé s n Bur&sma Chad, Mal i , Mauwr.itahese and
interveweirwrsdl ed with sustai-nabkiacsatiror umtddulr ad s

i mprove produclkti maty athapget nohmost interventions
i

ncldualeSWC component werdef dumde wi-smacti matrei ng
practices.

Supporting benefi ci arnmaekser and nd escitaui@ot ni @eistt it e
i mpl ement at i on, soufs teafifneacbtLievael resour cep rnmaacntdigoeense n t

beepivot al tongapmamicl i ti es towdr o ode ixlagndhreee
i nt egantaildan of NWCuwadi steegdener ati on wihn ¢ Nb @iemg
scaluwepd hrouvghnati onal programme supported by the gc¢

partners.

Supporusi nGl obal Environment GEFagacnidlAidtaypt at i on for
Small hol der Agricultu(reSAK)ogdamgmeban instrument al
inpromonguccewslsfstratfeogsineasl | holoddapt attiochi mat e

chang&EF additional f Wnsddmanlgl hprl admat & ii weerl s ihfoioadat i o
(income sohroeghf aomf activities), whi ch contri bu
adapt atPaon i ci patory Nat uragle mRas owrnade RMam | Develo
ProjeotBur kina tFaesooo dansdecur ity and Devel opment Sup
the Maradii Reliigar) . Support through ASAP grants
participatory communal pl annchgmdthat aldamdeai bon ed
strategies and fosermsiedi vel i enaE@s pei seg Agricult
Productivitnw NMBbppett to I mprove the Resilience of

in Chad
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Achieving effective natural resource management (NRM) results in the
Sahelian contexts requires full engagement of all parties to manage

adequately differing interests on water and grazing resources across
communities. Availability and access to water is key to improv ing management of
natural grazing land under the Sahel re g i o nadics conditions, as shown by the

example of Chad (with the Pastoral Water and Resource Management Project in
Sahelian Areas). In Mauritania, support through the GEF component established

three grazing corridors with pastoral wells for transhumance. Overall, SRE found that
IFAD support to pastoralists has been modest, restricted to the development of
transhumance corridors at a reduced scale.

I nstitutional fragility: role of farmersd organi za

Empowering producersé and farmer sé6 «a/F@a)ntd gdedivieri ons (PO
effectively and sustainably has been instrumental to building absorptive and

adaptive capacities, and can lead to  transformative capacity. Working with

those organi zations has been an area of comparative advantage for IFAD within the

subregion. Key steps have included : enhancing their capacities to deliver services for

improved input supply and product marketing ; linking institutional strengthening and

lobbying capacities with economic promotion; and help ing themtofe derate into apex

organi zations. Positive results were achieved at a national level in all evaluated

countries and at regional level with the Net wor k of BadmePrrsodducer sé
Organizations in West Africa

| FADG6s support to chamber sdgovérnaacginlocalu Fdevelopment mpr ov e
processes and buil t social capital. Projects in Burkina Faso and Niger played a

significant role in : fostering the involvement of regional chambers of agriculture in

both project implement ation and participation of apex pro ducersd organizati ol
policy dialogue ; supporting food security interventions and government -led service

deliver ; and performing participatory marketing diagnosis. In many cases, a positive

externality was building trust between beneficiaries and gover nment.

Mixed results were achieved for functionality of w ater user associations for
small -scale irrigation schemes, where local management committees had to

play important roles, despite intensive efforts by projects (in Burkina Faso, Chad,
Mali and Niger). S ome explanatory factors were identified , including internal
divergence of interests, unequitable allocation of rights, low capacity of associations

to deliver maintenance services to keep the investments functional, insufficient time

to establish functional management committees, low maintenance fees for irrigation
systems, and insufficient support to apex usersd6 assoc. ations

Experience suggests that nurturing local conventions for NRM to ensure social
cohesion and confidence within and between communities , has been effective.  There
are several instances where IFAD supported projects promot ing such approaches in
Burkina Faso , Mali and Mauritania , which were effective and demonstrated relevance
and abilit y for consensual management of natural resource S.

IFAD support created favourable conditions for farmer s6 o r gations to
participate in relevant  policy discussions. The SRE found instances where
pr oduc er s patioonsr igfilmenéed decisions on food security policy, with positive
benefits for resilience building. A good illustration was found in Niger (with  the Food
Security and Development Support Project in the Maradi Region ), where consultation
frameworks were establish  ed to foster trade linkages between different economic
interest groups.

Fragility issues linked to social inequalities

Lack of land tenure security discourages smallholders from investing in
long -term land rehabilitation. Available evidence in the G5+1 co ntexts reveal ed
that this was addressed to some extent, mainly around investments supported for

NRM infrastructure, but not always translated into policies. An exception was found
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in Mali, where the recent land law promotes the use of existing local and na tional -
level land commissions , and where producersd representatfarves wer
effective use of these frameworks to prevent conflicts.

In the G5+1 contexts, women and youths have restricted land rights and are more

subject to insecure land access. However, IFAD -supported projects have partially
addressed theissue of inequality inland access ,asit requireslong -term supportand
involvement of different actors (from local to national levels).

Pastoralism is an important issue in the Sahelian context. However, it

received an insufficient focus in IFAD -supported operations over the
reviewed period. Pastoralists have insecure access rights tobothfarm - and grazing
land near their settlement s, and other grazing land during transhumance. They are
also subject to conflicts over access to water resources or protected areas. Very few
IFAD projects have tackled transhumance and its transboundary aspects, yet climate

change is making this issue more conflictual in the subregion. Evidence suggests that
supporting effective joint management committees of competing users can be

effective in prevent ing pastoral -related local conflicts.

Including a user -rights dimension to NRM remain ed a necessity, especially
insocial -conflict -pronear eas,where conflictover land access and use easily
escalate s. The SD3C programme  recogni zes this fact . It plansto support producer
groups in efforts to manage NRM sustainably and tackle climate risks , by adopting
more suitable practices and improving pro ductive land and water infrastructure in
order to enhance the resilience of rural livelihoods.

Violent conflicts and insecurity

A nexus approach addressing poverty and conflict was missing in IFAD -
supported operations in the G5+1 contexts . IFAD -supported projects have been
affected by various forms of conflict (e.g. in Mali, Niger and Nigeria ) yet conflicts are
treated as risks to be managed rather than problems IFAD can directly contribute to

solving or preventing. For instance, results framewor ks of IFAD projects in Nigeria do
not consider how project outcomes fit within the poverty -conflict nexus. This makes

it challenging to assess the extent to which interventions were intended to address

conflict -related drivers.

Shocks due to the COVID -19 pandemic

Actions i mplemented i@VIrk9 apamdce mioc tihleBWCsatbridtie yl F A
to act in emergefdbhyerei auat iserwvse.r al adassuepsp owhte rhea sl F A
shown flexibility gonveaommserniebfaftoorntg e $ poCOy |- .

Exampl es ar e t he devel opment of a contingency p
mi tigati on -10¥ iCOVYNibgee rRur al Poor Stamdil autshegracshotty
ter,rmountdrewel initiatives i mplemented in Chad, Mal:i
from thiesikeatiinves are yet t o dbleo vweweerr ait leldy & tt rhaetye |
strenigmthaipmigo chainmgecircumstances.

Ensuring inclusiveness of interventions

Evidence suggests that IFAD -supported program me s ha d a clear focus on
gender equality, albeit not yet  sufficient to address root causes
underpinning the high vulnerability of women in such fragile contexts.

Women are more sensitive to fragility drivers in Sahelian rural settings , and the
COVID-19 crisis exacerbated their vulnerability . Projects have a pplied positive
targeting approach es, enabling women and girls to benefit from interventions.
However, gender impacts 1 critical in fragile situations i are not depicted (explicitly

or clearly) inthe theory of change pathwaysto integrate interventions that address
roots causes of their vulnerability , which are mostly linked to sociocultural issues
Moreover, some project -design documents had no specific gender str  ategies.

| FAD6s support c ont r iing uurak wlomen and empow wiag access to
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pro ductive assets 1 critical in building absorptive and adaptive capacities. All projects
have sought to empower women economically, and some addressed issues related
to workload (Chad, Maliand Mauritania) . Evidence also demonstrates : (i) a gradual
but slow improvement in strengthening womenos p © withib communities,
especially in  the governing bodies of FOs and to a lesser extent within households ;
and (ii) progress in addressing land -access rights for women in Burkina Faso, and
access to inputs for di  versified economic activities in Chad and Niger. Nevertheless,

the SRE found no evidence o f women & participation in processes related to local
NRM mechanisms, or of a role in strengthening social contracts and keeping peace.

Approaches to promote youth , core in several recent projects, generally
focused on income -generation activities and training to build their

absorptive and adaptive capacities. In fragile situations , modalities for accessing
funds (e.g. credit) have been more flexible and tailored (a s provided by examples
found in Mali and Niger) . Evidence (e.g. in Burkina Faso and Nigeria ) suggests the
effectiveness of : integrati ng women and youth in upstream and downstream
activities of value chain development ; contribut ing to diversifying economic
opportunities ; and mitigat ing the effects of fragility drivers such as extreme poverty

and climate change

Youth effectively contribute d to building the resilience of rural communities, when
adequately targeted and involved in key actions , as showed by in stances in
Mauritania and Niger . Effective i nterventions simultaneously include goals for
improving technical capabilities, increasing access to productive assets, and
profitable markets. Overal, t he ef f ect i venwyostls supfort, blignedvitls
outcome s of sustainable youth entrepreneurship and job creation, require deeper

analysis of major youth fragility drivers at design stage

Efficiency, sustainability and scaling up

Findings show that achieving effiwaehalyl gaghagi but
possi bFAD intensifieandeplkemivé ali otnops 8 eions st he G5
count,raiseswas$rlecour ai®igtoov er n mesretravli ce p.rTfcviysdelr d ed

positive resultsombaaddeessitongef,addresgydghans in
l aunching projects, sl ow add s lpu rejoseaadnitn at aob@s ,i SSs U«
However, management costs were generally higher
unf oreseen/unpl anned i ssues.

The SRE i denmtailfliesmdgec rel attba t BbAUDsessnodelin
suppdrmtgoper atiiomst hdgeagicloent ext s. f ascotv,er ei gn |l oan
finanice#ong fl exible enough to allow swift adjust men

(e.g. severe drought, economicGrcantsiwi, hpo@wa di ta | d
seemed m@prpe opri ate and aiduafplteixviefiadmu etdyit bur sement a
management ) yeblyit mi t edasmaount sMeetciofignancing agr eeme:!
has been challenging for governments of thtey G5 cou
of funding with other intertnta&li ®omall ErmViimamme retr sk g
andr &e@ i mate) Famsndefiudupporting -beishi di egcentervent.i
During the reviewedumdriyod,i rmadtors (fiveeolutn of si
theountriescsonsthinmsgFnAd abil ity to work with key part
guickly to chasging context

Evi de nscueg g esstth at resul tssusdmibedfragile situations
strengt hetniengabi | ictoynmofi-bh s ed organi t&€BOstha
del i ver andupfoadclhoivevement ssw@dpdrFtAebd pr oj ect s, as Wi
byensumgreater social cohesion wiExRimp|l eesmimuwumimt Cahsad
and Nicgear ir ns ttrheantgt Hehreifigcti versosrug®r association
and manamgt meommi t hee satsheel i kel i hood olffer esgt asnahb
Evidence from Niger and NigeriGBOshdrchteddehahgsanp
deepening soci al cohesion as well as, cotnrten gptuht eerdi n ¢
t o sustainabl ef ragsulet ssiitmati ons. Ssutchefisowcp mdr t [
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44.
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46.

engineerniomg soci azht inorb)i | approaches applied i n str
bonding, bridgimdgsoacndall icnakpiintgal s (with exampl es i
and Mauritania).

Regarding s,catthemgSRBEP found that supipmetiinngghdgovernr
i mpl ememmt scalpngtrategy bEBxsamptietsi odiupscabkshaypgt s
governmaetre f owmnddal i and Niger, whil e exampl es
devel opment wearreg nfeo whhda.dime anchorage of intervent.
nati onal programmes has beemcahipeavrianngo uenftf elcg citvoer s c

resul ts.

Conclusions and recommendations

Conclusions. The five categories of fragility drivers, identified in the evaluation
analytical framework, were evident in the contexts of the G5+1 countries, with
variability between and within countries. Building resilience (the key solution to
fragility ), is therefore critical in th ose countries.  The reviewed IFAD country
strategies, prog rammes and projects increasingly prioriti zed resilience building in
their objectives, although comprehensive fragility analyses were not conducted

| FADG6s support cposititer ¢hdngetireedondme opportunities, NRM and

adaptation to  climate chan ge, which was instrumental in enhancing the resilience of

beneficiaries by building their absorptive, adaptive and ongoing transformative

capacities. Findings show that women and youth (who are critical actors in fragile

situations ) have been supported through inclusive value chain development

activities; but achievements were moderate in terms of tackling context - specific

factors underpinning their greater vulnerability. Moreover, strengthen ing social

cohesion t hr ough gr agsosps dfod mér 6 s o r g andi coranunity n sased

organizations ) and using existing endogenous mechanisms are key to achiev ing and

sustaining results .

Lastly, t he SRE identified the following key challenges. First, | FADOs engaigdement

not adequately refle ct specificities of working in the G5+1 fragile contexts (e.q.

simplicity of design, prior holistic analyses to understand the root causes of fragility ,

transboundary issues). Second, | FADO s busi ne(®msterms ofd fanancial

instruments and country pre sence) is better suited to delivering in non -fragile

situations than in the G5+1 contexts . Third, non -lending activities could not support

the lending operations in holistically addressing fragility drivers.

Aligned with the previous findings, the SRE made the following recommendations.
Recommendatibervel.op a comprehensive resilience frai
subregbonregtioongui de assessment s, designs and i mpl
oper ati(ans field, national andhee§iramaivolbkwielhdd bl d
on exi gwuinmWgng documents and on past | RADI ®txiper i e
anal ys6aesorder to: (i) understand the various drive
(ii) degeeluopheory oftbhatanheilmpenti fying pathways to
theadirlity drivers identidtireadns b awrddar yngn &thwrsee; ofi i
interventions that are simple bafresffeatevandl ong
transformati on; and (i v) identi fy strategic and
engagem&ntven the transboundary naturd FAD mdamwl df
consider piloting parst neirasthiepx tfernadmeaworrckss nati onal
build on expericemgei g opm It dhte f or r8guooas ofpefrandiom
(avail abl etdmd )postheorul d be ana,ltyt iemaslulrye @r @3 ompteeg d mi
financial Iinhstumppment s edsiillidémoge i nterventions in th
Recommendat2i e the opportiumARigcerdtzadliion t2o 0

i mprotvde capabilitiey ofam®unti nteracti onfsor and
effective dal itvher yG5+1 fragiTliemboasttrseésgt hening t
technical capacitiesdimeimbewmsan{cppaceciampgi mudtodeng)
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adequately support operationsiifry tkleygs el saiytew &t it oon sf
wi th for specific dmdigniclrietays e a sipnetcetrsa,ct i ons for p
i mpl ement ati on o.f Thoiisnta catcitdeko nsshoo ualcdc ount t he compa
advant age of =®madhngr ggaadi def i ne aplpe opesiagmes but sir

Recommendat3d.oRevi sapproachesvafl awre chain devel opmen

suppowitt hin the s,ubr ggirdrher i mpr ove amd |buusiilvde noens s
communi-dryi vapproa&sch in highlwear éafilgirseequi r es, on one
hand, iimpglhe targeting of w,0amedh daenvde lgygogurt chpr i at e
support pa(ckageding di gital soluti ens mamacess t o
agri cul ttubreet take into account their specific con
expectations. On t he onomivthreddt v Wamd,apprimnmavool evs ng
marginalized groups need otr o blenkatnehmy\eaneap e do f natur .
resources (including rangelliamaltsg , amamgav@dibdn t o
confl vehator al resources. A s pteanidfeircs tpbaarsduser a hb s md
i ssuies order to find ways to promote positive int
and pasproodadcti on systems.

Recommendat4i Bunrt heromote the resilience of rur al
througbppotréaPOs/ FGsnd CBOw®oef fectidwedliwer services ar
strengthen their engpagei tiyn tpwl i cy dialogue on topi
themrhis entailissgonappiatsdal ilZAD achi evements with PO:
apex bodwhisch shoul d incl udezap a ointshorulgihs titoenrgg a n i
engagememat f actiHedetfrafteeca o nvter i biudb wiolndihnegesi | oénce
their memleesrpecit lmbgti hragi $ep@oretast oo rwpaadin on s
should be increased and tatboraddlrees evged lyg it ehsesi ia x t
speci fic-rfell agielditt gauses, to raise sustainamhdy thei
twoictkedaci al and economic status.

Recommendati on e @reganéer support to country teams
effectivenessl emfdi mgn operiaat itomss e cohhieagntsai | s
increasing the provision of technical backstoppin
event s, studies and p,ofloircybectotnesruletnagtai goennse)nt wi t h ¢
partners on specific resilienad iconueasacée.ag.dsdxalad

transhumance), in partnership wiatcht onrast i onal and in
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Management  response

1.

5.

Management welcomes | F ADfir& sub-regional evaluation (SRE), focusing on
countries with fragile situations in West and Central Africa . SREs are a new type of
evaluation envisaged in the Multi -Year Evaluation Strategy of the Independent Office
of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE), released in 2021. They assess commonality  of
development challenges, programmatic initiatives and opportunities in a set of
countries sharing similar rural -development issues, thus going beyond the scope of
a single country. As such, SREs will constitute a valuable learning opportunity for
Managemen t, providing insights for prepar ing a subregional strategy or improv ing
ongoing operations at country and regional levels. They will also be useful in build ing
knowledge in countries not covered by country strategy and programme evaluations .

This SRE is especially relevant in light of m onitorable action 14 under the

IFAD12 commitments , stating that IFAD will develop specific initiatives for
enhanced IFAD engagement in the Sahel and Horn of Africa. In particular, findings
stemming from the SRE will guide the development of the joint Rome -based agency

results framework for the Joint Programme for the Sahel in Response to the
Challenges of COVID -19, Conflict and Climate Change (SD3 C), which is being
presented to | FADds Executive Boar bhclusive GederR
Financing Initiative kicks off with the signature of various projects in 2022 and 2023,
the findings of this SRE will inform its implementation.

In terms of process, Management appreciates the participatory approach adopted by
IOE in conducting this SRE. It also appreciates the good interac tion achieved at each
step of the process, in spite of challenges posed by the COVID-19 pandemic and data
availability. Since SREs are a new product, there is scope for IOE to help Management
build internal awareness and knowledge of this type of evaluation. IOE has shown
flexibility throughout the various steps of the evaluation process; it will be important
to maintain such flexibility and allow IFAD staff to build processes for internal review
and provision of feedback to this new product.

The final version of the SRE reflects feedback provided by Management  at
earlier stages of consultation . Managementwould like to emphasize the following
key points:

a. Analysis of isocicalhtr atc ©OB2045 corporate level evaluation of IFAD's
Engagement in Fragile and Conflict -affected States and Situations does not make
explicit reference to the concept of isoccaht r athet same applies to
Ma n age me 2016 -2025 Strategic Framework and the 2019 document
establishing the Special Programme for Countries with Fragile Situations.
Management acknowledges that the SRE does not explicity recommend
adopting the concept of i s o cd amnd t r aet titdhjghlights how such a concept
has become an increasingly used tool that may be applied when required, as
was the case in the 2020 Mali country strategic opportunities programme
(COSOP).

b. Complexity of design. The issue of complexity is well known to IFAD, as
highlighted in several portfolio stocktakes as well asin | OE 2021 Annual Report
on Results and Impact of IFAD Operations . Project complexity is the result of the
evolution of IFAD over the last decade, in which IFAD associated replenishment
commitments with the features included in project design. The updated proj ect
design guidelines 1 to be released in 2022 i will offer concrete tools to better
articulate the project theory of change and build a consistent logical framework
for monitoring. However, Management believes the issue requires a broader
conversation in the context of the IFAD13 Replenishment consultation.

Management concurs with the main findings of the SRE, acknowledg ing the
resilience -building objective as the spearhead of IFAD operations in G5+1
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countries. Management also concurs with the challenges identified in the
conclusion, yet would like to note the following:

a. On | FAD6s |l ack of specific apprtoecapiedCOSOPr agi |l e ¢
and projectdesign guidelines  , tobereleased in 2022 , include enhanced guidance
on fragility assessment and fragility lens to be applied. In addition, and as part
of the IFAD12 comm itments, IFAD will submit to its Executive Board a revised
strategy on its engagement in fragile and conflict - affected situations, replacing
the 2016 one. The revised strategy will build on the recommendations arising
from the 2021 IFAD Working Group on Fragility, as well as on the lessons learned
from the Special Program me for Countries with Fragile Situatio ns (2019). The
revised strategy will provide further clarity on the definition of fragility, and
guidance on differentiating the approach according to the fragility level. In
replacing the Special Program  me, IFAD will also provide specific guidance for the
operationali zation of the strategy, and better orientation for project delivery
teams on how to concretely operate in fragile and conflict -affected situation s.

b. On | FADG6s <count r yandpfinansiad n m&ruments inadequacy  for
G5+1 operations: the issue of country presence is addressed under
recommendation 3. On the flexibility of financi al i n
Restructuring  policy promotes proactivity and incentives for governments to
adapt their projects to a changing environment and according to emerging needs
and priorities.

c. On non -l endi ng activitiesé uneven capacity to
operations: in line with IFAD12 commitments, IFAD is developing companion
tools to existing guidelines for country -level policy engagement, and producing
training materi al under | FAUpgkiling@rpgeama tme.d’'mea | Ac ade
new COSOP guidelines also put emphasis on knowledge management, indi cating
that all COSOPs should establish the basic framework for knowledge generation,
knowledge use and the creation of an enabling environment. These adjustments
will be especially relevant in fragile contexts.

Recommendations

Management  agree s with the five recommendations set forth in the SRE. The
following paragraphs provide further details on Ma n a g e me viewv 6and proposed
action on each recommendation.

Recommendation 1. Develop a comprehensive resilience framework for the
subregion or region, to guide assessments, designs and implementation of
operations (at field, national and regional le vels). Also, pilot partnership frameworks
that extend across national borders and build on experience from the on going pilot
for regional o perations.

Agreed. IFAD is committed to operationalizing the United Nations Integrated

Strategy for the Sahel (UNISS) L Paragraph 9 of the PBSEB3Ei dent bs
establ i shes t he programmeo6s filsitmlat awgitth ¢bda@l bobade
resilience of UNI SAppendi x X of the Presidentédés Report a
that SD3C is part of UNISS. The latter constitutes a solid framework basis for

engaging in the region.

Based on the complexity and specifics o f development challenges faced by IFAD
Member States in the Sahel, Management concurs that developing a common and
comprehensive resilience framework will better guide current and future
engagement. Provided that its governing bodies agree to allocate sufficient time and
resources to this endeavour, Management accepts t he develop ment of a
comprehensive resilience framework for the Sahel, based on lessons learned from

IFAD 6 £ngagement inthe region , national and regional development prio rities, and

1https://www.un.orq/africarenewal/sites/www.un.orq.africarenewal/fiIes/EnqIish%ZOSummary%ZOReport 0.pdf
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

ongoing and potential partnership with a number of key initiatives and actors. These

include: R ome-based agencies, the Permanent Interstate Committee for Drought
Control in the Sahel , G5 Sahel, the Economic Community of West African States , the
Sahel and West Africa Club (hosted at the Organisation for Economic Co -operation
and Development ), regional development banks and integration institutions, and
professional organizations of farmers and pastoralists (e. g. , Reseau Billital Maroobe
Association pour la Promotion de I'Elevage au Sahel et en Savane ), among others.
Management will however refrain from using the framework as a conditional element

to approve new operations in the Sahel, to avoid adding an extra level of compliance

and thus further increas e the complexity of design.

Recommendation 2. Use the opportunity of IFAD decentrali zation 2.0 to improve
the capabilities of country teams, interactions, and agility for effective delivery in the
G5+1 fragile contexts. Categorizing key players , in order to collaborate for specific
fragility aspects, to increase interactions for planning and implementation of joint

actions T taking into account the comparative advantage of each organi zation 1 and
to define appropriate but simple designs.

Agreed . As part of IFAD decentrali zation 2.0, IFAD is significantly expanding its
country presence in the Sahel. In addition to the regional office in Abidjan, the multi -
country office in Dakar, and the country -director -led | FAD Country Office (ICO) in
Niger, offices in ~ Burkina Faso and Mali will also become country -director -led ICOs.
Furthermore, IFA D will open a new ICO in Chad. By the end of 2022, IFAD will have

an ICO in each country of the Sahel, except for Mauritania.

IFAD will strengthen the capacity of each country office through training by the
Operations Academy , with backstopping from Rome, Abidjan and Dakar. IFAD a Iso
plans to recruit additional thematic and technical experts, including specialists to

support the implementation of regional climate -finance operations

Recommendation 3. Revisit approaches for value chain development support
within the sub region , to refine the inclusiveness and to build on community  -driven
approaches in highly fragile areas. This necessitates an improved targeting of women

and youth , and the develop ment of suitable support packages. Secondly, apply

community -driven approache s that involve marginali zed groups , for better
management of natural resources (including rangelands), adaptation to climate

change , and prevent ion of conflicts o ver natural resources. A specific focus should

be to understand pastoralism issues , in or der to find ways to promote positive
interactions between agricultural and pastoral production systems.

Agreed. IFAD possesses notable experience in promoting community -driven
approaches, with targeted beneficiaries and their communities playing a key role in
the design and implementation of projects and policies that respond to their needs.
The Evaluation Synthesis on Community Driven Development (CDD) in IFAD-
supported projects  (2020) concluded that CDD-related projects perform better than
non -CDD ones in countries with fragile situations. The evaluation recommended that
IFAD retake @A c or p oowamdrship of CDD, by making it visible throughout its
strategie s and institutional f uncti ons 0.

Along this line, IFAD projects will continue to emphasize the targ eting and quality of
adapted services provided to vulnerable groups, particularly to women and youth, in
line with IFAD12 commitments. For example, Management will to continue to support
investments and services prompting youth entrepreneurship and skill d evelopment,
including through  the scaling up of innovative and ICT4D interventions. In addition,
Management will promote investments in pastoralism through natural resource
management and participatory community -driven interventions, based on lessons
learned from the implementation of the Water and Resource Project in Sahelian
Areas, in Chad, and the on going Rural Poor Stimulus Facility -funded grant
implemented by  Reseau Billital Maroobe  (a regional organization of pasto ralists).
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19.

20.

Recommendation 4 . Further promote the resilience of rural communities , through

support to pr o d u c earganizations (POs)/f ar mer s & or gdAOs)z andi ons
community -based organizat ions (CBOs), to effectively deliver services and

strengthen their capacity to engage in policy dialogue on topics related to them.

Agreed. IFAD hasalong standing collaboration with POs/FOs and CBOs in the Sahel.

The recent decentrali zati on of the | FAD Farmers® Forum proce

mechanism to foster stronger partnerships at local level, as testified by the success

of the 2018 Nouackchot regional meeting. The SD3C design fosters an innovative
modus operandi to engage with P Os as strategic partners both at regional and
national levels; this will need careful monitoring to ensure generation of valuable
lessons.

Management will also continue to promote investments in building the capacity of
POs/FOs and CBO s, in order to suppo rt their participation in policy -engagement
activities at the local, national and regional levels, but also to enhance the provision

of professional services to their members. For instance, the Support to Far mer s 6
Organizations in Africa Programme and the Far mer s 6 Organi zati ons
Caribbean and Pacific Programme , cofinanced by the European Union and IFAD , have

been building the capacity of FOs for several years. On the other side, many IFAD -
funded projects establish direct memorandum s of understanding or service
agreements with FOs, which contribute to building their technical and institutional

capaci ties. The regional SD3C programme also includes investments in building the

capacities of FO s.

Recommendation 5. Organi ze greater support to country teams for greater
effectiveness of non -lending operations in those contexts.

Agreed. Management takes note  of the opportunity to improve performance of non -

lending activities in fragile context s. Key actions for Management will include: (i)
building the capacity of country teams and project management units in policy
engagements, partnerships building and South - South and Triangular Cooperation ;

(ii) carrying out analytical studies focusing on fragile contexts; (iii) identifying priority

areas of non -lending activities during the design process of the regional resilience
framework; and (iv) developing pa rtnerships with credible institutions to improve
the performance of non -lending activities.
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Sub regional evaluation of countries with fragile
situation s inIFAD -WCA. Learning from experiences of

FAD6s Engagement in the G5 Sahel Cour
Northern Nigeria
Background
Introduction
Il n2021, ltrhdee pendent Oof fice o f Eval uati on (I OE) C
evaluati dof( S&RPuppocrotunttac hesragile situations wit
and Central Africa division of | FAD ( WCAt)hatThe SR
seeks to evaluate intraregional i ssues or common
geographiclail deotwiefit rar egi onalnds tprratgag@immat i ¢ | esson
cannot be easily addressed by simply |l ooking at co
aim at evbiadseendc el earning aligned with th® evaluati ol
Fragility as the centrahdtheme i onp.oRlSR&ED e ng | OE
standard practice when scoping an eval uati on, u
organi zed bet we etnh eR rOEg r @ mane Management ( PEPpRart ment
(incl uWCApPpT hesceonsul tations |l ed to a cohsenmsu®non t
fragility,s asseetnhiass waa cr i ti cal contextual i ssue acrt

basis, dltsawaseed that the evaluation shoul di cover t
Burkina Faso, Chad, MauridrmdilakEAMadpe raandirdrihsg einn t h e
region of ANi ge mitlaRkdddO5peciragr @mme f or CouFrtamgiiése wi t |
Situat(i2ohils¥FHragi |l ity represents a serious threat to
2030 Agenda f or Sustainabl e Devel opment . The cor
alarming and repussemtal hesgeri to the achievement o
Devel opmentlt Goalessti mated that more t hé&npdbrpeesrt cer

peopl e wil!/l be Iiving in Moagioversi fuagi bnsybiys20:¢
to specific couengirdingss adrad/ srevrer e gl obal i mpact on
mi gration, economic and soci ad Thdei sArfurpitciaonn Daenvde |ionpsnee
Bank Af DB) ewsont ext ual cshuaclhlspogest vy, unempl oyment ,

excl usihingh mi gratioge ahtdmpoer cimamagement of natur
assources of pressure that make Afr ?Enarn ncgo protvreird sy n
and extreme rpqgwedmgteysat er efdoadlseriat @ ma@ngiaci ,ns
especiwhbaérye pohast ybeenl|l ymost act abt @gi | e and conf |l
situations.

Rational e of tchheooBG5 ngahel countries +CMNeagtedai f G5 -
2014, the G5 S$Sashueeppoaitmsitsi memipornddequately to thi
security chalflaechdgm@orthey humamnanacndalf resources hav

all ocated bynembegdvievrenments f or military response
detri ment of i nvesdanemd i ci nd esvoetl nboh me n tc.pIn fE A t
support has cul minated in the subregiedbnah ResEpdonBE

2 A new product introduced by IOE after the peer review of 2019, which is included in the I0OE evaluation manual revised
in 2021.

3 IFAD evaluation manual was under development in 2021. The draft version states that SRE can have one or more of
the following objectives: (i) assess commonality of development challenges, programmatic initiatives and opportunities
beyond the scope of a single country; (ii) assess the strategy, common intervention approaches supported by IFAD, and
IFAD organizational set-up in a set of countries that share salient characteristics; (iii) provide learning that can be used
by IFAD as an input to prepare a subregional strateg or to improve ongoing operations at country and regional levels;
and (iv) build knowledge of countries with a small portfolio that are less likely to have a CSPE conducted.

4 |FAD. 2019. Special Peogramme for Countries withfragi | e si tuati ons: OperationfAD,i zing | FA
April 2019.

5 AfDB Group Strategy for addressing fragility and building resilience in Africa; 2014-2019.

6 Corral Paul, Alexander Irwin, Nandini Krishnan, Daniel Gerszon Mahler, & Tara Vishwanath. 2020. Fragility and Conflict:
On the Front Lines of the Fight against Poverty. Washington, DC: World Bank.

7 Over the past ten years, serious security crises evolved within the subregion due to armed conflicts primarily in border
areas (from Lake Chad to the Niger Delta), and attacks from extremist groups. The G5 military force was then established
to protect these countries and their populations, restore government services and promote peace for development.



to the Chall englds ocfonGOVIicD and (C$Da pep rCohvaendg eb y
thé FABXxecutBowaidn Decembean®mpbDemented in partnersh
thet her Rowbbaseajenci(eRRBASFAO and WFP) and the G5
Secret@riat

SD38was designed as a response to a subreegd onal C
by significant fragi3ublryegcihoan ale nfgreasg iildietnyt i ¢ h aeldl & mg
the programmendlesdgnpol i ti cal and ceocnosntornaicn tds srreulpatti
to small hol der farmi ntgaldgvabdapmentotfiueatural resou
change, food security and nutrition constraints,
programme is the first of thibt kih®dl ehArnancepadsbyof
addrsesng fragility nchpalritafmcoudssa,br egi onal l evel , by
smal |l hol der s, mainly women and young small hol der
consolidate thetiAs Itihveelfiihrosotdss.ubr egi omfalt hios nty pe o
there i sanitgnintierest within BRAD dDda alomisngo n £ aomi magw
to effectivelzpsopepabgoamimensi denuirmg¢ RADUSIi ness
systssaamd pr aclthiec s€e¥@l uatwamkiltmpsttnihcepti on stage d
the SRE c%ntdecefore, it has nobwbébeen, eiviag udéseidgn H
referrteegnsore it could benefit the SRE findings.
The SERBurposasto assleBA® oper at isoinmlsce 220d9ing
fragilitytloederetsi,fy | essons | earned thaseédué rfekrev
current andi fivuénuventThenSRE covers a geographicall
arean which the fragility drivers are a3mbamed si
i nclusitdhreoof hanr raf Nigeria is justified by its ge
wi t h Sahheeliaqi, ohs i nfluence on interactions, with n

and the similarity o¥ Asrdgirtihey @eorescsemneSREI n chaj
i dendimfaii éh r agiilsistujecst he subrienyieo ms: eodnomisacci, al

natuyriasti tuti eonmfl trizadtddt ed .d hiSRéeFisd not asseds how | F
operatdiomect | df t ag,kbluetttyat haesrcer tai)higche extent to wh
obj ectoifvedd& ADperati ons and achi evdddwaagasllsd rt ess sciomg r i &

fragility drivers wi thin t he subregi on; and (i
instruments and approaches considering the realit
circumstances due tvolianddeurity and violence. The
attent nom endi ng activities and aotihdir aspeaintsibo uinmia:
and/oubregi onal perspective. The scopdd fdfertshd rewmal
t hat of ccbepelra®teiad n whriacthheevral uat e corporate strate
processes. Judgi nlga twehéeftehcetci ovhehleyid b watocded r e sgr agi | i ty
wi || not be a priority.

8 The SD3C includes country loans (highly concessional terms) and grants, to support those countries that are facing
serious fragility challenges due to several reasons, exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic.

9 See: https://www.g5sahel.org/investir-davantage-dans-le-sahel-pour-stimuler-le-developpement-et-la-resilience-des-
populations-rurales-le-g5-sahel-et-le-fida-signent-des-accords-de-financements/ (accessed in December 2021).

10 The programme title is: Joint Programme for the Sahel in Response to the Challenges of COVID-19, Conflict and
Climate Change. It also includes Senegal (in addition to the G5 Sahel), which is not included in the present SRE scope,
as it is not classified as a country in fragile situation over the reviewed period.

11 The programme, which will last six years (2021-2026), is expected to contribute to poverty reduction (approximately by
10 per cent) in the programme area and boost socio-economic (including trading) activities, by reducing constraints (to
agricultural production and trade) exacerbated by conflicts, the anthropogenic impacts on natural resources, as well as
difficulties in gaining access to productive resources. Elements of the programme are presented in Table A7, Annex V.
12 aunched in March 2021, while the SRE inception started in April 2021.

13 Corresponding to the first year of the Eight h Repl eni shment of | F NiérdFADBelBADUr ces (I F
committed for a differentiated approach between different regions and different country situations, including income and
institutional devel opment . Oagie o=ft att lees 0t y pvdileo @i d & AiDd e retciofgine d eids

institution building, basic agriculture and rural services. The report of the Consultation on the Eighth Replenishment of

| FADOs ReREPWMIIKMRLR. 2008) acknowledges that almost one quarter of IFAD resources are spent in fragile

states.

14 The formula of the IFAD performance-based allocation system (PBAS)i ncl udes a variable entitled 7
I ndexo, which captures the multidi mensi ol2edualijtweighteflindicatarsal povert
measures rural vulnerability in terms of exposure, sensitivity and lack of adaptive capacity to endogenous and exogenous

causes and/or events. The IVA scores range between 1 and 2, a score towards 2 entails a high vulnerability. For IFAD11

(2019-2021), the scores were: Burkina 1.57, Chad 1.7, Mali 1.58, Mauritania 1.58, Niger 1.67, and Nigeria 1.46.


https://www.g5sahel.org/investir-davantage-dans-le-sahel-pour-stimuler-le-developpement-et-la-resilience-des-populations-rurales-le-g5-sahel-et-le-fida-signent-des-accords-de-financements/
https://www.g5sahel.org/investir-davantage-dans-le-sahel-pour-stimuler-le-developpement-et-la-resilience-des-populations-rurales-le-g5-sahel-et-le-fida-signent-des-accords-de-financements/
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met hodolGhayp.t er 1 di scussa® maihme afgubri egi tochrei ver s,
overview of | FADhnadpeeytr assons of hemrt dexperi ences

Chapters 111 to VI include assessments in relatiol
rel evance, coherence, effectiveness-tand-biemgpmact (a
results), efficiency, inclusiveness (gender and yo

The conclusions and recommendati ons complete the r

Fragility -related concepts and approaches

The t&rrmgorldse to promi tnédrcelevel opment discourse |
Keyonceassoci ated with fragl:bdie)sitthueahbhtelpmmepaotsse tt o
national, regional ;amd dgliogbalh ésrehcguriiittyy acaoumamoanl y

hi gher | evels of gsdoovwweprrtoyg raensds sdootwa et hheg Sust ai nabl e
Devel opment Goaclosmp(aStDeo)yf ragi |l e situations

Definigdfonfragility tendattioonbes pp&dpiatniiedef i ni ti ons
refl eamt assumption that the causmal toifdifrmeangsiilointayl a
weak institutcioommondryeagged across alThdeflehi hi bhen
of fr avgairliietsy from zaheonr ganianot hert heepemnacdint @t omon
takelsgenerdaedf,i ni ti ons vary mootfdnmp hiand itsghye pHesgae e
the foltdowvefgsfragility and: wdakmnstintt etriaens  onecon
decl,i npoverty, cli meantved r ohmegtal degaoiaalat iexme | usi or
insecurity and v{ohaptercosnéthfisset sdr i veetsdiolnhe
G5+Tount)§ es

TheOrgani zafoon EconomoperCaot i on and Devel opment (
charact erfirzaegsi | i ty as t hen cofmbiexatoisur e, atha ri sk
insufficient coping capaandies o6 mmiheimMAtneadget o
absorb or mitigateFthgsbki ryskan be both a resul't
negati ve out comes including vi ol ence, poverty, |
environment al and pol'iTheO&EChehedroad aethiledapgreesspor t

on St at Brsagad,flwihtiyxh praseanal ysis dmeseti @dinmensi onal
fragility fTheamewioew. of dtehceadlémsports shows a consi
systemessed conceptual i zatlibeen to fwiftrha gsiilgintiyftihceant eV (
framework used Thivwercutrirment f rbaamewlorokaei sdi merfsi ons
fragil ietynomi c, environmental, pol ilf Stcalleevelecurit
capaiceist argmeasurtaget herf owimath and i nformahamechani
societies can draw upon to cope wi®Th énCeXletpiovret ev en
classifies tcaoabhmterei eaatfegor eems!l y,ffrraggndeenot fragil e)
based on a spectrum ofh&iintee ndsi intesncsa corndssth g ©OE&ECD

2020 cl assaftic&s i Danh el countri ewegreods Ndtge el =
fragile siitmwma20wdt h Chad being eRitgurige|ly fragile (

15 This entails that the listing of countries in fragile situations can differ (sometime significantly) from one organization to
another.

16 Main organizations that classify countries in the situations of fragility are the Word Bank and the OECDE. IFAD also
developed its own list at a certain time (in its 2016 strategy), but from 2019 it went back to using the WB list, which
consolidates scores or other IFIs. Violent conflicts are more and more considered among fragility drivers: see World Bank.
17 Definition first published in the 2016 State of Fragility report and used in the following reports. Before, a fragile state
was defined in terms of weak capacity of a State to carry out its basic functions needed to reduce poverty, improve
nationd6s development, and safegua2008). human rights of its citize
18 OECD introduced its multidimensional fragility framework in States of Fragility 2016. This framework captures the
diversity of those contexts affected by fragility, measuring it on a spectrum of intensity across five dimensions: economic,
environmental, political, security and societal. States of Fragility 2020 marks the third iteration of this multidimensional
framework. There are 44 indicators across 5 dimensions of fragility. The choice of indicators has been driven by selection
criteria i n | i ngilitywdndept ofthigheisk @i OWdEing Eapaaity.

1% The choice of these dimensions, and the decision to take a society approach to fragility, is based on expert judgment.
It is one of the key outcomes of the consultation process underlying the new OECD fragility framework.

20 Box A1, Annex V, presents the evolution of OECD criteria since 2010, showing main change.
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Figuare
Fragility situation of G5 +1 countries according to OECD criteria, over the period 2010-2021

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Burkina Faso ) 4
Chad »

Mali )
Mauritania b

-

O

Niger

O

Nigeria »

Source: OECD States of Fragility 2020

TheVorl d Bank dewB)nes fragility in relation to cou
governance i ss$teast,e anmdsti weakoasas, which are ident
through plmdsed and governanceTlhien dWBc akkeoyr sdef i ni ti on
presentedl#ahBoxBrreindényti fies threesiigmsiuféisicdmtat e

fragil e context s: (i) deep gover nasmalneisssue(si ign
situations of active conflict; and (iii) high | ¢
viol eAsewith @&EC®, has been eWB&lawptpircoma 1o amagl ys
fragilictlyagsmdjount ri es as fragile.

Box 1

Worl d Bank oéf ifmiagidmsy ter ms

Fragility: Countries with deep governance issues and State institutional weakness are
identified through policy  -based and governance indicators. Fragile situations tend to be
characterized by deep grievances and/or high levels of exclus ion, lack of capacity and limited
provision of basic services to the population. Fragile situations tend also to be characterized

by the inability or unwillingness of the State to manage or mitigate risks, including those
linked to social, economic, politi cal, security, or  environmental and climatic factors.

Conflict: ~ Countries in active conflict are identified based on a threshold rate of conflict -
related deaths. Violent conflicts occur when organized groups or institutions, sometimes
including the State, use violence to settle grievances or assert power.

Violence:  Countries with high levels of interpersonal and gang violence, with a major
destabilizing impact, are identified based on the per capita level of intentional homicides.
Gender -based violence (GBV) and violence against children are also integrated into this
definition.

SourWerl d Bank Group Strategy fo20FBC2gh6! i ty, Conflict, and Vi ol

WB annuablkkeyeases a i st of far d giclted amd t caotnif dn <t
di ffer enbteitanteitemgp cat ed dheierfshtegory iconalnidexrs with
hi gh | evels of institutional and soci al fragility
i ndi catnars oomuntry Policy and Institutional Asses:

measure the quality of pandd cmaminfde stnasttii @histhieonfn sf r ag
secomcdhtegory embuateses affected by vibheoataglkonf |l i
threshol dr nouufmbceo ef ait ed deat hs rel ati%wBt 620B6) popu
considered Burkina Faso, Mab ei, mdli g & tsuoafh dooai fgleircita
af fected (medium intensiwty)i nfrtalgé | st y uatChamd of S
institutional Ffge2yel ity (see

2 World Bank Group Strategy for Fragility, Conflict, and Violence 2020i 2025.

22 The list is consolidated, taking into account other IFls (ADB, AfDB, IAD) assessment and scoring. The classification
changed in 2020 to include the differentiation of conflict-affected countries from those that faced deep social and
institutional fragility.

2 The WB uses the Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) that includes a set of 16 criteria grouped in four
clusters: economic management, structural policies, policies for social inclusion and equity, and public sector
management and institutions.

24 This category includes two subcategories based on the intensity of violence: countries in high-intensity conflict and
countries in medium-intensity conflict.
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Figare
Fragility situation of G5 +1 countries according to WB criteria over the period 2010-2020

Burkina Faso o

Chad § 4

Mali 3 1
Mauritania

Niger N—

Nigeria —

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

SourWer | d DBaa nak

Thefirst | FAD f or mal response t owaasd dtreeslsiicnyg o rmr agi

Cr

Si s Prevention aapprRoeved eir ° RO 6ipozaitt ion of

adaipngFADuppaorctountrisegs uati ons arfdodcroandfiilnicttye as ed

wi thFADS ((-201P2pi nce thenhasddmmi tteidmpl emena i ng

di fferentiated appsepaclifimgddretrexdt st,o0 i ncluding sit.
greater vul nerability and linns20Xuti 6FAD deskhepesl
Di saster Early Rec,adwersyupbtestdeefl fi niers i mpl ementi ng ti
effeetiinterventi otiss dsnt ear pcoosntt e xt . The guidelines
need fof lIiMADI vement i n,tecardwppcoerctovtelrey rehabilitat
l'iveli hoods and t o ensur e swift -temamsistuisomi fhalolme
devel optent

I n 20tlke f i r st -lceowreploreavtael uat i ors (eOhLgEd)g eonme nwWadAebn F CS
conducAmadng &bE€erarchi ngs, mkmesagei mpwetr Eftit)he

need fldrAD of urt haedrapt and sharpen iitbsnapptienches
achieve better 0 UFtCcSoamegs| iinrk e d to thatkt, neieid) to
customize iIits operating model to respond to the s
working in those situations

Foll owind FE®Bf{rategy for engagement i n countries
situatsi was approvedoutnliiB@he guiding principles for
engagement i n such | ¢prumpaoasedani zati onal and oper
approaches to enhance the resilience and effecti ve
situat(i malsudi ng oaptmoobnisl ifzi ng and al).PPolchaet i n0gl 6r e s oL
| FAddrategy for engagement in counitmdlesdessrtrherftragi l
defiitni om agfi pfi ¢ yentRax iMhe | FAD 2016 definition is b
iirelates to vulnerability, weak governarmwud, we ak
aligned with thostleewBf.l OBE€CDudad key aspects highlig
OECD and WB defandtitdhres efor e has been used i n ot

eval uati on

% The policy defines fragile states as being those ftharacterized by weak policies, weak institutions and weak
governance, resulting in meagre economic growth, widespread inequality and poor human development. Fragile states
are more exposed to the risk of outbreaks of violence than are non-fragile states. Fragile states may be well endowed
with natural resources or be resource-poor."

% |FAD. 2011. IFAD Guidelines for Disaster Early Recovery. EB 2011/102/R.29.

27 The CLE recommendations are provided in Table A1, Annex V.

28 Guiding principles were introduced, encompassing: risk management and resilience; addressing root causes; gender
mainstreaming and targeting; building institutions, trust and social cohesion; flexible and responsive resourcing,
instruments and approaches; strategic and complementary partnerships; achieving, measuring and learning from results.
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Box 2
| FAD definition of fragility

Fragility is fla condition o f hi gh vul ner-mddée bhodksy ofténo
associated with an elevated risk of violence an
governance structures along with low - capacity institutions.

Fragility negatively affects rural development and food security objectives, because it
weakens institutional capacity, disrupt s rural livelihoods, and increases volatility in food
prices and food security

SourlckAD 2016o08trcauagyies in fragile situation

In 2019, the Speci al CoruongtrranenseFrwai gitBig uati ons was

approvypdoviidgn operational framework for® The 2016
programme is iintendeidndtoi tcwtnisoon ald att lei niknwtmg cbhn t he
fragility affectbottrda®sSsowofkagility consequences
to adjust | FAD's activities in % Tbépropreammeéng e
iden tfi e ®ur main en ty poin 6 to ma xmize | FADmpacin fragiecont eand s

buidr silience. Thi s | aspeictri twikan wor ks mgdhonnt ek 8se

Box 3.

Bog

| FADggedtentry points and approach in fragile situation

Four entry points, based on | FADd6s comparative,
are: (i) gender empowerment; (ii) institution building; (iii) food security; and (iv) natural
resource management.

A differentiated approach is also suggested , which takes into account four fragility stages
rel evant to | FADG6s wor k: to@EhHogks :h(ii) grisis v (i) po&t crsi® antd i t
recovery ; and (iv) transition to resilience

SourlilckeAsBpecPradgr afmo@e u nt wii terlsa gSi It eu & t2iQA)

The needetover greesadatierenmae e mpédbsyit he01SBpeci al

Programmeanseeknggo mi nemiszuppresud nerability to sho
by improacngiraviiles o effectively manage and mitiga
fragility drivers *aRd@sisltireenscseoriss the ability to
strains through effecbceesesasantduciapasjties that
and soci et al® Rershdshemdcveo key aspects: (tigvhehe resi |
and (ii) thefwheastihleireersdd i enceéc ¢ webvwdhtehe nmade and
natural ,hodkse ability bésustaywntasipynd, manage an
resissithhhocks .fir @biel i enc ewhofthirweh att es t o the system e
t hat are subject T biisgnhcd sutd iz & @ knsa .n actors (individ
househol ds,ofgracu pgosmme eaintdiati ohkphysi cal environme

andthea nstituti osallfremttgirmgsroots t® Acdnewvalng |l eve

2 There has not been time for its usage before the current evaluation.

0t is too early to expect it to have significantly affected IFAD support in the G5+1 contexts, given that its major influence

would be expected in 2020 designs and onwards.

S'With the 2019 Special Programme, zddFspobstatesinvfragile situations ® &lentffh e WBOs h &
fragile states, to align with other multilateral development banks. Before that, IFAD used to establish its own list of states

in fragility, mainly based on rural-development indicators. For instance, according to the 2014 CLE, 48 IFAD Member

States were classified as fragile, which is approximately 50 per cent of the total recipient countries included in the Ninth

Replenishment of IFAD's Resources (2013-2015) performance-based allocation system (PBAS) cycle.

32 OECD. 2012.

% The RBA (2015) used the following United Nations Office of Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR) in their common

approach to strengthening resilience for food security and nutrition:

AThe ability of a system, communi t absorraccemmodate to gnd ecoyeof®re d t o haza
the effects of a hazard in a timely and efficient manner, including through the preservation and restoration of its essential

basic structures and functions.o

34 See IFAD definition of fragility.

% |FAD12 (Twelfth Replenishment cycle [2022-2024]. Recovery i Rebuilding i Resilience) has put a strong focus on

resilience, especially due to possible implications of the COVID-19 pandemic. Among key points mentioned: (a)

combining lending programme with new means of engagement such as through PS, grant financing in countries most

vulnerable to fragility among other characteristics; and (b) enhanced focus on tailoring its offer in countries with fragile
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resiliencepmemonsgnd suppotrhé&eegelmemt aobdsorptive,
adaptive and tr arcsafparcmatyieleenef i % ari es

Anot hiemportant casedpttihnsSREI fisoci al c onwhriaccht i s
increasingly foundonfmr algittdenrdat sr@ response to the g
focus on conflict as a SdAiccer dobhdnagedi tNat i ons
Devel opment PriuoNDR(nNMel d soci al contract refers to
which everyone in a political community, Steattéher ex
authority, thereby I|Iimiting some of her Stoatsehi s fr e
protection ofsatlhehiurmaunnirviegght s and security and for
of public goodsd®aSndnpd ¢gr lieddsned, epocsatale ciomglriacitt ,
mut ual bargaining over what StaAt ezeandeStppdtet tctammom t
|l egiti matkelf giatainisn r et warsn wel | -oafsf threatdveese ™ t he t wo

Evaluation m  ethodology
Overarching and k ey evaluation  questions

Aligned wit®@objphectDiREessent ed, tharvieirear c eivmdg uati on
guestionoiwhat eXitgesndexperi enélelFsAD engagememeé i n
G5+1lcountriespond tmaitmentextual fcrhad il leintgye d

what essocnosul ddbamwfrom t R&hk eeyleval uagtuieosnt j oqirsouped

by resul tarleevperle,siemt gah* whill e t he evaluati on fran
presented in Amneach |l key quewasdom@anahatt hitreved
considawofrkhigng in fragwhexpodnmtr@xtoy ddent ofmaitme

|l essons.

Table 1
Key evaluation questions

Processes
- To what extent have the design of country strategies, programmes and projects been relevant, taking into account
fragility drivers and the principles of working in fragile situations?

- How adequate and adaptive have intervention approaches and elements been, for a delivery in the subregional
contexts featured by economic, natural, social, institutional and security constraints?

- How has | FAD6s engagement (strategies and operati
complementary developmental purposes, to contribute mitigating fragility constraints?
- How efficient has | FADd6s support been in those chal

procedures, managerial approaches (including field presence), tools and processes?

Results and outcomes

- How effective was | FAD6s past support (at national
addressing key fragility drivers?

- Based on evidence, to what extent have past supports contributed to build resilience and fostering rural
transformation in these fragile situations?

- What are the lessons learned from IFAD-supported interventions in terms of contribution to change in fragile
situations?

Sustainability and upscaling results achieved

- To what extent have achievements and/or results been sustained and upscaled in these fragile contexts, and
which |l essons are relevant to | FAD6s future engager

SoOur8SRE team el aboration
Overall evaluation  design

The focus o &SRElI oring how and why performance was

not ) metahat the overall evaluationbaesedgrkewas th
assumptoifont he eval uawastrh adteislic@mnsi ddrhiengevol uti on o
underlying fragility dri vehres pians tt hdee csaulterud ieeossns onvse r

situations and leveraging existing and new instruments and initiatives i including technology and digitalization i for
transformative engagement in these countries.

36 See details in Table A2, Annex V.

87 As mentioned earlier, one main feature of FCS relates to institutional weakness (State-related in particular).

%8 UNDP. 2016. Engaged Societies, Responsive States: The Social Contract in Situations of Conflict and Fragility, p.9.
3% World Bank. 2019. Social Contracts and World Bank Country Engagements: Lessons from Emerging Practices. IEG
Meso Evaluation. Independent Evaluation Group. Washington, DC: World Bank.

40 |OE was preparingitsthirded i t i on of | FA DGO sin 2824 and,uhereforey the netacniterian of coherence
has been introduced, aligned with the revised OECD-DAC evaluation criteria.
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Figure 3

Theory of change
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FRAGILITY CONTEXTS
conflict risks affecting state institutions and communities; situations of armed violence; migrations and displaced persons.

Sour ce: SRE team el aboration

TheoTCr efl ercetssul tasr vorf-allevel opment progaegomomeéeridut e

t orur al transformation in the intervenlthAihs area:t
mandat e anhdi eviM@2Asr ef | extt etdhe bottomtbéohhexTsC
ent ai l maj or f.rFagl 6 mtgeyr m sosusteesomeseseoeénwhi ch two are
typi cal-dervuerlaolp noebnjte ct iivnepsr ov e d I i vaenldir s o & $cefnc e
smal |l holadelr #nhanced rol e of zagriasnssr oeostsse soortgoarnir ur al
traaoasmat{ dmewbdb otbhkfrect(buteasi ned soci al contract an
economi c i ntaergencarte eolnat efdr akgtiyls suocefs he subredhene

| ontger m outsomgest dimpacenpaomwaywd transf dhmati on
ToGs based dmptolmtaassstumpt:i adns partnerships with wvar
who have expeopermagein fragil e; (siiitjuat amgeting of i n
system actors and institutions that amaddriiit)i cal
i mpl emenmtcitmigns that contin@gnondest oeidregvhBet orpesi | i ence
of benef,itdiraonsddssor pti ve, adaptive and thuainlsdiomgnat i \
whi ch asasemed conxnudmotensdequenti al

41 Typical objectives of IFAD-supported programmes and projects in all situations (normal and fragile).
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RBAEs assemsédnti al for the success of planned act
experience in working in such fragile contexts. Th
househodawer(@f fyectyedpolverty), especially youth and
geographical amoasktoedpagdd e situations.

Whi |l oC useful for i dpeantthiw ayyisn ggasnsdu mpt i ons on how
resul tsacahrieeviend t he @G®Hhl exttlsa el ati onship between t
fragil ivteyrachdper f or mainxcenot r efTlheeatedd r ey altthaet i on
teadcevel opferdagi | ity anal y(spealkai ff ipa meSWwRoEp) k e saesnt e d

i nFi gudet aking into account mai n Bbeé¢eéeces.aTfhhuigsh| i ght

anal yfiraamewnoefkl ect s
| FA®Ppeci al

drivers
di mensconsi
envi

de OECH®I
ronmental, poli

Figdre

Fragility analytical

Degradation of natural
resources and climate

High poverty and
change burdens

Weak economic

Proghma mienngr
and/iompr ovi ngbabcitetsibs ef f ecti vely
amd.sTedtegebtchpamnmal yti cal

t hestgeed tter r ,ehsiiglhhil e ngchet € e
supipnglsul nerabil ity to
manage and mit.i

fSrRaEme wl tt khgen v e

s h
gat

rcurfteagiflriatme wiom kt er emsowomd mi c,

ticaldrivecaciset al and security

framewor k

Interventions to
reduce the exposure
and to adapt to
shocks

/ framework

Fragility
High vulnerability

Resilience

Weak institutions, poor
governance leading to
trust erosion in public

Sodial inequality
and weak social

Absorptive, adaptive
and transformative
capacities are in

to man-made and
natural shocks and

510553435 pue syIoys a|dninin

institutions cohesion stressors place
Interventions to
Great insecurity and reduce the
viclent conflicts due vulnerability and/or
to extremist groups intensity of fragility
burdens
Main fragility drivers (G5 +1) mmmmmm)  Fragile situations | e——) Building resilience
SourS8RE team
TheSRE fragility analytical frameworfk agohisigt dr o
presented be) pwwhhBok gui ded anal yses The ohugthtoawrh t h
frames reflect the need to move from fragility d
reisli eBeedl! es of shocks and stress factors af f ecH
communi,tdembi ned or aligned wi t h fragility dr i ve
situat?ildrA®dper atnmaoyn sei d¢ diretrr i(bditreect |l y on ogiendduicriencgt | y)
vul ner atboflriatgyi | i t yanddo/ievxeprossur e to thesempraswvgwel | a
copi mdi loircgntri but hengt tigoant faofagi | ity burdens. Ul tim
contri butkeenhameat rour al resilience through the o
absorptive,amdatprtarnvsef or mati ve <capyaceivteiles at benef.i

42 COVID-19 is per se one such shock.



Bo#
SREragility analytical points

1) Socio -economicissues : enhanced poverty (especially in rural areas) sustained by poor
economic governance and rapid demographic growth, high level of unemployment; food
insecurity (as a consequence and driver) etc.

2) Social disruption -related drivers: weak social cohesion, inequality (notably in terms of
access to productive resources), social exclusion etc.

3) Natural and environmental and climate -change -related challeng es: entailing the
degradation of natural resources and ecosystems , and the high vulnerability to climate
change.

4) Institutional -related fragility drivers : high institutional weaknesses and weak social
contracts, leading to a lack of accountability and weak regulatory frameworks, as well
as poor quality in the provision of services by public institutions

5) Insecurity and conflict issues : including banditry, and violent and armed conflicts due
extremis m.

SoOurSRE team el aboration
Evaluation m  ethodology

SREpp!l iaedni x-mdt hods approcacnbi ni ng &esikntrewviesawws of
stakeholadhealas i trdept h review of speci fic field (p
met hodol ogi cal building bl o®2Ks are presented in Ta

Table 2
SRE methodology building blocks

Building blocks Outlines
Review of country strategies Desk review of COSOPs and CSNs documents, as well as their review reports
Review of the programme of loans Desk review of project design documents, completion and independent evaluation
and grants reports, as well as baseline, end-survey and impact reports

Mapping of interventions according to the fragility issues and ToC pathways, and
according to the possibilities for comparative assessments at a regional level

Preliminary trends of findings and identification of aspects / points that deserve
further in-depth review/analysis
Review of experiences of partners Des k revi ew of partnersd operations ¢
(WB, AfDB, FAO and WFP)
Interviews of stakeholders and key Virtual interviews with categories of stakeholders
informants (various level) continuous interactions with the SRE contact groups established
_setehthi list ofVFIJIersons interviewed Validation of in-depth case studies selected as reflecting significant challenges
I LIS AT (fragility and transboundary; IFAD internal)

Self-assessment review Self-assessment seminar with the participation of IFAD country teams

Questionnaire survey A questionnaire was sent via email to WFP and FAO representatives within the six
countries, to collect their written elaboration on selected aspects. The response rate
was 45 per cent

Field (primary) data collection Field visits and interviews within the six countries (in relation with the case studies)
by national consultants in compliance with national regulations related the
pandemic.

In-depth review and analysis of cases identified, according to the issues and
contexts

Data analysis and synthesis Qualitative and quantitative analyses; triangulation of information and evidence
from the sources above.

Seminar to discuss and discuss preliminary findings

Reporting Preparing and sharing the draft report for comments (internal and external)
Finalisation

Source: Evaluation team elaboration. More details are presented in Box A2 in Annex V

Anal yskmrsal yses carri ed toauaamrbgyaitndaya$S REian itverfms
content extractioogm,ageompati son mappitnagbudmd i cm.os ¢
BecauSRBRE aimgenhee dtess,omsneral iamp e @ansa poi rotf

consi de;rbauti bpiwas motughmn f ahaetr e waasp pnroo & oh | otwoe d

al |l owjasstheSRE i dayanal yesrestzh7e projdensntreds the six

43 Not always carried out sequentially as presented in the table.
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27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

count,ritedsent esgbasnd sever al.Bunlsitkaeniciespee c t & §,e

as faast hose | easrseoalsevamd usiehult er msmpoifonvg IGF A D
engagement in those Fnagddiettdhh@bpgemncensf regional |
operations (except of thessonyg sdmesmtdgSOHD3IOM countr
experi emads.sed

Engagemenwi sthakehobk.dlehre SRE team eni@Wy&€dedndi-tPMD

rel evant stakehol der suftridmtthlkee emalgioinit m@ (esveael uati o
Tabl e A3 in. AARtneixndo/gpts eowmersatlagki,scussi ons held wit|
(including thectroegidmsmdaolc iVthiteRer e si -®MPtwer e u defrul
scoping the evalcmabupnwasda therefore established ¢
country directorsmeanndi peng,r ami th whom interacti
throughout the @8REicowmdlctsemi nar itmardyi sfciursdsi mpgse | we
organi sed on ®@®bt ®WctbbefoBaefogeosaparing thaen draft
addititomdady engageimeat ssvepbper gaad the fiocesuntwiy h

di recdmd st he $ecaoR@cember )@IO02H t he participation o
actors (includi,ngBeXeu tDy rleiameabcrtiAdsrs oc i a tRer evsicdee nt
PMD, t di scumpl i cati ohRE offi mtdiengs and recommendati on:¢

(

Limitations

The COVID pandemomlechal | enges for t he itnmpelye ment at i
country misasitoearsnat éamamembeusdtnatel to any of th
count.rlinsd enatlj otnemdm member s werteo rgeactriueil tdeuwthatea ,

the remote supertwirsiat anaarfelmb &4 s .

Data avail aBBADiIi dgcumenti antcilluadsienlgi ne eondwews,ys or
studi es, i mpact, ansisdetsesrnme,nptesv j eaovmp| et epoahd | OE
evaluati ossverreepairsted t o t he &htSREtL tpagnssfuflufemi.dci ent
robusvtYi dencbowrmwr ogmaemesul tsdweumented with compl e
reports, vali.dallewegbhaypwle®E found ideée@xpnsarsti on
fowhy somesuwéséocoulndtd achi gwehce ext ent tthoi swhi ch

af fectemgehdow portfolio actlieendiireg amntdi viniotni es to
accouwmtnt ext ual fragitlo teye &bhipHpdere i e snamceper.ati ons

Gaps in the evidenacdee sadkreavywre wf coml d not al ways be f
key informant,diuret & rotvuthnmesovfe FAD st af f .

Mitigati on mdas wwves.come -avhael ldaabtial i ty | imitati on, t
usedlata and information from different Bhartteamt o
al so zaidaivlaii | abl e quantitative and qualitative secc

di scussions wi t h stakehobhtdieoss, dspecti f.iocBd®ur veys
all owapdproprtirataemigoan at

Virtual interviews wiwehe acroaindyeec t ®fd st ak eghaotlhdeerr s
opinions and explanations aligned WwWihteh StRlEe t ewan w@aa ts
uscktquestionnaires (sent by emaialnatlo spar tcragrrs )e da so uy
ot her devel opment partners wornkitrhgati n dttelye fmwabaree gi o |
chall enges as | FAD.

4 |OE has had experience in applying this approach since 2020, which showed effectiveness when implemented
adequately with a clarity on what is expected from the national consultants.
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Key points

il

Fragiilsi ttyhe central whesw eafar8SRENQgi g we sutnideernr
t hext etnot wheixcpher i ences of | FAD engagemerntoviem
peri od-22002100)e s pedtdo contextuehaffltagogbmpi n | e
|l earned frexmpéheseces

Definitions of fragilzattiyorn eqaigle ¢ iof ibce, obrugta nal
assumption that the causes of f,r angwtdldak yi ragte
bei adgri weormmonly fl agged acr ossRsEa a b p ttendef idreif ti in
| FAGD2 01 6t r at,dbeywx ausienciltudes key aspe dhtes WBI agd
definitions.

The SRE desda@mstwalbgt eddevelaopTlionGsi 8dP3 @s baasi s
captiumgey subr efgriaognialli t y. Afferaatguirleist y anal ytalcs
i nformed the SRE design,r avsitlhi eanlciegmpehda si EADTr

Speci al Pr ogfrraamgnel e si tuations.

Achieving measnl see&kéng to minimize or suppr
by i mprovi dgbidleitstor sef f ecti vely manage afnrdagrm
drivers and, swhiesboi s i nbypuomotdiomg elhoep mean
absorptive, adapti ve caanpdactirtainessf or mati ve

SRE applied a mixed -methods approach and used various sources to collect data and
information, allowing a good level of triangulation, even with the C OovID-19
limitations .
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32.

33.

34.

35.

Fragility drivers , overview of IFAD operations and
| essons from partnerso experiences

This chaptetrhfFiewe eawst egori es obffthegi bublyieggiteodner s
with ther &REI ity anal yti cal pfrreavnieoildsréky rperve seewn tterde at

eaclhat egofrydriavtenati onal l evel a nsd taob obvee .t aCkaerne fnoere (
reasofisr.st, the individouah e adintfi snybdbuait veosrl | evel
exampt Bensecur ictoyn falndc cearmn vsirgni f ii athinftfleyr ent part s
the samenyc®econd, fragility emerges through the
drivers with ex®d@hmahapdddaskspsanpbderview &f | FAD
engagememhe G5+1 over t h,eanpflaisni deaeksegweiltens eamsed
(baseadnl i teratur)eofr etviewexgpefi endher devel opment pa
wor king in the subregion

Overalhle, atgricul tural sector remains prominent in
G5+1lt constitutes the | argest source of empl oymen
of the acti we pampdulcaotnitori butes between 201l te 40 pe
added (see 4, TAambneX) A Therefore, agriculture plays
sustainable I|livelihoods, in terms of social, econo
wel | as buil di ng tpyeaicre tamed sswebcruergi on.

Contextual fragility issues of the subregion

Poverty and  economic fragility drivers

Rapid demographic gyowt th w@mempl| oayrme né& momaj or
soci oeconwdlcl enlgedi.cat or s3 isrhoWwahbtlheat bet ween 40 ar
per céntpopubafbont heoGhttAresundgeads qgqandgéhe

annual popul atiiboent wgereonwt3dhpandc®&he¢ . | atatiesxhsal | enges
of : (i) significant agricsatidumaét pagduft omdmdd e man @ :
(ii) subsequent ec dmdéeitice ggsuocwtemtt yout h umeamhpl|l oy me

rai sejdthecreati on rate tonmatalkabdbar rfhoedrapPs udppl vy.
demographic growth and youth unemptiiogimenovearlea@@pniom
facttomaltri ve migration through the Sahel

Table 3
Demographic indicators

Country Total Rural population Annual population Population ages Share of youth not in
population (% of total growth %  0-14 (% of total education, employment or

(2019)  population) 2019 (2009-2019) population) 2019 training, total (% of youth

population)

Burkina Faso 20 321 378 70 3.4 44.6 41 (2018)
Chad 15 946 876 76.7 3.8 46.8 37.04 (2018)
Mali 19 658 031 56.8 35 47.3 26.7 (2018)
Mauritania 4 525 696 45.4 3.3 39.8 35.5 (2017)
Niger 23310715 83.4 4.7 49.8 68.5 (2017)
Nigeria 200 963 599 48.8 3.0 43.6 31.3 (2019)

Sources: World Bank indicators and UNDP

Debt di stress and macroeconomic i mbal ahcesal i mit
space to addr esTshedrWowdrds . Bank Gr oupuiolbgdienm g edu ftfhiadi d
fiscal space and managi ngr egpmoacd mdiyftd poleifcfyect i ve
government service delivery, private sector develo
shoc®st showemadrh@adconomilci tsyt aibs key to strengtheni
and managing fragility, confAdcaitt,iaoinda | M iyo li enmpcaec t reid s

4 In situations where fragility is persistent, such as in Chad, the combination of key fragility drivers may remain stable
over time. In other countries, it is possible that regions may be fragile for limited periods of time due to sporadic shocks.
46 World Bank Group Strategy for Fragility, Conflict, and Violence 2020i 2025.
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/844591582815510521/pdf/World-Bank-Group-Strategy-for-Fragility-
Conflict-and-Violence-2020-2025.pdf.
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36.

37.

conflict and crisis, often resulting in a rapid ac«
hi gh and rising i nfaltaet ivoon,ateaxXchangaendr ot her di sl oc
noted that macroeconomic shocks tend to weaken the
economi éssaaoai eti es.

Poverty remains predominant in rural,acssmpainned to u
Tablde Rurabveritythe subriegnaomn f edtnedt er ms of a grea
vul nerability of househol ds tarsessestosr dat loo wsédwelk s o fand
i nvest ment and adapt3pdoinf iccapfacadattureesssi atl udeal pov

decreadarm produchtei gianhy, errati c oV araigahb icpuilittguersa |
and timeseictuyagfi cuttranahctihese negatively affect t}

householodd security,oeoemapebobhdeyPefrarimdaresnt food i nsec

exacerbates the \‘\hwlurserhaolidlsi ttyo ssfhocks and stressor

viciowsdb® al l ing inpaverfoyt of

Table 4

Socio-economic indicators

Poverty
CGaI%I;aper NEEEEETT e Rural HDI/Rank sGelggﬁltyFOOd Gini ﬁgggzlrity
9 189 fficient
Sl (current US$) (g)%flation) poverty % (2 1) index/ Rank goi clen Index/Rank
2019 Dorg 019 (113), 2019 2019 (189), 2019

Burkina Faso 786.89 41.4 47.5 0.452/182 50.1/87 35.3 0.59/147
(2014)

Chad 709.54 42.3 52.5 0.398/187 36.9/109 43.3 0.71/160
(2011)

Mali 879 43.8 53.6 0.434/184 54.4/80 33 0.67/158
(2016)

Mauritania 1679.44 n.a. 44.4 0.546/157 n.a. 32.6 0.63/151
(2014)

Niger 553.89 40.8 55.2 0.394/189 49.6/89 34.3 0.64/154
(2011)

Nigeria 2229.85 40.1 52.1 0.539/161 48.4/94 43 n.a.
(2018)

Sources: World Bank indicators, UNDP database, Perspectives économiques au Burkina Faso, Enquéte modulaire et
permanente aupres des ménages Mali, Office National de la Statistique Mauritania, 2019 Poverty and Inequality in
Nigeria.

Soci al -disruption  -related  fragility

Soci al frageifllietoieeqgsual i ti es and exclusion, which wun
cohesi@Gmder inequal peresstemhhacs wlsskeqri oinnst ance,
rkina Faso, Chad and Ni gbeao uwmntnrki eisn otfHal ot gt loorb a |
vel opmdek, | Mali in the bottom 10 per cent and Ma
r cent . Chad, Mal i, Mauribhédpoit aomndO NAfgreir Ga@r e i |
countries in the Africa Gender Equality Index, Wi
nking in theenm&RI D& pE0O015) ,nwnt emantyh atahel countr
men are particularly disadvantageds byh:dabeer al i
giBonextreme ;wewad&r tsy at e i;n satcikt wtfi dnass;iucn sstearbvliec,e s
accountabl e, c¢amrhupgthlpyo Ipiattirdsar chal*Atoca adl shhaluct
vel , it further notes that out of 152 countries
ger ranks 151, Chad "WdmeanndarMalundle48&.epresented
ma | sector -pndf @ Nsdsobneaigor i es t hat reqguire a ce

r
aining and .druatlthd iaaqrtiiowml tur al sector, they suff
d discrimination, notably in terms of access to

> -5 O 7S oY

47 Low banking rate, also an issue within the subregion, has led to the multiplication of inclusive financial systems,
especially in rural areas. In some of these countries, access to formal and informal microfinancing has increased
significantly, but unfortunately the collapse of many savings and credit unions has caused financial losses and loss of
confidence for many savers.

48 Global food security index data reveal unfavourable situation for Chad, Nigeria, Burkina Faso, Niger and Mali, see
Table A5, Annex V.

49 FRIDE. 2015. Gender inequality and state fragility in the Sahel.
https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/191893/Gender%20inequality%20and%20state%20fragility%20in%20the%20Sahel.pdf.

50 FRIDE. 2015. ibid.
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38.

39.

40.

and tenure security) m@indulttoursaelx vieromuwtosf,agend f i nan
servj)ces

Mar gi rat ion and exdl| uwsoiconal igir duwepsresc coefs § g htt &

natur al resbandesand )waarteeral so key issues i,n the s
| eadithac onf Isiooter t hese r eGuosurocnmeasstuyl esdnechani sms
formey usadksol ve t heasree isshsouveisng .INomiatdaatyisomet ar e
many situatidrme wHdri€acmerof ar r ange nreendds! svpeut e s
andofracilitate begt wesaeorcnigasio u(®@s db.et weseendent ary f ar mer s
andomamlast or aaluitsotcshitshamé | ochtbdmensdrarsd | and users)
i d esssuccesbstadjng to famuwsitalaga Moeneover, the situati
insecurity within fbrecedbrsediacre meands, @eXaperbani ng
pressure and conflicts oamrd hoiantarred s irnegs ofucad si,ns ec
deprivation and poverty.

Yout h aArghly vul rbeeriangl @t, i ms of soci,all tehxowlglhs itdirey
ar@apot entaisslet toerftdagiYbutvlul ner aibsi lai tcyri ti cal stru
i ssue iGm +tchoeunt ?P*iTdhe. yout h bulge is both a cause an
of f r aThiel iStayh. el has the youngest population in the
of its population being undpeorr t25P|(aun iftoerd tN®&et iSoanhse | S
Al liance Sameltec20@h@a)t there are about 50 million
30 living in the Sahel region todawy,err egindsbkating
ombined population of the G5 Sahel countries (Bur
nd Ni§@rpspects for their future are | imited du
ducation from school syst ems cl ogged by rapid [
r ecend o f mov ement because of insecurity, sl uggi sh
ovepPtUnempl oyment amabumfaseofor access to producti
e i mportant factors that ehmaocoerflheti rsivulatirab
e at ogries&kt eadrue to the fact they cforsctriut dtmena poir
i mi natlerarnodr i st groups, given the absence of viabl
ey ar e hi ghl yHowelvreehearb | ¢ hey ar e provided wi t h
pportunitiespl ygpuit mperatnant roles in promoting agrt
oirar ea@@ad i cul tural productitvhiuusyt a metomiterd udcudtii onng,
rur al transformati on.

(¢]

O TOQ®OQT O Q
5 = = =

NRM and climate -change -related fragility

Al l +@5countries ar e cwht hoing reidf i eamt ronment al
chall enges and are highly vulner diml ¢ htee eclciomatte i €
agropastor al actisgdt araisd asengtiapirldc dEASALwsi)t h short
and variable rainfall and | imited powantiralscfhiorci ¢r
is a key driver of vul nerability and access to
devel opment . I n speci fic areas of these ASALSs,

exacerbates environmeaoaswabt efmsaghki tsyubr egiadnm eady
af fedbty t he effect of; fcultivandet er €& ainagrpeaceexspect ed t o b
subst amptairali cul arly in the agricultural and forestr
(I FAD 2% 21) .

®"Regarding youth definition, |IFAD (2019) recalls that the offi
15and24yearsofage, adding that countries often adopt different defin
national youth policies, which normally adopt the definition provided by the African Union, which is from 18 to 35. (See:
IFAD 2019: | FADO s Rur al h Acton t Plan 2019-2021.

https://www.ifad.org/documents/38711624/41190839/Action_Youth_web.pdf/f09a8d5c-36eb-f915-8b36-
b521b1414b08?t=1560521494000).

52 According to The State of the World Population 2018, published by the United Nations Population Fund, 52 per cent of
the population (53 million people) in the countries of the Sahel is between 10 and 24 years of age, and that number is set
to increase further over the next two decades.

5 Alliance Sahel.2019. A Demographic, Threat? Youth, Peace and Security Challenges in the Sahel.
https://www.alliance-sahel.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/AS_digital_EN.pdf.

54 Alliance Sahel. 2019. Ibid.

%5 |FAD. 2021. Africa Integrated Climate Risk Management Programme i Environmental & Social Management
Framework (ESMF). IFAD, January 2012.

15



41.

42.

43.

During the |l ast two decades, the frequeewcegntasnd e x
(such as drought s, f h dhoidgsh, wbiunsdhsf)i rleave i ncreased,
intensification of c¢climate change burdens Bur ki ne
bet ween 2000 and 2017, while between 1983 and 2017
1Q14anm 7severe drought s, r esp2)t.i vEhgs g ARCought s |
decresdsne crop proflubet weaerm@® 5 per Anenetx.ampl e rel ates
lLake Chad, the | argestwhliatkes i smhrtithrek Stayh ed5 per cent
1960s, with estimates attributing 50 per cent of t

(e.d.rom popul ation growth and unsustainable irriga
to rditmfamged increasing .¥®8amBexatbhur es

Bo%

Vul nerability toncbBhmale change

According to WB (2017), the Sahel is particularly vulnerable to climate -related and other

shocks, which have long  -lasting negative consequences. Climate change is likely to cause
more frequent an d severe droughts and floods in the Sahel, affecting pastoral and agro -
pastoral areas in particular. With more frequent natural disasters and intensified

environmental degradation, peopleds |lives and |
Extreme events and other shocks have negative and long -lasting consequences for human
development and poverty reduction in the Sahel , especially affect ing the poorest and most

vulnerable . Consequences include : eroding human capital and forcing families to rely on a
range of largely informal activities ; suboptimal coping mechanisms such as high interest
borrowing ; reduced consumption ; sale of household and productive assets ; and withdrawal
of children from school.

SourWeer Bdnk01Sahel Adaptive Brocgradmme ot ecti on

Environment al degr adeadt itom rheasource depletion and
mar ginalization of tahnep lriufbaeldt h@eer eased competitio
over natural PeNsadwrrcads resource degradation causes
Land degradatirbmt egsa water i nsecuriwtat eby reedoti ng
capacity, i ncofefasi agdrpnovoking destructiiivie fl ooc
compounds water insecurityt @&as oa oddmfrlyi ato thriigdg ero.p
growt h rcaotnebsimg ncr eacsueldt i vati on of mar gi nal areas,

agriculturalnmrvectgirageds hgstdo degradati on of rangel
deforestdeingerhere haadéekihnmgrimcubtodakcti vity in so

areaesspecially thoven dea@perbdgeritcahnd uae i ncfeade i n

i nsec.rTihtey Worl d Bank Group (2021) notes that | and
mul tiplier i n nhdret lceornifalMdcltdshoimed the | ink to exi sti
political tensions. By ebraga ch gl invad luirtad o d s saamnud cienc o
i nsecurity and | and degradation generate unempl oyr
particularly among young, di sreenpblwer mdspeoptbteuiwha
groufs.

Institutional weakness -related fragility

The | ack of good ,asv emenditeamise weaknesses and coll a

areignifiananti ncr eiass migt utiissmaalcr oss the cBuntries
I nsti t utriaggnidridt wtah &t l,e®gul aahdnservices are not op
properlITyhi s is commonl|l yweaknbc ap d cpiwtl \i kefyarrapkoil nige y

%6 IFAD. 2021, Ibid.

57 Namely: water, arable and pastoral land and forests.

%8 Climate Change Profile West African Sahel, USAID, 2018.

% According to Thomas Homer Dixon (1999), natural resource scarcities in the Sahel are of three types based on the
categories: supply-induced scarcity, demand-induced scarcity and structural scarcity. Supply-induced scarcity is related
to the shrinking of the resource due to land degradation and loss of vegetation cover. Demand-induced scarcity is due to
population increase, and structural scarcity is due to the unequal geographic distribution of forest resources and unequal
sharing of those resources within regions.

% World Bank Group. 2021. Strengthening Regional Water Security for Greater Resilience in the G5 Sahel.
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/35994/Strengthening-Regional-Water-Security-for-
Greater-Resilience-in-the-G5-Sahel.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y.

61 According to Ncube and Jones 2013.
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over sjtghtetnabi Ilhawe tao Itemrgrermper s,meadthiever esfe nweak

soci al cwn ti maocitet y (i wclt trouirmd c o minulrrhiet ipesosmi nence
of this driver in allitdelfdadoditodiisnascbakamaeragemen
procurement procedures, weals, rwmrudlaitaoblye fjriadneaioa Ik

|l ack of qualifowendcammamoorsogobdquéal pdlyl i c services
(especially i RAldUr oIf f abemaeysediar encetg,at i ve i mpact on
effectiveness and effidevehopmeht dplappgearly sof

The documentiggeshsnshat uwteif @manls i n n@5s+1 ocfo utnhter i es
have not yet Dbrought si gmri tiieansterivmpcreo vdeemeinvtesr vy, e
in marginalizedskhndrod’kaghgovernance within +the publ
public ssbhsmctgeder nmemiest ments and access to basi
and services, which profoundly affect the popul at
Sahedr érequekngy yi ssues nieorrt itohnoesde .dmu naenx |lees, t he
Wor |l d Bank 20r2QUWR 5t(r at)eggot ets athaof invest ment s, |
institutional capacity, l ack of maintenance and i
the actual use of this resource for Db;athhi sc otnusruntmpt i
hampegoc-eoonomi c devel oprherlt cofismtiehge @ n .

Security challenges and fragility

I nsecurity and vi olaernet nmncoornef | aod s mor e critical Wi
subreg/jirmemsul ti ngniincreased number ahddd esgtl hasx e d

per soms walst he s$ ofSt ate control over resources and
The region has been plagued by armed conflicts, fr

Armed groups manageartge dcemdrmidilotroi etshr eaten ot hers
sporadic attac¥Xbampdrirmgdaefpoomseté economic devel
(including rur al transf or mat3yosnt)e mandus edc ibayl cj ounsft
entrepreneurs to extend or multiply the zones and
to compl ex | andscalpresr eosfp ofgrsaegaitleirtnyaa n e nrt @ saoruer c e s
beimdhannelith@edsecurit ¥ Amatotra@n sm.gWa ol ¢ hBamrkoss t he
Gh+lcountri es, si gni-ifrntceemea b ifgdhdast mi ncr eased recent |
Bur ki na Faso aandd hMisgdreen chronic in &€Wwerhe Maalsit and
deca®erheassumption is thatphytisall ethopee dstosnis and
communi,tanedmi sappr oprainaddesthr ucotfiasrmrs e twsh,i ¢ h i n turn
exacer bfeotoeds i nsecseesypaoapdllkadkalilithg poverty

Crosbsorder as@fectenfFragtl ity dytnha&bi+lsoumt ar es

crobsesrder in nature. For Hakamphéepl ehe Bwiklbllawedr ha
effectextiemelyond NiFpernihae.r more, fragility, conflict
be interconnected within t he oostuhberre grieogni omnosr kodfn ntehcet ¢
Popul ations and tihritrhe i @2+1 heoaeedsitnrcireesasi ngly expo:
conflicts and violenusexfoethi $msebati tx, aggravat
mai ntain the affected r &qigantsilstiyneadd bheat i kmed i dfood ¢
sustainabi ldievel opmenAccmpaichg t%cNHKRdgted at o

tenfohdr eiament er nal di sipnl atcteente na | Sahel since 2013
217,000 to a staggering 2.Theni humber bgf | a¢teuggded .
Centr al Sahel countriesantlil Rinpkr sd alhaso ,a.t M&#hed, 000
maj ority of 6t hreefrueggeieosn f | eMa lvwhoelreen ctehei nconf |l i ct be
January 2012. A surge in violent attacks across th

52 In fact the WB used social-contract framing to diagnose and explain complex development challenges such as

entrenched inequalities, poor service delivery and weak institutions, and why decades of policy and institutional reforms

promoted by external development actors could notfundamental | y al t er count r ioddBand. 801 | opment p
Social Contracts and World Bank Country Engagements: Lessons from Emerging Practices. IEG Meso Evaluation.

Independent Evaluation Group. Washington, DC: World Bank.

3 According to country diagnostics of Burkina Faso, Chad, Mali, Mauritania and Niger by the WB and AfDB.

64 Extremist groups belongingto A-Qai da and Daéesh in the north of the .Sahel, an
% |n this context, the G5 Sahel governments have sought external military forces (French forces) to counteract the attacks

of the extremists.

5 https://ieqg.worldbankgroup.org/sites/default/files/Data/reports/ap _situationsofconflict.pdf.

57 See https://www.unhcr.org/news/briefing/2022/1/61e137ac4/decade-sahel-conflict-leaves-25-million-people-
displaced.html#:~:text=Internal%20displacement%20has%20increased%20tenfold, Niger%2C%20now%20stands%20a

1%20410%2C000 (consulted on 24/03/2022).
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500, 000 peopl e, wi t h figures for December stil
consequdmfresd security.

COVI BL9 challenge witbhghohlhe swlbregi on has al so bee

by the d4aAQ@VI@Pandemic, adglo ngcemoref t shodbls already
chall enging situations. Restrictions i nthrecadutched by
crisis have had an adverse i mpaotff dmarmeesbt pasgoc
and agropastoral, cacsmnwenlilt aads mal husbandry. The si.
most probablay ilsemadnhienber of persons |living in extr

Overview of IFAD engagement in the six countries

| FAGDf i nansuipgloird del it heroetdhhe pr ongrodlmoans and grants
Loans ar e provi dedgotve r n ma n W Batdmoauln t s ref Féat i ng

performaacsed all ocat(PBASGryasntesma(bkl ar)gpaer e al |l ocated
to a maoireerrsaenge paftners (gover Agroevnetranl me nh a h and
mu lltatadr) . sTehcitspbmasa overvi ew osfuplpFoADX i n the si x cc¢
coveri AP country stratelgo@andpecummiealtiseg, grant fi nan

country presence.
Country stratded®BAS @ahmhl ocati on

Country stratFd®i engagement i n c owrithr itehse hfarpapneerwso r k
oft heountry sbppbegunities progrdaommene@€C®BQRY vy

st rat eggtyes §6)CBdbl sehbws what was approved foas each ¢
a COSOP @€SN during the period wunder revhew. As
prepation of CSNs in four oluapmpdnench @ 0a&r7rk ttcédoarnt ri e
haebeesni gni ficantrs@eern aldscowbenhritbere was CrOsSiOPh er
noraCSN

Tabb e

Overview of COSOPs/ CSNs

Country 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Burkina COSOP 2007-2012 CSN 2017-2018 COSOP 2019-

Faso 2024

Chad COSOP 2010-2015 CSN 2017-2019

Mali COSOP 2007-2012 CSN 2017-2018

Mauritania COSOP 2007-2012 CSN 2017-2018 COSOP 2018-
2024

Niger COSOP 2006-2011 COSOP 2013-2018

Nigeria COSOP 2010-2015 COSOP 2016-2021

Source: SRE team elaboration

PBAS all ocdthigebnscountabseerb a significant proport.i
all ocafi WGE€A: 4pet ochéeitween | FAERS 1(22)01aOnd | FAD11 ( 201
20219his is mainly due to &dagnera vaer awghei cohf a@llh8s oprebr ¢
the WCA albwvemttba four replehbbhmeertd pgr Noder (1
cent) and BuflBi parFazant ) . Mal i , Chad and Mauritan
per creenstp ect%(vseeley Fi godfeutbheéet ai Asn éw) ,

% These figures support the choice made to have the SRE focus on those countries.
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53.

Figure 5
PBAS allocated to the G5+1 countries (% of the WCA total amount)

60.0% 55.4%
/\/ 54.0%
40.0% 46.3%
’ 41.0% 39.7%
20.0%
0.0%

PBAS 2010-2012 PBAS 2013 - 2015PBAS 2016 - 2018PBAS 2019 - 2021 Total (4 periods)

Source: IFAD Oracle BI

| FAProgrmenof | oans andamngd aprtessence in the subregio
I FAD portfolio financing andnstuksestof pocusolio f
the six c@QuUinhveéesetsments projects were approved betw
(L5are still ongoing), owaitnlvean mesutfi daSsd2d. lt(sdbe | | i on
Annelxl).I Out of this total cost, a | arigeé&poperon (L
cent) was financed by | FAD, followed by i®ternati

and then governments andrbemréfifihei atroiteasl (I11FBADpef i nar
corresponds (approxipmeat edayfjt tthoe 1POBRAS al |l o6éati on f
countries,4oephkrenihehment periods (| FAD8 to | FAD11)

The consolidat ed sphoorat fcdleiaor af roecauss ad¢dre veed roipodedntt u r(

per cent), foll owed by rural devel opment (17 per c
(16 per cent )(,11i rpreirgrdeinda)t,i ng/ st orage/ processing (
and | ivestock f&e pieeg@&ent ) .

Figure 6

Portfolio sector overview

) Livestock2%
Marketing/Storage/Pro

cessing11%

Irrigation, 11%
Agricultural
Development43%

Credit and Financial
Services16%

Rural Deve!
17%

Source: IFAD Oracle BI

Programme of grants for tThhe diex kc awentireiwed denti fi ed
approved between 2009 and 2020 foAnadkyot aolf owhiltSh$ 7
60 per wadnfAD f i nancisnigc. offhitrhteysee eg r ®aglt /ognl obal and

only we&oeounismpyeci fic (Mali Aanwd dNi grearnigae) wef et opi c s
covered by these grants, which can be grouped int
i ntervenknowlsedpar, ngapacity strengthening for na
sci ety organi zatorogmani(fatrimems in particular), poli
financing, and prosmatritngagaliicmdtterr e (a vMorsyt recen
granwesr e |@7aggai o dsmal | dDrye dDSA andapassirbelfyl ecti ng

that mostowerkeng regions.@rranwesr ewegrleo bdaell i vered by ¢
partnwei $s0Gl AR centres and i nter nantgioarealt hNMGOsh ad bf s oor
the grant financing (35 and 16 pbar oaeigti orheasbpaeict i v e |

% World Bank, African Development Bank and OPEC Fund for International Development (OFID) were the main
cofinancing among international institutions, and represented respectively 16 per cent, 12 per cent and 12 per cent.
0 A smaller share (2 per cent) still must be determined for projects that were just approved.
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grant sor ¢amtii o nfFsA O, UN Hoalbsadbadb)bed a significant sh
grant financing (9 per cent).

| FAD country presence witahlinn ltiihneeh suutbe elgh PDedecent r ¢
modetlhat was | aunchetdhriene 2d0i1f9f er ent hubs (West Afri
and Centrawe Aédstiahal)irelsegpdecti vely in Dakar (Senegal)
dd voire) and Yaounadc®vie@Bgmer ®iox)eval uatetdi coume réered
of 202Thoeuntdiyy ecstf @MalaindMaur i twerimas edDdkar, whi | e
thoser Bur kiamd FlisvggerieMbi dj afiheuntry doifNegéeor a
wasbased i n, Awhiijlaco urmtery doifr eChvaadkbhasedn Yao.umd®
2022heWwCAr egi onalwaosf f acef erred f rAcbnm di cammehdt ohub
modewasr epl acedulpheonuntfti,oewithi nDakar, candtry

di redadof fices iandNiNi@gera

Duri ngr eavhieewed (p2e0ri200 209 ount ry mahnaaecerasndyeet |l east
twoi mes for most ofAplmetcdumimriChimd and Mauritania,
have an | FAD Count rcguOfpfyoge awdhdg h ¢cleewever,| RWAD h
Decentataildn 2. Wayndehi s map will changewcoimplt baeely
openi nmgul@fiieount ry anfdiaersegi onal of fice in Abidjan

Overview of | essons learned f r om p ar terperierxcés

Thissectpooavindeidnessons | eatrme dr € vjpoawt diémtser venti ons
inheé5 Sabeuntanesrthern ,Niaweri atvlal uat ed Ppmeartinced s
revi ewedenternati onal financi al institutions (WB
WF P) and PR&dDPdwexperi enceesdsroandeaadt bbpsonsiwleen
designing interventions for afsaapgpetes sotuatbwonacha
apply diumplngmentTahd amn rel evant | essons in the con
are presentegl as foll ow

The review confirms tle coadmrsisdntdyeépt h contextual
anal ysasemdd focuwshn fewer objienctliivieds wiri of denesfied
when designing actions forTHeragoihsi stbhadeye phls

analeysof fragi lairteys seemittvoeander st asg ecinttiiosfs fragil ity
in gkeegraphi ¢hlatarmmai nterve@EAON WHOPR karmd sWl)e | p
theesigfsound i ntertvoenad dinsa gi(laitt yl east ek bermsto)me

Compl ex and/ or ambi wi omas| tpirpljeecalsj,ecti ves and/ or (
del ilviemi a eldi evement s esul ts siof dirta@attioad nfiWwbBg ™t o
Eardwyd preventive timaatewekbhtf oaoassed on identified fr
and driuverngnately make it possi bl e ttoop thieeniniohree e f f
ut zaltii on of resources

Designg interveamfragscloemt exsthsoulidncl ude e nicrogur ag

|l eadership by gownet htmghtcomuspl ed withhkeacialpaichgy

as wellempswarent oédmmunittirersough f domgrasi zations
(FOsf)or mpl eméntand managyarious actWBvihiighsl.i ghts t hi
necessthteyipbuiilndgh®t ate | egi tciamaaccgintdiync |l usi ve i.nstitut

According (ot hUuts®fPtri hwtesstrengthenl ngnt soci al cor
between citizens. R ReglartdiehgSt amFo® ¢ he neebdui | d on
existing c-dmmerd tmechani smprtogr dealmdgvievri ti es, as wel

job creation initiatiaestliiosi nyedlipsygepnesdpohnef ragi |l e
situatiPeamg.neringl owalt hgrassroots addgadneiezpdetmgon s
knowl edge of | ocalandi deuwi@m$ptd genntceenst ad pacictyhance
effectiveneseh contexts

Fl exi bil ity fiswocrrikintginc aflragi |l e situationatiemabl ing
changing circumstanciesga@amtdi remesdirand perfdgrcaen ve
i mpl ement aFopon.WB, di fferentiated approaches have

1 One additional country director-led office is planned to be open in Burkina Faso.

2 According to IFAD Oracle Bi, change in CPMs/CDs over the reviewed period is as follow: two for Chad and Mali, three
for Burkina Faso, four for Mauritania and Niger, and five for Nigeria.

3 WB experience (2013-2016).

74 UNDP. 2018. Forging Resilient Social Contracts: A Pathway to Preventing Violent Conflict and Sustaining Peace.
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63.

di fferentiated Wwhemorckinggtiooml such fragile contexts
tailor support. I'n evof vi nggielnivi y ot nipaeto ¢ aeasnp o e sd
rapi dl y esxmercfroirsm , wéat tagdrso r et ai nioomg ha&kefyogwsal s of
reducing vulnerability totehomcks$noaefraolgél me@nuimro
ban&® flexibility haenbeecoaomgtinuedl and reofgfr @aentmev e

i mpment atiHoweveh] s r eqpudarratsi onal polmoaiee sggthtdeet ar e

risnanagement practices that promote responsivene:
capaci thlyi ghmdehkhvironments.

The needgatrd nweirt h otdlerer | opment whcetnorwsor kinnd ragil e
situatiisoemyi mport.a&Smutch partner sh{ pesf freecqtuiiviee consul t a
bet ween partngrscomplameas aoger twiiseh Ikyedrn fferent

comparative aflomadhhgegaemdy i ii ) marty¢dbb mt response
and/ or joint sifmtoenr védeplimanniBggsed on FAO and WFP wo
Mal i , j oi nt sienntaemllbeb ehdong of their danfd elmii plye re x p ¢
overall ef fvwhddarerneisrsg out acti vi t.i eTshiosn wahse tsharmoeu g
ceating i mportant synergies to improve the resilie
supporttheed recovery of popul ati phbr addle-césshatb pns h o
activities tdhadammuonbiitliiezse aureiunntde nlsalve i nmtFeA*XOrent i on
wagsesponsi ble for the supply of inputs and equi pme

created or rehabwasial stoedr.espd@si bl e for the techn
infrastructure.

Appropri ate tandeeftfiencgt i ve <capaciatrye nbaubillidragnigor s
forachievregultdragicloemt exWBPexperi smoeved t hat an

overambitious geographi cal coverage, we ak targ
under st andiancg oovsul anfer ame dattiyvely affected the achi
progmenmesulotust pUt s amdng.futNDPexperience in Mali (

corroboswWRR eexper’iTehndbBRexperi ence inbMaedebhaecthi ve
t ar getsihmgvesdibst anti ali mppriompreewi ng access to vocati

better safetymesetampd oigmphrionvainncg a l management at dec
/'l ocal government | evel

Communi-tdyi ven devel opmenhas $ICOBHRI t s el exa&mnd
usefnelssomchieving results in stfRagail ¢CDEyWBuiant i on
Mauri taepargedd progress i n i mproving t he l'i ving
communities tthiermpugement at i opnr oogfr a@bansd i n facilitat
access to basic serviCemmulnieterrbea nkteaerngd ensv.e s t i n | oc
economic and sodobald ogerewsisadvsf.sound i mproving the |
conditions of rur al communities t hproaugrha mimepl ement

Ni ger (22001018 i.mi | ar results wwWB-suopipoelQDeeldprfoojrect s
Nigeria (2014 hoWkea iltrdtttadirewvetnd i tomansf-oremaltemdd asset s
requd me socially and cul turalwhyi clhhremwsdi d &0 ¥ B u sdievsei g n
devel opment opfpoaltiunaftfieecst.ted parti es

Ne x us appr ogaertesdinlgcombi ni ng -tséehromt (economic and/ or
humanitarian) n el eodnsg-¢ wirtrche vel opment 0 b, jeenchtainwcees

effectivehesworking in emeongésxXFor i nstnanMeal i i
(20123017) WFP stepped up t o6amkeitntrerfrugleleys diéspl aced
needass requi reidipl avwhed ean increadididbgee@lse | ioBnbeai
communi biyessupporting food .selcnur Mayr iatcaanioans ( 2018)
supported t he establ i shment of the Adaptive Soci

includes not only the di mension of response to shc

> The three stages entail increasing involvement levels, a joint response being the most engaging.

8 In 11 operations out of 19, according to the regional synthesis (2013-2017).

7 However, UNDP recognizes that for interventions to be more effective, they must address fundamental structural issues
that have a large impact on results, such as land-tenure issues, social relations, and the natural tendency for assistance
to be captured by dominant groups.
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to food insecurityiamdp@maknecutiari ame support for
popul ati ons.

y ,bos e s ategically and bperati ol
nedqu&leidtrfaggt.FAO real i zed atokfat t he

acontsypteci fi nder stratlelywero ndfrfi dattiedeneoss of
target ewo metf,wh are among t he mo st vul nerabl e i
Addi ti,oinnalMayl i, i mproving the empower ment of women
economi @rgprodvoci al ,ahetnab!|l i ng t hemakidmegingiromut ed
to improving their Iivelihoods. WB notedotuhdt neg
reinforce income inequality and Genaeer bbaetien gs ocac i ked
f
0

Addressing -e
i

dért
pi votf@alreduc i
e

gn
ng
c g
0

actor, women mig@giadhdé si whimaml ets are the most di sa
f access to the prThdissgt iavded rfetssesthaargs.dlhiety i n acces
thoseactors has been i mport@dmMbr e ovm ugdn-bcfofnet tetxetds .
Ssitueastgeomdbased viodremdreseri oug hiesg e @irte i's essenti a
addraeddchal |l enge and |l earn from its ce€ompbéexdetyynagnd
altlhjssupporwomensriticali ngphemattdnbeepreneur s, chan
makers aadepui® ders.

Empower ment yoouft htsa s bephnvottad mi tiinggdats sues t hat
contribute toFA®agiMaity (2)0lo8n/t201buted to the empow

of young amedohper e r emai ning in thleéromiomebaene&dsciari e
and | ocal awgd hotrtlad nees e f eyweeung peaeemplaentrom t he

i nterventi,onwhaoledasr i es carried out by grodups of
decreadsueed t o al ternative sources of income.

Key points

9 Five sets of fragilit y drivers are manifested in the subregion : socio-economic; social;
natural and environmental; institutional; and  insecurity and conflict. All five sets of
drivers are significant, although their importance has varied both over time and by
specific geograph ic location.

1 Over the evaluated period (2010 -2020) , IFAD has been engaged in the six countries
using the COSOPs or CSNs , and the PBAS allocation . The lat ter for the six evaluated
countries has vari ed according to IFAD 6 geplenishment cycle , and represent ed on
average 54 percent of WCA PBAS allocation over the decade

1  The largest share (60 per cent ) of the portfolio funding (of an estimated total cost of
US$2.1 billion) for the six countries was on agriculture and rural development,
followed by credit  and financial services . Grant financing was slightly important (73.8
million) , of which 60 per cent was funded by IFAD to support topics related to
knowledge management (  KM), inclusive financing, policy dialogue and grassroots
organi zations.

i At the time of the evaluation, while IFAD is well present within the subregion through
three hubs, thein -country residence of  country directors is weak (only one outofsix )
and country offices are operational in four countries.

9 Main lessons learned , i denti fied from t he revi ew mfthe
G5+1 fragile contexts , covered points such as: flexibility, need for partnering based
on comparative advantages  , applying nexus approach, addressing gender inequality
and empowerment of youths , and working directly with local and grassroots

organizations

8 for a project in Mali (2019).

 In Niger (2013-2016), the WB needed to double-up efforts to mainstream gender dimension across the portfolio.

80 Sound analytics need to be done so WBG can learn from the challenges and complexity of addressing GBV and how,
beyond the focus on GBV, women should be supported as entrepreneurs, change makers and peacebuilders. WB
recommended that support for transformation or commercialization activities should be underpinned by market and value
chain analysis that is poverty- and gender-sensitive.
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Relevance and coherence

Relevance

Rel evance atshsee sesxtsent to which: (i) the objective
strategy are consi st earteqwiitrte meent ef,i cioasmitetsutn eadas ,
pri or,iatnidespartner and donor policies; (i) the d

strategy and the targeting strategies adopted are
(iii) the interventionfstackdptggd htac deemedise echang
cont.&Xtn the context of SRE, the pfolkli stviomglody answ
eval uation questions helped to identFiAfbxplkeseonce | e
within the subregion so far.

- Towhat extent have the design of country strategies, programmes and projects
been relevant, taking into account fragility drivers and principles of working in
fragile situations?

- How adequate and adaptive have intervention approaches and elements been,
for a delivery in the subregional contexts featured by economic, natural, social,
institutional and security constraints?

Relevance of country strategies and programme S

COSOPs ar e, in principle, flexible resgstesamhemnsdg t h
adaptewden majcomt extcthalreg occurlsevi denicse | i nmdnt ed
their flexible use in tChOSOFPs+ Iprcoovn tdeex tas .f r amewor k f
engagenfeqitncl usi ve and sustainable rural tr,ansform

andrpointly dbyel &pBtdhaenads pecgtoivweer nmefMthe proenpar at. i

of CSNsather than new CO&8MP®e crurumaddtniCOg@P, out of
the six count,appsairs 2@1lHhave been thé&ADaioperaspomgs
i n an unpredictabl e cont ext during mu c h of t he
Not wi t hsttahnedsiengof @®Nd,actk of an active COSOP or a
yearsai ses questions over their usefulness as a to
context. EvGehS OPhse ICSNs wer,é¢ hiemdpgliteadeedence that the
wereevisited on basgmegueapond to the unpreas ct abl
suggested G n20FADRevi sed Guidelines anedaBedcedur e
Country Strategic Opport ThreirteifebsheRreo girsa nimetst | e e x p e
across the G5+CQO0D0PsULISNE xisblae fslter at egi ¢c t ool f o
engagement between | FAD anThdedei gpplvieecmgapsin ter
useful ness of COSOPs/ CSNs was identiftcedntirny t he
strategy and progr a(@@@)Heovra | Niiagteiron whi ch reicogmende
a COSOP i mpl ementation action planl emdigng dect inwietsit

The 2018 COSOP guidance requires carrying out a
countries classifilExdpearsi efnrcegisleeqpaco mprehensi ve

approach fopand haatk of clarity on howBéefharse a2l@s8 ,v al
there was no requirement t hat COSOPs/ CSNs in coun
| FADPhouilmdcl ude a fragThi¢eyg @ORAORsilave been agreed
iTfor Mal igndNiMeaeuridmdniea i s currently under preparat
Neither Niger nor Mauritania were classi-20&8 as fr

COSOPs were produasd wantddsbe, eapetchetdddagil ity
anal ysnilsyh&@0OSOPoMaladcl assi faferdagasuentwhy nt he COSOP
was produnebualésagil ity Tdinsal Madidsu.saendal| yda sf act o
di scusses four of(s$sbe Bovwrmamdeliwersi ) conflict and
political i nstability and goivier nawaé nemalhif leict y v e
(climate and price related); and (linvdelxt.hdokewnHut ma
anal yse the interaction between the drivers, which
and thenebiehkll{lkenges with remofjéiencis &Buffheult tc
benefit of the fpagformedemat fatsthe recommendat.i

81 |t relates to the question: Is the intervention doing the right things?
82 NEN division actors interviewed, also facing serious fragility issues due to conflict, mention their preference of using
CSNs in their contexts.
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70.

are genermaci ndrggaepoi nt s FAD201 6t r at egy for engagemen

countries with fragile@e .situations (see Box

Bo&
Actipneposed in the COSOP (2020) of Mali

Develop and strengthen partnerships with other development agencies with complementary
mandates on humanitarian interventions and proven experience in building rural
communities 6post -conflict resilience, social cohesio n and conflict prevention and mediation

Design and implement operations that focuse on the most vulnerable groups , such as
women and young people , while promoting climate  -smart and resilient economic activities.
Such operations should be responsive to st ructural (climate change, conflicts, poverty) and
other shocks (like the COVID -19 pandemic) . This should be done through adapted and
flexible approaches that allow the provision of short -term emergency support , and mitigate
the reverse effects on project b eneficiaries and their livelihood s inthe long -term .

|l mprove quality and capacities i n pandfpllewcup through mj
operational partnerships on the ground involving farmer organizations, local and
international NGOs , and other socio -economic stakeholders (organi zed civil society
organizations)

Strengthen institutional support (with the technical, logistical and financial means) to
empower government agencies and local authorities with skills and capacities needed to
effectively coordinate, monitor and evaluate the ongoing projects/programmes.

SourC@SOP Mal i 2020
Neverthel 6sesCOSWOPs and CSNs are not supported by f«
analessand the | anguage of dr i vseornse iass precftt shues e d,
fragility drivercaphavietdbeemcmontextuali malabgesaedsin
COSOPs/ CSWhkile fragility emer ges from the i nter ac
fragility analysis starts with anal gsi swtwlbd hi n tF
COSGBstrategic objectBlwds AhME&axhTagthlle ght s t hree mai
of f ocus, which are wel/l aligned with key fragil:@
t o sexciomomi c, institutional and environment al i s s 1
i Economic resiliencefaf asmalfloldl ;tseecambitryed wi t h
i nclusi vehaian ukkevel opment (i)n al l Ssi X countries
i Rur-ahstitutions sttog eammgalhenainged and inclusive a
wo men, yout h and poor groups) to diverlsiduted sel
especially in Mali, Mauritani a, Ni ger and Niger
| Environment al sustainability and resilience to
overal/l but especially in Bur&ndaNj)Faesro, Chad, M
Gui dafomanal yseel ated to megts afl rtetaa ydreixv s&as wi t hi
presentiadbdenhT s expl ada masl ywwiys at med he drivers is fo
COSOPs, butdeaslisgon documents for | oan operations.
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72.

Tabt e

Examples of guiding documents that address fragility dr
Namef t Stated purp Fragilitpvdreders
docume

. . . T High poverty and related econt
gfgggtdlu-rrgce%lfjlrieslltnheasﬂ Soci al inequal ity and weak so¢
and fhe basi c prinﬂ Degradation of natural resour
Guidelistrategies; (iiﬂ Erosion of trust i n psuobcliiacl icnos
for Couresponsibiiiti(ﬂ Greater insecurity and violent
Strategaccountabilitice
(2019) the COSOP re

evaluation prou

of fer an over

frianci al resour

i mpl ement t he

strategy.
S 07 aeeThe [ PRI was e‘ﬂ Hi gh poverty and related econc
Design all new and opn
Guidelito hel p i den
Programmi ti gate, mana:¢
Del i verupdat e ri sks
Ri sks adel i.very
I PRMs

. 1T Social inequality and weak so¢

eslsEgésPsrrsgggipthr?ttz mt"ﬂ Degradati on of natural resour

environment al 1 Erosion of trust in public inc¢

sustainability.

supported or (

| FAD are requi

with SECAP.
RevisedThe Revised 1 Social inequality and weak so¢
OperatiGuidelines on
Gui del ioperationali ze

on Targtargeting pol i
greater c bsnriAtDo
engaging more f
pol i cy pi oc eosrsd
tail or COSOPs
t he speci fic
priorities of |

Souroenpid ed by the SRETabdBadmn AWkexetail ed

Revi ewed contextual analysesonftdheudrewteemnss whelry | F/
makes a direct ciom¢combmitc ompoverty, natural resourc
change and soci al i nequality. Deep analysis relat
two driveweak public i nsti tsuetciuorhisteyainodusi nconmnfsl i ct

absenTthi s r etfhlacts s8es rel ated to these drivers are
to be managed rather than problems where | FAD 1is

contribution toThkerevsewubfowoebjectives at- both th
operation designs shows out comes directly addr e

economic/ poverty, natur al resources/ cl idmatveercshang e
but not i n relation to weak imwsklciuci tpwstonhti ons
setti nSgosc)i.al and economic issuesambmégeyarrdaloksi dent

[
manage, pwhbliiecsti tandoecsurity aretcemaerdl syks to the
overall programme.

Anal ysiAisoof al comwasacrnfetund withenanasl ycsaer ri ed out
in any of t COSOGPRslal beit marginally addressed in
analysis for the®Malei aG@®GR.ment of exi sthiehngpssoci a

83 |t is probable that IFAD programme staff are unaware of social-contract diagnostic tools, such as those developed by
the World Bank and UNDP.
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i mnderstanding the political econothye @uns fug-iad sett
political (isneset @Bhoixl i ty

BoX
Whatadesci al acamtlrysdts ?
Social contract analysis ( or diagnostic) is an approach that is increasingly used by a number

of development organi  zations, including the World Bank, USAID and UNDP, to help explain
disparate and seemingly intractable development challenges within a single analytical

framework. It is important to note that its use is not confined to analysis in fragile contexts

but has been applied across multiple contexts. As such, it would not be an analytical
approach pr omoted only in | FADOG6s appr oach [Experiemeeofitd n
use in the World Bank would also suggest that the analytical approach is distinct from that
found in other analytical approaches to examining government failure and inequality.

According to the World Bank (2019) , social contract diagnostics can help explain
development challenges and the persistence of distortionary economic policies because of

unequal bargaining power among citizens, the State, and non -State players, including the
private sector. As such , its main practical use is in identifying risk -mitigation strategies for
political and governance -related risks. Social contract diagnostic approaches differ from

those commonly used in IFAD , in that they rely on the use of perception -based data to
better explain f eelings of inequality and discontent , rather than relying on traditional
measures of inequality such as income and resource distribution.

Source: World Bank 201984

In fragile settings, mul tipl e, interacting factor.
whi easually emerge from the interaction between: (i
pogrand (i iStabecapacity to provide services, i ncl
conditions become particularly fragile when rural
are disconneSttaetde firmant i tuti ons and services. The
G5+1 (for the enpereodlevidiededot exphi €i pbynt oudhe
exception is the Mali. 202&c oCnOSnyP . a Maleyaspiosle xiendciat s
fifragi l ity assesamemte seteed as touching on the i ssue
( s eBeo 8); howeivteri,s i mpoorntoanret t hat soci al contract an
from a generic politicagkamplbesmpf asakysaiscontract
tools include those of t he Wor | al sBoa ntkh maen dt hUeNsDeP,
di agnostic tools have nett bgeai Wwhzdei ®mgaonmot

Bo®

Excegopft fragility assessment in the Mali 2020 COSOP

The military coup in 2012 interrupted th e democratic dynamic and shattered the national

consensus and social contract , which had been  well established through decentralization

and promoted under the 1991 -2012 presidencies. Meanwhile , with conflicts and violence

rising in the entire northern part of the coun

diverted public resources ; the new ly elected Government could not cope with high and

increasing social expectations emerging from the multidimensional crisis. Although pursuit

of the decentralization agenda is one of the key elements of the 2015 Peace Agreement, it

has fallen short of its ~ promise to reduce poverty and build national cohesion. Administrative
structures put in place to support decentralization have not been supported by adequate

financial resources. Local governments continue to face significant challenges in delivering
basic services to the rural communities.

Furthermore, poor governance and weak control of corruption was ubiquitous during the

post -crisis period ; this exacerbated the gap in social distrust toward s the central
government. Mali has shown poor performance on the World Bank governance indicators
recorded over the last decade , with the country rank ing below the 40 percentile for most of
them. As seen in the chart below, the Political Stability and Government Effectiveness

indicators show consistent downward trends. Control of corruption has remained unstable ,
improvements are not permanent and popular perception o f the weakness of this indicator

is strong. Many Malians have lost confidence in their elites and in their capacity to improve
their living standards. Recu  rrent protests to claim improvement s in public services , including

84World Bank. 2019. Social Contracts and World Bank Country Engagements: Lessons from Emerging Practices. IEG
Meso Evaluation. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/32621
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75.

76.

education, health and governance , demonstrate the general dissatisfaction in management
of public affairs. Add  ed to that, recurrent changes in the Government affect the development

and impl ementation of policies and programmes. Between 2016 and 2019, the Prime
Minister has changed four times. The last national election held in 2018 was marked by low

turnout. The legislative election held in 2020 also had low turnout , and the results were
wid ely contested , leading to protests and escalating social tensions and unrest.

SourMeal:i COSOP 2020

Gui dance ont owhadvera fragility anal ysibsuiilst awnaial ab
simplistic assumptionorefxi weaklmt erl i nkages among t
dri veTlhe cumOmpentati onal Procedures and Guidelines f

suggests that the fragolanywaenal yesi solBewRIEexsti ons
9, butprovides no guidance on how to go abanud answe
highli dmttiemd i nkages within and Bmohhpgi dyi emesges$ nf |
the interaction betwaeerd 6tebhgrclti dyi apabysi s needs t
interaction and not j ust wi tAmian yshegséhasat d i akia
criticalertsaiamgide scope of ,tahned ftrhaegridfioryei ntgo desi

appropriate interventions.

Bo®

Suggestuedtgons for fraguhist yatte@legsi s in c

1. Why does | FAD consider this countryxohfhgecte
natur al di sasters, |l ow institutional capacity
bottom rural sector performance quintile)?

2. How does this fragility affect the agricultur:
(e.g. riparianawat ereniuseyepasltoralist grazing

3. What is the risk posed to | FAD's programme? Wt
introduce in the new COSOP and futur e ilndrediviea
prevent, mitigate or fhalgplcoy® Whtah ( mMpact do
| FAAD current portfolio, if any?

4. How would IFAD operate differently in such situations to reduce risks to beneficiaries,
staff/consultants and implementing agencies (e.g. not operate in certain areas, introduce
more flexibility in supervision arrangements, ensure additional security arrangements)?

Source: Operational Procedures and Guidelines for Country Stra

The assumption that | FAD can easily draw on fragil
by otherl alpment partners can béequeetriadneod.al gui d
al so suggests that the frags]! eélt e massisreuscshmeanst pnoostsei kdl

on fragility assessments prepared by the Governmer
partner i nsg.ig.meroasi ¢nal finanxcri aUNiageéemciues)pOnsT
assumption that this is fe@dbéebfeagiahi bg gonebysesed
by tihret ernati onal findgncadieaslk iaenkitli itaBmsEeeas sMent s) ar e
not publ i $bé&drarely carries out expl iacrietn ftrimegi | it
public dalmaéint such analyses are pr aatuicerds blyuts ofmer
interndl use.

Transboundary issues are rarely ,coanssindDerl et ksn aCO¢
framewor k withismcWwhi clsueseasahnddgceommodat e€?lOSOPs

ar e not a tool for coordination and agreement a
although the current Operational Gui det haf@ for De
a | imited number of countar)i ersegiloFnAaD wiedndimigl odp er(
support country programmesboirrdead dreevsed iormpgneaort o scsh al |
Therer et | elmséehtal | engesusing COSOPs to strategi c.
transboundar ¥i n €S©®86OPs across the siwrvebopedi ésn a

8 The World Bank, Risk and Resilience Assessments (RRAs) have been developed to assess patterns and drivers of
conflict, violence and fragility. RRAs are not published but on occasion are developed in partnership with other
development partners. In 2018, the African Development Bank introduced the Country Resilience and Fragility
Assessment (CRFA) tool. This tool provides a systematic and objective assessment of fragility risks and sources of
resilience, on the basis of seven dimensions of fragility.
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