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Foreword

This is the second Country Programme Evaluation (CPE) for India conducted by the
Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD: the first was carried out in 2009.

The IFAD portfolio in India has consistently targeted poor areas and disadvantaged
groups, notably Scheduled Castes, tribes and, within these, women. The multi-component
intervention paradigm (combining basic infrastructure with measures to improve crop
productivity and food self-sufficiency) responds to the typical poverty factors in the targeted
areas. The self-help group paradigm has demonstrated its effectiveness in stimulating
beneficiaries’ (notably women’s) self-awareness, community engagement, and access to
basic but important financial services. However, as the welfare of households and
communities improves, their needs evolve, requiring more specialized approaches. Past
agricultural development approaches were instrumental to improve basic subsistence
conditions but did not sufficiently address local, state and national priorities for rainfed
agriculture and commercialization of smallholder agriculture. This has improved in recent
project design.

The general portfolio performance was assessed as moderately satisfactory. Many
projects have suffered from slow start-up and slow implementation. These are due to the
arduous working conditions in the project areas, and the challenges met by the
implementing agencies in hiring and retaining qualified staff and in conducting procurement
and financial transactions in a timely manner. These implementation problems also reflect
an issue of incomplete calibration between project objectives and implementation capacity.

In a large, middle-income country like India, good project performance continues to
be important, but demand is emerging for knowledge sharing and analysis to inform public
policies and programmes. There is still an imbalance between the richness of experiences at
the project level and the limited analysis and systematization of these experiences. One of
the key expectations of the Government of India is active involvement by international
agencies in exchanges of knowledge, good practice and technical experience. Moreover,
contribution to policy dialogue is important to support the revision of policies and facilitate
the scaling up of promising interventions and their results.

IFAD has specific experience and expertise in underserved areas, socio-economic
groups and rainfed agriculture. These, together with commercializing smallholder
agriculture, are among the main national challenges for the agriculture and rural sectors.
IFAD needs to enhance its capacity to analyse, systematize and convey its experience and
lessons to state and national policymakers.

This evaluation report includes an agreement at completion point summarizing the
main findings of the evaluation and presenting the recommendations discussed and agreed
upon by the Government and IFAD, together with proposals for ways and means to
implement these recommendations and those responsible for such action. I hope that the
results of this independent evaluation will be useful in promoting accountability and learning
to make IFAD an even more effective partner in fostering an inclusive and more sustainable
rural transformation in India.

—

e

Oscar A. Garcia
Director
Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD
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Currency equivalent, weights and measures

Currency equivalent

Monetary unit = Indian Rupee (INR)
1 US$ = 63.10 INR (end April 2015)

Weights and measures

1 kilometre (km) = 0.62 miles

1 metre (m) = 1.09 yards

1 hectare (Ha) = 10.000 m2 (0.01km2)
1 hectare (Ha) = 2.47 acres

1 acre (ac) = 0.405 hectares (ha)

1 kilogram (kg) = 2.204 pounds

Abbreviations and acronyms

APR Asia and the Pacific Division (IFAD)

ADB Asian Development Bank

CAIM Convergence of Agricultural Interventions in Maharashtra’s Distressed
Districts Programme

COSOP country strategic opportunities programme

CPE country programme evaluation

CPM country programme manager

DEA Department of Economic Affairs of the Ministry of Finance of the
Government of India

DFID Department for International Development (United Kingdom)

FAO Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

GDP gross domestic product

GIz Gesellschaft fiir Internationale Zusammenarbeit

ICRAF World Agroforestry Center

ICT information and communication technology

IFPRI International Food Policy Research Institute

ILSP Integrated Livelihood Support Project

IOE Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD

JCTDP Jharkhand-Chhattisgarh Tribal Development Programme

JTELP Jharkhand Tribal Empowerment and Livelihoods Project

LAMP Livelihoods and Access to Markets Project

LIPH Livelihoods Improvement Project in the Himalayas

M&E monitoring and evaluation

NGO non-governmental organization

MNREGS Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme

MPOWER Mitigating Poverty in Western Rajasthan Project

NABARD National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development

NERCORMP II North Eastern Region Community Resource Management Project for
Upland Areas - phase II

NRLM National Rural Livelihood Mission

OPELIP Odisha Particularly Vulnerable Tribal Groups Empowerment and
Livelihoods Improvement Programme

OTELP Orissa Tribal Empowerment and Livelihoods Programme

PTSLP Post-Tsunami Sustainable Livelihoods Programme for the Coastal
Communities of Tamil Nadu

PRI Panchayat Raj Institution

SHG self-help group

UN United Nations

WELP Women’s Empowerment and Livelihoods Programme in the mid-Gangetic
Plains

WFP World Food Programme
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Overview

1.

This is the second country programme evaluation (CPE) in India carried out by the
Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE). The first was conducted in 2009
and its report published in 2010. Focusing on the time frame 2010-2015, the
present CPE assesses: (i) the performance and impact of the portfolio of projects
supported by IFAD loans (13 projects were reviewed of which nine are

ongoing); (ii) the performance and results of non-lending activities (policy
dialogue, knowledge management and partnership-building); and (iii) performance
of the country strategic opportunities programme (COSOP).

India represents the largest portfolio of IFAD-supported operations. Since 1979
IFAD has financed 27 projects through 31 loans (US$928.6 million) for a portfolio
with a total estimated cost of US$2.6 billion. National counterpart funding amounts
to US$711.4 million (27.4 per cent of total portfolio costs). External donor
cofinancing up to 2012 amounted to US$364 million or 14 per cent of portfolio
costs (principally from the World Bank and the United Kingdom'’s Department for
International Development). The remaining funding (approximately

US$596 million) came from national sources (e.g. national financial institutions and
foundations) and beneficiaries’ contributions. IFAD established a country office in
New Delhi in 2001 on the World Food Programme premises. In 2011 IFAD
submitted a request to the Government of India to outpost the country programme
manager. A final agreement was reached in June 2015.

Evidence for this CPE comes from analysis and triangulation of data from multiple
sources: (i) a desk review of the available documentation, including past
independent evaluations; (ii) a self-assessment conducted by IFAD’s Asia and the
Pacific Division; (iii) annual outcome surveys conducted by several projects
(involving a sample of 200-400 households from project and comparison
households); (iv) interviews at IFAD headquarters and in New Delhi with national
government stakeholders, and non-governmental and international stakeholders;
(v) field visits, individual interviews and focus group discussions with beneficiaries;
and (vi) interviews with state-level policymakers, project staff, and representatives
of local governments (district, block and Gram Panchayat levels).

The country context. India is the seventh largest country in the world and the
second most populous, with 1.3 billion people (2014 midpoint). In the decade of
2004-2013, the gross domestic product (GDP) grew at an annual average rate of
7.5 per cent. The 2014 per capita gross national income (Atlas method) was
US$1,570, setting India in the category of lower middle-income countries (World
Bank classification). In India, 72 per cent of the population is rural. The agriculture
sector’s share of GDP declined from 19.4 per cent in 1991 to 17.0 per cent in 2014
but remains important on account of national food security issues, food-price-led
inflationary pressures and employment generation opportunities.

The poverty headcount in 2011-2012 was estimated at 25.7 per cent in the rural
areas and 21.9 per cent for the country as a whole (about 217 million in rural areas
and 270 million nationally). Poverty prevalence has dropped significantly since
2004-2005 when these percentages were 41.8 and 37.2 respectively, but it is
above the national average for Scheduled Tribes (45.3 per cent in the rural areas in
2011-2012), and Scheduled Castes (31.5 per cent). India has humerous and very
large rural development schemes, notably the Mahatma Gandhi National Rural
Employment Guarantee Programme (MGNREGS) and the National Rural Livelihoods
Mission (NRLM). The Government is emphasizing greater devolution of funds and
powers to the states and local government levels in opting for and implementing
different development schemes.

India has the largest area under rainfed farming in the world. About 42 per cent of
rice cultivation is rainfed; 77 per cent for pulses, 66 per cent for oilseeds and
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85 per cent for coarse cereals. However, policies to address productivity in rainfed
agriculture have received less attention than deserved. Groundwater irrigation
accounts for 70 per cent of the irrigation needs of the country, leading to severe
depletion of groundwater reserves and increased soil salinity. Bridging the
productivity differentials between the irrigated and rainfed areas could help address
a number of other sectoral development issues, in addition to relieving stress on
irrigation systems.

Findings on the portfolio of projects

Relevance is assessed as satisfactory. In terms of socioeconomic targeting,
IFAD-funded projects focus on particularly disadvantaged groups among the rural
poor, including Scheduled Tribes, Scheduled Castes, women and the landless. The
areas inhabited by Scheduled Tribes pose operational challenges due to
remoteness, precarious living conditions and cultural specificities. Projects are
pertinently tackling four structural issues: (i) material deprivation; (ii) sociocultural
exclusion; (iii) increasingly difficult access to natural resources and agricultural
land; and (iv) limited presence of public institutions.

A considerable portion of the investments was allocated to agricultural activities. In
the past, the technical content of agricultural interventions was not always based
on a sound analysis of local farming systems and marketing opportunities, and did
not optimize opportunities for collaboration with local agricultural research and
extension centres. These issues are better addressed in recent project designs.

Compared to the situation at the time of the 2010 CPE, recent projects have tried
to build “convergence” with national rural development schemes, notably with
NRLM and MGNREGS. Furthermore, recent project designs have included
coordination with local government entities (Panchayat Raj Institutions).

Effectiveness is assessed as moderately satisfactory. Outreach has been
encouraging. As of late 2015 (latest data available), projects had reached

1.9 million households, slightly exceeding targets (102 per cent). Project results
are better consolidated in the areas of community mobilization and infrastructure
serving basic needs, and are beginning to emerge in two other key areas:
promoting agricultural production and rural livelihoods, and enabling access to
credit and financial services. Although IFAD projects have established a solid
operational basis for credit expansion in the rural areas, the response from the
public-sector banks in extending credit support has not been encouraging. A
possible reason is that the response from the public-sector banks was inhibited by
past experiences of politically driven waiving of repayments.

Efficiency has been rated moderately unsatisfactory. The main problems have
been low process and managerial efficiency, as signalled by: (i) delays in entry into
force; and (ii) delays in implementation, reflected in loan disbursement lags. The
average time from approval to entry into force of the loans considered for this CPE
is 16 months, almost twice the regional average (8 months). The factors causing
delays and sluggish implementation are, on the one hand the challenging agro-
ecologic and socioeconomic conditions of the project areas, and on the other, the
limited implementation capacity at the state level, because of: (i) high turnover of
project staff, especially at the senior level; (ii) long, drawn-out procedures for
obtaining staff on deputation from other public services and agencies; (iii) non-
competitive compensation packages for project staff; and (iv) non-conducive
contractual arrangements and cumbersome procurement procedures at the state,
district and block levels.

Rural poverty impact is assessed as satisfactory in the domains of household
assets and income, human and social capital, and moderately satisfactory in food
security, natural resource management and climate change, institutions and
policies. The available documentation illustrates several instances in which IFAD
projects have contributed to raised income and diversification of income sources
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and helped build assets for the targeted households. This has happened mainly
through: (i) increases in agriculture productivity or employment opportunities;
(ii) secured access to land, forest, ponds and trees; (iii) diversification and
establishment of microenterprises; and (iv) improved farm animal stock.

Most projects have been successful at establishing high humbers of
community-based organizations (such as self-help groups, village development
committees, or natural resource management committees). People are more aware
of opportunities to improve their lives, and are keen to learn new skills and
undertake collective initiatives. Project-assisted households have benefited in terms
of agricultural productivity and risk management, although this varies across crops,
households and projects.

IFAD-funded projects are implemented in remote, less productive areas and include
interventions to improve soil and water management, reduce reliance on inorganic
inputs, promote forest conservation and generally make farmers active participants
in improving their ecological environment. In many cases, results are emerging
slowly due to delays in project start-up.

Usually the rural poor, landless, and socially excluded populations have little say in
shaping the institutions and the policies that govern them. Initiatives under some
projects have set in motion a process of change. For example, in the state of
Odisha, projects have been instrumental in operationalizing and implementing the
existing land and forest rights regulations in favour of tribal groups. In Madhya
Pradesh and Maharashtra, project-funded interventions to control violence against
women were used as an input into the preparation of dedicated state policies.

Sustainability of benefits is overall assessed as moderately satisfactory due to the
combination of political support, community-based support to the initiatives, and
good (albeit variable) prospects of technical and financial sustainability. In terms of
social sustainability, in most projects, the engagement of communities (notably
women’s groups) in collective action, the sense of emancipation and the quest for
better livelihoods are likely to continue even in the absence of external support.
The capacity of community-based organizations to continue operations varies
between and within projects.

In the past, attention at project design to “sustainability” was confined to creating
federations of self-help groups, but attention to economic viability and to linkages
with Panchayat Raj Institutions and public schemes was not at the forefront. More
recent projects have better acknowledged at the design stage the need for
long-term support to institutions and capacity-building and to market linkages.

Innovation and scaling up is assessed as satisfactory. The 2011 COSOP had
identified the following as areas for innovation: (i) renewable energy; (ii) resilience
to climate change; (iii) remittances and microinsurance; (iv) fair and effective
value chains; and (v) information and communications technology for blending
local and modern knowledge. There has been progress in introducing improved
agricultural technologies and techniques, which are also pertinent to climate
change adaptation. There have been some recent initiatives on information and
communications technology, commodity value chains and insurance products (crop,
life). Investments involving renewable energy concentrated on one project only.
There is little evidence on activities involving remittances.

There are several examples of scaling up (that have either taken place or are firmly
planned), some of which can be considered exemplary. In Odisha, the state
government is funding the largest share of a follow-up tribal community
development project (US$85 million out of the total cost of US$100 million) to
expand outreach to 90,000 households in 1,500 villages spread over 525
micro-watersheds. In addition, convergence with central government schemes such
as MGNREGS, NRLM and other national and state initiatives is being pursued.

Vi
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In the North-Eastern Region, there is another example of a third phase of a tribal
community development project, entirely funded by the central Government of
India, aimed at covering new districts.

Overall, gender equality and women’s empowerment is assessed as
satisfactory. IFAD-funded projects try to create an enabling environment for
women to take part in village councils, claim rights to agricultural land, and access
natural resources and financial services. In the past, projects typically established a
minimum quota for women'’s participation (e.g. minimum 50 per cent of members
are women) and provided basic infrastructure (e.g. access to water) to reduce
drudgery. In more recent times, as a consequence of the evolving thinking at IFAD,
project designs have required the preparation of a gender strategy, emphasizing
the analysis of gender roles, the sensitization of men and women and the
importance of gender balance for project staff.

Most projects have adopted the self-help group approach, and membership of
these groups is reserved for women only. The purpose was to provide members
with access to financial resources in the form of savings and small loans. There is
qualitative evidence that intra-family household decision-making is now more
participatory, rather than it being solely in the hands of the husband or adult
males. An increasing number of women are running for local elections. In
Maharashtra, 3 per cent of the self-help group members formed by

IFAD-funded projects have been elected to various Panchayat Raj Institutions.

Women face considerable drudgery, especially in hilly and remote areas, and
projects have focused on reducing both household and livelihood-related drudgery.
Project initiatives include the introduction of smokeless stoves, access to drinking
water, sanitation and roads, increasing forest cover and access to fodder. In some
projects, they also included agricultural tools and equipment that are ergonomically
appropriate for women and post-harvest processing equipment.

In Madhya Pradesh, the Tejaswini Rural Women’s Empowerment Programme
cooperated with a state initiative to introduce Shaurya Dal or a “courage brigade”
(a village-level committee made up of five to eight members). The main purpose of
the Shaurya Dal initiative is to mobilize the communities against gambling,
alcoholism and domestic violence, which directly affect the welfare of women and
their families. The Madhya Pradesh Government plans to scale up this strategy to
the entire state.

Non-lending activities

Knowledge management. The India 2011 COSOP incorporated knowledge-
sharing and learning as a cross-cutting objective. Individual projects and the IFAD
Country office ran knowledge-sharing and learning initiatives, primarily geared at
encouraging knowledge-sharing and learning processes and communication
(websites, videos, blogs, newsletters and booklets). Yet, much of the knowledge
from the programme has not been documented or analysed. Knowledge on the
IFAD programme is generated out of the insights, understanding, and practical
know-how that the project professionals possess and apply. Over time these
projects generated a significant body of knowledge on a range of rural development
and poverty issues emerging from project cycle experiences. This type of
experiential knowledge has not been adequately documented or transformed
into explicit knowledge products for wider use by the public sector and
development practitioners in India (particularly, into guidelines on “how to do
and not to do” under specific intervention typologies).

The CPE observed that in India there is a higher level of expectation from IFAD as a
knowledge broker to help address a range of issues confronting rural poverty
alleviation. The capacity of the country programme and key partners to generate
knowledge products for use at a higher policy level or to address emerging
demands is limited, due to lack of financial and technical resources. IFAD at present

Vii
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does not have a strong “institutional mentor” (e.g. a think tank) to oversee or
conduct background analytical and intellectual work.

Partnership-building is critical for enabling IFAD’s limited investments to achieve
greater outreach and deeper impact on rural poverty reduction in India. During the
evaluation period, the relationship with the central coordinating ministry
(Department for Economic Affairs, Ministry of Finance) was cordial and
characterized by mutual respect. However, IFAD has had little engagement with key
related technical ministries (e.g. of Tribal Affairs, Rural Development, Agriculture) in
the central Government.

Overall, there is good ownership at the state level: state governments are
responsible for the implementation of IFAD-funded projects and some projects and
project subcomponents have been replicated with state funding (e.g. in Odisha and
in Madhya Pradesh). The appreciation of the importance of a sustained relationship
with the Panchayat Raj Institutions is emerging. Partnership with the non-
governmental organization (NGO) community for project implementation at the
grass-roots level has been an intrinsic strength of the IFAD business model.

IFAD is engaged in various cooperative efforts sponsored by the United Nations
(United Nations Country Team, United Nations Development Assistance Framework
Task Teams) but fully fledged programmatic partnerships with United Nations
agencies have yet to materialize. According to the CPE interviews, multilateral
donors such as the World Bank and Asian Development Bank recognize IFAD’s
comparative advantage and niche in rural poverty alleviation interventions,
especially involving the extreme poor. However, the present level of interaction with
IFAD is only one of consultation during project formulation. There have been few
proactive steps in terms of substantive partnership in either project or non-lending
activities. In the past, the central government was in favour of separate financing
by multilateral donors, rather than cofinancing. However, partnerships need not
only be in the form of cofinancing. More systematic coordination and exchanges of
experience and lessons from the respective activities are also valid forms of
partnership and may lead to interest by international financial institutions in scaling
up promising experiences and results.

Partnership with the National Agricultural Research System, including state and
local research centres, presents opportunities for projects to benefit from cutting-
edge research and apply appropriate farming solutions. IFAD-funded projects have
not made full use of this valuable resource. A welcome exception is the Integrated
Livelihood Support Project, which is building cooperative partnerships in
Uttarakhand on fruit, vegetable and milk production.

Private-sector partnerships are flagged as an important aspect of IFAD’s strategy
but, in practice, this is still only an emerging area. A recent addition to the Indian
Companies Act, stipulating that companies should earmark a portion of their profits
for corporate social responsibility activities, presents new opportunities to leverage
private-sector support. Arrangements with private-sector companies (Tata, Tesco,
East West Seed, FieldFresh Foods, Unilever) have been piloted in Maharashtra and
some forms of collaboration have also been tested in Uttarakhand. Moving forward,
an analysis of these experiences, and of progress and constraints would be of high
interest to state and national authorities, and to international partners interested in
supporting private-public-producer partnerships.

Policy dialogue. According to IFAD, at the time of the preparation of the 2011
COSOP, the Government was not inclined to engage in policy dialogue with the
Fund. This might have been due to some misunderstanding of the term and its
implications. The current environment looks more conducive to producing analytical
and policy-related work. Policy-level interaction and input by IFAD have been more
accessible and practical at the state level. Efforts to provide policy inputs at the
central level have been constrained by distance with policy makers.

viii
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At the state level, some projects usefully contributed to policy-related inputs. In
Odisha, an IFAD-funded project facilitated the implementation of the laws on tribal
groups’ access to forests, including the Forest Rights Act (2006). These laws were
aimed at reinstating traditional rights to forest occupancy and use that had been
challenged by earlier regulation. Projects in Maharashtra and Madhya Pradesh
provided an input into the Maharashtra Women Policy 2013 and the Madhya
Pradesh Vision 2018. There have also been missed opportunities: in Jharkhand and
Chhattisgarh little policy dialogue took place on convergence options with public
programmes in the states and, at the central level, there was limited awareness of
the project at the Ministry of Tribal Affairs, and the Ministry of Rural Development.

For a policy input to reach a central-level forum, much more preparatory work is
required: champions need to be identified and high-quality presentations need to
be prepared and shown at suitable forums. Moreover, for policy input to be
acceptable at central level, it must have wider validation across states. Policy
engagement is a subtle exercise and, to be effective, calls for preparedness, i.e.
substantive documented evidence, contextual knowledge of issues, understanding
of the national sensitivities and processes, and nationally recognized facilitation
champions.

Strategic (COSOP) performance

COSOP relevance is assessed as satisfactory. The 2011 COSOP was aligned with
national strategies and national agricultural and rural development priorities. The
previous CPE findings and recommendations were well reflected in the strategy and
in the preparation of the ensuing investment pipeline. Reaffirming the overall
relevance of the previous two COSOPs (2001, 2005), the COSOP 2011 maintained
IFAD’s focus on the deeper poverty segments, with a thrust on convergence with
public schemes. The 2011 COSOP recognized more explicitly the “technical” side of
rainfed agriculture development and linkages to markets and processing. It had two
key strategic objectives: (i) increased access to agricultural technologies and
natural resources; and (ii) increased access to financial services and value chains.
These are not only strategically relevant to the IFAD portfolio but imperatives for
agricultural and rural development, nationally. The 2011 COSOP brought in, for the
first time, the cross-cutting objective of sharing knowledge and learning on poverty
reduction and nutritional security and learning.

Following the recommendations of the 2010 CPE, the average size of lending
volume per project in the portfolio was increased and the portfolio did not expand
to states that had no previous IFAD-funded interventions. However, from a
country-level perspective, the geographical spread of the portfolio is still
considerable. This strains the limited resources of the country office.

COSOP effectiveness is assessed taking into account the two strategic objectives
and the cross-cutting objective on knowledge-sharing and learning. As for the first
strategic objective, the overall programme contributed to productivity increase and
risk management for rainfed agriculture, albeit with variations between projects.
Most project interventions contributed to increased yields and enhanced risk
management by promoting sustainable agricultural practices, in situ water
conservation, agroforestry, soil fertility management, selected livestock breeds and
vaccination campaigns. Progress is visible across the portfolio, although with
implementation delays. In the older project cohorts, agricultural intervention
strategies were not defined sharply enough and did not addresses upfront linkages
to markets (upstream and downstream), processing and value addition. The design
of more recent projects shows better awareness of these issues, although results
will be visible in the years to come.

With reference to the second strategic objective, monetary savings and credit
linkages - propelled by self-help groups (SHGs) - have helped beneficiaries invest
in circulating capital, sometimes also fixed capital. Despite the good track record of
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SHGs and associated borrowers, and solid operational basis for credit expansion
established by IFAD projects in the rural areas, in the majority of cases, public
sector banks have been extremely cautious in extending credit support to
community-based organizations. The lack of bank credit remains a major limitation
for SHG members in engaging in any productive venture, either on- or off-farm.
Apart from provision of basic but useful financial services through SHGs, the
programme has experimented with insurance and risk reduction financial products,
mainly within two projects (in Maharashtra and Tamil Nadu). There have been initial
pilot tests of sms-based mobile banking. There is little progress to report on
channeling remittances.

The cross-cutting objective of knowledge-sharing and learning on poverty reduction
and nutritional security has been partly achieved. In spite of the efforts at project
level to prepare communication products, there is a gap between the rich
experiences on the ground and the capacity to analyse and systematize them in a
way that is suitable for higher-level policy discussion.

Overall, COSOP effectiveness is assessed as moderately satisfactory and this takes
into account considerable outreach to targeted households and progress in
achieving the COSOP objectives, albeit with variations between and within projects.
Provision of basic agricultural and financial services is well established, while more
sophisticated services, products and alliances are emerging. Gaps exist in
knowledge management capacity and resources allocated to it. The overall COSOP
performance is also assessed as moderately satisfactory, giving special weight to
the achievement of the results.

Evaluation of the Government/IFAD partnership

Ratings*
Performance of the portfolio 4
Non-lending activities 4
COSOP performance 4
Overall Government/IFAD partnership 4

*Rating scale: 6 = highly satisfactory; 5 = satisfactory; 4 = moderately satisfactory;
3 = moderately unsatisfactory;2 = unsatisfactory; 1 = highly unsatisfactory.

Conclusions

The traditional IFAD intervention paradigm is well established for highly
disadvantaged areas and marginalized groups and the women within these groups.
The multidimensional intervention paradigm of the IFAD-funded portfolio
(combining social capital, agricultural development, non-agricultural livelihoods,
financial services and basic needs) responds to structural issues in the targeted
areas. The self-help group paradigm has demonstrated its effectiveness in
stimulating beneficiaries’ (notably women'’s) self-awareness, community
engagement, access to basic but important financial services. However, as
households’ and communities’ welfare improves, their needs evolve, thus requiring
more specialized approaches, notably in agriculture.

Traditional agricultural development approaches were instrumental in improving
basic subsistence conditions. However, three aspects have not been prominent in
project design in the past: (i) analysis of constraints and opportunities for rainfed
agriculture development; (ii) organization of interventions around territorial and
product clusters, which also facilitates connectivity to markets and value chains;
and (iii) collaboration with state and local agricultural research and extension
centres to hasten adoption of technology in rainfed agriculture. The more recent
project designs have acknowledged some of these gaps.

The general portfolio performance is overall solid. There are several cases of strong
performance although results are dampened by extant implementation delays.
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There are two main orders of factors behind this. On the one hand, there are
inherent challenges related to the conditions of project areas and target groups.
Multi-pronged interventions and multiple decision-making nodes add to the
challenge. On the other hand, there are issues with implementation capacity in the
state agencies responsible for the projects: problems of staff turnover are
widespread. Similar problems are faced by other international development
agencies.

In a large, middle-income country like India, good project performance continues to
be important but not sufficient. Demand is emerging for knowledge-sharing and
analysis to inform policies and programmes. There is still an imbalance between the
richness of experiences at the project level and the limited analysis and
systematization at a level of rigour that is suitable for policy-level discussion.

One of the key expectations of the Government of India is active involvement by
international agencies in exchanges of knowledge, best practice and technical
experience, from India and abroad. Moreover, contribution to policy dialogue is
important to support the revision of policies and facilitate the scaling up of
promising interventions and their results.

There is still demand and need for IFAD’s interventions in India. IFAD has specific
experience and expertise in underserved areas and socioeconomic groups and in
rainfed agriculture. These, together with commercializing smallholder agriculture,
are among the main national challenges for the agricultural and rural sector.
However, IFAD needs to enhance its capacity to analyse, systematize and convey its
experience and lessons to state and national policymakers.

Recommendations

Recommendation 1: Continue prioritizing disadvantaged areas and groups
but explore differentiated approaches. IFAD-funded interventions should
continue to target disadvantaged areas, particularly in states with large rainfed
areas amenable to the establishment of effective approaches for future replication
and scaling up of results. At the national level, it will be important to avoid an
excessive geographic spread of the portfolio: given the human resources available
in the IFAD country office, there is a limit to the number of states and projects that
can be effectively supervised.

The future programme should continue to target disadvantaged communities, with
special attention to women and Scheduled Tribes. However, in different
agroecological and socioeconomic contexts, the design approach, component-mix
and level of specialization will need to be adapted. The traditional self-help group
paradigm will continue to be relevant for areas and groups where basic needs,
building of grass-roots organizations and subsistence agriculture are still the
priority. Instead, in areas where communities are already organized and there is
potential for marketing of surplus production, project design should continue to
explore additional approaches to community- and group-building with a focus on
collectively linking them to markets and commercialization.

Recommendation 2: Projects’ agricultural development components need
to focus more prominently on technical solutions for rainfed agriculture,
local and national applied research, and commercialization of smallholder
agriculture. From a technical perspective, interventions should place a more direct
emphasis on reducing the large intra-district yield differentials, and better analyse
constraints, risks, and opportunities of farming systems. More systematic
programme-based partnerships are needed with state and local public research and
extension organizations on technical packages to improve productivity of crops,
fodder, fruit trees and livestock, and mitigate weather-related losses.

Investments in agriculture need to be crafted more strategically around territorial
and commodity clusters, to concentrate on a critical mass and streams of
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initiatives. This will also facilitate linkages to markets and opportunities for value
addition.

Emphasis on market access and value chains also implies: (i) better diagnostics
upfront to identify the barriers that smallholder farmers face; (ii) clearer
identification of the envisaged role of projects; and (iii) exploring the interest of
private-sector operators at the design stage. Recent legislation on reinvesting a
percentage of corporate profits in corporate social responsibility activities provides
new opportunities.

Recommendation 3: Complementary interventions in non-agricultural
activities should be pursued not only to diversify rural incomes but also to
develop processing and value addition in the agricultural commodity supply chain.
In particular, there is scope to better connect these activities with projects’
agricultural investments (e.g. in the areas of processing and packaging of products,
agricultural tool repair shops, marketing of agricultural inputs, eco-tourism).

Recommendation 4: Portfolio implementation efficiency needs to be
addressed as a priority. A first area of action is to simplify project design to the
extent possible. This may entail more conservative plans for project coverage
(e.g. fewer blocks or districts, following a saturation approach). In addition, in
particularly disadvantaged communities (e.g. Scheduled Tribes), projects could
follow a more programmatic approach. A first loan could focus on building human
and social capital, and supporting food self-sufficiency and a sustainable livelihood
approach. A follow-up loan could then emphasize market linkages and support in
collaboration with public programmes and local governments.

The central government, state governments and IFAD should review issues that
cause delays in recruiting the project team, staff turnover and lengthy
procurement, for example: (i) project personnel recruitment procedures,
particularly for senior staff, given the difficulty of hiring staff on deputation from
state agencies; (ii) procurement procedures and contractual arrangements that
have proved to be non-conducive; (iii) remuneration packages for project staff, to
ensure equal treatment with other public programmes; and (iv) concurrent charges
of project directors that compete for their time and focus. IFAD could also prepare
guidelines based on previous implementation experience and training modules on
financial management, procurement and other fiduciary aspects.

Recommendation 5: Strengthen partnerships and non-lending activities at
four levels. First, at the state level, project partnerships and experiences could be
supported by analytical work to provide inputs into policy design and revision.
Second, at the central level, building on previous state-level experiences, lessons
on processes and experiences could then be distilled at a higher level and shared
with central-level authorities and international development partners, including
Rome-based agencies and international financial institutions.

Third, the private sector needs to be involved more prominently at the time of the
new COSOP preparation and project design. Pilot experiences with private operators
need to be analysed in more detail to extract lessons and approaches. Fourth,
experiences need to be shared with other countries in the subregion (and beyond).
The subregional mandate of the IFAD country office in India creates fertile ground
for South-South knowledge exchanges.

Recommendation 6: Enhance capacity and resources for non-lending
activities. At present, non-lending activities are constrained by limited in-house
technical expertise and budget. Within the current resource profile, some
improvements could be made by exploring the following options: (i) embedding
knowledge management and policy dialogue components in individual loan project
financing; (ii) using the already existing tripartite meetings to discuss also selected
sectoral/thematic issues; and (iii) mobilizing additional funding from external
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sources (e.g. national and international foundations). IFAD could consider creating
an engagement forum comprising of researchers/scholars and practitioners and
convene with the Government through an annual or biannual high-profile event.
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Agreement at Completion Point

A.
1.

Introduction

This is the second country programme evaluation (CPE) by the Independent Office
of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE) in the Republic of India since the Fund started its
operations in the country in 1979. The first CPE was completed in 2009 and the
report published in 2010. The current CPE had two main objectives: (i) assess the
overall partnership between India and IFAD in reducing rural poverty; and

(ii) generate a series of findings and recommendations that will inform the
definition of future cooperation between the Government of the Republic of India
and IFAD, as well as to assist in the implementation of ongoing operations and in
the design of future IFAD-funded projects in the country.

Based on the analysis of the cooperation during the period 2010-2015, the CPE
aims at providing an overarching assessment of: (i) the performance and impact of
programmes and projects supported by IFAD operations; (ii) the performance and
results of IFAD’s non-lending activities in India: policy dialogue, knowledge
management and partnership-building; (iii) the relevance and effectiveness of
IFAD’s country strategic opportunities programme (COSOPs) of 2011. This
Agreement at Completion Point (ACP) contains a summary of the main findings
from the CPE (see section B below).

The ACP has been reached between the Government of India (represented by the
Department of Economic Affairs, Ministry of Finance) and the IFAD management
(represented by the Programme Management Department) and reflects their
understanding of the main findings from the CPE as well as their commitment to
adopt and implement the recommendations contained in section C, within specified
timeframes.

It is noted that IOE does not sign the ACP, although it facilitates the process
leading up to its conclusion. The implementation of the recommendations agreed
upon will be tracked through the President’s Report on the Implementation Status
of Evaluation Recommendations and Management Actions, which is presented to
the IFAD Executive Board on an annual basis by the Fund’s Management.

This ACP will be included as an annex of the new COSOP for India. In line with the
decision of the Executive Board in 2013, the India CPE will be discussed in the IFAD
Executive Board at the same time when the new India COSOP is considered by the
Board. IOE will prepare written comments on the new COSOP for consideration at
the same Board session, focusing on the extent to which the main findings and
recommendations from the India CPE have been internalized in the new COSOP.

Main evaluation findings

Portfolio performance

Portfolio relevance is assessed as satisfactory. IFAD-funded projects focused on
particularly disadvantaged groups, including the Scheduled Tribes, Scheduled
Castes, women and the landless. A considerable portion of the investments were
for agricultural activities. In the past, the technical contents of agricultural
interventions were not always built upon a sound analysis of local farming systems
and did not optimise opportunities to collaborate with local agricultural research
and extension centres. These issues are better acknowledged in recent project
designs. Recent projects have tried to build “convergence” with national rural
development schemes, notably with NRLM and the Mahatma Gandhi National Rural
Employment Guarantee Scheme (MNREGS) and to coordinate with local
government entities (Panchayat Raj Institutions).

Effectiveness is assessed as moderately satisfactory. Results are better
consolidated in community mobilization and infrastructure serving basic needs,
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while emerging in two key areas: promoting agricultural production and rural
livelihoods and enabling access to credit and financial services.

Efficiency has been rated moderately unsatisfactory. The main problems have
been: delays in entry into force and in project implementation, reflected in loan
disbursement lags. Looking at the factors that explain delays and sluggish
implementation, on the one side there are the challenging agro-ecologic and socio-
economic conditions of the project areas. On the other hand, there are gaps in the
implementation capacity of state level agencies responsible for the projects.

Rural poverty impact is assessed as satisfactory under the domains of household
assets and income, human and social capital, while moderately satisfactory in food
security, natural resource management and climate change, and institutions and
policies. In several instances, IFAD-funded projects have contributed to raise
income and diversify income sources and helped build assets for the targeted
households. Most projects have been successful at establishing high numbers of
community-based organizations. People are better aware of opportunities to
improve their lives and undertake collective initiatives.

Sustainability of benefits is overall assessed as moderately satisfactory due to the
combination of political support, community-based support to the initiatives, and
positive (albeit variable) support from the technical and economic fundamentals. In
the past, design attention to “sustainability” was mostly confined to creating
federations of self-help groups. More recent projects have better acknowledged at
the design stage the need to support in the long-run institutions, human capacities
as well as linkages to markets.

Pro-poor innovation and scaling up is assessed as satisfactory. There has been
progress in introducing improved agricultural technologies and techniques which
are also pertinent to climate change adaptation. There are some recent initiatives
on information and communication technology (ICT) and commodity value chains
and insurance products.

There are several examples of scaling up. In Odisha, the state government is
funding the largest share of tribal community development project to expand
outreach to 90,000 households in 1,500 villages. In addition, convergence with
central government schemes is being pursued with MNREGS, NRLM and other
national and state initiatives. In the North Eastern Region, there is an example of a
third phase of a community development project, entirely funded by the central
Government of India, so as to cover new districts.

Gender equality and women’s empowerment is assessed as satisfactory. IFAD-
funded projects try to create an enabling environment for women to take part in
village councils, claim rights to agricultural land, access natural resources and
financial services. There is qualitative evidence that intra-family household decision
making now happens in a more participatory form. An increasing number of women
are running for local elections.

Projects have also focused on reducing both household and livelihood related
drudgery. Initiatives include the introduction of smokeless stoves, strengthening
access to drinking water, sanitation and roads, increasing forest cover and access
to fodder. In Madhya Pradesh, the Tejaswini project cooperated with a state
initiative to introduce initiatives against gambling, alcoholism, domestic violence
which directly affect the welfare of women and their families. The Madhya Pradesh
government plans to scale up this strategy to the entire state.

Non-lending activities

Individual projects and the IFAD country office ran knowledge sharing and learning
initiatives and products (websites, videos, blogs, newsletters, and booklets). Yet,
much of the knowledge from the programme has not been documented or
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analysed. In India there is a higher level of expectation from IFAD as a knowledge
broker to help address an expanded range of issues confronting rural poverty.

During the evaluation period, the relationship with the central coordinating ministry
(Department of Economic Affairs [DEA], Ministry of Finance) was cordial and
characterized by mutual respect. However, IFAD has had little engagement with
key related technical ministries in the central government (e.g. Tribal Affairs, Rural
Development, and Agriculture).

Overall, there is good ownership at the state level: state governments are
responsible for the implementation of IFAD-funded projects and there are cases of
replication of projects or project sub-components funded by state resources (e.g. in
Odisha and in Madhya Pradesh). The appreciation of the importance of a sustained
relationship with the Panchayat Raj Institutions is emerging. Partnership with the
NGO community for project implementation at the grass-roots level has been an
intrinsic strength of the IFAD business model.

IFAD has been involved in United Nations (UN) sponsored cooperative efforts (UN
Country team, UNDAF Task Teams) but fully-fledged programmatic partnerships
with UN agencies are yet to emerge. According to the CPE interviews, multilateral
donors such as the World Bank and Asian Development Bank recognize IFAD’s
comparative advantage and niche in rural poverty alleviation interventions,
especially involving the extreme poor. However, the present level of interaction
with IFAD is only one of consultation during project formulation.

Partnership with the National Agriculture Research System, including state and
local research centres, presents opportunities for availing of the fruit of cutting-
edge research and applying appropriate farming solutions. IFAD-funded projects do
not make adequate use of this resource. An exception is the Integrated Livelihood
Support Project, building cooperative partnerships in Uttarakhand on fruit,
vegetable, milk production. Private sector partnerships are flagged as an important
aspect of IFAD’s strategy and this has been only an emerging area, with some pilot
experiences in Maharashtra and in Uttarakhand.

At the state level, some projects usefully contributed to policy-related inputs. For
example, projects in Maharashtra and Madhya Pradesh have provided an input into
the Maharashtra Women’s Policy 2013 and the Madhya Pradesh Vision 2018. There
have also been missed opportunities, as in Jharkhand and Chhattisgarh where little
policy dialogue happened on convergence options with public programmes in the
two states.

Strategic (COSOP) performance

COSOP relevance is assessed as satisfactory. The COSOP 2011 reflected well the
previous CPE’s findings and recommendations. It maintained IFAD’s focus on the
deeper poverty segments, with a thrust on convergence with public schemes. It
had more explicit recognition for the “technical” side of rainfed agriculture
development, linkages to markets and processing. It stated two key objectives:
(i) increased access to agricultural technologies and natural resources; and

(ii) increased access to financial services and value chains. These are not only
strategically relevant to the IFAD portfolio but imperatives for agricultural and rural
development, nationally. The 2011 COSOP brought in for the first time the cross-
cutting objective of sharing knowledge and learning on poverty reduction and
nutritional security.

COSOP effectiveness is assessed as moderately satisfactory. As for the first
strategic objective, the programme contributed to productivity increase and risk
management for rainfed agriculture, albeit with variations between projects. Most
project interventions contributed to increase yields and enhanced risk management
by promoting sustainable agricultural practices, water conservation, agroforestry,
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soil fertility management, selected livestock breeds, vaccination campaigns.
Progress is visible across the portfolio, although with implementation delays.

With reference to the second strategic objective, propelled by self-help group,
monetary savings and credit linkages have helped beneficiaries invest in circulating
capital, sometimes also fixed capital. Despite good track record of SHGs and
associated borrowers, public sector banks have been extremely cautious before
extending credit support to community-based organizations.

The cross-cutting objective of knowledge and learning on poverty reduction and
nutritional security has been partly achieved. In spite of the efforts at project-level
to prepare communication products, there is a gap between the rich experiences on
the ground and the capacity to analyse and systematize them in a way that is
suitable for higher-level policy discussion.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are geared towards the preparation of the next
COSOP, through a consultation between the Government of India, IFAD and other
key partners. It is assumed that the future lending envelope for India will remain at
the same level as at present: US$130-140 million per triennium.

Recommendation 1. Keep priority to disadvantaged areas and groups but
explore differentiated approaches. Disadvantaged areas will continue to be a
priority in the national rural development context and IFAD has recognized
comparative advantages in disadvantaged areas in India. IFAD-funded
interventions should continue to target disadvantaged areas, particularly in states
with large rainfed areas, where they can establish effective and innovative
approaches for future replication and scaling up of results. At the national level, it
will be important to avoid excessive geographic spread-out of the portfolio. Given
the human resources available in the IFAD country office, there is a limit to the
number of states and projects that can be effectively supervised. Key
recommendations of the previous CPE continue to be well-grounded such as the
general principle of “one state one loan” and the “saturation” approach
(maximizing coverage of a block/district before moving to the next one).

Differentiating the approaches according to the target groups. The future
programme should continue to target disadvantaged communities and groups, with
special attention to women and Scheduled Tribes. Attention to building and
strengthening social capital should continue. However, in different agro-ecological
and socio-economic contexts, IFAD will face different challenges. The design
approach, component-mix and level of specialization will need to be adapted.

The traditional self-help group paradigm will continue to be relevant for areas and
groups where basic needs, building of grass-roots organizations and subsistence
agriculture are still the priority. These are interventions requiring several years of
investments, starting from low economic base and human development conditions.
Instead, in areas where communities are already organized and there is potential
for marketing of surplus production, project designs, in addition to SHGs, should
continue to explore additional approaches to community and group building with
focus on collectively linking to markets and commercialization (e.g. producers’
groups, mutually-aided cooperative societies and producers’ companies).

Proposed follow-up by the Government and IFAD

The new country strategy for India will retain the focus on improving the incomes
and nutrition of the rural poor households whose livelihoods rely on rainfed
agriculture. The country programme will continue to pursue one loan - one state
and the saturation approach. It is worth noting here that the current country
programme demonstrated effective one loan-multiple state operations (such as the
North Eastern Region Community Resource Management Project for Upland Areas -
phase II [NERCORMP II]). Under the new country strategy, one loan multiple
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states operations would be considered on an exceptional basis particularly for the
North East Region where implementation through a regional agency (NEC) proved
satisfactory. The Government of India invites IFAD to expand the size of the
country office in India in order to increase the geographic reach and effectiveness
of its programme.

With regard to the sub-recommendation related to the differentiated approaches
which is more relevant to new projects, the design of IFAD-funded operations will
be informed by poverty and gender analysis studies (current practice) and value
chain studies. The information derived from these studies would help define the
problem/ opportunity statement and therefore the component/activity mix required
and arrive at approaches that would add value to Government's ongoing efforts to
reduce rural poverty, increase agricultural productivity, and improve farmers'
welfare. Attention will be given to ensure that the projects do not have an unduly
long tenure and that all projects have a well-defined exit strategy.

Building social capital will continue to be a key feature of the country programme
and the new strategy. Experience has shown that the Self-Help Group methodology
with its key feature of poverty targeting, thrift and credit activities and women
empowerment, is an effective entry point to building socially cohesive and
autonomous higher-tier organizations. Experience shows that the higher-tier
organizations are now playing an important role in financial intermediation and
development of agricultural services to farmers (input supply,
machinery/equipment hiring centers, and produce aggregation and processing).
The legal entity for the higher-tier organizations will be explored on a case by case
basis to determine the most appropriate set-up in view of the nature of services to
be provided to farmers.

Responsible partners: IFAD, Government of India.
Timeline: New RB-COSOP covering the period 2017-2021.

Recommendation 2. Projects’ agricultural development components need
to focus more prominently on technical solutions for rainfed agriculture,
especially in light of the climate change, collaborate more with local and
national applied research and extension, and commercialization of
smallholder agriculture. From a technical perspective, interventions need more
direct emphasis on reducing the large intra-district yield differentials, better
analyse constraints, risks and opportunities of farming systems. There is also a
need for more systematic programme-based partnerships with state and local
public research and extension organizations (e.g. district-level Krishi Vigyan
Kendras and higher research organizations) on technical packages to improve
productivity of crops, fodder, fruit trees and livestock and mitigate weather-related
losses.

Investments in agriculture need to be crafted more strategically around territorial
and commodity clusters, to better coordinate interventions and concentrate on a
critical mass and streams of initiatives. This will also put projects in a better
position to support linkages to markets and opportunities for value addition. To
improve farmers’ access to information on markets and reduce risks, attention
needs to be paid to expose them to information technology and insurance
products.

Emphasis on market access and value chains also implies: (i) better market access
and value chain diagnostics upfront to identify the barriers that smallholder
farmers face; (ii) clearer identification of the envisaged role of a project

(e.g. enhancing access to market information; facilitating access to wholesale
markets; investing on improved processing capacity); and (iii) exploring the
interest of private sector operators at the design stage. Recent legislation on
reinvesting a percentage of corporate profits on corporate social responsibility
provides new opportunities.
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Proposed follow-up by the Government and IFAD

The design of new operations will pay more attention to defining clear farming
system and packages of practices (POP) to improve the crop and livestock
production systems and their integration. The supervision and implementation
support of ongoing projects will share tested packages of practices that reduce
production costs, promote sustainable methods of agricultural production, and
improve productivity. Expanding the partnership with national applied research and
extension organizations will be pursued more vigorously building on the lessons
learned from the ongoing country programme. The successful results from the
IFAD grant programme will be mainstreamed into new or ongoing operations taking
into consideration the agro-ecological and socio-economic contexts. With the
development of IT and Communication tools geared to agriculture, the new and
ongoing operations will strive to link farmers with knowledge resource centers, low
cost extension/communication services through IEC and will strive to document
success stories & case studies. The new and ongoing projects will also collaborate
with the flagship government programs for water and soil conservation, soil health
management, crop insurance and e-marketing.

With regards the sub-recommendations related to the territorial and commodity
clusters and market access, these are well noted. As indicated under the first
recommendation, the detailed component/activity mix and approach will be based
on the conclusions of the value chain studies and the definition of the
problem/opportunity statement.

Responsible partners: IFAD, Government of India.

Timeline: ongoing. Recommendation already implemented for the design of the
Drought Mitigation Project in Andhra Pradesh.

Recommendation 3. Complementary interventions in non-agricultural
activities are important not only as a measure to diversify rural incomes
(primary production will absorb only a part of the burgeoning youth labour supply
in rural areas) but, equally important, to develop processing and value addition in
agricultural commodity supply chain. In particular, there is scope to better connect
these activities with projects’ agricultural investments (e.g. in the areas of
processing and packaging of products, agricultural tool repair shops, marketing of
agricultural inputs, eco-tourism).

Proposed follow-up by the Government and IFAD

It is important to note that smallholders and marginal farmers currently derive less
than 60 per cent of their incomes from agriculture. Non-agricultural income is
therefore an important complement to the income of rural households. We take
note of the CPE recommendations of connecting the non-farm agricultural activities
with the development of value chains and the services linked with improving the
effectiveness of the forward and backward linkages in the value chain; as well as
targeting youth in such activities. Such activities are already ongoing and we will
pursue these efforts both in ongoing and future projects, and build on
achievements and lessons learned to date.

Responsible partners: IFAD, Government of India.
Timeline: ongoing projects; design of new projects under COSOP 2017-2021.

Recommendation 4. Portfolio implementation efficiency needs to be
addressed aggressively. A first area of thrust is to simplify project design. This
may entail more conservative plans for project coverage (e.g. fewer blocks or
districts, following a saturation approach). In addition, in particularly
disadvantaged communities (e.g. Scheduled Tribes), projects could follow a
modular approach: rather than concentrate humerous components and sub-
components in a single project, the intervention could be sequenced in a modular
fashion. For example, a first loan could focus on human and social capital building,
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support to food self-sufficiency and sustainable livelihood approach. A follow-up
loan could then emphasize market linkages and support and scaling up in
collaboration with public programmes and local governments (PRIs).

The central government, state governments and IFAD should review issues that
cause delays in recruiting the project team, staff turn-over and lengthy
procurement, affecting the pace of implementation, for example: (i) project
personnel recruitment procedures, particularly for senior staff, given the difficulty
to hire staff on deputation from state agencies and programmes; (ii) procurement
procedures and contractual arrangements that have proven to be non-conducive
(e.g. the output-based payment schemes for NGOs); (iii) compensation packages
for project staff, to ensure equal treatment with other public programmes;

(iv) concurrent charges of project directors that compete for their time and focus.
IFAD could further support by preparing guidelines based on previous
implementation experience and training modules on financial management,
procurement and other fiduciary aspects.

Proposed follow-up by the Government and IFAD

The efficiency of Portfolio implementation is indeed an area where additional
improvements are required and yet it is also important to take stock of what has
been achieved so far. IFAD and the Government of India have been addressing
efficiency in implementation in a vigorous manner over the last five years and the
main results achieved to date are (and reported in the CPE): (i) the time from
approval to first disbursement has decreased from 16.2 months to 9.5 months for
the last five projects; (iii) the volume of disbursement has doubled from approx.
US$11 million in 2010 to US$23 million in 2015; (iv) the number of problem
projects has reduced from five to two over the period 2010-2015. We plan to build
on these results to further improve the programme implementation efficiency with
special focus on: (i) ensuring that the project design process further meets the
DEA and IFAD readiness conditions for start-up in order to reduce the period from
board approval to first disbursement ; (ii) ensuring that experienced candidates are
designated as project directors as their competency, their personality and their full
time responsibility for the project are a determining factor for project efficiency and
effectiveness; (iii) streamlining project management in terms of delegation of
authority and staffing; (iv) working on effective mechanisms for the release of loan
proceeds by State Governments.

Based on the consultation with programme stakeholders at the CPE roundtable, it
was agreed that additional measures to improve efficiency would cover: (i) simplify
project design in line with recommendations 1 and 2 above; (ii) provide hands-on
and systematic capacity-building to project management units on project planning,
monitoring and evaluation (M&E), financial management and procurement
especially in the start-up phase; (iii) plan start-up workshops in such a manner so
as to facilitate sharing knowledge between design and implementation teams on
project rationale and modalities of implementation; (iv) allow for sufficient time
during the first year for detailed planning of implementation, undertaking required
staffing and procurement, setting up the financial management and M&E systems;
(v) ensure that appropriate delegation of authority is provided to the Project
Management Unit and that employment conditions are competitive so that qualified
staff are attracted to the job, motivated and retained. It is also agreed that all new
and ongoing operations will have a computerized financial management system.

It is worth noting that despite issues in implementation efficiency, the projects are
effectively reaching their objectives: once the implementation systems are in place,
the projects quickly achieve very good coverage of the beneficiaries and become
very good at mobilizing community participation, bank financing and convergence
with Government programs and this somewhat compensates for delayed
disbursement of IFAD funds. The projects are subsequently scaled up by the State
Government.

XX
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Responsible partners: IFAD, Government of India.
Timeline: Ongoing.

Recommendation 5. Strengthen partnerships and non-lending activities at
four levels: state government, central government, private actors and the
rural finance sub-sector and South-South cooperation. There are four main
levels of action, each requiring slightly different partners and skills. First, at the
state level, project partnerships and experiences could be supported by analytical
work to provide inputs into policy design and revision and pave the way for
benefits to reach a larger number of people.

Second, at the central level, building on previous state-level experiences, lessons
of processes and experiences could be distilled at a higher level and shared with
central-level authorities and international development partners, including Rome-
based agencies and International Financial Institutions in a number of fora.

Third, the private sector needs to be involved more prominently at the time of the
new COSOP preparation and project design. Pilot experiences of the Convergence
of Agricultural Interventions in Maharashtra’s Distressed Districts Programme
(CAIM) and Integrated Livelihood Support Project (ILSP) with private operators
need to be analysed more in detail to extract lessons and approaches. The rural
finance sub-sector needs more attention given the so far limited responsiveness in
financing village groups. In addition to working with private microfinance entities,
the experience of MPOWER with publicly-owned banks deserves dissemination.

Fourth, experiences need to be shared with other countries in the sub-region (and
beyond). The sub-regional mandate of the IFAD country office in India creates
fertile ground for South-South knowledge exchanges. Beyond the sub-region, there
should be central-level efforts from IFAD headquarters to facilitate strategic
initiatives of South-South cooperation from a global perspective.

Proposed follow-up by the Government and IFAD

The country programme is already active at state level in disseminating successful
experiences to state authorities which in turn scale these up and the CPE has
confirmed the policy impact and scaling up at state level. Knowledge and policy
related activities at national level are addressed under the sixth recommendation.
Private sector is increasingly consulted at project design and supervision and as
recommended by the CPE, IFAD is in the process of documenting the successful
private sector and bank linkage activities of the portfolio. With regard to the sub-
regional mandate of the country office in India, a work plan was already developed
for knowledge sharing and is under implementation. IFAD has just provided a grant
to a regional organization, SAWTEE, to define the engagement with the South
Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC) community and this is likely to
strengthen cooperation within this sub-region. The Government of India is also in
the process of developing its South-South cooperation strategy and IFAD will
contribute to the key areas of relevance to its mandate and competencies, within
the available resources.

Responsible partners: IFAD.
Timeline: Ongoing.

Recommendation 6. Enhance capacity and resources for non-lending
activities. At present, non-lending activities are constrained by limited in-house
technical expertise and budget. Within the current resource profile, some
improvements could be made by exploring the following options: (i) embedding
knowledge management and policy dialogue components in individual loan project
financing; (ii) using the already existing opportunity of periodic tripartite meetings
to discuss selected sectoral/thematic issues and facilitate knowledge transfer
across projects; (iii) mobilising additional funding from external sources

(e.g. national, international foundations).
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IFAD also needs to demonstrate capacity of strategic thinking and to bring
specialized technical skills to the table. Partnerships with reputed national and
international high-calibre specialists and think tanks would enhance quality and
credibility of policy analysis. IFAD could consider creating an engagement forum
comprising of researchers/scholars and practitioners, commission think pieces on
issues of priority and convene with the government an annual or bi-annual high
profile event. This would require IFAD Headquarter engagement and support
including a moderate allocation of additional resources.

Proposed follow-up by the Government and IFAD

The implementation of this recommendation is already ongoing. Inclusion of
knowledge management and policy dialogue activities in every individual project
may not be relevant. Therefore, the Government of India believes that the issue of
inclusion of knowledge management and policy dialogue may be need based and
should be included in a particular project only if necessary and in consultation with
the Government.

In terms of knowledge management, the more recent projects, have expanded the
activities in this field and are very active in the production of communication
materials, training materials, case studies as illustrated by CAIM, ILSP and LAMP.
There is also agreement on using the tripartite review meetings (TPRM) as a
knowledge sharing platform. Within the next country strategy, and given the
limitations on resources and time of staff, and the existence of several well
recognized policy fora, IFAD plans to engage with the existing fora as well as
existing Government-donor policy platforms (such as the work that FAO and World
Bank are conducting on the policy options for agricultural development). IFAD will
strive to mobilize additional resources to the extent possible, with the approval of
the Government of India, to support relevant policy dialogue.

Responsible partners: IFAD and Government of India.
Timeline: Ongoing.
Signed by:

Mr. Raj Kumar
Joint Secretary (MI)
Department of Economic Affairs
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Republic of India
Country Programme Evaluation
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1.

s

Background

Introduction

At the request of the Executive Board,! the Independent Office of Evaluation of
IFAD (IOE) undertook a country programme evaluation (CPE) of the IFAD-
supported programme in India in 2015-16, to assess the cooperation between the
Government of India and provide recommendations that can help the
IFAD/Government partnership develop a new country strategic opportunities
programme (COSOP) and design future projects. This CPE has been prepared
based on the overall provisions of the IFAD Evaluation Policy? and follows IOE’s
methodology and processes for CPEs as per the 2009 Evaluation Manual.? This is
the second CPE for India: the first was conducted in 2009 and the report published
in 2010 (2010 CPE). IFAD prepared its first COSOP for India in 2001, the second in
2005 and the third and latest in 2011.

Overview of the IFAD-supported programme. India is the largest portfolio of
IFAD-supported operations. IFAD’s Executive Board approved its first loan to India
in 1979 (table 1). Since then, IFAD has financed 27 projects through 31 loans
(US$928.6 million) for a portfolio that has a total estimated cost of US$2.6 billion.
The national counterpart funding (either at central or state level) has been
US$711.4 million (27.4 per cent of total portfolio costs). External donor cofinancing
mainly took place until the beginning of the last decade* to a level of

US$364 million or 14 per cent of portfolio and this has come principally from

the World Bank (250 million) and the Department for International Development
(DFID) (74 million). The balance funding (approximately US$596 million) came
from national sources (e.g. national financial institutions, Sir Ratan Tata Trust) and
beneficiaries’ contributions. IFAD opened its country office in New Delhi in 2001 (in
the World Food Programme [WFP] premises) which now has three professional staff
members. In 2011 IFAD submitted to the Government of India a request to outpost
the country programme manager (CPM), reaching a final agreement in June 2015.

In addition to loans, since 2009, IFAD has also approved 23 grants for an amount
of US$9.5 million, of which three were country-specific and the remaining twenty,
under the global/regional window, including activities in India (annex III).”

Methodology and process

Focusing on the time framework 2010-2015 (i.e. after the previous CPE),® the
present CPE assesses three pillars of the country programme: (i) the performance
and impact of the portfolio of programmes and projects supported by IFAD's loans;
(ii) the performance and results of non-lending activities in India: policy dialogue,
knowledge management and partnership-building; (iii) relevance and effectiveness
of the 2011 COSOP (with references to previous COSOPs when necessary).

This CPE examines the portfolio of programme and projects on the basis of the
internationally recognized evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency,
rural poverty impact — including impacts on household income and assets, human
and social capital empowerment, food security and agricultural productivity, natural
resources and the environment (including climate change), and institutions and

' EB/2014/113/R.2.

% Available at: http:/www.ifad.org/evaluation/policy/new_policy.htm.

® http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/process_methodology/doc/manual.pdf.

* According to IFAD's Asia and the Pacific Division (APR), this is largely due to guidance received from the Ministry of
Finance of India on cofinancing.

® According to the data provided by APR which have been double-checked by the CPE.

® This means that all the lending operations that were ongoing or that closed between 2010 and 15 were assessed. Of
the operations assessed, the CPE traced the historical trajectory, even before 2010.
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policies, as well as other IFAD-specific criteria, including sustainability, gender
equality and women's empowerment, and innovation and scaling up (definitions in
annex V). It also assesses the performance of partners (IFAD and the Government
of India) by examining how each fulfilled the tasks expected of them in their
contribution to the design, execution, supervision, implementation- support, and
monitoring and evaluation of the specific projects.

Table 1
Overview of the IFAD-supported programme in India

First IFAD-funded project 1979

Total projects approved/loan-funded 27 projects (31 loans)

Total amount of IFAD financing US$928.6 million

Lending terms

Government counterpart funding
International cofinancing amount

National foundation, finance institutions,
beneficiary contribution

Total portfolio cost

Currently: blend terms (25 years maturity, five-year grace
period, 1.25% fixed rate per annum plus 0.75% service charge

US$711.4 million

US$364 million

US$596 million

US$2 600 million

Focus of operations

Main international cofinanciers World Bank (US$250 million) and DFID (US$74 million)
Number of ongoing loans/projects 10 loans (nine projects)
Total amount of grants (IFAD contribution) US$30.9 million (mostly regional allocations for regional grants)

Country programme manager (in the
period evaluated)

Mr Mattia Prayer Galletti (2007-2010); Mr Nigel Brett (2011-15);
Ms Rasha Omar (from 2016)

Lead agencies In the Government of India, the Department of Economic
Affairs, Ministry of Finance, acts as the coordinating agency at
the central level. For most projects, implementation
responsibility is with state-level agencies. The exception is the
North Eastern Region Community Resource Management
Project for Upland Areas — phase Il (NERCORMP II), for which
implementation responsibility is at the central level (Ministry of
North East Region Development).

Source: FlexCube (June 2014).

Selection of projects to be reviewed. The current CPE closely reviewed thirteen
projects. As established in the approach paper, projects were included if they were
approved or closed after the previous CPE.” Two projects had already been evaluated
by IOE and the CPE extracted information from their evaluations. For the remaining
eleven, IOE examined the results framework of the projects as well as the
implementation progress (based on the documentation and discussions with IFAD’s
staff and the concerned project teams). This helped establish that seven projects could
be assessed according to the full set of project-level evaluation criteria. Instead, three
were only partially evaluable (i.e. relevance, early implementation issues and selected
topics related to innovation and gender) because implementation had started in the
recent years or had experienced delays. Finally, one project was approved in April
2015 and implementation had not started at the time of the CPE main mission. Table 2
summarizes the situation.

This CPE assessed the performance of the non-lending activities by reviewing
the combined efforts of IFAD and the Government of India to promote policy

" Although not included in this evaluation, this CPE also accessed evaluations of older projects such as the first phase
of NERCORMP, Andhra Pradesh Tribal Development Project and National Microfinance Support Programme (covered
by the 2010 CPE). This CPE had access to the notes from the case study conducted in India by the Corporate-level
Evaluation on IFAD’s Institutional Efficiency and Efficiency of IFAD-funded Operations.
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dialogue, knowledge management and partnership-building, as well as the
experience in grant financing. Non-lending activities have been explored both at
the state and central level, given the federal structure of the government. Finally
this CPE has assessed the COSOP performance by analysing the relevance and
effectiveness of the country strategy, taking into account the existing situation at
the time the strategies were elaborated and the evolution. The CPE examined
COSOP effectiveness by reviewing progress made against the initial objectives and
other achievements originally not foreseen.

Table 2
Portfolio coverage of the present CPE

A. Older projects reviewed through past IOE evaluations (full set of project criteria)

- Jharkhand-Chhattisgarh Tribal Development Programme (evaluation conducted in 2014) - JCTDP
- Livelihoods Improvement Project in the Himalayas (evaluation conducted in 2014) - LIPH

B. Projects that have closed in 2015 or are ongoing at an advanced stage (full set of evaluation

criteria applied)

- Convergence of Agricultural Interventions in Maharashtra’s Distressed Districts Programme — CAIM

- Mitigating Poverty in Western Rajasthan Project - MPOWER

- North Eastern Region Community Resource Management Project for Upland Areas — phase Il —
NERCORMP I

- Orissa Tribal Empowerment and Livelihoods Programme - OTELP

- Post-Tsunami Sustainable Livelihoods Programme for the Coastal Communities of Tamil Nadu - PTSLP

- Tejaswini Rural Women's Empowerment Programme - Tejaswini

- Women’s Empowerment and Livelihoods Programme in the mid-Gangetic Plains - WELP

C. Projects at an early implementation stage (only partial evaluability)

- Integrated Livelihood Support Project - ILSP

- Jharkhand Tribal Empowerment and Livelihoods Project - JTELP

- Meghalaya Livelihoods and Access to Markets Project - LAMP

- Odisha Particularly Vulnerable Tribal Groups Empowerment and Livelihoods Improvement
Programme - OPELIP

Source: IOE (2014).

While the CPE assessed each of the three pillars individually, it also examined the
synergies among the various projects and programmes financed by IFAD in India,
including lending and non-lending activities. Accounting for these synergies and
building on the performance of the COSOP, the CPE generated a composite rating
and assessment for the overall IFAD-Government partnership.

The CPE process involved several stages. The preparatory stage entailed
developing the CPE approach paper in May 2015, specifying the evaluation
objectives, methodology, process, timelines, and key questions. The Government
of India (Department of Economic Affairs, Ministry of Finance — DEA) provided
comments on the approach paper. The principal ones are summarized in table A.1,
annex VI.

IOE conducted a desk review of project, non-lending and strategic activities,
generating individual project review notes. These were summarized in a synthesis
desk review paper. A CPE preparatory mission visited India from 8 to 20 June
2015 to discuss the approach paper with key partners and conduct selected field
activities. Representatives of the Government of India and other relevant
institutions were invited to form a Core Learning Partnership, which provided input
to IOE during key stages of the evaluation process. A CPE inception workshop was
held in New Delhi on 11 June 2015, attended by representatives of the
Government of India, international organizations, NGOs and think tanks and was
instrumental in obtaining useful substantive inputs to finalize the approach paper.
On the same day, a workshop was also organized on the findings of the impact
evaluation of the Jharkhand-Chhattisgarh Tribal Development Programme which
provided further insights for the present CPE. The second week of the preparatory
mission was taken to assess two projects in the North-East region of India,



11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

respectively the NERCORMP II and the Livelihoods and Access to Markets Project
(LAMP) in Meghalaya.

Meetings were held at IFAD’s headquarters with the Programme Management
Department of IFAD (Programme Management Department Front Office, Asia and
the Pacific Division, Policy and Technical Advisory Division), Quality Assurance
Group, Controller’s and Finance Services Division and with the International Land
Coalition (a separate organization hosted by IFAD) in July 2015. In addition,
meetings were held with senior managers of the Asian Development Bank in
Manila, in September 2015.

The main mission visited India from 5 October to 2 November 2015. It undertook
initial interviews with IFAD’s country office, government officials, international
organizations, non-governmental organizations, research institutions in the
capital. The team divided into three sub-teams that visited the states of Madhya
Pradesh, Maharashtra, Odisha, Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu and Uttarakhand.® Each sub-
team was assigned to two-three projects. In addition, a sub-team visited the
International Crop Research Institute for Semi-Arid Tropics and the National
Institute of Rural Development in Hyderabad, to discuss national agricultural
research as well as IFAD grant-related topics.

On 2 November 2015, the mission presented its preliminary findings at a wrap-up
meeting chaired by the Ministry of Finance and with representatives of the
Government of India and of IFAD, state authorities and project management
teams. The mission is grateful to IFAD's Asia and the Pacific Division (APR), the
Government (central and state levels), the project teams and other stakeholders
for their strong support throughout the evaluation process.

Comments received during and after the wrap-up meeting have been considered in
preparing the present report. The draft report was first submitted to an internal
IOE peer review and thereafter shared with IFAD and the Government of India in
February 2016. Their comments were taken into consideration by IOE in finalizing
the report. In May 2016, a national roundtable workshop was organized in New
Delhi, with a broad partnership to discuss the main findings and recommendations.

Evidence for this evaluation comes from analysis and triangulation between
multiple sources and data. First, IOE reviewed the available documentation

(e.g. COSOPs, design reports, supervision reports, mid-term reviews, completion
reports, project status reports, and selected IFAD policies), IOE previous
evaluations, IFAD client surveys (2011, 2013 and 2015), as well as reports of
international organizations, studies and articles in peer reviewed journals. Evidence
from existing project evaluations (impact evaluation of the JCTDP and Project
Performance Assessment of LIPH) was integrated in the synthesis desk review and
in the main report. Second, APR-IFAD and the Government prepared self-
assessments at the portfolio, non-lending and strategic levels.

Third, the CPE benefited from annual “outcome surveys” conducted by several
projects. These surveys involve a sample of 200-400 households (of which half
project clients and half comparison - without project) and focus on beneficiaries’
perception of changes in income, assets, food security and other welfare indicators.

Fourth, the CPE team validated pre-existing information through interviews at
IFAD’s headquarters, in New Delhi and in the field. This was done through
individual interviews, focus group discussions (especially farmers, women'’s
associations) and direct observations (e.g. crops, livestock, and equipment). A few

8 Initially, the mission had planned to conduct field visits also in Uttar Pradesh, one of the two states in which the
Women’s Empowerment and Livelihoods Programme in the mid-Gangetic Plains was implemented. However, after
interviewing the implementing agencies (NABARD) at their headquarters in Mumbai, it became clear that it would not
have been possible to conduct field visits in Uttar Pradesh nor to meet any NGO representative or former NABARD
manager involved in the project implementation. These organizations had left project areas and staff had been
redeployed after the project closure in January 2015. The CPE thus used the completion report prepared by the country
office, compounded by interviews with NABARD and other partners as the basis for assessing this project.
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days before fielding the mission, the team also undertook phone-based interviews
to major NGOs in India that had partnered in the recent past with IFAD.

Fifth, during the main mission, field visits were structured so as to include an initial
presentation and final debriefing with the project management team and the state
authorities. The evaluation sub-teams visited project sites and met with
beneficiaries and their associations, non-governmental organizations, private
entrepreneurs as well as representatives of local governments (district, block and
Grahm Panchayat levels). Field visits were not only concerned with project
performance issues but also with non-lending activities at the state level.

Limitations. Within the time and budget available, the CPE could not launch new
large-scale household surveys, although it drew from findings of the impact
evaluation of the Jharkhand-Chhattisgarh Tribal Development Programme, covering
over 8,800 households, which was conducted as a separate exercise. Another
obvious constraint was given by the size of the Indian territory covered by IFAD-
funded operations. Within the resources available, it would not have been possible
to ensure a representative coverage of project sites. ° Instead, field visits allowed
spot-checking of the claims made in the documentation and helped understand the
“causal pathway” of the projects, from their interventions to their results
(achievement of the objectives) to impacts. Also, field visits allowed better
understanding of implementation, institutional and policy issues at the state level.

Key points
e This is the second IFAD CPE in India. The previous one was completed in 2010.

e The main objectives of the CPE are to: (i) assess the performance and impact of the
operations in India; and (ii) generate a series of findings and recommendations to
support formulation of the forthcoming India results-based country strategy
opportunities programme (COSOP), to be prepared by IFAD and the Government of
following completion of the CPE.

e The CPE assessed the project portfolio, non-lending activities, and the performance of
the 2011 COSOP (with references to previous ones when required). Regarding the
loan portfolio, the CPE reviewed thirteen projects of which two closed.

® Random selection of sites was not practical. The mission discussed with project teams in order to visit a mix both
successful and less performing areas and include diverse agro-ecological regions and different groups of beneficiaries.
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Country context

Introduction. This chapter selectively describes features of the country that relate
to the main thrust of IFAD’s operations and of the 2011 COSOP.

India is the seventh largest country in the world and the second most populous
with 1.3 billion people (2014 mid-point). The fertility rate is approaching the
“replacement level”: it was estimated at 2.4 live births per woman in 2013, down
from 5.5 in 1970. The population is estimated to have grown by 1.3 per cent in the
period of 2008-13 (Population Reference Bureau, 2014). The 1950 Constitution of
India established the country as a parliamentary democracy describing it as a
‘union of states’.

Soon after independence in 1947, India followed a mixed economy model and
actively pursued a policy of import substitution. The annual GDP growth rate in the
first three decades of 1950-80 averaged 3.7 per cent, but accelerated to

5.9 per cent in 1980-90. After a balance of payments crisis in 1991, India started
changing its economic policy and pursued economic liberalization with a series of
reforms.

In the decade of 2004-2013, GDP grew at an annual average of by 7.5 per cent.
As of 2014, India’s GDP in terms of purchasing power parity was at US$7.3 trillion,
making it the third largest economy in the world. The 2014 per capita gross
national income (Atlas Method) was at US$1570, setting India in the category of
lower-middle income countries (World Bank classification). India adopted a new
GDP series with 2011-12 as the base year. Growth rates in per capita net national
income in constant prices for the years 2012-13, 2013-14 and 2014-15 were

4.4 per cent, 6.8 per cent and 7.4 per cent but these estimates used a different
methodology, hence, are not strictly comparable with the earlier series.

India remains a largely rural country: 72 per cent of the population is rural.
Agriculture sector’s share of GDP declined from 19.4 per cent in 1991 to

17.0 per cent in 2014 but remains of utmost importance on account of: (i) national
food security issues, (ii) food-price led inflationary pressures, (iii) employment
generation; and (iv) emphasis on inclusive growth in India’s development plans.

The rural poor and the vulnerable. The poverty headcount in 2011-12 was
estimated at 25.7 per cent in the rural areas, 13.7 per cent in the urban areas, and
21.9 per cent for the country as a whole (in absolute terms this would mean about
270 million people nationally and 217 million in rural areas). Poverty prevalence
dropped significantly since 2004-2005 when these percentages were 41.8, 25.7,
and 37.2 respectively.!® While poverty is prevalent in almost all states of India, the
four populous states of Bihar, Odisha, Madhya Pradesh, and Uttar Pradesh account
for about 34.6 per cent of India’s total population but have nearly half of total of
India’s poor (see state-specific poverty headcount statistics in table B.4, annex
VI).!! Most of the vulnerable rural population in India comprises the tribal, the
Scheduled Caste, the small and marginal rainfed farmers, landless and agricultural
workers and women.!? Most of the tribal populations are spread across central
India in the states of Chhattisgarh, Gujarat, Jharkhand, Madhya Pradesh,
Maharashtra, Odisha, Rajasthan and in the north-eastern states.

1%t is to be noted that the national poverty line in India is lower than the international poverty line, especially now after
the adoption of the new global poverty line of $1.90 per capita per day. See “Global Poverty Measure—The 2015 the
World Bank Poverty Update” by Shaohua Chen, http://pubdocs.worldbank.org/pubdocs/publicdoc/2015/10/
384361445935624146/globalpoverty-1.pdf.

"' India: Defining and Explaining Inclusive Growth and Poverty Reduction, International Monetary Fund:
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ftiwp/2014/wp1463.pdf.

2 Tribal Indian populations, estimated to be 8.6% of the total population or 110 million, are statutorily defined as tribal
populations under Article 342 of the Constitution of India, and other tribal legislations. Identification of tribal populations
is state-specific. Within the category of tribal populations, there are 75 groups known as Particularly Vulnerable Tribal
Groups.
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Since independence, successive governments have undertaken progressive
legislative measures and intervened to enhance the well-being of marginalized
groups such as Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes and expand their
participation in economic and political processes. However, their poverty prevalence
remains above national averages: for Scheduled Tribes, poverty prevalence in the
rural areas was 45.3 per cent in 2011/12, and for Scheduled Castes, 31.5 per cent.

In 2011, the government conducted a socio-economic and caste census and the
provisional results have been recently released.!® This census covered 640,000
households in 640 districts, addressing the multi-dimensionality of poverty and
providing a unique opportunity for convergent, evidence-based planning. Data
structure was designed to facilitate evidence-based selection, the prioritization of
development programmes and targeting of beneficiaries. The resulting overview
profile is given in table 3 highlighting that almost half of the rural household
suffered from one of the contemplated forms of deprivation.

Table 3
A profile of rural households and the nature of their deprivation

Total rural households in the country 179.1 million  Share of rural households
Total households with any of the below six forms of deprivation 86.9 million 48.6%
Landless households deriving major earnings from manual labour 53.7 million 30.0%
Household with no literate adult above age 25 42.1 million 23.5%
Scheduled caste/Scheduled Tribe households 38.6 million 21.5%
Households with only one room, kuccha walls and kuccha roof (broadly 23.7 million 13.2%
equivalent to mud walls and thatched roof)

Female headed households with no male between ages 16 and 59 6.9 million 3.9%
Households with differently able member with no other able-bodied adult 0.72 million 0.4%

Source: Extracted from Government of India. “Provisional Data of Socio Economic and Caste Census (SECC) for Rural
India Released” Press Information Bureau, July 3, 2015.

High prevalence of child malnutrition. According to The India Health Report -
Nutrition 2015, prevalence of stunting for children under five years was

38.7 per cent and wasting 15.1 per cent nationally.'® The same report found that
under-nutrition among the youth and adults was substantial too: 44.7 per cent of
adolescent girls (15-18 years) had body mass index (BMI) below 18.5.
Micronutrient deficiencies were rampant among children and adults, with

55.3 per cent of women in the 15-49 age group suffering from anaemia.

National development schemes. As mentioned, starting from 1951, India’s
development efforts have been guided by its five year plans. Reduction of poverty
as a priority came forth starting from the fifth five year plan in 1974. The ongoing
12" five year plan began in 2012.%° India’s efforts at rural development and poverty
alleviation are articulated in its numerous rural development schemes. There are
centrally sponsored schemes in India that cater to target groups comprising the
poor, the Scheduled Castes, the Scheduled Tribes and women, implemented
through the central ministries responsible for rural development, agriculture and
allied activities. Implementation rests with state government and their support is
essential for the effectiveness of these programmes.

The employment guarantee scheme under the Mahatma Gandhi Rural Employment
Guarantee Programme (MNREGS) is the largest with an allocation of INR 340 billion

¥ See Government of India Report on the Socio-economic and Caste Census (SECC). 2011. (secc.gov.in).

 WHO defines stunting as: having a height (or length)-for-age more than 2 SD below the median of the NCHS/WHO
international reference. Wasting is defined as having below minus two standard deviations from median weight for
height of reference population.

'3 This is likely to be the last Five Year Plan. In May 2014 the former Planning Commission was replaced by the Niti
(National Institution for Transforming India) Ayog which has a different (advisory) role.
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in 2014-15. During 2013-14 (the latest complete year for which data are
available), employment was provided for 2.2 billion person-days. Women
accounted for about 52.8 per cent of these while the mandatory requirement for
women is 33 per cent. These workers earned about INR 132.7 per day (a little
more than US$2 per day). Participation of the Scheduled Caste and Scheduled Tribe
households is generally about 37-38 per cent under the scheme, while they
account for about 21-22 per cent of the total population.'®

In terms of the financial allocations, other big programmes include a housing and
shelter improvement programme costing INR 160 billion in 2014-15, National
Social Assistance Programme costing INR 106.4 billion, the Integrated Child
Development Services, providing food and primary healthcare to children under 6
years of age and their mothers (during the 2012-13 fiscal year, the Indian central
government spent US$2.4 billion on this programme) and the National Rural
Livelihood Mission (NRLM) costing INR 40 billion. Finally the Public Distribution
System Food Security Subsidy had a cost of INR 1,250 billion (or US$20.83 billion
in 2013). Table B.5 in annex VI provides a list of the major national programmes.

Fiscal devolution and decentralized development administration. Since
Independence, India has been practicing a mix of the centre and state-level
administration in its development programmes. Since the 1990s, amendments in
the Constitution empowered local governments (commonly referred to as
Panchayat Raj Institutions or PRIs). The present government is emphasizing
greater devolution of funds and powers to the states and local government levels,
generally described as “cooperative federalism”. Following the recommendations of
the Fourteenth Finance Commission, a much larger envelope of financial resources
is being transferred to the state governments, and, more importantly, states are
being allowed a larger leeway in opting for different development programs and
implementing them as per their own discretion. As a result, states are emerging as
the nodal point for much of the development administration in the country.

The PRIs (village, block and district levels) are crucial for implementing
programmes for the rural poor, women, and vulnerable groups. Bottom-up
development programmes emerging from the grass-roots (e.g. village level
committees, village development plans, gram-sabhas and gram-panchayats) need
support, resources and sustenance from higher PRI levels. With growing
participation of women in PRIs, development plans and programs are expected to
become more responsive to the felt needs of the population.

Given the vast scope of development activities in the rural regions, the public
sector alone cannot be expected to provide all the development support
throughout India. Civil society and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) have
a vital role not only to complement state support but also to bring in NGOs’ own
approach and civil society’s vision to bear on development programmes. There is
also an increasing role for the private sector: a recent addition to the Indian
Companies Act stipulates that large companies (private or public) should earmark
a portion of their profits (2 per cent) for “corporate social responsibility” activities.

Agriculture accounts for about 60 per cent of the total income of agricultural
households!” in the rural areas of India.'® Indian agriculture is characterized by

'8 Government of India. 2015. Annual Report 2014-15. New Delhi: Niti Aayog. Pages 109-110
http://niti.gov.in/mgov_file/annual-reports/Niti_annual report(2014-15).pdf.

" An agricultural household for this survey was defined as a household receiving some value of produce of more than
INR 3,000/- from agricultural activities (e.g. cultivation of field crops, horticultural crops, fodder crops, plantation, animal
husbandry, poultry, fishery, piggery, bee-keeping, vermiculture, sericulture) and having at least one member self-
employed in agriculture, either in the principal status or in subsidiary status during last 365 days. However, entirely
agricultural labour households and households receiving income entirely from coastal fishing, dedicated to the activities
of rural artisans and agricultural services were not considered agricultural households and were kept outside the scope
of the survey.

'8 Key Indicators of Situation of Agricultural Households in India, National Sample Survey Office, 2013:
http://mospi.nic.in/mospi_new/upload/Kl 70 33 19dec14.pdf.
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high fragmentation of landholdings. The average size of a landholding in 2010-11
was 1.16 ha, compared to 1.84 ha in 1980-81. Marginal and small landholdings®®
account for 44 per cent of the total operational holdings. The diminishing size of
landholdings is not conducive to investments in modern inputs, such as new seed
varieties, fertilizers, pesticides, and the deployment of labor saving implements in
cultivation, especially when farmers do not have easy access to credit.?°

In terms of agricultural produce, rice, wheat, and coarse cereals are the main food
crops by cultivated area and share in total production, while sugarcane and cotton
are the main cash crops. In the past 40 years, yields of cereals, roots and tubers,
and fibre crops have been growing at an annual compound rate of about

2 per cent, while yields of vegetables at 1.5 per cent and pulses’ at less than

0.5 per cent per annum have been lagging behind, contributing to the supply-
demand imbalance. These imbalances sometimes result in spikes in prices of staple
food. Yet, as of 2013, the Indian yields of these crops were mostly at par with the
average yields of South Asia, although lower than world averages (FAOStat 2015,
see also tables A.2 and A.3 annex VI). However, productivity varies dramatically
across states and districts, and even within the same agro-climatic zone.

Creditably, India has maintained self-sufficiency in cereal production. However, net
availability of cereals in 2012 (the latest year for which data are available) at
408.6 grams was slightly lower than in 1971 (417.6 grams). Per capita availability
of pulses (an important source of protein) declined from 51.2 grams to 41.7 grams
between 1971 and 2012.%

Rainfed agriculture. India has the largest area under rainfed farming in the
world. Rain-fed areas tend to be poorer and marginalized, with a higher
concentration of Scheduled Tribes. About 42 per cent of cropped areas under rice
comes from rainfed farming; for pulses the proportion is 77 per cent, for oilseeds
66 and for coarse cereals 85. It is estimated that, even after achieving the full
irrigation potential, nearly 50 per cent of the net cultivated area would remain
dependent on rainfall and 40 per cent of the additional food grain supply would
have to come from rainfed areas.?? Climate change threatens to add further to
uncertainty and variability of agricultural production.

However, policies to address productivity of rainfed agriculture have received less
attention than deserved. The continued low-productivity of rainfed agriculture at
such a large scale ends up dampening the overall growth rate of agriculture in
India. It also causes high variability to annual food production, which adversely
affects the poor and vulnerable population in particular. The government on the
other hand has to maintain huge stocks of food grains to smoothen the
consumption of the population in case of erratic monsoon rains. As of January
2015, the government was carrying a huge food stock of 61.6 million tonnes,
compared to the stipulated norm of 21.4 million tonnes.

The share of key states accounting for more than 75 per cent of the total rainfed
area is shown in Figure 1. Recognizing this problem, and the importance of rainfed
agriculture in ensuring food supply, the National Rainfed Area Authority was
established in November 2006. The present government is renewing efforts to
make it functional.

Depletion and degradation of natural resources. The deteriorating quality of
soil and water is seriously challenging agriculture sector’s long-term prospects,

19 Agriculture census of 2010-11 categorizes landholding into five categories of Marginal (below 1 ha), Small (1-2 ha),
Semi-Medium (2-4 ha), Medium (4-10 ha) and Large (above 10 ha).

% For a comprehensive database on Indian agriculture, see Government of India, Ministry of Agriculture, Department of
Agriculture and Cooperation, Directorate of Economics and Statistics, 2015. Agricultural Statistics at a Glance 2014,
New Delhi: Oxford.

L Economic Survey 2014-15, Table A.28; also see footnotes 4 and 5 to the table.

2 Report of the XII Plan Working Group on Natural Resource Management and Rainfed Farming, Planning commission
of India: http://planningcommission.gov.in/aboutus/committee/wrkgrp12/agriiwg NRM Farming.pdf.
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especially in the context of oncoming climate changes. Groundwater irrigation has
accounted for 70 per cent of the irrigation needs of the country. This has led to the
severe depletion of groundwater reserves and related issues such as
increased soil salinity. Land degradation affects wide swathes of land. As per
estimates of the Indian Council of Agricultural Research (2010), out of a total
geographical area of 328.73 million ha, about 120.40 million ha of land are affected
by various types of land degradation resulting in annual soil loss of about 5.3 billion
tonnes through erosion.

Figure 1
States with large rainfed area

Rainfed area, million ha

Maharashtra
Rajasthan
Madhya Pradesh
Karnataka B Rainfed area, million ha
Andhra

Guijarat

0 5 10 15

Source: CPE Mission Team, based on data of the Government of India 2014-15 Economic Survey

Bridging the productivity differentials between the irrigated and rainfed areas could
have helped address a number of other sectoral and national development issues
simultaneously, in addition to relieving stress on irrigation systems, groundwater
levels, electricity consumption and public subsidies. %> While reliance on policy
instruments like minimum support price played its role in sustaining a high-level of
food production, the breathing space provided by food self-sufficiency has not been
utilized to cater to the long-term productivity of the sector by supporting rainfed
agriculture and improving watershed management practices in the country. On the
contrary, continued dependence on minimum support price for rice and wheat have
worsened the vulnerability of the rural poor as noted in the first 2014-15 Economic
Survey.**

A new scheme called Prime Minister’s Krishi Sinchai Yojana (or Prime Minister’s
Agriculture Irrigation Plan) has been launched from July 2015. It amalgamates a
number of already existing irrigation and water management programmes. The
main objective is to achieve: (i) convergence of investments in irrigation at the
field level, (ii) expand cultivable area under assured irrigation, (iii) improve on-
farm water use efficiency to reduce wastage of water, and (iv) enhance the
adoption of precision-irrigation and other water saving technologies. It plays on the

2 Although food subsidy programmes have existed for many decades in India, they have expanded in the past ten
years, becoming the largest in the world. In 2013, it was estimated that over 61 million tons of cereals, procured from
farmers at a minimum support price would be delivered to 820 million people at highly subsidized prices. The
minimum support price more than doubled between 2002 and 2013, creating incentives for farmers to grow rice and
wheat. In the literature on the topic, some of the aspects highlighted are the high cost of this programme for the public
budget (nearly 1 per cent of GDP and 4-5 per cent of agricultural GDP, nearly nine times higher than agricultural
research and development expenditures), high cost of grain storage and distribution, market distortions and unclear
effects on calorie and protein intake.See Kishore, A., P. K. Joshi and J. Hoddinot (2014), A Novel Approach to Food
Security, In 2013 Global Food Policy Report, 29-41, IFPRI, Washington D.C.

2 “High minimum support for rice and wheat distort crop choice, leading to water-intensive cultivation in areas where
water tables have been dropping like a stone, and ultimately induce greater price volatility in non-MSP [minimum
support price] supported crops. This hurts consumers, especially poor households who have volatile incomes and lack
the assets to weather economic shocks. High MSPs also penalize risk taking by farmers who have ventured into non-
traditional crops.” Economic Survey, p. 25.
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slogan “More crop per drop.” Every district will prepare its own district irrigation
plan to be consolidated at the state level.

Post-harvest management of agricultural produce. The marketing and post-
harvest supply chain of agriculture products is characterized by high levels of
wastage. It is estimated that 40 per cent of the fruits and vegetables produced are
lost in the post-harvest stages.?® Lack of appropriate storage and transportation
facilities, poor processing facilities, multiple intermediaries, and low farm-gate
prices are some major constraints faced in the marketing chain. In addition,
current technology for post-harvest management adds to women’s drudgery. The
current government is taking steps to hasten the creation of an all-India
agricultural produce market. A fair and well-functioning market system is necessary
to encourage the participation of the rural poor.

Livestock provides supplementary income to 70 per cent of all rural households.?®

The livestock sector has grown 4 per cent annually over the last two decades and
currently contributes about 22.4 per cent of the GDP in the agriculture sector?’
within which dairy farming accounts for two-thirds of the output.?® At 132.5 million
tonnes of liquid milk in 2012-13, India is the largest world producer, mainly from
smallholder production.?

At the central level, policy direction of agriculture sector falls under the
purview of the Ministry of Agriculture and Farmers Welfare. However, agriculture
also falls in the state list of the constitution thus entrusting a major share of
responsibilities in the sector to individual states. The agriculture extension system
in India is comprised of public and private sector players. Within the public sector,
state governments hold the responsibility for rendering extension services. A
variety of institutions exists, such as state departments of agriculture, state
agriculture universities and Krishi Vigyan Kendras (Farmer Science Centres).

As noted, the government of India also implements national rural development
schemes through various line ministries. Large programmes such as the NRLM and
the Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment Guarantee Programme have the
Ministry of Rural Development as the nodal central agency and are implemented
with differing modalities by various states.

India’s role in the aid architecture and South-South cooperation. According
to available sources, India has received approximately US$31.5 billion (current
prices, 2012) as Country Programmable Aid*° in the period 2006-13.3! The largest
donors have been Japan, International Development Association-World Bank, and
the Asian Development Bank (ADB). Other donors include Germany, United
Kingdom, European Union, United States of America, France, the United Nations
Children's Fund and GAVI. The majority of bilateral donors have downsized their
cooperation programme in the past ten years. In 2013, the net aid was

$2.43 billion, about US$2 per capita. Recent data suggest that 71 per cent of
external aid has been earmarked for economic infrastructure and 21 for social
infrastructure including education and health.

Box 1 in annex VI presents a brief profile of cooperation agencies with activities in
the rural sector in India (World Bank, ADB, Food and Agriculture Organization of

% Case Study on Potential for Scaling Up: “Waste to Wealth by Incubating Mini Cold Storage Technology Ventures” in
India: http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTARD/Resources/335807-1338987609349/IndiaCaseStudy.pdf.

% Agro-industries characterization and appraisal: Dairy in India: http://www.fao.org/docrep/016/ap299e/ap299e.pdf.

" National Dairy Development Board, Facts at a Glance, accessed on 07/04/2015:
http://www.nddb.org/English/Pages/Facts-at-Glance.aspx.

8 Demand-Led Transformation of the Livestock Sector in India, World Bank: http://www-
wds.worldbank.org/external/default/\WDSContentServer/WDSP/I1B/2012/05/25/000333037_20120525000858/Rendered/
PDF/689010ESWO0P0990theOLivestockOsetcor.pdf.

* National Dairy Development Board, Facts at a Glance, accessed on 07/04/2015:
http://www.nddb.org/English/Pages/Facts-at-Glance.aspx.

% Country Programmable Assistance reflects the amount that is subjected to multi-year planning.

¥ OECD DAC: http://stats.oecd.org/BrandedView.aspx?oecd bv_id=dev-data-en&doi=data-00072-en.
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the United Nations [FAO], WFP and the Gesellschaft flir Internationale
Zusammenarbeit [GIZ]). ADB started financing agricultural interventions only
five-six years ago and agriculture is considered as the most challenging part of the
portfolio, particularly due to protracted implementation delays. The World Bank is
inter alia financing integrated watershed management programmes and the NRLM
scheme. FAO is involved in various forms of technical cooperation to programme
design and implementation, with international development agencies (notably the
World Bank), governmental agencies and NGOs. WFP in India is now acting as a
technical cooperation agency to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of public
food procurement and distribution systems.

India has also progressively participated in South-South cooperation. Because of
gaps in OECD-DAC reporting, the exact size of the same is not known. In 2015-
2016 Government Budget, an amount of US$1.6 billion was set aside for
cooperation. Approximately 84 per cent of this is to be directed towards
neighbouring countries in South Asia, of which Bhutan alone is estimated to
receive 64 per cent of the funding®? with Nepal and Afghanistan also as major
recipients.??

Indian foreign aid is rendered through a combination of grants, lines of credit, and
technical cooperation via multiple institutions such as EXIM Bank, the Ministry of
External Affairs, and other line ministries and national institutions. In addition to
South Asia, India has also started to channel resources to Africa. In this context, it
is estimated that in the decade leading up to 2013, India extended about

US$9.5 billion of concessional lines of credit, of which 23.6 percent was directed
to Africa. The recently concluded African conference in October 2015 is expected
to have raised the mutual support further.

Key points

e The Indian economy registered high annual growth rates of 6-7 per cent since the
early 1980s, growth rate accelerated since the turn of the millennium, helping reduce
poverty. However, India continues to be a lower-middle income category per World
Bank classification. Although the share of agriculture in GDP continues to decline, the
sector remains of utmost importance on account of: (i) national food security issues,
(ii) food-price led inflationary pressures, (iii) employment generation opportunities,
and (iv) emphasis on inclusive growth in India’s development plans.

e Poverty is particularly severe and pervasive in rural areas, notably for Scheduled
Tribes and castes, the small and marginal rainfed farmers and women. Child
malnutrition (stunting) rates have also been high. There are many large public
schemes to fight poverty, among the largest in the world.

e Indian agriculture made commendable achievements in food production self-
sufficiency, largely through the adoption of high-yielding varieties, bio-chemical
fertilizers and tubewell irrigation. Public subsidies played an important role. Increases
in agricultural production, however, had only limited impact in the rainfed areas.
Their dependence on erratic monsoon rains continues to be a source of risk. At
present, the agricultural sector is facing new difficulties due to deteriorating quality of
soil and water availability. Rain-fed agriculture can be a more attractive option in
terms of sustainable development goals, provided its productivity can be enhanced.

e Post-harvest wastages of food are unacceptably high. The government is rightly
emphasizing improved market linkages and commercial practices to enhance
efficiency in the sector, by establishing an all-India agricultural market.

% A substantial part of the foreign aid to Bhutan goes towards building of hydropower dams from which electricity is
sold back to India.

* |ndia's 2015-16 foreign aid budget: Where the money is going: https://www.devex.com/news/india-s-2015-16-foreign-
aid-budget-where-the-money-is-going-85666.
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Overview of the IFAD - supported operations and
evolution of the country strategy

IFAD produced its first Country Strategic Opportunities Programme (COSOP) for
India in 2001, the second in 2005 and the third and latest in 2011.3* Since 2005,
at IFAD, allocations to countries for lending and for country-specific grants follow a
Performance-based allocation system.3 Allocations are made on a three-year
period and adjusted annually. The actual allocations to India have been as follows:
(i) PBAS 2007-2009: US$92 million (in this period US$72 million worth loans were
approved); (ii) PBAS 2010-2012: US$141 million (US$141 million loans
approved); (iii) PBAS 2013-2015: US$131.4 million (US$131.4 million loans
approved). The latest project (OPELIP) was approved by the IFAD’s Executive
Board in April 2015.

The 2010 CPE found that IFAD’s partnership with the Government of India had
made a satisfactory contribution to the objective of reducing rural poverty. A
prominent element of that partnership was the focus on poor women and tribal
communities, an area of expertise for IFAD. While the assessment of portfolio
performance was overall satisfactory, the 2010 CPE assessed the non-lending
activities as moderately satisfactory. Given that IFAD-supported projects had
come up with broadly effective project intervention modalities, the CPE found that
operational experience and expertise had not translated into knowledge
management, partnerships and policy dialogue in a commensurate manner. The
CPE argued that one of the weakest areas had been the promotion of partnerships
(the main gaps were with line ministries, international cooperation agencies and
private sector organizations).

The 2010 CPE recommendations may be summarized in the following clusters:

a) Recommendations to improve programmatic efficiency: reducing the
geographic coverage of the portfolio, reducing the number of loans but
increasing their average size.

b) Strengthen partnerships with the Government: (i) at the central level (more
interaction with sectoral line Ministries); (ii) at the state level by better
articulating IFAD-funded projects with public programmes implemented there
and involving more the state actors in the programme design.

c) Strengthen the non-lending activities (policy dialogue, partnerships and
knowledge management) and allocate financial resources both for activities
centred around operations in the country as well as for exchanges with other
countries where IFAD is active (South-South cooperation). A related
recommendation was to strengthen IFAD’s representation in the country,
including the out-posting of the CPM, as well as establishing a “regional hub”.

d) In terms of thematic priorities, more attention to sustainable smallholder
agriculture and to the promotion of innovation and their scaling up in rural
finance (e.g. crop insurance, transfer of remittances to the poorest), agriculture
(pro-poor drought and pest resistant agriculture technology), and use of
information and telecommunications to link the poor to markets.

3 Until 2006, COSOP stood for Country Strategic Opportunities Paper. Since 2006 it has stood for Country Strategic
Opportunities Programme.

% The formula for the performance-based allocation contains two blocks: (i) country needs (rural population, GNI per
capita); (ii) country performance (portfolio at risk, International Development Association resource allocation index and
rural sector performance). These result in scores used for the allocation. In India, scores have been discussed annually
between IFAD and the Ministry of Finance. India’s actual allocation is lower than the one resulting from the application
of the formula (capping), as IFAD considers that there would be absorption capacity issues.
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e) Finally the CPE recommended that the government address the issue of high
turn-over of project directors and senior staff. It also foresaw IOE’s
engagement in support to evaluation capacity development, if requested by
the Government.>®

As argued further below in this report, the recommendations of the previous CPE
are largely reflected in the 2011 COSOP (chapter VII is dedicated to the COSOP
and annex VII presents more in detail the follow up to the recommendations).

The key elements of the 2011 COSOP for India are presented in table 4. The
COSOP had two objectives: (i) contributing to enhanced access to agricultural
technology and natural resource; and (ii) contributing to enhanced access to
financial services and value chains for the target group, which comprises tribal
communities, smallholder farmers, landless people, women, and unemployed
youth, in poor agricultural areas of selected states.

Continued targeting of disadvantaged groups but geographic retrenching
and saturation approach. Compared with the 2005 COSOP, the 2011 COSOP
restated and reinforced the previous strategic directions towards serving the
poorest areas and people in the country, using its “traditional” approaches, but
with an update in terms of focusing on innovations (see chapter 1V, section on
Innovation). In response to the 2011 CPE findings and recommendations, the
COSOP 2011 proposed: (i) to reduce the number of future project pipeline with
increasing average loan size; (ii) not to extend coverage to new states but finance
new projects in the same states where projects are already funded; (iii) within the
intervention states, adopt a “saturation approach”, covering all suitable target
areas in a given district before moving to another district. These measures were
expected to avoid portfolio dispersion at the national level and at the sub-state
level. The gender dimension followed the same thematic/sub-sectoral priorities as
in the rest of the programme.

As recommended by the 2010 CPE, IFAD sought to outpost the CPM to New Delhi
but the formal procedure to have it approved by the Government was lengthy and
an agreement was reached only in June 2015.3” Regarding the establishment of a
regional office, in 2010 IFAD Management stated that this would not be feasible
until the Executive Board’s approval of the new country presence policy, slated for
2011. The policy was presented to the Board in May 2011. In December 2013
IFAD also presented to the Executive Board a Country Presence Strategy.®® In
2013, APR started developing a regional hub concept for its country office of India
(see also chapter V).

The COSOP 2011 provided for periodical review of the country programme to be
done by the Government and IFAD at least annually. In fact, consultations on the
country programme implementation have taken place twice to four times per year
since 2011.

Compared to the previous one, the 2011 COSOP makes more explicit reference to
future investments in agricultural technologies, farming system development and
support to value chains. Targeting mechanisms are also better articulated,
benefiting from guidance of the IFAD Targeting Policy, prepared in 2006, i.e. after
the 2005 COSOP.

% There was an initial request from the Government to IOE to support the newly-created Independent Evaluation Office
attached to the Planning Commission of India. However, when this office and later the Planning Commission were
disbanded in 2014, the request was not renewed.

%7 pfter the signature of the Agreement at Completion Point by the Government of India (April 2011), interactions
started between IFAD and the Government on a host country agreement (between late 2011 and April 2014 when the
same was signed by the Cabinet) which was a condition for out-posting. In August 2014 the Government of India
approved the creation of a post of country representative for India. Further interactions were necessary, inter alia
because IFAD needed to be gazetted as a tax-free organization.

* The 2013 country presence strategy contemplated the possibility of establishing sub-regional hubs, although the
India regional hub was not specifically contemplated.
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Table 4

Main elements of the 2011 COSOPs (and 2005 COSOP for comparison)

2005 COSOP

2011 COSOP

Strategic
Objectivesa

Geographic priority

Sub
sector/thematic
focus

Opportunities for
innovation

Target groups and
targeting approach

. . b
Gender dimension

Country
programme
management

e Grass-roots institution-building and the
institutional strengthening of support
agencies

e Promoting and securing the access of
marginalized groups to resources

e Promoting the diversification of
livelihood opportunities within the on-farm
and off-farm sector

Mid-Gangetic Plains (Bihar, Uttar
Pradesh), North-East, Coastal Areas,
Rajasthan, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra
and Tamil Nadu

Empowerment, social capital; micro
finance and income generation;
livelihoods and natural resources
management; rural infrastructure; coastal
areas resource management;
sustainable agriculture and market
linkages.

Not treated specifically in the
COSOP

Scheduled Tribes, Scheduled Castes,
women, coastal fishery communities

Not treated specifically

Overall goal: improve income and food security of
poor households in project area.

Objectives:

1. Increased access to agricultural technologies and
natural resources.

2. Increased access to financial services and value
chains.

In addition: cross-cutting objective: share knowledge
and learning on poverty reduction and nutritional
security, with a particular focus on tribal communities,
smallholder farming households, landless people,
women and unemployed youth.

Rainfed areas of the following states (where IFAD

already has operations): Jharkhand, Chhattisgarh,
Orissa, Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh and
Rajasthan

Enhance convergence with state-funded programmes

(i) farming systems based on the sustainable use of
natural resources; (ii) a careful review of risk-coping
mechanisms, giving priority to risk-minimizing
strategies and low-cost production systems;

(iii) provision of micro insurance services; and

(iv) access to payments for environmental services.

(i) Renewable energy; (ii) Resilience to climate
change; (iii) Remittances and micro insurance;
(iv) Fair and effective value chains; (iv) ICT for
blending local and modern knowledge.

Focus on inclusion. Target group comprises the
poorest, most marginalized and remotest poor rural
people in rainfed areas: (i) tribal communities;

(il) smallholder farmers; (iii) landless people;

(iv) women; and (v) unemployed youth.

Targeting mechanisms: self-targeting (promoting
technologies and activities of interest for the poor),
covering all household in poor communities, demand-
led approaches and competitive mechanisms.

- Skill-building, entrepreneurship promotion and
employability enhancement

- Promotion of micro and small enterprises
supported by business development services,
financial services and favourable access to
markets.

- Mobilizing women into organized structures,
building their awareness, skills and capacities for
empowerment,

- Supporting capacity-building and leadership
development programs for women representatives in
governance and other bodies as mandated by law.

- Promotion of the Right To Information Act and
encouraging its use.

CPM to be based at IFAD headquarters. Country
office to continue its support to direct supervision and
work on knowledge management.

COSOP monitoring based on its result framework,
with Joint Review Missions taking place at least
annually between IFAD and the Government. Country
programme management team to include CPM,
country office, project directors, Government.

¥ Note that the 2005 COSOP did not have strategic objectives (these were introduced in 2006 with the new
standardized COSOP format). It had “major strategic thrusts”.

b Note that the main COSOP document does not deal specifically with gender-specific topics but the same are
explained in the “key file” in an annex.
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A brief profile of the loan-projects considered in this CPE is presented below for the
convenience of the reader. The majority of the projects were approved under the
purview of the 2001 and 2005 COSOP or earlier.

Large projects by IFAD standards with high leveraging ratios. Ten out of
thirteen projects reviewed by this CPE had a total estimated cost envelope higher
than US$60 million which is large by IFAD’s standards and seven projects had total
cost above US$100 million. Taking 2009 as a cut-off point, it can be noted that
average loan size increased from US$35.5 million in projects approved before that
date to US$60.5 afterwards. There is also considerable leveraging of funds: the
ratio of the estimated project cost to IFAD loan size was on average 2.6 for the
whole period and slightly higher (2.8) since 2009. A caveat is that a part of the
project cost estimates was imputed to the expected contributions from national
financial institutions. This was conjectural at the time of project approval. Data on
actual figures are not easily available®® but it is known that state-owned banks
were far less responsive than expected (see under Effectiveness, chapter IV).

Projects approved under the 2001 COSOP or before

Jharkhand and Chhattisgarh Tribal Development Project (JCTDP) was approved in
1999 and closed in 2010 in Chhattisgarh and in 2012 in Jharkhand. It covered two
states with two separate implementation units and had a total estimated cost of
US$41.7 million (IFAD loan of US$22.9 million). It included two main components:
beneficiary empowerment and (mainly agricultural) livelihood systems.

Orissa Tribal Empowerment and Livelihoods Programme (OTELP) was approved in
2002, with the initial loan closed in 2015 and a supplementary loan approved in
2013 and closing in 2016. The total estimated cost was US$106.1 million (IFAD
loans for US$35 million). The two main components are for capacity-building for
empowerment and (mainly agricultural) livelihood enhancement.

Livelihood Improvement Project in the Himalayas (LIPH) was approved in 2003 and
closed in 2013, with total estimated costs of US$83.4 (IFAD loan of US$40 million).
It covered two states (Meghalaya and Uttarakhand) with two separate
implementation units. The main component clusters were for capacity-building for
communities and support organizations, agricultural livelihood development and
rural finance.

Post-Tsunami Sustainable Livelihoods Programme for the Coastal Communities of
Tamil Nadu (PTSLP) was approved in 2005, the original loan was closed in 2014 but
a supplementary loan, approved in 2006, will close in 2017. The total estimated
cost is US$68.6 million (combined IFAD loans for US$30 million). Originally
conceived as a post-disaster rehabilitation intervention, it was later redesigned and
included a wide gamut of interventions from coastal area management, rural
finance and risk transfer instruments, employment generation and skill training,
community-based sea safety and disaster management.

Tejaswini Rural Women’s Empowerment Project (Tejaswini) was approved in 2005
and is still ongoing (foreseen closure in 2018, also due to a supplementary loan
approved in 2014), with total estimated costs of US$223.7 million (IFAD loan of
US$54.4 million). It covered selected districts in two states (Maharashtra and
Madhya Pradesh) with separate implementation units in the two states. The largest
project components were for grass-roots institutional-building, rural finance,
livelihood (mainly agricultural) and enterprise development.

Projects approved under the 2005 COSOP

Women’s Empowerment and Livelihoods Programme in the mid-Gangetic Plains
(WELP) was approved in 2006 and closed prematurely in January 2015 (with a
disbursement rate of 23 per cent). It had total estimated costs of US$52.5 million

% Data from government agencies are difficult to match with project-level data.
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(IFAD loan of US$30.1 million). It covered selected districts in the two states (Uttar
Pradesh and Bihar) with a single implementing agency, the National Bank for
Agriculture and Rural Development (NABARD) based in Mumbai (Maharashtra). The
largest components were for empowerment and capacity-building of communities
and support organizations, and livelihood (mix of agricultural and non-agricultural)
and enterprise development.

Mitigating Poverty in Western Rajasthan Project (MPOWER) was approved in 2008,
with closing initially planned for 2016 but extended up to December 2017. It had
total estimated costs of US$62.5 million (IFAD loan of US$30.3 million and a grant
of US$0.6 million). The largest components were for strengthening of grass-roots
institutions and livelihood (predominantly agricultural) support.

North Eastern Region Community Resource Management Project-phase II
(NERCORMP II) was approved in 2009 and is expected to be closed in 2017. It had
total estimated costs of US$41.3 million (IFAD loan of US$20.2 million). At present,
it is the only case of a project under the responsibility of a federal authority
(Ministry of Development of the North Eastern Region) and active in three states
(Assam, Meghalaya, Manipur) but with a single implementation unit. The largest
components are: capacity-building of communities and NGOs, livelihood
enhancement (predominantly agricultural), rural roads and electrification.

Convergence of Agricultural Interventions in Maharashtra’s Distressed District
Programme (CAIM) was approved in 2009 and is expected to be closed in 2018. It
had total estimated costs of US$118.6 million (IFAD loan of US$41.1 million). The
largest components were for institutional capacity-building and partnerships as well
as for sustainable agriculture and market linkages.

Projects approved under the 2011 COSOP

Integrated Livelihood Support Project (ILSP). Operating in Uttarakhand, it was
approved in 2011, to be closed in 2019. It had total estimated costs of

US$118.6 million (IFAD loan of US$89.9 million). The largest components were for
agricultural development, watershed management, and livelihood finance.

Jharkhand Tribal Empowerment and Livelihoods Project (JTELP) was approved in
2012 and is expected to be closed in 2021. It had total estimated costs of
US$115.5 million (IFAD loan of US$51 million). The largest components were for
community empowerment, integrated natural resource management, and livelihood
support (mostly agricultural).

Livelihood and Access to Markets Project (LAMP). Operating in Meghalaya, this was
approved in 2014 and is expected to be closed in 2023. It had total estimated costs
of US$169.9 million (IFAD loan of US$50 million). The largest components were for
natural resources and food security, and livelihood support (mix of agricultural and
non-agricultural).

Odisha Particularly Vulnerable Tribal Groups Empowerment and Livelihood
Improvement Programme (OPELIP). This has been approved in 2015 and, once it
enters into force, is expected to be closed in 2024. It has total estimated costs of
US$130.4 million (IFAD loan of US$51.2 million). The largest components were for
community empowerment, natural resource management and livelihood
improvement, community infrastructure and drudgery reduction.
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Key points

e IFAD produced its first Country Strategic Opportunities Programme (COSOP) for
India in 2001, its second in 2005 and its third and latest in 2011.

e The latest COSOP reflects the main recommendations of the 2010 CPE. IFAD agreed
to the out posting but the process took about four years before obtaining the final
Government’s approval.

e IFAD’s allocation of resources for investment has hovered around US$45 million per
year in the past six years. By IFAD’s standards, the size of the projects in India is
high (in terms of estimated costs and IFAD’s loan contribution). Moreover, leveraging
ratios are high: for every dollar lent by IFAD, 1.6 dollars were estimated to come
from other sources for the projects considered in this CPE.
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Portfolio performance

Core performance

Relevance

The relevance of IFAD’s portfolio is analysed here in terms of: (i) consistency of
projects’ objectives with the country’s development plans, needs, government’s
policies and IFAD’s strategy; (ii) quality of project design and pertinence of
approaches for achieving the objectives.

IFAD-funded portfolio has been consistent with the policies of the Government of
India, especially with emphasis on the country’s development plans and polices.
Key reference documents were: The National Agricultural Policy of 2000, the
National Policy for Farmers of 2007, the national Environment policy of 2006, the
National Forest Policy of 1988, Farmer’s Rights Act and National Water Policy of
2001, and the Biological Diversity Act of 2002, Integrated Watershed Management
Programme and Panchayat (Extension to Scheduled Areas) Act (PESA Act) of 1996,
and the Forest Rights Act of 2006. Funding opportunities have always been closely
scrutinized by Department of Economic Affairs of the Ministry of Finance, at the
central level, after the state-level governments had submitted their proposals.

Loans have continued to target disadvantaged states, areas and
marginalized groups within these. Consistent with present and past COSOPs,
projects targeted the lagging states and geographic areas characterized by lower
rainfall patterns, low fertility of soils or degraded natural resources base (e.g.
diminishing forest cover) and poor infrastructure (e.g. poor quality of roads, lack of
electricity, potable water). The only exception in the reviewed portfolio was the
Post-Tsunami project (PTSLP) in Tamil Nadu. This is not one of the poorest
states/areas in the country but was hit by the 2004 disaster.

In terms of socio-economic targeting, IFAD-funded projects are special in India in
that they focus on particularly disadvantaged groups among the rural poor, and
include the Scheduled Tribes, castes, women and the landless as their target
group. Five of the reviewed projects had an almost exclusive coverage of
Scheduled Tribe areas (JCTDP, OTELP, NERCORMP II, JTELP and OPELIP). These
are very challenging areas to work in, not only due to their remoteness but also to
the very precarious living conditions and cultural differences and limited presence
of public institutions.*® IFAD’s experience and expertise in working with these
groups is well recognized by the state and federal governments.

The 2010 India CPE and a recent Evaluation Synthesis on IFAD’s Engagement with
Indigenous Peoples (IOE, 2015) recognized that IFAD has been the only donor in
India with such specific focus and has been encouraged by the central and state
governments to operate in areas where other donors are not usually “admitted.”
Most recently, the new OPELIP in the state of Odisha is dedicated to “Particularly
Vulnerable Tribal Groups” in areas where access had never been granted before to
international cooperation agencies. At IFAD, the India portfolio was one of the key
sources of evidence and inspiration for the preparation of the Policy on
Engagement with Indigenous Peoples (2009).

IFAD has also paid special attention to women and their role in socio-economic
development. Women constitute an important target group in all IFAD projects and

“* The Indian government uses the term “Scheduled Tribes” (article 342 of the Constitution) rather than “indigenous
people”. The essential characteristics for a community to be identified as Scheduled Tribes are the following (Ministry of
Tribal Affairs, 2013): (i) indications of primitive traits (not further defined); (ii) distinctive culture; (iii) shyness of contact
with the community at large; (iii) geographical isolation; and (iv) backwardness. There are also certain Scheduled
Tribes, 75 in number known as Particularly Vulnerable Tribal Groups (a sub-category coined during the Fourth Five-
Year Plan) who are characterized by: (i) pre-agriculture level of technology; (ii) stagnant or declining population;

(iiif) extremely low literacy; and (iv) subsistence economy. The list of Scheduled Tribes is notified for each State or
Union Territory and is valid only within the jurisdiction of that State or Union Territory and not outside. That is, one
community could be listed as Scheduled Tribe in one state and not in another one.

19



82.

83.

84.

85.

have been the almost exclusive target of the Tejaswini project (states of
Maharashtra and Madhya Pradesh), and of WELP (Uttar Pradesh and Bihar).

Overall, the intervention paradigm with disadvantaged groups covered key
structural determinants of marginalization, such as: (i) material
disadvantages (in terms of health, education, economic production); (ii) socio-
cultural exclusion (e.g. discrimination and bias); (iii) increasingly difficult access to
natural resources and agricultural land; and (iv) absence of public institutions

(e.g. limited presence of state technical services as well as local government
bodies).** As confirmed by the CPE field visits, without tackling basic needs, people
would not be healthy to undertake additional productive activities (e.g. growing
crops, rearing livestock). Without easy access to potable water, women would have
little time to engage in savings and credit activities. Similarly, without building
community and group trust, it would be hard to ensure timely repayment of group
loans or collaboration between members of a producers’ groups (members would
start side-selling rather than selling in bulk at agreed prices). Building social capital
reduces risks of collapse of groups engaged in economic activities.

However, two projects had flaws in the initial design: one of them rectified
these during implementation. PTSLP was part of IFAD’s response to the
damages caused by the Tsunami that hit the coasts of South and South-East Asia
in December 2004. The original design was prepared under severe time
constraints. It included numerous streams of activities, without a clear integrating
strategy. It took 27 months before this (post-emergency) project could enter into
force. However, as implementation progressed, supervision missions redesigned
the project and many of the initial weaknesses were addressed.

WELP was designed at the Government’s request in 2005. It was a microfinance
project dedicated to women in selected districts of Uttar Pradesh and Bihar, under
the purview of a central authority, the Ministry of Women and Child Development,
without a clear engagement of the concerned state authorities. The envisaged
execution agencies, the Women Development Corporations, were not capable of
implementing the project. It was later decided to assign project implementation to
the parastatal bank NABARD (based in Mumbai) which had limited convening power
with state authorities and capacity to manage the project, whose implementation
was mainly in the hands of NGOs. This project was prematurely closed in January
2015.

IFAD's intervention paradigm is centred on communities with a strong element of
empowerment and civil society support. Initially, national NGOs train local
NGOs on how to reach and support poorer communities and groups. Local NGOs in
turn organize and support grass-roots groups who eventually are in charge of
preparing community development proposals in a participatory manner through
various fora at the village level, or clusters of villages.

A traditional feature in IFAD-funded project is the self-help group model, which
NGOs, IFAD and government programmes piloted since the 1980s and was brought
to scale through the National Rural Livelihood Mission. Self-help groups are made
exclusively of women. They hold monthly meetings (in some cases with higher
frequency) and pool savings. Once savings have reached a critical level, they are
used to provide short-term small loans to group members, typically bearing a flat
interest rate of 2-3 per cent per month. Most projects have also tried to aggregate
self-help groups (SHGs) in associations, and the latter in federations, to enhance
capacity for collective bargaining and supervision of individual groups. Other grass-
roots organizations that were offshoots of SHGs or connected to them, included

! The Forest Rights Act of 2006 recognized forest rights and occupation in forest land in forest dwelling to tribal and
other traditional forest dwellers who have been residing in forests for generations but whose rights could not be
recorded. It provides for restitution of traditional forest rights to forest dwellers across India. The PESA Act of 1996
extended the provision of Panchayats to the tribal areas of nine states where they did not exist.
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Village-level Committees, Community Managed Resource Centres, Natural Resource
Management Groups and so on. Some of these associations and federations have
also replaced NGOs in fostering the formation of new SHGs (NERCORMP II, OTELP).

Two projects (LAMP and ILSP) do not adopt IFAD’s self-help group model. In the
case of LAMP, this was requested by the state and central governments, because
the state Government of Meghalaya already planned to establish SHGs in
collaboration with the National Rural Livelihood Mission. The CPE interviews with
state official suggest some caution: it is still to be determined to what extent this
will take place.

ILSP also adopted a different modality, the “producer group” which follows a
different concept: it includes both women and men and is oriented towards
production and sales of a number of crops.*? Producer groups are aggregated in
“livelihood collectives” to be registered as cooperatives under the Uttarakhand Self
Reliant Cooperatives Act.** Due to favourable rainfalls patterns, soil fertility and
infrastructure, there are good opportunities in Uttarakhand to work on marketing of
surplus production.

A relatively new associative form, introduced in India in 2002 is that of “Producer
Companies”. Purportedly, their main advantage is that (unlike conventional
cooperatives) the membership is restricted to producers, there is no government
control, shares can be transferred, there is more freedom on scale/source of
borrowings and they have more rigorous fiduciary requirements such as auditing.
The producer company model is supported by the Small Farmer Agri-Business
Consortium of the Ministry of Agriculture. A handful of these companies have been
established under CAIM and MPOWER. Experience is too recent for an assessment.

While India is not classified as a country affected by fragility and conflict,**
situations of conflict and civil unrest exist in many project areas. Mobilizing
communities, reducing deprivation, contributing economic development,
mainstreaming these lagging regions through better information, institutions and
investments can help build their resilience and help maintain peace and order.

There are several experiences trying to “cushion” projects from nearby conflicts
and to provide a solution to conflicts. In the majority of cases, informal grass-roots
leaders are involved in sensitization campaigns (through the mediation of a local
NGO); simple activities that yield tangible results (e.g. potable water, improved
seeds for staple crops) are also implemented first. Also, thanks to IFAD’s reputation
as a neutral actor, projects such as NERCORMP II have managed to intervene in
villages where no government agency could have gone before. The project design
of OTELP had practical measures for local development equity (e.g. in water and
natural resource access in a watershed) and the design of the new OPELIP has
special provisions for left-wing insurgency-affected areas. Yet, there were also
cases of weaker preparedness to deal with conflicts as highlighted by the impact
evaluation of JCTDP. IFAD has prepared a note on OTELP’s experience in conflict-
ridden areas for DEA - Ministry of Finance. However, a comprehensive analysis of
experience in conflict areas has not yet been produced.

In quantitative terms, a considerable part of investments were for
agricultural activities. Since the language of project designs traditionally
emphasized “empowerment” and “community mobilization”, this has led some

2 To cater for the needs of poorer and marginal farmers or the landless, ILSP also promotes separate “vulnerable
producer groups”, working on small ruminants and staple crops.

“® The project management unit framed model by-laws for livelihood collectives in consultation with state-level
departments and national specialists.

“* A recent Corporate-level Evaluation on IFAD’s Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-affected States and Situations
(IOE 2015), identified three factors connected to conflict and fragility: (i) economic, political and social changes
favouring tensions between interests and values in societies; (i) institutions lacking the capacity, accountability or
legitimacy to mediate relations between citizen groups and between citizens and the state; and (iii) inappropriate state
responsiveness to such tensions or conflicts.
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stakeholders, including the Government, to query whether agriculture was a
significant part of the portfolio.*® In reality, most of the IFAD target groups
comprise small and marginal farmers engaged in the rainfed agriculture and
workers earning their livelihood as casual agriculture labour.*® This CPE finds that
the issues that require attention are not in terms of “quantity” of investments but
rather in terms of focus and technical content of their approaches. The latter point
is developed in the next section.

The project official definitions of IFAD-Programme Management Department are
not always representing well the project focus.*” For example, of the nine ongoing
projects, five are classified as “agricultural development” projects (NERCORMP 11,
OTELP, CAIM, ILSP, and JTELP) two as “rural development” (MPOWER and LAMP)
and two as “credit and financial services” (Tejaswini and PTSLP). However field
visits showed that MPOWER and Tejaswini were largely investing in agricultural
production and the design of LAMP largely insists on agricultural interventions.
Similarly, the internal classification of project components is not always reflecting
the investments made.*®

With these considerations in mind, a better representation of the ongoing portfolio
investments is shown in table B.6 annex VI, where sub-components (per
Programme Management Department classification) have been clustered in key
blocks. The block comprising agriculture and livestock, natural resource
management, leads the share of estimated costs (35 per cent), followed by rural
financial services (28 per cent; note that this block also contributes largely to
short-term agricultural investments), followed by community mobilization, services
and infrastructure (12 per cent), post-harvest activities (12 per cent) and others.

However, technical contents of agricultural interventions were not always
sharply conceptualized. Traditionally, IFAD-funded projects were geared to
support subsistence agriculture in very poor areas. They were mostly demand-
based. NGOs (national, sometimes international) and sometimes state or district
departments were in charge of providing improved varieties of seeds or livestock
breeds and extension support. This was relevant to simple (although needed)
interventions in the subsistence sphere. However, as the needs of communities
evolve and as the Government and IFAD shift towards supporting smallholder
commercial agriculture and the broader challenges of developing rainfed areas, the
traditional approach does not sufficiently emphasize:

- The importance of sound technical analysis of constraints and opportunities in
rainfed agriculture development (e.g. the priority to reduce productivity
differentials within a district, cropping patterns, water usage efficiency);

- A strategy to organize interventions around territorial and product clusters
(e.g. fruit trees, or goats or dairy products) so as to build a critical mass of
inter-connected investments, which would also facilitate connectivity to markets
and, when possible, value chains;

“* Another reason for this misunderstanding may be that, at the state level, several projects are not under the direct
supervision of the Department of Agriculture but under another technical Department, although the Department of
Agriculture is involved in selected project activities.

“® This is a challenge but also a long-term opportunity (see chapter Il on rainfed areas): contrary to the conventional
fertilizer and irrigation-driven cultivation, environmental impact of targeted rainfed agriculture is lower. .See for example:
Government of India. 2015. Economic Survey 2014-15. New Delhi: Young Global Publications. For a perspective on
balancing water use efficiency and environment protection see Bharat Sharma, David Molden and Simon Cook 2015.
“Water use efficiency in agriculture: Measurement, current situation and trends” chapter 3, in Managing Water and
Fertilizer for Sustainable Agricultural Intensification, International Fertilizer Industry Association,
www.fertilizer.org/library.

" The classification of project types is meaningful for specialized projects (e.g. working mainly on rural finance or rural
enterprises) but less so for multi-component projects such as those in India.

“8 For instance, components classified as “natural resource management” were often funding portions of agricultural
investments, e.g. water and soil management, fencing, terracing, tree planting, and even small-scale irrigation. The
same often happens with components such as “community infrastructure”. Moreover, components classified as “rural
financial services” were to a large extent financing “circulating capital” for agriculture, such as seeds, fertilizers,
livestock and wage-labour.
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- The potential of partnering with state and local agricultural research and
extension centres. Local agricultural centres work on varieties adapted to a
given farming system and can further contribute to enhance agricultural
productivity.

On a positive note, designs of some projects of more recent generations
(e.g. CAIM, ILSP, LAMP and also JTELP) have acknowledged and tried to address
some of these aspects.

Diversification of incomes. A part of “/ivelihood improvement” activities
promoted by the projects has been non-agricultural, an appropriate choice in
recognition of limitations of agriculture for feeding the burgeoning population and
employing all the workers, given the small average size of landholding (chapter II).
Although a minor sub-component so far, three projects (MPOWER, ILSP and PTSLP)
have also embarked on vocational training for the youth. While the idea is in
principle valid, there was no clear strategy to prioritize vocational training options
(e.g. based on an analysis of skill demand and supply). Moreover a missed
opportunity was that of promoting activities connected with the projects’ main
investments, such as processing of crops, animal products (e.g. milk, meat,
honey), repair shops for agricultural implements, or helping with marketing.*

Multifaceted and multidimensional projects. IFAD’s project designs are multi-
component, involve multiple stakeholders, respond to different development
sectors, and layers of public administration including public sector banks. The merit
and worth of multi-pronged approaches in poor areas and marginalized groups has
already been highlighted. *° Yet, many sub-components, stakeholders and decision-
makers can be a challenge for implementation. This topic is further treated under
the Efficiency section. As proven by experience, the learning curve is steep for
implementing agencies due to a combination of challenging project areas and
socio-economic conditions, capacity gaps in project teams and demanding designs.
The above challenges have not been fully taken into account at the design stage.

Multi-state projects. Projects covering more than one state are under the
obligation to respond to different administrative set ups with their distinct priorities
and policies, including often different political parties in office in each state. The
challenges of working in two or more states typically relate to: (i) differences in
agro-ecological contexts, or in the institutional set-up; and (ii) the need to
establish separate management units in each state; (iii) additional administrative
costs for IFAD supervising each state separately. The 2010 CPE 2010
recommended funding single-state projects. All the projects approved since then
(CAIM, ILSP, JTELP, LAMP, OPELIP) have been mono-state. Older projects covering
two or more states (JCTDP, LIPH and Tejaswini) experienced additional
implementation difficulties. A “positive outlier” has been NERCORMP II which
covered the states of Assam, Meghalaya and Manipur but had a smoother
implementation history. Part of the explanation was that it had a single project
management unit overseeing the three states (facilitating more consistent
managerial decisions) and a well-experienced management team with fewer cases
of staff turn-over.

n

Scattered interventions in the past, new designs shifting to a “saturation
approach. The CPE 2010 noted that projects covered scattered sites within one
state or within a district. This impinged on project efficiency as project staff would
have to serve project sites that were distant, implying high transportation costs.
Recent projects have tried to adopt a “saturation” approach that is covering a

“® Under ILSP some livelihood collectives and federations are helping with the procurement of produce to private
companies.

% On this topic a recent blog of the Independent Evaluation Department Asian Development Bank (“Simple is not
Always Better”, January 2016), argues for a “way between” the two extreme cases of over-loaded designs and mono-
intervention programme which may be simple to implement but with limited impacts. http://blogs.adb.org/blog/top-5-
surprising-independent-evaluation-results.
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whole district or a high number of blocks within a district before moving to the next
one. This helps improve cost-effectiveness of project implementation as it
generates a critical mass of interventions in the same area and helps reduce
transportation and other transaction costs.

Rising attention to linkages with public programmes and collaboration
with sub-state and local government entities. The 2010 CPE highlighted the
importance of establishing linkages (also known as “convergence”) with public
programmes. All projects approved since the 2010 CPE have considered this aspect
in the design (ILSP, JTELP, LAMP, OPELIP), while older projects have worked on
convergence in itinere (MPOWER, Tejaswini, PTSLP, CAIM), with national schemes,
notably with NRLM and MNREGS. The latter is of particular interest for IFAD-funded
project as it can provide allowances for material and labour to build equipment
(e.g. tanks, fish ponds) even on private land. In practice, however, convergence is
not easy to achieve: public programmes do not share the same objectives and
approaches of IFAD-funded projects. They may not target the same populations
and may be more volatile around electoral cycles. Yet linkages with these
programmes are essential for scaling up and still not tapped in full.

As for local government entities (PRIs), the previous CPE observed that projects
had somehow found a way to cooperate, although their role was not clear to them
from the design, as they were seldom involved at that stage. There is emerging
awareness of this aspect, particularly in the case of ILSP (e.g. collaboration with
Gram Panchayats and local public research institutions) and NERCORMP II (district
technical offices in charge of agricultural extension, forestry, irrigation,
infrastructure) and in the design of LAMP.

The overall assessment of portfolio relevance has to take into account the steadfast
commitment to particularly challenging areas and social groups, where other
international organizations intervene little, the challenges that this implies and the
overall validity of the intervention paradigm, which is generally appreciated by
state governments. Other positive aspects are the efforts to learn from past
experience and from evaluative evidence. Moving forward, there are still issues
concerning the technical contents of project approaches and implementation
feasibility. Portfolio relevance is rated as satisfactory. This takes into account the
above consideration as well as the individual ratings of the thirteen projects
reviewed for relevance, of which seven are assessed as satisfactory (OTELP,
Tejaswini, NERCORMP 11, CAIM, ILSP, JTELP, OPELIP), four are rated as moderately
satisfactory (JCTDP, MPOWER, LAMP and PTSLP’s revised design) and two
moderately unsatisfactory (WELP and LIPH, details in annex I).

Effectiveness

In this section, effectiveness is assessed against project objectives. The intent of
this section is not to provide an exhaustive review across the very large portfolio,
but rather to highlight the main areas of progress and constraints. The various
project objectives have been clustered around key thematic areas so as to allow for
a synoptic view across the programme. Most of the projects had objectives in the
following areas: (i) community mobilization, groups and federations; (ii) promoting
agricultural production and rural livelihoods; (iii) enabling access to credit and
financial services; and (iv) infrastructure serving basic needs (e.g. water and
community infrastructure). In this and in the next sections of this chapter, the
assessment focuses on nine projects (JCTDP, OTELP, LIPH, WELP, PTSLP, Tejaswini,
MPOWER, NERCORMP II and CAIM). WELP was closed in 2015 before its scheduled
completion, with 23 percent IFAD loan disbursement. It reached 87 per cent of the
targeted households and initiated training activities but, due to slow and belated
implementation, could not attain the majority of its objectives. It is premature to
assess the effectiveness of the latest projects (ILSP, LAMP, JTELP and OPELIP).
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Most projects have made progress towards their objectives, although at a
slower pace than envisaged. Most projects have come up with valid approaches
(with some innovative elements) that would also help solve problems or enhance
results in other IFAD-funded projects and beyond. Results are better
consolidated in community mobilization and infrastructure serving basic
needs, while emerging in the other areas.

Outreach progress. According to the available data, as of late 2015, the outreach
of the ongoing projects (household receiving project services) had slightly
exceeded the design target, according to the data available (table 5). The Tejaswini
project was responsible for half of this achievement. The actual outreach of OTELP
was more than double the original target and this was possible through top-up
funding. As it happens with all projects, a caveat concerns the quality of data

(e.g. possibility of double-counting between different project activities reaching the
same beneficiaries). Moreover, it is not clear whether outreach figures correspond
to “active” beneficiaries or to the sum of beneficiaries that, at any point, have been
served by the projects (some of which might have dropped out).

Table 5
Portfolio outreach data (2015)

Beneficiary Actual beneficiary households Actual outreach
Project households (target) reached 2015 (% target)
ILSP 143 400 147 756 103%
CAIM 286 800 280 656 98%
LAMP 143 000 2947 2%
JTELP 136 000 61 572 45%
MPOWER 87 380 68 660 79%
NERCORMP I 20 000 20 826 104%
OTELP 56 180 132 451 236%
PTSLP 133 860 131 587 98%
TWEP MP 180 000 190 441 106%
TWEP MH 752 100 944 329 126%
Overall 1938 720 1981 225 102%

Note: most of these projects are still ongoing. OTELP outreach includes the one attained through top-up financing.
Source: IFAD-APR self-assessment (2015).

Community mobilization, groups and federations

An important achievement of the projects has been the mobilization of target
groups, especially women and building their capacity to engage in development
activities. There is general evidence that projects are reaching their intended
targets and targeting mechanisms are well adapted.>!

Awareness of development opportunities emerging very strongly in the
communities. The pace of SHG formation and its effectiveness has varied

*! There were some exceptions in two projects (JCTDP and MPOWER). Under JCTDP, the targeting approach
differentiated only between tribal people and others but did not take into account the heterogeneities of these different
groups. Under MPOWER, the original targeting criterion that each SHG would include at least 70 per cent of SHG
members with a “below poverty line” card was rigid and impractical. First, these cards may be based on outdated
information and not reflect the current household poverty situation (a household may hold such card without being
below the poverty line any more, and vice versa). Second, in an already sparsely populated area, it exacerbated the
difficulty and costs of creating grass-roots groups. Third, targeting individual households, rather than communities,
complicates the task of establishing clusters and federations of SHGs, as well as organising marketing groups for
agricultural products. IFAD agreed to relax the criterion down to 30 per cent during implementation.
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depending upon the size of savings, members’ dynamism and financial support
from other sources. A few examples can illustrate the varying situation.

NERCORMP II established 1,600 SHGs (against a target of 2,000) and 491 Natural
Resource Management Groups (against a target of 400) whose Community
Resource Management Plans have promoted new agricultural activities as an
alternative to “slash and burn” and included women in decision making. SHGs were
active in providing loans to members, facilitated by an “equity” contribution from
the project.

Tejaswini- Maharashtra supported 68,936 SHGs as of February 2015, of which
38,905 pre-existing the project. The SHGs were also federated at the village and
cluster level. Tejaswini- Madhya Pradesh mobilized 12,424 SHGs as of June 2014
covering 166,000 households. In both cases, while it was expected to link SHG to
formal (mainly publicly owned) banks, public sector banks were reluctant to on-
lend to SHGs. The situation has improved after establishing a partnership with the
Industrial Credit and Investment Corporation of India (ICICI) Bank, the largest
private sector lender in India but the public sector banks have not been
forthcoming.

As of 2015, 90 per cent of the SHG members formed under CAIM were saving
regularly but average on-time repayment rate of internal loans was low, leading to
high level of non-performing assets. Instead, Community Managed Resource
Centres (federations of SHG) had 95 per cent on time loans repayment and had
started collecting service charges. According to the 2015 supervision, 65 per cent
of Community Managed Resource Centres were able to cover half of their operating
costs through their members’ contributions, with the opportunity to make further
progress towards full operational self-sufficiency by 2017, an important step in
reducing reliance on subsidies. However, in CAIM and Tejaswini, no seed capital
had been provided to SHG, contrary to good practices in other projects, slowing
operations and increasing dormancy risks.

As of October 2015, MPOWER had established 4410 SHGs with 45,437 women
members, 418 Village Organizations (aggregations of SHGs), four federations
(albeit in embryonic form) and one producers’ company (custard apple pulp
extraction), covering 98 per cent of the target households. Responding to
supervision findings on dormancy rates of about a quarter of SHGs, the project
introduced periodic SHG audit with a “traffic light”"-based grading system based on
common criteria and has deployed community resource persons to assist SHGs.

Participation in development activities. SHG members are now participating
actively in informal fora, such as village level committees or village organizations.
Having honed their skills in respective SHGs, a number of women candidates are
vying for decision-making roles in PRIs. Many women elected to the PRIs are giving
voice to the development concerns of their villages and especially the interests of
women-folks. During the 2015 CPE mission, the confidence and courage of some of
the rural women was clearly visible. Such an enhancement of the capacity at the
grass-roots level promises well for the future of these communities. At the same
time, such progress poses challenges for public institutions to sustain this
momentum, to spread it across the country more uniformly and expedite it through
appropriate reforms.

Promoting agricultural production and rural livelihoods

Extension and agricultural production increase. Projects are helping raise
agricultural productivity and reduce rainfed agriculture viability. This is important
even beyond the IFAD-funded portfolio, given national constraints of low rainfed
agricultural productivity, water resource management and transition to low-carbon
economy. Due to implementation delays, many achievements are just emerging.
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In the North-eastern region, under NERCORMP II 3,052 ha of horticulture was
developed against the target of 1,760, and 2,753 units of livestock were provided
(target 1143). Broom grass and fruit trees were among the main sources of
increase in household income, while areas subjected to slash and burn practices
have been reduced to one fourth.

In Odisha, OTELP promoted crop diversification on 1,462 ha, intercropping/mixed
cropping system on 1,833 ha, multiple cropping under rainfed conditions on

2,336 ha, diversification under irrigated conditions on 1,525 ha, and introduction of
new crops on 6 361 ha. The project also provided power tillers and tractors to
select beneficiary groups and promoted summer ploughing on 12,805 ha,
ploughing across the slope on 1,289 ha, use of treated seed on 2,326 ha, timely
sowing on 6,115 ha, line sowing of paddy on 1,949 ha, bio-fertilizer use on 829 ha,
green manure use on 183 ha, mulching on 461 ha, and promoted System of Rice
Intensification on 1,445 ha.

CAIM established a partnership with the International Better Cotton initiative. The
initiative has already reached 41,923 farmers, growing cotton on 53,832 ha who
learnt about integrated pest management (more environmentally friendly), variety
selection and water management. Reportedly, farmers’ production costs were cut
by 20 to 30 per cent. Broad-bed furrow cultivation techniques for soybean is
claimed to have generated a 49 per cent yield increase.>?

MPOWER adopted a model for low-cost extension based on village facilitators
elaborated by a national NGO (PRADAN). This included “krishi sakhi” and “pashu
sakhi” (community extension resource persons for crops and livestock,
respectively) trained to motivate and impart basic technical skills (e.g. choice of
seeds, seeding practices, removing weeds, dosage of fertilizers; improved animal
feeding, health checking, castration, ensuring timely vaccination and deworming)
and support fellow farmers. While initially not envisaged, since 2014 MPOWER
introduced crop clusters (e.g. 79 clusters under Kharif season for rainfed crops;

6 clusters for vegetable cultivation; 82 clusters for orchard; 40 goat clusters; and
2 dairy clusters). Significant yield increases are reported, but data across the
project sites and districts are yet to be compiled.>® Vegetable cultivation has been
introduced with good results in places where sprinkler and drip systems irrigation
facilities are available. Goat rearing has emerged as a key supplement to family
income. More than 9,300 households have been covered through 30 goat clusters.
Practices have been introduced to improve the quality of animals and increase
returns from the sale of bucks.>* ‘Pashu Sakhis’ and Cluster Livelihood Facilitators
have helped reduce mortality from almost 30 per cent to around 5 per cent by
providing basic medical services, notably vaccinations and deworming.

JCTDP worked on improving paddy yields: in the few cases where productivity
enhancements were demonstrated, productivity did rise by 50 to 100 per cent. The
project provided training on livestock rearing but with no significant changes in
average livestock holdings.

Securing market linkages for agricultural produce has received attention
in the recent years only. Under CAIM, for example, those who were involved in
production of cash crops like cotton, dals (legumes) or fruits were assisted to
position themselves better on the value-chains by resorting to direct marketing
through international supply chains or urban conglomerates. Marketing of oranges
under CAIM, and cotton from Better Cotton Initiative are examples of successful
initiatives. Under PTSLP, 45 fish market societies were established with 2,412
members. This contributed to fetching better price for the small fish vendors.

*2 This method increases the infiltration of water along with improving drainage.

* The NGO Pradan reports that in their areas agricultural incomes have increased by INR 18,500 per
household/annum and yields by 0.6 tons/hectare.

** Introduction of 360 breeding bucks has contributed to quality improvement of kids and castrator machines have aided
weight increase of castrated bucks. A goat fair in Baitu Block resulted in good business.
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120. In the case of MPOWER and others, the design provided little guidance and the
project conducted market studies (for goats and vegetables) only in 2015, while
this would have deserved earlier attention. Taking it from an overall portfolio
perspective, linkages with the markets are still sporadic and do not factor
systematically, locations, quality of produce and supply regularity.

121. There are examples of support to non-farm activities, not always with a
clear strategy. OTELP provided vocational training to 2,824 youths of whom 534
were placed in productive employment with corporations. Under support to the
ultra-poor, 68 households have been helped to set up agro processing units
(e.g. rice hullers), 107 as rural artisans(along with tool kit), 59 to set up grocery
shops and 448 for vending (vegetables and other products). These activities have
been undertaken in collaboration with agencies of the government of the state of
Odisha.

122. As of October 2015, under MPOWER a total of 2,459 youth received vocational
training against a target of 4,775. Only 30 per cent of those trained were placed in
private company jobs, although, reportedly, the majority left the jobs and returned
to their villages. Some 2,500 women have been employed in stitching and tailoring
and the majority took the opportunity for saving on clothing expenses. ILSP
provided training to 692 students (65 per cent of them women) in 8 trades
(nursing, hospitality, retailing, data entry) of whom 251 have succeeded in gaining
employment. In both cases, the vocational programme missed the opportunity of
building on the main project investments (e.g. processing of agricultural produce,
farming tools repair shops). ILSP is now working on better linkages between
vocational training with the main agricultural investments.

123. Under PTSLP, 6,100 micro enterprise beneficiaries were supported, although the
target was to reach 12,000 before project closure. JCTDP supported alternative
income generating activities (e.g. backyard poultry, rope making, collection and
selling of non-timber forest produce) with limited success. As for WELP, little
progress was reported by the completion report in enterprise development, apart
from sporadic trainings for production improvement and initial identification of the
livelihood sub-sectors and income generating activities.

Enabling access to credit and financial services

124. Intra-group lending and credit expansion was the outcome sought for SHGs and
their federations. Access to basic saving and lending services was enhanced. One
of the constraints was the weak cooperation of public sector banks.

125. Financial and credit linkages. Under NERCORMP II, for example, 1,504 SHGs
and 254 NRMGs were provided access to credit (generally for short term capital
and at an interest rate of 2-3 per cent per month). After groups had started
collecting savings from members on a monthly or bi-weekly basis, the project
injected seed capital to SHGs so as to accelerate the approval of credit to
members. Access to SHG loans have helped turn economic development initiatives
into a reality and reduced dependence on local moneylenders, although the overall
magnitude of the funds available for lending and credit has been small.

126. Under PTSLP 487, joint liability groups were formed and have a membership of
2,384 women. Likewise, other financial facilities like vulnerability reduction funds
(mainly for health-related expenses) and debt reduction funds were useful in
mitigating the target groups’ risks. Risk management and coverage under different
type of insurance programmes (health insurance, life insurance, boat insurance,
house insurance) was handled effectively and beneficiaries found health insurance
very helpful. In all, 221,501 policies were reportedly issued.

127. Restrained response from public sector banks. Although IFAD projects have
established solid operational basis for credit expansion in the rural areas, the
response from the public sector banks in extending credit support has not been
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encouraging, despite good track record of SHGs and associated borrowers. Credit
extension from the public sector banks was expected to augment the saving pool at
the SHG level as well as add to the financial resources at the federation level.”” In
the past, funds lent to farmers have been periodically waived by governments as a
part of garnering their political support. It might be that the response from the
public sector banks was inhibited by the possibility of political decision-makers
intervening on behalf of the targeted group and waiving-off repayments.

The 2015 CPE mission learned about such disjunctive credit responses in both
Maharashtra (under CAIM) and Tejaswini-Madhya Pradesh. However, this could be
pervasive and widespread across a number of states. The lack of bank credit was
also reported as a major limitation under PTSLP. In contrast, as mentioned earlier,
the leading Indian private sector bank, Industrial Credit and Investment
Corporation of India (ICICI) Bank, responded to the initiatives under the project
and participated actively with SHGs and with good track record.

A “positive outlier” in terms of state-owned bank participation has been the
experience of MPOWER. The project has promoted linkages between SHGs and
banks (including publicly owned ones), contributing to an initial change in attitudes
of banks towards lending to community-based groups. The project introduced
facilitating cadres, the “bank mitra”, posted at bank branches and helping access of
SHGs to bank loans (particularly by supporting the preparation of loan
applications). As of August 2015, 63 per cent of SHGs had been credit linked to
banks and cumulatively INR 154 million sanctioned out of which INR 134 million
disbursed to groups. Other projects are not yet familiar with the MPOWER
approach.

Infrastructure serving basic needs

Projects have been building infrastructure support in the rural areas, especially in
the tribal areas. Infrastructure interventions relate to management of water
resources, whether for irrigation, for drinking or for livestock. These also include
desilting of tanks, nallas (drains), or bori-bandhs (sand-bag dams over small
streams). Developing watersheds in many projects constitutes a core intervention
as it was needed to improve water management and access to small-scale
irrigation in shortage areas (e.g. MPOWER), or for channelling it safely in places of
excessive rains (LAMP and ILSP).

More advanced interventions in water management include solar-driven stand-
alone tubewell in areas without any access to electricity grid. They also include
measures for undertaking soil improvements, especially to address the problems of
salinity. In addition, some projects have helped build godowns and warehouses for
storing seeds, fertilizers, pesticide and agricultural produce. However, the absolute
amounts of investment in these interventions have been limited.

Under OTELP, key land and water resource development works implemented
include mechanical filter strips and stone bunds, contour and water absorption
trenches, terracing, gully control structures, masonry drop structures, check dams,
water harvesting structures, farm ponds, diversion-based and lift irrigation systems
and field canal units. Because of these interventions 11,904 ha of non-arable land
became arable, benefiting 44,443 farmers and 18,789 ha additional land is
irrigated benefiting 27,068 households.

Under NERCORMP 11, 15 permanent and 37 temporary common facilities centres
were constructed. In addition, 126 km of rural roads were built, 64 micro
hydroelectric plants were established and 656 units of solar power were affixed.

* An alternative would have been to access specialized micro finance institutions. IFAD had earlier supported the
National Microfinance Support Programme in India, and could have involved them in projects. However, IFAD was
cautious in approaching them, possibly due to controversies raging in India around 2005 over the “unorthodox” loan
repayment arrangements of some micro finance institutions.
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Low cost sanitation to schools was provided and facilities for potable water were
built.

Rating. Overall, effectiveness displays a high degree of variation not only between
projects (which may serve different objectives) but also within the same project.
Delays and problems of limited outreach are common. At the portfolio level, the
rating for effectiveness is moderately satisfactory which is also the prevailing rating
for most projects (see annex I).

Efficiency

Efficiency measures how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time),
are converted into results, outcomes and benefits. Efficiency of the IFAD-funded
projects is assessed here in two ways: economic rate of returns and process
efficiency of projects in India.

Ex post estimates of internal rate of return are available for three projects
(JCTDP, LIPH and WELP). In the case of LIPH, the ex post internal rate of return
was favourable, estimated at 18 per cent in the Uttarakhand zone and 14 per cent
in Meghalaya, higher than the opportunity cost of capital, conventionally set at

12 per cent at IFAD. Instead, in the case of JTCDP, the ex post internal rates of
return were re-estimated at 13 and 11 per cent for Jharkhand and Chhattisgarh,
respectively, just above and below, respectively, the opportunity cost of capital. As
for WELP, the project was closed prematurely. With some speculation, the
completion report estimated the economic rate of return at 10 per cent, below the
12 per cent cut-off. The sensitivity analysis indicated that, with a two-year delay in
benefit, it would drop to 4 per cent and, under a combined increase of 10 per cent
in costs and 10 per cent decrease in benefits, it would become negative.

Examining the ex-ante allocations of resources per beneficiary, the median
value is US$850 per household but there is much variation across the portfolio
(table 6).%® Per household allocations range from slightly more than US$100 at the
low-end to more than US$2,000 on the high side, an increase of more than twenty
times. Under NERCORMP 11, allocations were highest at US$2,064, and had more
than doubled from US$960 under NERCORMP I, while OTELP is estimated to have
costs of US$1,216 per household. MPOWER and LAMP were in the middle at U$720
and US$890 respectively.

Projects that work in tribal or sparsely populated areas display average costs per
beneficiary above US$1,000, due to higher expenditures for transportation and for
establishing local implementation support units. On the other side of the spectrum
are projects with baseline average cost below US$200 (Tejaswini and Post-
Tsunami). While these have a large rural finance component (typically entailing
lower costs), the question is what can be achieved with such a low level of
investment over a number of years.

Management cost ratios (table 6) are another proxy of efficiency, based on the
assumption that what is spent on management is not invested (although good
management can improve quality of implementation). Here again, projects working
in tribal or remote areas (NERCORMP 11, JCTDP, JTELP, OPELIP) tend to display
higher ratios (an exception is OTELP), for similar reasons as those explained above.
On the other hand, it is curious that seven projects (LIPH, Tejaswini, Post Tsunami,
MPOWER, CAIM, ILSP, and LAMP) have very low management ex ante cost ratios
(7 per cent or less). This may happen because the project implementing agency is
responsible for other programmes as well and part of the administrative project
costs is cross-subsidized by the other programmes. Another possibility could simply
be that management costs are artificially under-stated, embedded under some of
the project investment costs.

* In principle, one should compare per beneficiary ex post costs but that requires more precise and reliable data.
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Table 6
Ex-ante indicators of costs

Latest Total costs per

Total costs per Management five household Management
Earlier projects household (US$)  cost ratio (%) projects (US$) cost ratio (%)
NERCORMP I 2064 24.0 MPOWER 720 6.6
JCTDP 480 21.1 CAIM 414 5.9
OTELP 1216 9.0 ILSP 1088 1.0
LIPH 1170 7.0 JTELP 850 14.9
Tejaswini 186 7.0 LAMP 890 5.0
Post-Tsunami 109 5.0 OPELIP 2091 16.4

WELP 486 17.1

Source: IFAD FlexCube 2015.

Process efficiency issues. One of the Government'’s observations in the early
stage of this CPE was its concern for long “gestation time"” of project
implementation. This CPE observed two key issues: (i) delays in entry into force;
(i) delays in execution resulting in loan disbursement lags.

Older projects experienced slow entry into force. All things being equal, slow
entry into force delays benefits and raises costs. The average time from approval to
entry into force of the loans considered for this CPE is 16.2 months (table 7), which
is almost twice the regional average (8.4). Four projects have been the major
drivers of delays between approval and entry into force: JCTDP (26 months),
Tejaswini (19.6), Post-Tsunami (27) and WELP (36). The latest five projects
approved had a shorter time gap (9.5 months, table 5), although the definition of
entry into force was modified by IFAD’s Executive Board in 2010.°’

$?rgleee7lapsed before entry into force and first disbursement (months)
From approval From entry into Latest five From approval From entry into
to entry into force to first projects under to entry into force to first
Earlier projects force disbursement implementation force disbursement
NERCORMP I 6.9 8.4 MPOWER 7.7 10.7
JCTDP 26.1 2.7 CAIM 7.3 5.8
OTELP 14.9 54 ILSP 11.8 9.5
LIMPH 9.6 4.5 JTELP 12.6 8.8
Tejaswini 19.6 2.0 LAMP 8.2 5.6
Post-Tsunami 27.0 2.0
WELP 36.2 11.3
Average 20.0 5.2 Average 9.5 8.1
Average 12 projects 16.2 5.2
Average APR 8.4 6.3

To enhance comparability, when a project was financed by more than one loan, the CPE considers data for the first
loan only, based on the understanding that a second loan is typically an injection of additional resources to a project
which is already ongoing. Source: IFAD FlexCube 2015.

Improvements in disbursement volumes but persisting disbursement lags.
The Programme Management Department of IFAD uses the disbursement lag ratio
to compare expected and actual cumulative disbursement levels at a given point in
time: the higher the ratio, the wider the gap. As of mid-2015, India portfolio’s

" Whereas in the past a number of conditions had to be satisfied, since 2010 entry into force simply coincides with loan
signing by the Government.

31



143.

144.

145.

overall disbursement lag ratio (43 per cent) was the fourth highest in APR, out of
twenty countries. It came after Maldives (54 per cent), Pakistan (50 per cent) and
Sri Lanka (47 per cent). Data provided by the IFAD-APR self-assessment show that
there has been an improvement compared to 2014 when the lag ratio in India was
53 per cent. Moreover, the disbursement volume in India has increased
dramatically, more than doubling, from US$10.9 million in 2010 to US$23 million in
2015. Likewise the number of projects classified as “problem projects” (based on a
set of performance and fiduciary criteria) dropped from five out of eight ongoing in
2010 to only one out of seven ongoing in 2015. However, as shown in table 8,
there are considerable disbursement lags also in the more recent project (those
approved since 2008). This mainly reflects implementation delays.>®

Table 8
Cumulative disbursement and disbursement lag in recent projects (mid-2015)

Project Cumulative disbursement Disbursement lag ratio*
MPOWER 42% disbursed - closing 2017 51%
CAIM 30% disbursed - closing 2018 61%
ILSP 7% disbursed - closing 2019 85%
JTELP 6% disbursed - closing 2022 61%
LAMP 13% disbursed - closing 2023 33%

* Calculated by IFAD Programme Management Department as percentage gap of the difference between expected and
actual disbursement, over the expected disbursement percentage.
Source: IFAD FlexCube 2015.

Looking at the factors that explain delays and sluggish implementation, a first
group has been identified under Relevance and it has to do with the nature of
projects in the portfolio, with their very challenging agro-ecological and socio-
economic conditions. Moreover, as already observed, multi-pronged interventions
with many decisional nodes pose challenges which are not fully accounted for at
design. A second group of factors has to do with the existing implementation
capacity at the state level and on the ground and how this evolves.>® Discussions
with other international financial institutions such as the Asian Development Bank
and the World Bank have highlighted similar issues.

Looking further into specific elements of the second group of factors, the CPE
observed the following common patterns:

(i) high turnover of project staff, especially at the senior staff levels (including the
project director), due to difficult working conditions;®°

(ii) long drawn-out procedures for getting staff on deputation from other public
services and agencies;

(iii) non-competitive compensation packages for project staff, compared to other
state/public development programmes;

(iv) non-conducive contractual arrangements with NGOs (e.g. “output based”
payments, imposing a sizeable initial financial outlay on small NGOs); and

(v) cumbersome procurement procedures at the state/district/block levels.

The above eventually culminates in an unstable project team and weak governance
of projects, despite the dedication of individual staff members. The absence of
proper training and preparation of project or NGO staff does not help the situation.

%8 |n addition, as explained by the Controller's and Finance Services Division of IFAD, state governments first consume
their own budget and later they draw from IFAD’s loan proceedings.

% Capacity is not an innate attribute of organizations or persons: it may improve thanks to training, backstopping and
practical exposure or worsen, particularly when experiences staff leave.

® In one case (PTSLP), as many as 9 project directors were changed within a span of few years.

32



146.

147.

148.

149.

150.

The size of the IFAD-funded projects in India is small in relation to the size of
sector investments, although these projects are important to government’s policy
objectives. IFAD-funded projects tend to carry less clout but are expected to
leverage larger state-wide or national programmes. Unless project management
takes care to scrupulously pursue the operational issues with an undivided focus,
project activities risk being relegated to the lower priority in the routine of Indian
public administration. This can happen especially when there is no project director
in position, or the director shares other official duties, as is often the case.

Management of IFAD projects in India is a serious issue. If left unattended, it
threatens to chip away at the very rationale of providing a few additional resources
from one more agency with its own procedures and practices. The real capital of
IFAD lies in its development approach and the focused pursuit of its target group
which is well-acknowledged by the government as well as the key development
partners. It does not deserve being clouded by the procedural inefficiencies.
Efficiency of the portfolio as a whole is assessed as moderately unsatisfactory (3),
with four projects rated as moderately satisfactory, four as moderately
unsatisfactory and one as unsatisfactory.

Rural poverty impact

In India, in addition to other secondary data, “annual outcome surveys” are
available since 2011 for the ongoing projects. These surveys involve a sample of
about 200-400 households (half with and half without project support) and gather
respondents’ perceptions on a number of items such as trends in major crop yields,
livestock ownership, and food security. While some methodological features of
these surveys are not yet fully established,®! outcome surveys can be considered
as an improvement over IFAD common practices. First, they are annual and allow
for an immediate assessment of project progress to managers, without having to
wait until completion. Second, they include comparison of households without
project which is not available with the traditional Results and Impacts Management
System (RIMS), the reporting framework adopted by IFAD.®?

A brief assessment of impact®® as a result of development interventions across five

domains is given below. Attribution needs to be taken with caution as a number of
overlapping factors intervened at the same time, especially in the areas of income,
assets and food security. In the discussion below, some evidence is also drawn
from the IOE conducted impact evaluation of JCTDP between 2014 and 2015,
applying propensity score matching, a statistical technique used to control for bias
in the observational data in regard to the selection of households for a
development intervention.

Household income and assets

The available documentation illustrates several instances in which IFAD projects
have contributed to raise income and diversify income sources. In some
cases, projects have also built assets for the targeted households. This has
happened mainly through: (i) increases in agriculture productivity or employment
opportunities; (ii) secured access to land, forest, ponds, trees; (iii) diversification
and establishment of microenterprises or rental of agricultural implements;

(iv) rising value of agricultural holdings due to improvements in soil and water

®* In many cases, outcome surveys are conducted always in the same communities. Some “rotation” of the sampled
communities could be in-built in the selection procedure, to avoid the risk that project resources are concentrated in the
sampled sites to show high impacts. The outcome survey reports do not test for statistical significance of differences,
nor do they discuss the comparability between project and non-project households.

2 Since 2004 all new IFAD projects are expected to carry out impact survey (child malnutrition and household assets)
according to the RIMS guidelines. However the RIMS impact surveys are not annual. They are carried out at the
beginning and towards the end of a project.

% |n IFAD impact is defined as the changes that have occurred or are expected to occur in the lives of the rural poor,
whether positive or negative, direct or indirect, intended or unintended.
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facilities and farm implements; (v) improved farm animal stock; and (vi) access to
SHG savings, credit-markets, microfinance and revolving funds.

According to the 2014 outcome survey of NERCORMP II, 50 per cent of the
households in the project villages and 17 in control villages reported income
increases compared to the previous reference year, while 4 per cent in project and
12 in non-project villages reported income decreases. The CPE mission observed
that the main sources of income increase were agroforestry (e.g. broom grass, fruit
trees) as well as livestock production (e.g. pigs). A similar assessment of impact on
poverty reduction under PTSLP suggests that households under the project have
witnessed larger reduction in poverty (between 33 per cent and 38 per cent)
compared to the control group (13.4 per cent).

According to the evaluation of LIPH (Project Performance Assessment 2015),
through livelihood enhancement activities, average annual household incomes
increased in Uttarakhand project villages to US$1,367, a nominal growth of

92 per cent between 2004 and 2013 (37 per cent more than in non-project
villages). More than 60 per cent of project households had four or more sources of
income (30 per cent in control households).®* Likewise, the 2014-15 outcome
survey of CAIM compared food production and households’ incomes between project
and control households, finding differences in favour of the project households by
about 11 per cent in food production, and between 43 and 50 per cent in the net
incomes. These are largely due to productivity increases and significant reductions in
production costs (table 9).

Table 9
CAIM: Household incomes and food production per household (2014-2015)

Without project With project Difference %

Household food production (Kg)? 1400 1652 11%
Household cotton production (Kg)ID 380 396 10%
All household incomes (INR)® 10 950 16 580 50%
Rainfed agriculture incomes (INR)d 15 345 22 027 43%

a
b
c

Includes sorghum, pulses, oilseeds, under rainfed conditions.
Varieties include Bunni and local under rainfed conditions.
Average household income for 286,800 households that are direct beneficiaries of the project.

d Average household income for 196,800 landholding that are the direct beneficiaries of SWC. Some 10 per cent of
landholdings are held by women. Crop intensity will increase from 104 per cent to 109.5 per cent at full development.
Source: 2014-2015 Annual Outcome Survey.

The JCTDP impact evaluation found significantly higher monthly income for the
project households in relation to the control households (table 10). The evaluation
also proxied physical capital through a composite standard of living index which
was higher for project households in Jharkhand and Chhattisgarh. The
improvement was reportedly triggered by the introduction of paddy productivity
enhancing technologies and, to a limited extent, by income diversification and
access of vulnerable groups to financial services.

% Impact Evaluation Study (InsPIRE), 2013.
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Table 10
Household monthly income and standard living index after propensity score matching

Jharkhand Chhattisgarh
Treatment  Comparison Difference/ Treatment Comparison  Difference/
mean mean ATET T-stat mean mean ATET T-stat
Household monthly income (US$)
Scheduled 23.99 17.40 6.59 5.57%* 21.36 16.34 5.02 5. 2%x*
Tribe
Overall 24.09 17.60 6.49 4.45%* 21.76 16.54 5.22 5.45%*
Standard of living index

Scheduled 0.22 0.17 0.05 1.37* 0.22 0.15 0.07 1.47*
Tribe
Overall 0.23 0.2 0.03 121 0.22 0.16 0.06 1.4*

ATET — Average treatment effect on the treated (for matched data) — Kernel matching. Note: level of significance
**n<0.01, **p<0.05,* p<0.1. Source: IOE impact survey.

In the case of OTELP, the Annual Outcome Survey of 2014 noted a steady
diversification in the sources of incomes of target groups. As of 2010-11,

46 per cent of the households had four or more sources of income which increased
to 77 as of 2013-14. The same figure for control households as of 2013-14 stood at
29 per cent. This bodes well for reduced vulnerability of target households. In
2010-11, 65 per cent of the project households reported increase in cash income
while the same figure for 2013-14 was 96 per cent.

In the case of the Tejaswini- Maharashtra, 48 per cent of the respondents in the
Project group reported an increase of income over the previous year (26 per cent
for the control group).®® Also, a higher percentage of project households was found
to have income from sale of agricultural produce and reported an increase in the
same (51 per cent against 27 per cent in the control group).%®

Impact on physical and financial assets is rated satisfactory (5) at the portfolio
level, with six projects rated satisfactory, two moderately satisfactory and one
moderately unsatisfactory.

Human and social capital, and empowerment

Most projects have been successful in establishing high numbers of community-
based organizations (such as SHGs, village development committees, or natural
resource management committees). Thanks to these interventions, people are
better aware of opportunities to improve their lives. They are keen to learn
and earn more, and undertake collective initiatives. As a recent study
suggests, such empowerment is likely to result in local authorities tackling a larger
variety of public issues, especially those reflecting the interests of SHGs.®’

Tejaswini in Maharashtra trained women to participate in local governance. As of
2015, 24,826 women (3 per cent of members) have been elected to various
Panchayat Raj Institutions (local government institutions). In Madhya Pradesh too,
women contested local government elections and 1,929 (1 per cent of members)
were elected into Panchayats. In both states Tejaswini has promoted convergence
with the NRLM. This is operationalized through Community Managed Resource
Centres (federations of SHGs at the administrative block level) where a community
resource person in the sphere of livelihood, micro finance, health has been posted

% The percentage of respondent reporting an increase in income in the control group is recorded as 19.8 per cent
elsewhere in the outcome survey.

® Annual Outcome Survey 2015, Tejaswini-Maharashtra.

®7 Casini, P., L. Vanderwalle, and Z. Wahhaj. 2015. “Public Good Provision in Indian Rural Areas. The Return to
Collective Action by Microfinace Groups” World Bank Policy Research Working Paper 7397, Washington D.C.
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with NRLM’s financial support. SHG women also sit in Committees of local
government/government such as health, Integrated Child Development services,
school, public distribution, water committees, peace committees, sexual
harassment committees.

During CPE visits to NERCORMP II, community members proudly explained that
they had become better aware of opportunities to market agricultural produce and
of the importance of taking collective action to seize these opportunities, including
meeting with district level authorities and writing petitions to them (as in Karbi
Anglong district, Assam state, where tribal communities coalesced to take action on
the application of a local agricultural produce tax).

In the case of LIPH, beneficiaries claimed that functional literacy, numeracy, basic
health care and principles of self-help gave them basic tools and motivation to get
organized around community and productive activities (Project Performance
Assessment 2015). Data from the Uttarakhand area show that, among project
households, 53 per cent now have pucca (brick) housing against 37 per cent
before. Thanks to project awareness campaigns, 58 per cent of households have
their own toilets, an improvement of 20 points over control households.

OTELP is not merely about watershed development: participatory development
approaches and community mobilization remain cornerstone of the project’s
planning and implementation. Community Based Organizations were active in
project planning and implementation, setting priorities and identifying poor
households with facilitating support from NGOs. The impetus on Village
Development Committees was visible and their ability to articulate their needs and
their current status was impressive. There are still lingering issues of functional
robustness and sustainability and for this reason the project is providing
information to community-based organizations on possible collaboration with
government schemes.

PTSLP carried out activities to build the capacities of the Panchayat Level
Federations of SHGs in all the 109 panchayats targeted by the programme in book
keeping and financial management. The SHGs were in turn linked to the credit from
banks and formal institutions at large. The formation of Fish Marketing Societies
(FMS) has contributed to an increase of 20-30 per cent in the prices accrued to
fishermen. However project documents have noted dormancy among SHGs due
insufficient credit from banks. According to the supervision report, the number of
active SHGs had reduced from 5,850 in 2012 to 2,340 SHGs in 2015. Vocational
training provided to youth in the area has not resulted in commensurate
employment opportunities with only 28 per cent of those trained finding
employment as of 2014.

Regarding MPOWER, the documentation and the CPE’s own visits suggest that
farmers have learned and put into practice improved crop and animal health
management techniques, thanks to the support from krishi sakhi (peer farmers) or
pashu sakhi (peer livestock farmers). These were community members trained with
basic skills in crops or livestock to be imparted to other community members (a
promising low-cost basic extension approach). Some community members had also
access to non-agricultural training (youth vocational training), although the latter
lacked a clear focus and did not always match aspirations.®®

Overall, impact on human and social capital and empowerment is rated as
satisfactory (5), with six projects rated satisfactory, two moderately satisfactory
and one moderately unsatisfactory.

% In the case of MPOWER security guard training was promoted but demand for guards was in towns far away,
whereas the male youth sought short-term employments in the nearby areas. More promising were efforts to engage
with private sector partners (such as Cairn Energy, L & T, and Maruti Suzuki) for training and job options.
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Agricultural productivity and food security

Project-assisted households have benefitted in terms of agricultural
productivity and risk management, although improvements are often
emerging and vary across crops, households and between projects.

Output from agricultural operations is uncertain, especially in the Indian
circumstances. In the presence of limited or no irrigation, agricultural productivity
in project areas depends upon rainfall which can vary from season to season, in
total magnitude and intra-season cycle. Agricultural productivity also varies in
response to the magnitude of other inputs like fertilizers, pesticides. Even if all the
factors are under control and well provided, there is always a danger of crops
getting infested with bugs, worms and parasites. This is particularly serious for
cash crops: farmers sell and buy agricultural produce in the market. Most of their
transactions are money-based and have to be supported by their own or borrowed
funds. When faced with a failed crop, they lose all their investments, and often find
themselves saddled with debt and no funds to even buy food. They face a double
jeopardy of losing economic as well as social standing.

CAIM project has been addressing such situations in eastern Maharashtra by
focusing on better access to credit and crop-insurance. CAIM has introduced
improved simple and low-cost methods of cultivation. The 2014-2015 annual
outcome survey of CAIM suggested some increase in crop yields in project-assisted
areas, compared to non-assisted ones (between 2011-12 and 2014-15). However,
in terms of absence of food shortages or increase in cropped area, results are more
difficult to interpret as there have been sizeable increases for control households
too. This may be due to a spill-over effect of the project to “control” areas or
simply to improvements independently taking place in control areas (table 11).

Table 11
Food security (2014-2015) - CAIM

Program 2011/12 Control 2011/12 Program 2014/15 Control 2014/15
Absence of food shortage 68% 40% 95% 88%
Increase in crop yield 13% 5% 29% 8%
Increase in crop area 4% 1% 27% 12%

Source: CAIM 2014-2015 Annual Outcome Survey.

Under OTELP (2015 outcome survey), only 5 per cent of households reported
experiencing food shortage in the project areas, compared to 29 per cent for
control groups. In terms of duration of food shortage, 25 per cent of households
reported experiencing shortage of more than three months in 2014, while the same
was estimated to be 56 per cent in the control group.

According to the 2014 Annual Outcome survey of NERCORMP II, 95 per cent of
households assisted by the project reported no food shortage against 85 for non-
project villages. The report also indicates that in the project villages for 45 per cent
of households the situation in terms of food security improved, and for 11 it
worsened (against 29 and 4 per cent, respectively, in households without project).
As further documented in the survey, project households experienced higher
increase in irrigated areas and higher uptake of improved techniques (horticulture,
nursery for paddy, water harvesting).

In the case of MPOWER, agricultural production activities started only in 2013. The
2014-15 outcome survey reports that, among project households, 30 per cent
perceived that food security had improved and 4 per cent that it had deteriorated,
against 14 per cent and 6 per cent respectively in the comparison group. A sample
survey of yields of millet and beans shows that in 2014 yields for project
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households were twice as high as those for non-project households.®® However, it is
unlikely that this difference can be fully attributed to the project: the area
experienced abundant rains in the past two years. The survey makes no reference
to the baseline situation.

According to the impact evaluation of JCTDP, the only cases in which data on
nutrition status of households are available, children under the age of five shows
were less likely to be stunted than in control households. This difference is
statistically significant but small (table 12).

Table 12
Status of nutrition of children under five after propensity score matching

Jharkhand Chhattisgarh
Treatment Comparison Difference/ Treatment Comparison Difference/
mean mean ATET T-stat mean mean ATET T-stat

Status of nutrition: stunting (height for age z-score), proportion below -2SD (Yes=1, No=0)

Scheduled Tribe 0.55 0.49 0.06 2.59*** 0.54 0.48 0.06 2.45%*
(matched)
Overall (matched) 0.55 0.48 0.06 2.33*** 0.54 0.47 0.06 2.52*%**

ATET — Average treatment effect on the treated (for matched data) — Kernel matching. Note: level of
significance***p<0.01, **p<0.05,* p<0.1/Source: Impact Evaluation of JCTDP (2015).

Overall, impact on food security and agricultural productivity is assessed as
moderately satisfactory (4). While there is evidence of yield enhancement, better
food availability, the size of the effect, the attribution to project investments is less
clear than in other impact domains. Also, this area of impact is the one that seems
most affected by project implementation delays. Three projects are rated
satisfactory, three as moderately satisfactory, two as moderately unsatisfactory and
one is not rated due to insufficient data.

Natural resources management and climate change

IFAD-funded projects are implemented in remote, less productive areas and include
interventions to improve soil and water management, reduce reliance on
inorganic inputs, promote forest conservation, and generally make farmers
active participant in improving their ecological environment. Results are starting
to appear. However, the available documentation and the CPE field visits suggest
that, compared to the ambition and issues at stake, project budgets for these
activities are on the low side and interventions scattered over the territory.

The 2014 annual outcome survey of NERCORMP II showed that 73 per cent of
project households (compared to 58 percent in control group) had access to
productive forest, while 51 per cent in the project and 40 per cent in the control
group reported access to productive pastureland. Regeneration and restoration of
flora and fauna in the project area is reported throughout the documentation.
During the CPE visits, community members reported that the “slash and burn” area
is only a fourth of what it was before the project.”®

CAIM is trying to promote better utilization of rain water, use of ground water,
nullahs and a variety of other water-shed management techniques.”* These
improvements may also ease water scarcity for household use as well as for
livestock. Irregularity of monsoonal rains is a part of climatic changes taking place,
and is a source of uncertainty and risk for the sustained cultivation. CAIM is
sensitizing cultivators and informing them about the variations in monsoonal

% MPOWER- Centre for Micro Finance (2015), Agriculture Based Livelihood Kharif 2015.

™ The practice of “slash and burn” is not necessarily harmful to the environment if the forest is allowed to regrowth for a
sufficient number of years. However, reportedly, this was not the case in many areas of the North-eastern Region.

™ According to the 2015 outcome survey, 57 per cent of project beneficiaries reported some form of benefits from soil
and water management, compared to 15 per cent in comparison households.
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changes in real time, and helping farmers adopt appropriate choices of crop and
their timing. With the expansion of broad-bed furrows and the partnership with the
Better Cotton Initiative, farmers are using biodynamic compost and this is coupled
with soil and water conservation measures. A limitation highlighted by the
documentation is that activities are spread over a large area.

Under PTSLP, target areas of coastal districts in Tamil Nadu have sizable population
depending on fishing for their livelihood. They face issues such as overfishing and
harmful fishing practices. Although at design stage the project had identified
factors affecting the fisheries resources (e.g. usage of certain types of fishing
gears, fishing pressure in spawning grounds and pollution), it was beyond its scope
to address these issues, largely originating outside the project areas.

OTELP formed 430 Forest Management Committees to promote community based
forest management. Yet, supervision missions complained about the limited
resources available for the activities (US$121/ha in 2013) which it considered
inadequate given the hilly and undulating terrain in many targeted blocks.

According to the evaluation of LIPH, over 400 Natural Resource Management Plans
were developed and implemented in Meghalaya and target groups were exposed to
the basics of healthy ecosystems and biodiversity. Both in Meghalaya and
Uttarakhand, the project promoted organic agriculture and the reduction of
inorganic fertilizer use. However, an opportunity was missed in the project to
include Disaster Risk Reduction activities in natural resources management.

The impact evaluation of JCTDP rated project in this domain as moderately
unsatisfactory. The project had been instrumental in creating water harvesting as
well as soil erosion and run-off control structures that would improve the soil
moisture content. But the issues related to irrigation had not been fully addressed.
Ponds and wells were not properly maintained. The use of solar energy and
promotion of biogas had only limited outreach. Almost all surveyed households in
Jharkhand and Chhattisgarh were largely relying on wood as a source of fuel
(94.5 and 98.3 per cent, respectively), which was at odds with the project forest
conservation objective (table 13).

Table 13
Usage of fuel-wood

Jharkhand Chhattisgarh
Euel wood 94.5% 98.3%
Crop residue 4.4% 0.6%
Dung cakes 0.3% 0.3%
Coal/charcoal 0.3% 0.0%
Liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) 0.3% 0.5%
Bio gas 0.2% 0.2%
Number of respondents 2 269 2179

Source: JCTDP Impact Evaluation Quantitative Survey (2015).

Overall impact on natural resources, environment and climate change is assessed
as moderately satisfactory (4) with one project rated satisfactory, five moderately
satisfactory, one moderately unsatisfactory and two not rated (either due to lack of
data or activities in this area).

Impact on institutions and policies

Usually the rural poor, landless, and socially excluded populations have little say in
either shaping institutions or making policies that govern them. Initiatives under
IFAD projects have set in motion a process of change. Some projects, operating in
concert with the state government institutions, have helped ensure that the
target groups receive what the public policies pronounce to be due to
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them. Several projects generated opportunities for institutional or policy changes.
The degree to which these have translated into reality varies across the portfolio.

The use of Women’s Development Corporations (permanent public institutions that
took up the implementation of Tejaswini in Maharashtra and in Madhya Pradesh) is
a typical example of how to make the existing state-wide policies and institutions
more effective. The CPE observed that, when public programs like MNREGS or
NRLM were rolled out in these states, they kept the scope and working
arrangements of Tejaswini project intact and aligned with it carefully. Experience
with the “Shaurya Dal” (bravery group) in Madhya Pradesh and paralegal workers
in Maharashtra to control violence against women (see the section on Gender
Equality) was used as an input into Maharashtra Women’s Policy, 2013 and was
replicated state wide in Madhya Pradesh and this strategy is included in the Vision
2018 document of the state.

NERCORMP II has forged good partnership with federal institutions: the North-East
Council and the Ministry of Development of North Eastern Region. These are
convinced of the validity of the project’s approaches. The project also involved
district agencies in the implementation of agriculture and livestock extension work,
as well as construction of basic infrastructure. District agencies are also convinced
of what the project has been doing and have gained experience. It remains to be
seen whether, without the project’s support, district agencies will have the
resources to extend support to beneficiary communities in the future. Instead, the
project did not establish strong bonds with state-level authorities in Meghalaya
(one of the three implementation states).

In the case of JCTDP, the project was to help the state set up village assemblies
(Gram Sabha) and local government entities (Panchayat Raj Institutions) which are
part of India’s decentralized administration system but do not exist or function in
many tribal areas. Grassroots organizations established by the project were
expected to be progressively absorbed into local government institutions but such
official recognition did not happen to the extent envisaged. The project lacked a
clear roadmap towards informing policies and converging with national
development programmes, such as the MNREGS.

As for MPOWER, collaboration with other public programmes such as the NRLM in
Rajasthan, and MNREGS has now started. The Department of Rural Development of
Rajasthan is also keen on disseminating the experience of the krishi sakhi and
pashu sakhi models and related extension approaches to other programmes. On
the other hand, the project collaborated less with district and block technical
departments, with the exception of the veterinary services with which it organized
vaccination campaigns. There are policy issues, such as public subsidy schemes for
farmers targeting medium-size holders but not available to small and marginal
farmers, that would require discussion with policy makers. This has not happened
to a significant extent, also because the project’s delayed implementation reduces
contents and credibility.

OTELP has been instrumental in operationalizing and implementing the existing
land and forest rights regulations to facilitate the granting of land titles and
rights for access to forests. The project facilitated the formation of Vana
Sangrakhayana Samitis (Forest Protection Committees) to enable community-
driven conservation and access to forests. These committees have signed
memoranda of understanding with the forest department, thus formalizing the
recognition of their role and in turn the role of the communities.

Apart from WELP that had policy level objectives but very limited implementation
progress, most projects had initiatives with the potential to generate changes in
public institutions, policies and programmes. This has so far translated into reality
in three cases (OTELP, Tejaswini and NERCORMP II). Overall, impact on institutions
and policies is assessed as moderately satisfactory (4), with two projects rated
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satisfactory, three moderately satisfactory, two moderately unsatisfactory, one
unsatisfactory and one not rated, as it had no activities in this area (annex I).

Other evaluation criteria
Sustainability

Abstracting across individual projects, this section examines the resilience of net
benefit streams overtime, especially after interventions under projects have ended.
For benefits to sustain there are social, institutional, financial, technical factors to
be considered. The overall findings are positive for social and institutional
sustainability factors, overall positive but more uneven for the technical and
financial ones. Moreover, in the past, project design contemplated only partial
aspects of sustainability. This is detailed below.

In terms of social sustainability, in most projects, the engagement of
communities (notably women’s groups) in collective action, the sense of
emancipation and quest for better livelihoods is likely to continue even in
the absence of external support. The capacity of community based
organizations to continue operations varies between and within projects.
Issues of dormancy of grass-roots groups such as SHGs have emerged in several
projects (e.g. MPOWER, PTSLP, CAIM, involving about a quarter of SHGs). One of
the strategies was to federate groups (SHG, natural resource management
committees and others) so as to generate “critical mass”, and avoid groups being
left in isolation. A few examples below help illustrate the issues at stake.

In the case of OTELP, the sustainability of watershed development benefits hinges
on the capacity of community based organizations to operate after project
completion. The project has managed to leverage additional resources of the
Odisha government for a further phase called "OTELP+"” and contract facilitating
NGOs for an additional period of time. The SHGs formed are being federated and it
is expected that the federations will be handed over to the public scheme NRLM.

The sustainability of the community organizations under Tejaswini is likely to
depend, inter alia, on: (i) the ability of the Community Managed Resource Centres
to render financial and livelihood related services against suitable financial
remuneration, and the ability of newly-formed SHGs to pay for them; (ii) the
linkage of SHGs and Community Managed Resource Centres to financial
institutions: in the absence of credit, the SHGs do not have economic incentives to
stay operational. On the other hand, the pace at which the alignment of this
Programme with NRLM proceeds may be too fast: reportedly, in some cases credit
is being pumped into hew groups before ensuring that social cohesion develops
among the members.

As for NERCORMP II, SHGs have good chances to sustain themselves beyond the
project period because of overall good loan repayment discipline. Natural Resource
Management Groups and their respective apex bodies are strongly supported by
the communities. In the case of the PTSLP and CAIM, it is expected that the
National Rural Livelihood Mission may provide additional support to the
communities after completion.”?

Another predictor of sustainability is the support from institutions, policies and
political decision makers. With the exception of WELP (which was closed due to
lack of support from state and central government), the overall picture is
favourable. Most projects are implemented under the responsibility of permanent
public institutions at the state level with high policy and political profile.

Technical, economic and financial sustainability varies across projects but the
(limited) information available is generally encouraging. In the case of

2 As noted, under CAIM, 65 per cent of Community Managed Resource Centres could cover half of their operational
expenses through members’ contribution in 2015 and were expected to approach full self-sufficiency by 2017.
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NERCORMP II, documentation and CPE field visit suggest that returns on economic
activities (piggeries, cash crops such as ginger and turmeric, and fruit trees) are
high.”® The concern is more for the future availability of extension and technical
services through district agencies after project closure.

In the case of MPOWER, available information suggests that activities such as
vegetable farming, goat rearing, fruit orchards are profitable (for vegetable farming
a project survey estimated an average annual profit of INR 18,000 and for goat
rearing an average annual net profit of INR 11,000 per goat under improved
conditions).” Potential risks relate to marketing, an area in which the project
design provided little guidance and for which the project has hired consulting
expertise in 2015. While farmers have not yet encountered problems in selling their
products, this may become an issue as soon as surplus production becomes
substantial. Under MPOWER, crop extension through krishi sakhi was useful and
simple. It is likely that farmers will be able to hire krishi sakhi in the future on a
small fee basis, if their support is found necessary. As for animal health extension
and vaccination, these services and related medicines are available at low cost,
either through public services or through community assistants (pashu sakhi) and
farmers foresee being able to pay for service fees in the future.

On the other hand, the interim evaluation of JCTDP highlights that, while the
project was successful at building small infrastructure for land and water resource
management, maintenance by the community has not been as expected, due to
the unclear coordination and responsibility of the village level organizations, most
of which were no longer functioning after completion. Moreover, financial linkages
and connectivity to markets were still underdeveloped.

CAIM tries to link farmers to markets and build their capacity for improving
productivity, which is expected to allow beneficiaries to be able to receive benefits
even after project closure. It is expected that farmers groups, organized in
producer companies based on commodity type and market demands, will be
enabled to access technology, inputs, skills, markets and finance, and, thus,
sustain their own operations. However, the 2015 supervision flags problems in
meeting loan repayment deadlines within SHGs, leading to high level of non-
performing assets and bad debts.

Ex-ante sustainability strategies are emerging in recent projects. In the
past, design attention to “sustainability” was mostly confined to creating
federations of SHGs, while attention to economic viability, linkages with PRIs and
with public schemes was not at the forefront. The importance of these factors has
been better understood during implementation and efforts have been made to help
with market outlets and to link with public programmes for further support. This
often emerged during the last two years of implementation, when projects started
moving at full “cruising speed” after the initial implementation delays.

More recent projects designs have reflected on how to support in the long-run
institutions, human capacities as well as on linkages to markets. This also requires
updating during implementation.

Sustainability is overall assessed as moderately satisfactory (4), due to the
combination of policy and political support, community-based support to the
initiatives, positive but variable support from the technical and economic
fundamentals. The importance of devising a sustainability strategy and monitoring
the same during implementation is now better understood. One project is assessed
as satisfactory for sustainability, five as moderately satisfactory, two as moderately
unsatisfactory and one as unsatisfactory.

" For example while the cost of a loan for buying two piglets (principal and interest) would typically hover around

INR 5,000-6,000, the net profit could typically be about INR 5,000, a return of almost 100 per cent. At a similar cost, an
investment in ginger or broom grass, depending on market prices, may yield a profit of INR 20,000-30,000.

™ MPOWER- Centre for Micro Finance (2015), Agriculture Based Livelihood Kharif 2015.
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Innovation and scaling up

According to IFAD’s 2007 innovation strategy, an innovative idea needs to be:

(i) new to its context of application; (ii) useful and cost-effective in relation to a
goal; and (iii) able to “stick” (i.e., potential for wide adoption) after testing. The
2011 COSOP identified the following innovation opportunities in India: (i) resilience
to climate change; (ii) renewable energy; (iii) remittances and insurance; (iv) fair
and effective value chains; (v) information and communication technology.

Resilience to climate change. Most projects were geared to solve local
production problems in a way that can be relevant to climate change adaptation.
The most vivid example of such kind of experimentation was in the context of
water saving, watershed management, and soil erosion control. These are very
pertinent to national priorities as well, beyond the projects’ boundaries.””

Overall, technical inputs in the projects would be more accurately described as
measures to enhance productivity and natural resource management. Most projects
introduce seed, fruit tree or livestock varieties, or approaches that may be known
elsewhere but are new to the project areas. Examples of this are, under the CAIM
project: (i) the introduction of broad-based furrow cultivation method for soybean;
(ii) partnership with the Better Cotton Initiative (for reducing environmental
footprints of cotton growing; and (iii) bio-dynamic compost for organic production
of crops and vegetables. Similar findings stem from other projects such as
NERCORMP II, LIPH.

MPOWER promoted low-cost extension approaches (based on the krishi sakhi- peer
farmer; pashu-sakhi — peer livestock farmer) which existed in other Indian states
but were new in Western Rajasthan. Finally, although at an early stage, the CPE
observed that ILSP is linking individuals and federations of farmers to local
agricultural research and training centres (Krishi Vigyan Kendras) for technical
advice and inputs, showing that it is possible in India to fund applied agricultural
research through a project financing mechanism.

Renewable energy. The awareness and use of the renewable energies is
increasing in India at a rapid rate, whether in the form of mill hydro plants, or solar
energy, or wind-mill driven power generation. In some remote regions where there
are no power grids, the 2015 CPE mission came across solar-driven tube-wells,
biodigestors, micro-hydroelectric generators, and photovoltaic power. This was
particularly the case of NERCORMP II (see also the Effectiveness section). However,
outside this project, they were isolated cases. It is important to note that there are
many publicly-funded programmes on renewable energy in India and this is not
one of the traditional specialty areas of IFAD.

Remittances. India is perhaps the single largest recipient of the overseas
remittances (varyingly estimated around US$75 billion per year). Much of overseas
as well as domestic (urban to rural) remittances also reach out in the poorer rural
regions of the country, yet there is little specific account of these inflows in IFAD
projects. Properly harnessed, it could play an important role in the rural
development, as has been witnessed in some states of India (e.g. Punjab, Kerala,
and Gujarat). Supported by ICT applications, remittances could be utilized with a
whole range of innovative financial instruments in the country. However, in
connection with the role and apathy of the public sector banks, the broader
financial sector in India is still not adequately engaged in rural development.

Insurance. Initiatives involving insurance products (e.g. crop, human health/life,
animal health) are mainly in three projects (CAIM, Tejaswini, and PTSLP). The
portfolio has recently started giving the attention to this instrument. Given the

" One significant activity which was entirely focused on climate-change adaptation is related to a grant to the
International Centre for Integrated Mountain Development (ICIMOD) (IFAD-APR Self-Assessment 2015) which studied
climate perceptions and adaptation tactics adopted in 48 villages across 8 districts of Uttarakhand and Northeast India.
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uncertainties of the rainfall and of agricultural production described earlier, the
absence of insurance cover inhibits investments in the sector. In the case of
distressed farmers, under CAIM, it is at the top of farmers’ request, along with
access to credit. Under PTSLP, targeted groups have availed of health insurance
products and more than 220,000 policies were issued. However, it is to be
recognized that insurance schemes for crops or livestock pose challenges, due to
the need of heavy subsidization, in addition to the usual problem of information
asymmetry (moral hazard and adverse selection). Field visits also showed
widespread complaints about insurance companies refusing monetary
compensation even when damages had been demonstrated. As for livestock, it may
be more effective and efficient to invest on animal health measures that
dramatically reduce mortality (such as in MPOWER) rather than on insurance
products. The case of crops is more complicated as yields are highly dependent on
weather conditions, largely outside a project’s or human behaviour influence.

Fair and effective value chains. In the 2011 COSOP, the emphasis on value-
chains was rightly placed so that farmers and rural workers could derive due
benefits of their efforts and investments. However, in-depth insights are required
for understanding the functioning of markets and the role of different players
engaged in transacting business and this is rarely seen in project designs.

Under CAIM, value-chain efforts were initially confined to take elementary steps
such as sending small amounts of products to the nearby weekly markets or
sending milk to the nearest dairy. However, in the case of horticulture and fruit
production, there have been some examples of contract farming helping producers
groups to access metropolitan markets in big cities. There is not yet empirical
analysis of the results of these pilot experiences and exchanges have not been
envisaged with similar endeavours by other donors (e.g. ADB engaged in
promotion of agri-business in Maharashtra).

Some project teams tried to improve farmers’ position on markets by branding
their products, and having brands registered, e.g. “"Bharati” under Tejaswini in
Madhya Pradesh, "NEAT” under NERCORMP II, and “Hilans” under ILSP. The latter
project has a market linkage thrust although it is still at an early stage: some of
the attempts consisted of ad hoc agreements between producers’ groups and
shopkeepers, while other experiences are emerging in selling larger quantities of
vegetable produce directly to wholesale markets.

ICT for blending local and modern knowledge. The usage of mobile
technology and internet has expanded in the country as a whole and ICT usage is
spilling-over in the project areas. The emerging use of mobile telephone, unique
identity number of each person, and internet-based bank transfer of funds are
requiring progressively a larger use of ICT even in the rural areas. The policies of
the new government that came to power in May 2014 are leaning on the use of ICT
in the country.”® The 2015 India CPE witnessed instances of ICT use in the field.

LIPH (Uttarakhand segment) tested: (i) a web-based “federation help line” for
women’s SHG on federation governance issues; (ii) Sms-based communication
between SHG on cultivation techniques, climate, market rates of various crops,
government schemes; and (iii) a distance learning centre affiliated to the
Uttarakhand Open University. Under ILSP a strong and functional management
information system has been established in Uttarakhand and is available online.

"® For example see: “Technology is increasingly affording better means for the government to improve the economic
lives of the poor. The JAM Number Trinity—Jan Dhan Yojana (cash transfer mechanism), Adhaar (unique identity
number of each citizen) and Mobile numbers—might well be a game changer because it expands the set of welfare and
anti-poverty policies that the state can implement in future. These technological innovations have renewed academic
interest in the potential of direct cash transfers to help the poor. Recent experimental evidence documents that
unconditional cash transfers—if targeted well—can boost household consumption and asset ownership and reduce
food security problems for the ultra-poor.” India. 2015. Economic Survey 2014-15. New Delhi: Young Global
Publications, p. 24.
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MPOWER piloted a mobile banking scheme in the Block of Bap in collaboration with
Vodaphone/M-pesa which allows farmers to make deposit and payments to a
network of authorized retailers. This is sms-based and can be operated through a
conventional mobile phone. The pilot has not yet reached the break-even point for
the service providers (they would require a monthly volume of payments of

INR 20,000,000 against the current INR 500,000) but it will be assessed and up-
scaled by M-pesa if found viable. Similar pilot tests are run under CAIM.

Under Tejaswini (and partly CAIM), PowerPoint projectors have been provided to
SHG federation offices and many SHGs regularly make their presentations with
data and graphics to visiting officials and policy makers. Many SHG members
displayed their familiarity with the use of desktops and laptops during the 2015
India CPE mission.

Important progress in scaling up. In its 2015 Operational Framework for
scaling up, IFAD defines the latter as “expanding, adapting and supporting
successful policies, programmes and knowledge, so that they can leverage
resources and partners to deliver larger results for a greater number of rural poor
in a sustainable way”. The internal definition has slightly changed in the course of
the years.”” A number of government agencies in India, both at the central and
state level, have found IFAD’s solution pertinent to the problems of rural
development and the rural poor in India. During the CPE Mission, the World Bank
acknowledged IFAD’s role in pro-poor innovation and potential scaling-up.

Scaling up that has already taken place. In the case of OTELP, the state
government is funding a third phase, called "OTELP+" for US$100 million, with an
IFAD contribution of US$15 million. OTELP+ has a foreseen outreach of 90,000
households in 1,500 villages spread over 525 micro-sheds. In addition,
convergence with central government schemes is being pursued with: MNREGS,
Public Distribution System, Rashtriya Krishi Vikas Yojana, National Horticulture
Mission, Special Central Assistance - Tribal Sub-Plan and NRLM.

A third phase, NERCORMP III, for US$90 million covering new districts targeting
58,850 beneficiary households in 1,177 villages was launched in 2014 as a six-year
project. It is funded exclusively by the Government of India (central level) to
expand NERCORMP II activities to new districts. NERCORMP I model is being
expanded by the Word Bank Project (North East Rural Livelihoods Project) in four
new states of North Eastern India.

In the case of LIPH, the SHG component is being scaled up through the NRLM and
there is a plan for PTSLP to scale up the vulnerability reduction fund and the
insurance products also through the NRLM.

Scaling up that is planned. In the case of Tejaswini, the Government of
Maharashtra showed interest in scaling up the approaches. Tejaswini-Madhya
Pradesh also expressed interest in the extension of coverage to other districts
along with the implementation of government’s NRLM. “"Shaurya Dal” initiative
under the project is likely to be extended throughout the state, and there is also an
expression of interest from New Delhi to extend it to other states.

As for the new JTELP, the 2014 Supervision Mission mentions that, for the first
time, the Project has forged financial convergence with the Special Central
Assistance-Tribal Sub-Plan which funds schemes/projects for economic
development of Scheduled Tribes. It has also forged financial convergence with
grants under Article 275 of the Constitution for the purpose of promoting the

" For example, IFAD in collaboration with the Brookings Institute and the Wolfensohn Centre for Global Development
had defined scaling-up as: “expanding, replicating, adapting and sustaining successful policies, programs or projects in
a geographic space and over time to reach a greater number of rural poor.” See: Linn, Johannes F., Artntraud
Harmann, Homi Kharas, Richard Kohl and Barbara Master. 2010. Scaling Up the Fight against Rural Poverty. An
Institutional Review of IFAD’s Approach. Brookings Global Economy & Development Working Paper #43, October,
Washington, D.C. (For the International Fund for Agricultural Development).
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welfare of Scheduled Tribes in the states or raising the level of administration of the
Scheduled Areas. In the case of LAMP, the project design report anticipates that
project clusters may be scaled up to cover the rest of the state funded by the
Government and/or other donors, by building institutional capacity and generating
a supporting knowledge base.

In terms of support to innovation, progress has been generalized on improved
agricultural technologies and techniques which are also pertinent to climate change
adaptation. There are some recent initiatives on ICT and commodity value chains
and insurance product (crop, life). Investments involving renewable energy were
concentrated in one project. Little was found to report on remittances. There are
several examples of scaling up that has taken place (or is firmly planned), some of
which can be considered truly exemplary for IFAD (OTELP, NERCORMP II). Bringing
these two dimensions together, the overall rating is satisfactory (5) with two
projects rated as highly satisfactory, four as satisfactory, two as moderately
satisfactory and one as moderately unsatisfactory.

Gender equality and women’s empowerment

The Indian government is committed to gender equality and empowerment, as
reflected in its constitution, legislations, policies and programmes. In practice,
however, Indian women still have a long struggle on their hands to attain gender
equality and empower themselves. Overall sex ratio in the country is a summative
indicator of this struggle. As per 2011 Census, there were only 943 women per
1,000 male in India. Female literacy rate, at 58 per cent, is 19 per cent below that
of males. A Landesa - UN Women study in three Indian states (Andhra Pradesh,
Bihar and Madhya Pradesh) notes that only 13 per cent of rural women have either
inherited or expect to inherit land.”® Workforce participation rates for males at
53.3 per cent were higher and increasing, compared to women'’s rates at only
25.5 per cent and stagnating.

Focusing on women'’s self-help groups and empowerment, IFAD-funded projects try
to create an enabling environment for women to take part in village councils, claim
rights to agricultural land, access natural resources, access credit markets, and
improve services for potable water, fuel and fodder to lessen their drudgery.

Evolving treatment of gender equality in IFAD operations. The promotion of
gender equality and women’s empowerment is emphasized in COSOPs 2001, 2005
and 2011 and special focus is placed on reaching women-headed households,
women from Scheduled Caste and Scheduled Tribe communities, and marginalized
occupations (e.g. small and marginal farmers, and agricultural labour). In the past,
projects typically established minimum quota for women'’s participation

(e.g. minimum 50 per cent of women members) and provided basic infrastructure
(e.g. access to water) to reduce drudgery. In more recent times, as a consequence
of the evolving thinking at IFAD and previous evaluation findings,’® project designs
have required the preparation of a gender strategy, emphasising, inter alia, the
analysis of gender roles, the sensitization of men and women and the importance
of gender balance for project staff.

This section selectively focuses on the three objectives of the 2003 IFAD Gender
Action Plan:® (i) expand women’s access to and control over fundamental assets
- capital, land, knowledge and technologies; (ii) strengthen women’s agencies -

"8 Landesa. 2013. The Formal and Informal Barriers in the Implementation of the Hindu Succession (Amendment) Act
2005: In the context of Women Agricultural Producers of Andhra Pradesh, Bihar and Madhya Pradesh. UN Women.
India/New York. http://www.landesa.org/wp-content/uploads/hsaa-study-report.pdf.

™ The aspect of gender equality is treated in most evaluations, a comprehensive work was the Corporate-Level
Evaluation on IFAD’s Performance with Regard to Gender and Women’s Empowerment completed in 2010.

8 |n 2012 IFAD approved a Policy on Gender equality and Women's Empowerment with very similar objectives:

(i) promote economic empowerment to enable rural women and men to have equal opportunity to participate in, and
benefit from, profitable economic activities; (ii) enable women and men to have equal voice and influence in rural
institutions and organizations; (iii) achieve a more equitable balance in workloads and in the sharing of economic and
social benefits between women and men.
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their decision-making role in community affairs and representation in local
institutions; and (iii) improve women’s well-being and ease their workloads by
facilitating access to basic rural services and infrastructures.

Access to assets, knowledge and technologies. Most projects have adopted
the self-help group approach, and membership of these groups is reserved to
women only. As mentioned earlier, the purpose was to provide members with
access to financial resources in the form of savings and small loans. In terms of
results, there is qualitative evidence on changing attitudes towards more joint-
decision making on investments in number of projects. During field visits in
NERCORMP II in June 2015, women and men agreed that there is far more
consultation now on decisions whether to invest on livestock, cash crop growing,
and how to use money for priority household consumption items). In the case of
Tejaswini-Maharashtra, an impressive 68,166 women have received joint house
titles and 12,514 have received joint titles to agricultural land. Similar progress
was made towards joint titles under CAIM.

According to the project performance assessment of LIPH: (i) 93 per cent of
women reported that their control over household livelihood income had increased;
(ii) 72 per cent of women reported that compared to project start-up time, their
role in household and livelihood decision-making had increased significantly; and
(iii) 98 per cent of women reported developing a better understanding of financial
institutions and products.

Strengthening women’s agencies - their decision-making role in
community affairs and representation in local institutions. Performance on
reaching targets of SHG formation has been good in most projects. Women'’s
Federations and Community Managed Resource Centres have been formed under
ILSP, NERCORMP II, Tejaswini, PTSLP and CAIM. Women are actively participating in
a number of fora at different levels, village, clusters, and blocks. Women elected
from SHGs and federations are addressing issues of drinking water, electricity,
garbage disposal, and poor health services. This facilitates greater accountability of
public services to women and men in the rural areas.

In terms of participation and representation in local institutions, the OTELP self-
assessment by the project unit (2015) mentions that, in the latest Panchayat
elections, women were participating in higher numbers compared to the past and
many succeeded to be elected (although further data are not provided). In
Tejaswini-Maharashtra, 3 per cent of the SHG members had been elected to
various Panchayat Raj Institutions.

The impact evaluation of JCTDP computed a composite index of women'’s
empowerment® and found that project population had higher scores (more
empowered) than control groups (Figure 2). However, the evaluation noted that
differences were significant but small, and argued that the project missed out some
practical interventions in basic services to improve women'’s well-being, such as
access to potable water, and did little to sensitize men.

8 Namely: (i) autonomy and authority in decision-making with respect to the financial and intra-household decision-
making process; (ii) group membership in village-level institutions and leadership; and (iii) comfort in raising voice
against social and domestic issues.
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Figure 2
Women’s empowerment index scores (WEI) in the impact evaluation of JCTDP (2015)

56
s4 |
52 |
50 |
48 1 WEI
46 {——
44

% women

Treatment Comparison ‘ Treatment Comparison

Jharkhand ‘ Chhattisgarh

Source: JCTDP, Impact Evaluation Report (2015).

Improving women’s well-being and easing their workloads. Women face
considerable drudgery, especially in hilly and remote areas, and projects have
focused on reducing both household and livelihood related drudgery. Initiatives
include the introduction of smokeless stoves, strengthening access to drinking
water, sanitation and roads, increasing forest cover and access to fodder. In some
projects, they also included agricultural tools and equipment that are ergonomically
appropriate for women and post-harvest processing equipment.

For most of the projects, women’s drudgery is reportedly reduced (e.g. by
enhancing access to potable water, fuel or by providing simple technology such as
rice milling machines or threshers), as in the case of MPOWER (recently enhanced),
LIPH, NERCORMP II, Tejaswini and CAIM. For two projects, JCTDP and WELP,
limited attention to practical drudgery reduction has been reported in the
documentation.

One project addressed problems of abuse of alcohol and domestic
violence, of which women and children are the main victims. Apart from the
effects on altering behaviour, alcohol abuse by men is a serious problem as it
constrains disposable income for buying food, often at the expense of adult women
and children’s nutritional status. Under OTELP and NERCORMP II, some SHG
members have discussed these issues during group meetings and managed to have
elderly and respected men and women from the village talk to SHG members’
husbands. A more structured approach to the problem was found under Tejaswini.

Shaurya Dal. In Madhya Pradesh, the Tejaswini project cooperated with a state
initiative to introduce “Shaurya Dal” (bravery squad). A Shaurya Dal is a village
level committee made up of five-to-eight members drawn from SHG/village level
committee, teachers, Asha workers (health workers), and Anganwadi workers
(attached to the government’s Integrated Child Development Centres), community
resource persons, representative from the local government, a village guard and
two men from the same village.

The main purpose of the Shaurya Dal initiative is to mobilize the communities
against gambling, alcoholism, domestic violence. Shaurya Dals also mediate on
social issues such as encroachment of land of the marginalized by privileged
groups. Eighty percent (80 per cent) of the cases have been resolved, other than in
cases of dowry harassment wherein the resolution rate is 55 per cent. These
figures are much higher than the resolution rates of government. Seeing the
impact of Shaurya Dals, the Madhya Pradesh government has commenced scaling
up this strategy to the entire state. The scaling up of Shaurya Dal is mentioned in
Vision 2018 document of the state government. Reportedly, the Ministry of Women
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and Child Development is considering scaling-up this approach to the entire
country.8?

In Maharashtra, the Tejaswini project has followed a different approach to redress
women’s issues: it trained paralegal workers (known as kaydasaathis) who have
the mandate to counsel women on various issues, such as domestic violence and
refer to the appropriate institutions such as police and judiciary. As of 2015,
3,500 village level kaydasaathis have been trained. For both Maharashtra and
Madhya Pradesh initiatives, Tejaswini has won several awards, in India and also at
IFAD.

Overall, gender equality and women’s empowerment is assessed as satisfactory (5)
across the portfolio, with one project rated highly satisfactory, five satisfactory, two
moderately satisfactory and one moderately unsatisfactory.

Overall portfolio assessment

Overall, this CPE finds the IFAD-funded portfolio in India generally solid, with some
peaks of high performance. Table 14 provides a summary of portfolio ratings while
details by project are presented in annex I. Since it is a large portfolio,
unsurprisingly there is some variation in performance between and within projects.
A rapid glance through the detailed table of project ratings (annex I) shows that,
across criteria and projects, ratings range from 2 (unsatisfactory) to 6 (highly
satisfactory). Out of nine projects assessed through the full range of criteria, the
overall achievement is rated fully satisfactory for three projects (OTELP, Tejaswini,
NERCORMP II), moderately satisfactory for five (JCTDP, LIPH, PTSLP, MPOWER and
CAIM); and moderately unsatisfactory in one case only (WELP).

The rating of moderately satisfactory (4) for the overall portfolio achievement
reflects the above variations. Almost all the evaluation criteria are assessed in the
“positive zone” (4 or higher), with relevance, innovation and scaling up and gender
equality rated as overall satisfactory (and even higher in some projects). The
exception is efficiency which has been rated moderately unsatisfactory (3) at the
portfolio level. This is largely due to start-up and implementation delays: time
slippages introduce a number of second-order unforeseen implementation
problems, also affecting effectiveness, impact and other criteria. These problems
are not exclusive to the IFAD portfolio in India, as gathered through discussions
with the Asian Development Bank and the World Bank.

Compared to the ratings of the 2010 CPE, the current CPE ratings for effectiveness,
efficiency and impact are lower and this may be connected to the implementation
delays experienced by several projects which also affected other criteria. Moreover,
the low ratings of the single most problematic intervention (WELP) have affected
the overall portfolio rating.

The ratings of this CPE are in the range of the average ratings for projects
completed in the period 2010-2015 in the Asia and the Pacific Region of IFAD, as
reported in the database of the Annual Report on Results and Impact of IFAD's
Operations, except for efficiency which is lower, while the rating for innovation and
scaling up is higher.

# Directorate of Women Empowerment, n.d., Transforming Lives (A document on Shaurya), Directorate of Women
Empowerment, Department of Women and Child Development, Directorate of Women Empowerment, Bhopal; and
Government of Madhya Pradesh, 2013, Madhya Pradesh Vision 2018, An Agenda for Development Change and Good
Governance, Department of Planning, Economics and Statistics, Government of Madhya Pradesh, Bhopal.
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Table 14
Summary portfolio ratings

Annual Report on Results and
Impact of IFAD Operations

Current average project ratings

CPE Previous CPE rating  in APR projects completed in

Criterion rating (2010) 2010-2015 (35 projects)
Relevance 5 5 4.5
Effectiveness 4 5 4.3
Efficiency 3 4 4.2
Impact 4 5 4.4
Sustainability 4 4 4.0
Innovation and scaling up 5 5 41
Gender equality and women's empowerment. 5 - 4.6
Overall assessment 4 5 4.3

* This criterion has been introduced since late 2010.
Source: Current CPE. Details by project are presented in annex .

Key points

e The portfolio has focused on very challenging areas and target groups, with a strong
empowerment component and with attention to rainfed agriculture, learning from
past experiences and increasing awareness of the importance to link with public
development and social programmes. Overall the intervention paradigm is relevant.

e There are limitations in the technical contents of traditional agricultural interventions,
limited attention in past project designs to working on territorial and commodity
clusters and linkages to markets and value chains. These are increasingly brought in
the design concept although the challenge is how to apply them in practice.

o Weak efficiency of implementation process bedevils the portfolio. Slow
implementation is the result of several factors including complex project settings but
also capacity gaps in the implementing agencies and arrangements (high staff turn-
over, non-competitive compensation packages, poorly devised remuneration schemes
for NGOs and cumbersome procurement procedures at the state and local
government levels).

e Portfolio impact is nonetheless satisfactory in terms of household assets and income,
human and social capital and moderately satisfactory in other domains.

e Project benefits have moderately satisfactory chances to continue after closure,
thanks to strong collective action in the communities, political support, and positive,
albeit variable, technical and financial viability.

¢ In terms of innovation, there has been progress in introducing improved agricultural
techniques, emerging initiatives on ICT, pilots on linkages with markets and value
chains but little on remittances. There are several examples of scaling up, some truly
exemplary.

e Progress on gender equity is one of the strongest elements in the portfolio. One
project introduced an approach to control domestic violence which is now considered
for scaling up at the state level with opportunities for national level scaling up.

o This CPE rated the overall portfolio achievements as moderately satisfactory, in
consideration of variations in performance. Portfolio ratings are in the “positive zone”
for all criteria, except efficiency (moderately unsatisfactory).
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Performance of partners

This section will assess the performance of partners (IFAD and the Government)
during the CPE period. The assessment of IFAD’s performance included project
design, supervision and mobilizing technical support, self-assessment, solving
problems and implementation bottlenecks and organization and resources of the
country office. Government performance is assessed in the areas of contribution to
project preparation, exercising ownership, providing policy guidance, mobilization
of human and material resources, implementation management, responsiveness to
supervision recommendations, fiduciary aspects and M&E.

IFAD

IFAD is appreciated by all stakeholders for maintaining a strong participatory
process in the formulation and management of its country strategy and project
interventions over the period of the last three COSOPs. This consultative dimension
has been instrumental in securing ownership of the main stakeholders and
assigning the governance of the projects appropriately in the public system.

State governments value IFAD’s culture of constructive support and
attention to quality. State governments appreciate IFAD’s flexibility in
responding to changing needs and adapting to emerging circumstances during the
project cycle. They positively recognize IFAD’s modus operandi: bestowing full
responsibility and authority of implementation to the designated government
agencies and being available to provide guidance and problem-solving support
when needed. They also appreciate IFAD’s emphasis on quality of implementation
and not just on expanding coverage, as well as allowing flexibility for risk taking
and experimentation for innovation. Compared with other international
development partners, including international financial institutions, IFAD is
considered more responsive and easier to cooperate with.

Design of interventions

Positive design elements include embedding participatory approach in
project processes, emphasizing capacity development of community
organizations and women’s empowerment. A notable positive aspect of the
design has been embedding a flexible, non-over prescriptive, process-oriented
approach in the projects to enable the stakeholders to determine their priorities,
the scope of programme activities, their timing, pace and sequencing. Another
distinctive common feature of project design in all cases also has been the singular
emphasis on capacity-building of communities and community organizations
instead of being simply technical output-driven.

However, there were also design gaps, despite IFAD’s considerable
experience in project formulation. Designing interventions in very poor and
secluded areas poses challenges of access, information and data, governance, and
limited presence of institutions. Project designs generated through IFAD's
established institutional project design process generally reflect good professional
standards. Despite these, designh gaps and weaknesses of various degrees have
surfaced, as detailed under Relevance and Efficiency. Such weaknesses creep in
due to ambitious expectations, geographic spread, sometimes compounded with
limited financing volumes. Often, there is also optimism regarding the level of
preparedness and capacity of the government implementing agencies.

In designing recent interventions IFAD complied with the
recommendations of the of the 2010 CPE, which articulated the following
principles for future programmes: (i) one state one project; (ii) adopting a
“saturation approach” within the state; (iii) not to finance projects in previously
uncovered states; and (iv) explore opportunities for convergence with public
programmes at the time of project formulation (although making convergence work
often proves quite challenging). IFAD’s procedures allow cancelled funds from
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“problematic” projects to be retained in the country programme and allocated to
high performing projects. The Government of India availed this in 2015, by closing
WELP and shifting the balance lending funds to PTSLP.

Supervision, implementation support and self-assessment

IFAD maintained a good track record of quality and timeliness of the
supervision missions. Supervision missions were conducted in a timely manner.
The quality of supervision reports and mid-term reviews has been of good
professional quality and well substantiated. Supervisions findings are reflected in
the annual project status reports which are reviewed by APR’s external advisors,
commenting on the ratings.®?

The CPE mission during its field discussions received overall positive feedback from
different stakeholder groups on the process and quality of the supervision and the
follow-up missions.?* At the same time, there was a mute perception that state
agencies and local stakeholders should engage more actively in the design process.
There were also some disparate comments on supervision missions at times being
repetitive in their findings and that occasionally the reports did not reflect the
project management’s views in a balanced way. In an exceptional instance, it was
also mentioned that some of the IFAD recruited consultants, while professionally
experienced and technically competent, happened to under-appreciate the
expertise and experience of the local project team.

In Tejaswini-Maharashtra, the project design originally accorded onus on public
sector banks for credit access by SHGs which was a misplaced expectation. After a
period of inactivity, IFAD supervision missions recommended switching to
partnership with private sector lenders, resulting in a substantial increase in credit
flows to target SHGs. In CAIM and MPOWER, IFAD’s supervision helped shift from
output-based payment system to input based system to NGO. Output-based
system was difficult for small NGOs as it entailed considerable financial outlay at
the beginning. By shifting to input based payment (a NGOs receive an initial
payment before starting field work and another payment later), performance
improved. Similarly, under the Post-Tsunami project, IFAD’s supervision helped
partners re-designing the project, putting the same on a more solid footing.

Due to delays in start-up and slower pace of implementation, IFAD has been
responsive so far to extension requests for project completion, based on valid
justifications. IFAD is now taking a more critical stance towards project extension
at the corporate level and this may be reflected in future decisions affecting
projects in India. Clarifying to new projects that extensions may not be granted
could give them stronger responsibility for a smoother start-up. The question is
whether this is also the case for ongoing projects whose implementation has now
picked-up after initial delays. The irony here would be that, just as projects start
delivering, they would be forced to stop short of the stipulated targets.

The IFAD country office

IFAD had opened a country office in New Delhi in 2001 (hosted in the WFP
premises), even before IFAD embarked on the field presence pilot programme. This
country office is now staffed with three professional staff members. The CPM has
always been based in Rome thus far. As a follow-up to the recommendation of 2010
CPE, in 2011 IFAD initiated with the Government of India the procedures to outpost
the CPM in New Delhi. After a long process, in June 2015, the Government of India
gave its final approval (the new CPM is expected to join in the course of 2016).

The setting up of the country office improved the programme management
backstopping capacity in country. Country presence has enhanced the

8 Because the criteria are not the same, it is not possible to directly compare project status reports’ ratings with CPE
B‘ortfolio ratings.

Projects that are late in disbursement receive an IFAD supervision mission as well as a follow-up mission per year.
The latter helps follow-up recommendation of the former.
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engagement with the projects and state level functionaries which enabled more
timely follow-up actions. The CPE mission observed that the state governments and
project support units have familiarity and some degree of reliance on the country
office for implementation and process support. The results of the 2015 partner
survey attest to the good appreciation for IFAD’s work in the country.®®> Another
visible benefit of country presence has been the swifter withdrawal applications of
loans. Disbursement time from application submission has dropped from 17 days in
2013 to 13 days as of end September 2015 (according to the Controller’'s and
Finance Services Division of IFAD).

The country office has delivered well in project implementation support while staff
time and specific expertise are limited for higher-level dialogue with
partners and technical discussions. With the relocation of the CPM, there may
be more delegation and major decisions related to country strategy, loan and grant
resource allocation, and programming priorities could be taken more expeditiously.
This higher-level presence may hopefully facilitate more frequent high level
dialogue with the Government and other development partners, and a more
decisive presence and stance in different representational and development fora
(this topic is further addressed in chapter VI).

Sub-regional activities

Following a corporate-level shift, APR is elaborating a decentralization plan. This
will involve, inter alia, out-posting of staff and setting five sub-regional hubs of
which India is one.

In reality, since 2013, the India country office has supported IFAD operations in
other countries (Nepal, Bhutan, Sri Lanka and Maldives). The idea behind the
“regional hub” concept is to capture economies of scale by grouping resources at a
sub-regional level (some countries do not have a country office). There are some
enabling factors that make it a workable proposition. The countries in the sub-
region share similar work culture and bureaucratic set up and also share common
project elements, e.g. rural finance, natural resource management, livelihoods,
access to markets. Additionally there is scope for setting up a common pool of
consultants. The countries are well connected by flights through New Delhi. This
provides an opportunity for accessing cost effective technical services, affordability
by the country offices to reach out to others to offer human resource support and
cross learning.

The India country office staff participated in joint design, appraisal, supervision and
implementation support missions in Maldives, Nepal and Bhutan. Financial
management and procurement advice to the other countries was also provided
through the focal person in the India office. In turn, staff from Nepal and Sri Lanka
country offices participated in supervision missions in India.

Capacity-building and knowledge management events for the benefit of all ongoing
projects within the regional hub countries have been hosted by India projects
OTELP (2013) and WELP (2014). A further event took place in late 2015 on gender
equality, organized in collaboration with Tejaswini.

Balancing ambitions with resource constraints. The total budget for running
the country office was US$750,000 in 2014 and is estimated at a slightly higher
level for 2015. Excluding the supervision mission and staff travel expenses (which

% |FAD conducts a bi-annual survey of partners for the 35 countries in which it has an office. Survey respondents score
IFAD’s performance in several areas. These surveys are to be taken with a grain of salt: respondents are identified by
the country office and may not be fully representative and, ultimately, scores reflect opinions and perceptions. In any
case, survey ratings for IFAD in India (2015) are almost always above average. For indicators that relate to country
ownership and harmonization to national procedures, with a score of 5.30 (out of maximum 6) IFAD in India ranks 8"out
of 35 countries; for contribution to income, food security and empowerment (score of 5.25) it ranks 9™ for policy
dialogue and discussion with civil society (score 5.04) it ranks 11"‘); 12" for environment and climate change (score
4.72). Although the rating for India is high on effective partnership (score of 4.95), it ranks a slightly below the median
point (19’“) of the distribution of the 35 countries considered.
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are high, given the portfolio size), the budget is in the range observed in other
IFAD country offices with the same staffing levels (i.e. about US$325,000 against a
range of US$300,000 - 350,000). The largest driver of costs relates to supervision
and mid-term review missions (49 per cent), country office staff salaries

(29 per cent) and office rental and other operating costs (12 per cent). While a
small portion of the budget is for workshops and local consultancies (3 per cent),
there is no budget for analytical work and studies. This budget size is well below
compared to the similar offices of UN agencies in India, not to mention IFIs. The
resources for the critical non-lending functions like policy dialogue and knowledge
management are almost non-existent.

With the menu of responsibilities stated above and only three professional staff, the
size, geographical spread and complexity of the programme make it extremely
difficult for the country office to perform equitably in all areas of their
responsibility. Most time is spent in project back-stopping and implementation
missions, while critical non-lending dimensions receive less priority in the
agenda. In that sense, the lack of resources and scarce availability of time make
staff capacity truly over-stretched.

Government

The central and the state governments have been supportive of IFAD's
mandate and its emphasis on disadvantaged areas and groups. State
governments have requested IFAD’s interventions in very poor areas where other
donor-supported projects are generally not invited to operate. They have also
provided substantial counterpart financing to the projects.® This shows the
confidence and support IFAD enjoys with the state governments. The Department
of Economic Affairs of the Ministry of Finance is overall very supportive of IFAD’s
mandate and operations in the country. It has recently expressed, nonetheless,
some reservations on the portfolio implementation pace and on selected aspects of
the strategic focus, requiring some fine tuning with IFAD (see the comments on the
CPE approach paper in chapter I).

Tripartite Review Meetings provide central level oversight on portfolio
implementation but central technical ministries do not participate
regularly. The Department of Economic Affairs (Ministry of Finance), has ensured
regular reviews of the portfolio (two to four per year), beyond the
recommendations of the CPE 2010 (at least one coordination meeting per year).
The reviews have been “tripartite” so far, meaning that they included DEA, IFAD
and the project teams. However, other central technical ministries (e.g. Tribal
Affairs, Rural Development, and Agriculture) have not participated on a regular
basis in these reviews. It is also for this reason that these ministries have limited
knowledge of what IFAD does in the country and cannot support IFAD projects
more actively.

There is unsatisfied need for policy-level discussion and technical
exchanges between projects. Tripartite meetings are a good mechanism to
monitor progress in disbursement and implementation of the portfolio including
emerging bottlenecks. However, these meetings usually do not provide
opportunities among projects to exchange more directly on thematic items of
practical interest (e.g. SHG-bank linkages, value chain development experience or
any other theme of interest for the projects). As previously noted, many projects
have come up with practical approaches that would help solve problems faced by
other projects in other states. Technical exchange side-events could provide
additional learning and exchange space between projects but these are not
organized systematically.

% |n the past six projects, Government funding corresponded to 35 per cent of total estimated costs, just slightly below
IFAD’s 37 per cent.
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Slow implementation and disbursement of funds have been a chronic problem
of the portfolio.®” The most problematic cases has been the initial phase of the
Post-Tsunami (entry into force declared two years after approval and further
implementation delays), and WELP (three year-delay between loan approval and
entry into force). For the latter, the loan was closed in January 2015 in advance of
scheduled completion. Here, however, a large part of the responsibility was in the
project design and is shared between the Government and IFAD. M-POWER,
Tejaswini and CAIM have shown some implementation resilience, yet they still
suffer from slow delivery and less than expected fund disbursement and
expenditure. According to the impact evaluation of JCTDP, the two concerned state
governments faced major challenges at the outset of implementation, given that
they were established as separate states only in the year 2000 with their own
governments, legislatures, and administrations. Furthermore, the irregular fund
flow from Chhattisgarh and Jharkhand affected the implementation pace.

Turn-over of project staff continues to be a serious problem for project
implementation. This problem is reported for the majority of projects and involves
project managers, staff, as well as the personnel of cooperating NGOs. In turn, this
is claimed to be caused by hardship of project post assignments, low remuneration
and political interferences. One of the CPE 2010 recommendations (to the
Government) was to control staff turn-over and indeed it seems that only in the
past two-three years this matter has started receiving attention.

In the case of Tejaswini, for example, in Madhya Pradesh, the latter had five
project directors between September 2011 and September 2012.% It was only
after 2012 that the situation stabilized. Likewise, the Post-Tsunami project initially
faced a very high level of turnover among project directors with six having changed
between July 2007 and September 2010. Similar attrition has also been observed
among the district implementation offices. However, later in the implementation,
the government ensured a more stable tenure for the director. The same problem
is reported for CAIM and others. Not surprisingly, the project that suffered less
from turn-over (NERCORMP II), was also among the best performers.

Fiduciary aspects, a responsibility of the Government, are assessed by the
annual supervision missions and ratings are compiled by IFAD. Six areas are
reviewed by IFAD-Management: (i) quality of financial management;

(ii) disbursement rate; (iii) counterpart funds; (iv) compliance with financing
covenants; (v) compliance with procurement; and (vi) quality and timeliness of
audits. Of these, the average IFAD-Management ratings of projects in India for
2015 were in the positive zone (4 or higher) for counterpart funds, compliance with
financing covenants and compliance with procurement.® The average rating for
quality and timeliness of audits was nearly positive (3.9). Instead, averages for
quality of financial management (3.7) and disbursement rate (2.6) were below the
positive threshold and APR regional averages. Performance in fiduciary matters can
vary (upwards and downwards) from one year to the next, in individual projects
and in the whole portfolio. Trends in ratings in the past three years suggest an
improving path, particularly in the areas of procurements and quality of financial
management. However, compliance with fiduciary obligations is still an area
requiring attention.

Government promoting scaling up. The scaling-up of NERCORMP II was decided
and funded at the central level: the North Eastern Council (Under the Ministry of
Development of North Eastern Region) approved a third phase of NERCORMP,

8 This includes IFAD and Government’s counterpart funds. As explained by the Controller’s and Financial Services
Division of IFAD, projects in India follow the practice of using the government’s counterpart funding before utilizing
IFAD allocated loan funds.

8 Madhya Pradesh Supervision 2012.

% The 2015 averages ratings for India are indicated below with APR averages in parenthesis: (i) quality of financial
management: 3.7 (4.0); (ii) disbursement rate: 2.6 (3.4); (iii) counterpart funds: 4.5 (4.4); (iv) compliance with financing
covenants: 4.3 (4.3); (v) compliance with procurement 4.1 (4.2); and (vi) quality and timeliness of audits: 3.9 (4.1).
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entirely funded by the Government of India (started in 2014 with a total foreseen
investment of US$90 million in the states of Assam, Manipur and Meghalaya).

For OTELP, the Government of the state of Odisha has decided to rapidly upscale
the project’s activities through a new phase called OTELP+, to consolidate the
achievements in OTELP target districts and extend activities to new districts and
blocks. The funding of IFAD towards this endeavour is estimated to be about
US$15 million, with the government expected to contribute US$100 million.

Madhya Pradesh is working on scaling up selected initiatives such as the ‘Shaurya
Dals’ across the state, using its own resources. This is keeping in line with the
thrust on a number of women welfare schemes introduced by the state
government. In Tamil Nadu (Post Tsunami project), the government has also taken
note of some innovative pro-poor initiatives such as the Vulnerability Reduction
Fund and has planned to scale them up as a part of the NRLM.

Monitoring and evaluation at the project level

As for many other aspects of project management, performance of M&E systems
varies between projects. Project-level output data (e.g. number of SHG formed,
number of people trained) are generally available, although it is not always
compared with the original targets. Information is not always available on certain
aspects of implementation quality. For instance, projects regularly report on the
number of SHG formed but not always on their institutional strength, or their credit
discipline. Similarly, there are often estimates on the number of training or
extension sessions held but rarely information on what beneficiaries have learned,
or on the adoption rates of a given technique. There is also unsatisfied need of
“real time” information regarding project’s truly innovative experiences such as
pilot collaboration schemes with private sector companies (have they succeeded?
Is there a chance to bring them up to scale?).

Compliance with the requirements of IFAD’s Results and Impact Management
System (RIMS) is good: projects are reporting according to the standard
framework (level one-output and level two-outcome)®® and have conducted
baseline surveys on impact (level 3 of RIMS).

On a positive note, ILSP is building up a detailed management information system
with baseline data on project sites and options to run electronic queries and
analyse data. If the database is maintained regularly, so that changes across the
years can be followed (e.g. crop yields, performance indicators of producers’
groups), it could become a good example of outcome-level monitoring.

The annual outcome surveys conducted by many projects are a distinctive feature
of the portfolio in India and a welcome improvement. These surveys provide more
structured information on results (“outcome” is perhaps a misnomer: many of
these surveys report on outputs and impacts as well). They are available annually,
thus providing feedback to project management within a reasonable time frame
and they include comparison groups. However, the annual outcome surveys could
benefit from some methodological refinement to improve their robustness and
consistency. The main issues noted by the CPE have to do with the sampling
strategy (e.g. the issue of sample rotation under the Impact section), lack of key
common indicators across projects and lack of a proper longitudinal analysis
(comparison is generally done with the year before, thus in a short time span,
rather than with the baseline survey), lack of statistical testing for significance of
difference between project and comparison groups. If these issues were addressed,
outcome surveys could become a good practice case for IFAD, also beyond APR.

Ratings. At the portfolio level, both the performance of IFAD and of the
Government are assessed in the “positive zone” as moderately satisfactory. The

 However, there has been criticism at IFAD on the outcome-level reporting of the RIMS which, up to now, only
consisted of rating without much supporting evidence.
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project specific ratings (annex I) for the two partners are very similar, as it could
be expected given that they were partners in design and implementation. In the
case of IFAD, the main assets are: commitment to work and experience in very
challenging areas, good cooperative attitude, responsiveness and attention to
quality, and track record in project supervision and implementation support. Areas
for improvements relate to the need to better calibrate design expectations with
implementation capacity on the ground. The country office is provided with limited
resources, against huge workload and increasing ambitions (e.g. sub-regional
activities). In particular, resources are scanty for non-lending activities which are
an emerging expectation of international cooperation agencies in India (see also
chapter VI). Looking at individual projects, IFAD’s performance is assessed as fully
satisfactory in four projects, moderately satisfactory in four and moderately
unsatisfactory in one.

From the Government side, the points of strength are commitment and support to
IFAD’s mandate, which also translated into high co-funding levels and scaling up
efforts, and efforts to ensure oversight of the portfolio. Weaker areas are
implementation capacity, and staff turn-over. As for individual project ratings, the
Government’s performance is assessed as satisfactory in three projects,
moderately satisfactory in four and moderately unsatisfactory in two.

Key points

e IFAD is recognized by the federal and state-level governments for a participatory
approach at project design and for its modus operandi: giving authority and
responsibility of state agencies but being ready to assist when required. State
government appreciate IFAD's attention to quality of development outcomes, not just
quantitative outreach.

e Itis a challenge for IFAD to find the right balance between designing comprehensive
interventions that tackle structural constraints in disadvantaged areas and calibrating
the design to the implementation capacity and constraints of state and local agencies.
IFAD has devoted considerable efforts to support portfolio implementation. Its
country office is small and new sub-regional tasks and higher-plane dialogue
ambitions compete for time and money with portfolio support. Its capacity is
currently over-stretched.

¢ The Government has been supportive of IFAD’s mandate and portfolio at all levels
with the clearest visible examples at the state level agencies and, at the federal level,
in the Ministry of Finance.

e However, implementation is still a weak area. It takes time to fully recruit project
teams and the high turn-over of staff has marred the execution of annual work
programmes.
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Assessment of non-lending activities

Non-lending activities are integral to IFAD’s work at the country level and
create critical pathways for moving greater numbers of people out of
poverty. The coordinated strength of the three prongs of non-lending activities
(knowledge management, partnership and policy dialogue) can create enabling
conditions towards scaling up successful innovations of IFAD supported projects
through catalysing influence of distilled knowledge, coalition of partnership and
policy change.

The assessment of non-lending activities is carried out separately from the loan
portfolio, and attempts to examine the activities conducted and the results reached
in making those activities support or synergize with the COSOP objectives.
However, some of the so-called "non-lending" activities can in fact be supported by
projects, for instance a project may have an allocation for policy dialogue
initiatives. Non-lending activities are to be understood as shared work and
responsibility of the Government, IFAD and other relevant partners.

Knowledge management

IFAD Knowledge Management Strategy (2008) underscores the importance of
articulating knowledge management objectives strategy in COSOPs and reporting on
their achievement in the COSOP reviews.

The India 2011 COSOP incorporated knowledge management as a cross-
cutting objective but there was no systematic follow-up strategy. The
essence and intent of knowledge management in the 2011 COSOP was to make
appropriate knowledge, generated through its long experience in the country and
elsewhere, available at all levels of the programme operation to improve the
performance and impact of IFAD projects and grants. The overall implementation of
COSOP during this cycle did not include a clear knowledge management follow up
strategy, with an assessment of the demand for knowledge at various levels, plans
for generating specific knowledge products, sponsoring knowledge sharing events,
or developing a platform for periodic facilitated interactive discussions. One prime
reason for this weakness could be attributed to both human and financial resources
constraints as well as low incentives.

In spite of the above, projects and the country office ran knowledge
sharing and learning initiatives. The knowledge activities in IFAD projects are
primarily geared to encourage and inculcate knowledge sharing-learning processes,
dissemination of communication products and knowledge based learning culture.
However, the generation of knowledge products at a higher level of distillation
requires progression to added rigour in analysis, infusion of subject matter
knowledge and wider validation. This gap remains a weak link in the knowledge
management efforts. Some illustrations below highlight the various modalities and
types of knowledge sharing efforts in projects during the past five years.

Event -based experience sharing. The projects teams organized knowledge
sharing workshops and trainings for staff and brought out a humber of publications,
mainly on the operational guidelines and manuals for various project interventions
and programme delivery on various thematic areas such as land and water
management, livestock, fishery, land titling to the landless, livelihoods strategy,
women empowerment, training modules for SHGs. At the district level, in some
projects the events were mainly for communication and sharing of information with
partner NGOs and communities on the project interventions, also educating the
communities and partners on the various thematic manuals, leaflets and modules
brought out by the project units.

Electronic media-based knowledge sharing. The projects availed of electronic
media in sharing of and providing access to project related information to the wider
public. All projects have their own websites and blogs. NERCORMP-II website has
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been maintained with updated project information and video documentaries on the
project activities have been produced. Tejaswini and ILSP are trying to make use of
ICT for knowledge sharing. Tejaswini in Maharashtra made available its training
modules online including a module on gender sensitization for men and good online
process documentation on the campaign on joint house ownership.®! ILSP has an
online management information system which is geo-referenced and it is possible
to track the progress of the project in real time. ILSP plans to make it available,
interactively, with external partners such as state departments, universities and
beneficiaries. All projects in India are linked to IFADAsia web portal where they
contribute regularly.

Print-based knowledge and information sharing. Production of project-level
Newsletter has become a common practice in projects. During 2012-2014, OTELP
organized a knowledge sharing workshop for its staff, organized a national level
tribal development workshop for sharing of best practices in tribal areas and
facilitated a workshop on private sector participation in rural development.
NERCORMP ensured a regular flow of information through a periodic newsletter and
regular contribution to IFAD’s India Newsletter in addition to producing knowledge
management papers, reports and Information, Education and Communication
posters. Tejaswini in Maharashtra and Madhya Pradesh published annual and
quarterly newsletters, videos on lessons and best practices, documents on
improving agricultural productivity of women farmers through system of rice
intensification and goat rearing based livelihoods. It also prepared a publication on
‘Shaurya Dal’ and produced a semi-visual publication on drudgery reducing
agriculture related tools and equipment for women. MPOWER prepared newsletters
in English, information and extension material on goats, crops and vegetables, case
studies from NGOs, booklets in Hindi on women’s rights and videos on vegetable
production and on community development.

Publications. The IFAD country office produced two publications from Oxford
University Press (2012), which contained inter alia the Fund’s experience in India:
“Social Exclusion and Adverse Inclusion” and “Markets and Indigenous People’s in
Asia” (including a review of NERCORMP). It also produced publications such as the
Tribal Laws Toolkits and Trail Blazers: Stories of Women Champions in IFAD
Projects. The country office also produced, since 2011, two newsletters per year
dedicated to its activities in India. Short video-documentaries on projects’ work are
also available on publicly open sources.

On the other hand, there were examples with limited initiatives in knowledge
sharing in some projects. For example, limited progress was visible in in the early
phase of CAIM, due to the absence of dedicated staff. Under WELP, in spite of its
Knowledge Management Strategy and Action Plan in 2012, nothing was initiated
because the project start-up was delayed and it had short life span. The impact
evaluation of JCTDP mentions minimal inter-learning and exchange of experiences
between the two states of Jharkhand and Chhattisgarh.

South-South Cooperation. Although the COSOP had no pronouncements on
South-South Cooperation, some knowledge sharing and training events organized
by different projects could be likened to initial South-South exchanges. Three
knowledge sharing events organized by OTELP (2013), WELP (2014) and Tejaswini
(in late 2015) were attended by participants from Nepal, Sri Lanka, Bhutan and
Maldives. Also under the auspices of the grant titled ‘Programme for the
Development of Alternative Biofuel Crops’ executed by the World Agroforestry
Center (ICRAF) implemented in the states of Maharashtra, Madhya Pradesh and
Rajasthan, some degree of South-South exchange was noted in the form of a visit
by a delegation from Indonesia’s Ministry of Energy and Minerals.

> Mahila Arthik Vikas Mahamandal (MAVIM), n.d. Ghar Dhoganche Abhiyaan, MAVIM, Mumbai.
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Yet, much of the experiential knowledge from the programme has not
been documented or analysed. Knowledge in IFAD programme is generated
out of the insights, understandings, and practical know-how that the project
professionals possess and apply. This tacit knowledge of project personnel,
enriched with traditional local knowledge, acts as the fundamental resource for
programme effectiveness and success. In the last two decades, IFAD assisted
projects operating in an environment of dynamic change and structural shifts in the
rural economy of India and pursued some successful innovative approaches for
economic and social uplifting of the rural poor. Overtime these projects generated a
significant body of knowledge on a range of rural development and poverty issues
borne out of the project cycle experiences. This experiential knowledge has not
been adequately documented or transformed into explicit knowledge products
for wider use by the public sector and the development practitioners in India.

The CPE mission observed that in India there is an emerging higher level of
expectation from IFAD as a knowledge broker to help address an expanded
range of issues confronting rural poverty. This demand is generated by increasing
uncertainties and new threats arising from dramatic changes in the global economy
and climate change and their effects on rural poverty. While globalization is opening
up new market access opportunities for some small-scale producers in some areas,
others are facing declining livelihood due to changes in market structure, food regime
and consumption patterns of the urban areas. The poor farmers in rainfed and
marginal areas are facing crisis as their traditional crops fall victim to global climate
change. This is generating demand for new types of knowledge solutions and
innovations for the country in order to address this diversity of complexity of factors
faced by the rural economy.

The capacity of the country programme and key partners to generate
knowledge products for use at higher policy level or addressing emerging
demands is limited due to lack of financial and technical resources. As
mentioned above, there were some good and useful efforts during this COSOP
period in projects for experience sharing and capacity-building, using basic
knowledge inputs and communication material for front line beneficiaries and
working level counterparts. But higher order policy and partnership debates and
discussions require knowledge products which are vetted and professionally
quality assured. The country office at present does not have (but could benefit
from) a strong “institutional mentor” (e.g. a think tank, research organizations or
eminent personalities in the field) to oversee or conduct background analytical and
intellectual work. The budget of the country office does not have margin for
substantial analytical work. Yet, engagement and collaboration with broader set of
institutions on policy and economic research, governance and capacity development
are important for well-rounded knowledge generation and management.

Partnership-building

Partnerships are critical for enabling IFAD’s limited investments to achieve
greater outreach and deeper impact on rural poverty reduction in India.
IFAD’s Partnership Strategy (2012) defines partnerships as: collaborative
relationships between institutional actors that combine their complementary
strengths and resources and work together in a transparent, equitable and mutually
beneficial way to achieve a common goal or undertake specifictasks. Partners share
the risks, responsibilities, resources and benefits of that collaboration and learn
from it through regular monitoring and review.

The 2011 COSOP recognized the importance and value of partnerships as a means
to achieving its objectives and made a clear pronouncement stating IFAD’s intent to
forge and strengthen partnerships with all actors in India related to IFAD’s domain
of work. The partnerships would include national and state level government
agencies, civil society organizations, farmers’ and tribal organizations, women'’s and
youth organizations, international cooperation agencies, the corporate sector and
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academic and research bodies in an effort to leverage necessary knowledge,
competencies, and resources to enable poor rural people to overcome poverty.

Government

During the COSOP period, the relationship with the central coordinating
ministry (DEA, Ministry of Finance) is cordial and characterized by mutual
respect. DEA convenes regular tripartite programme review meetings (four per
year) with IFAD, project teams and state governments.

There is little substantive engagement between key line ministries in the
central government and IFAD. The CPE mission’s interviews revealed that
relationships during this COSOP period between the related central line ministries
(of Agriculture, of Rural Development, of Tribal Affairs, of Women and Child
Development, of Development of the North Eastern Region, of Environment and
Forests, of Panchayat Raj) and IFAD was more at a formal rather than substantive
level. The Ministries of Agriculture and of Rural Development, which are natural
substantive constituencies for IFAD and drive many of the larger national
programmes which require convergence with IFAD projects at state and local levels,
were not in a regular substantive engagement relationship with the Fund, although
there are some signs of better engagement lately.®?

Overall, ownership of operations at the state level is encouraging. The
COSOP 2011-2015 underlined that the responsibility for execution of IFAD-funded
projects lies with state governments and that their “ownership” is vital for success.
Successful projects like OTELP, NERCORMP, Tejaswini (MP and MH) garnered strong
functional and cooperative relationship at all levels to mobilize political and
technical support for implementation. In OTELP and NERCORMP, close interaction
and partnership with the District Magistrate leveraged implementation of forest and
land rights for tribal poor as well as resources from MGNREGS and NRLM for the
implementation of watershed management projects. There have been exceptions,
for example, limited ownership of WELP in Bihar and Uttar Pradesh and, in the past,
uneven support for MPOWER.

The appreciation of the importance of a sustained relationship with the
PRIs is emerging. IFAD’s partnership efforts at sub-national level are cascaded
through some layers of governance, delegated authority and stakeholders starting
from ‘State-level coordination committees’, to District Magistrates, and extending
down to Panchayat Raj Institutions at district, Block and Village levels. The merits
of working closely with Panchayat institutions that are tasked with preparation of
area development plans and backed with substantial financial resources from
various Ministries and schemes are obvious. In Rajasthan and Uttarakhand,
members of IFAD-supported SHGs and producers’ groups were aware of how
Panchayats could bolster their group’s development plans; indeed, some of them
were elected to Village Panchayats and many more intended to contest local
elections in the future. While projects have found somehow a way to cooperate with
PRIs on an ad hoc basis, linkages have been variable and tenuous and, in older
projects’ design, the potential of PRI partnerships was under-stated. ILSP may
provide a (positive) point of discontinuity, whereby connectivity with Grahm
Panchayats and block authorities is better understood and attempts are under way
to devise cooperation modalities. CAIM liaises with Village Development
Committees of PRIs with support from NGOs.

Non-governmental organizations

Partnership with the NGO community for project implementation at the
grass-roots level has been an intrinsic strength of the IFAD business
model. Partnerships with NGOs have long been an integral part of IFAD’s business

°2 Given the huge scope of these Ministries, coordination would also require contacts with a larger number of senior
officials rather than just an additional secretary responsible for international donors.
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model and effective support from NGOs in implementation at the grass-root level
has formed the bedrock of its implementation. Projects in remote far-flung regions
of the country work in close partnership with NGOs both for capacity-building of
communities as well as for implementation. Besides project implementation, the
country office engages with NGOs in a more limited manner, through local working
groups such as the “nutrition coalition” (which brings together NGOs, UN agencies
and other organizations). Although not immediately perceived by the CPE team,
some national NGOs, while acknowledging good operational collaboration with IFAD,
have argued that in the past there was closer strategic collaboration (e.g. in COSOP
formulation).

United Nations, IFIs and bilateral donors

IFAD cooperates in UN sponsored cooperative efforts (UN Country team,
UNDAF Task Teams) but programmatic partnerships with UN agencies are
yvet to emerge. The IFAD country office participated in the UN country team
meetings, contributed to the preparation of the current UN Development Assistance
Framework and is an active member of the UN Task Teams/Force on Zero Hunger,
on gender and on Scheduled Caste, scheduled Tribes and Minority issues. This
includes activities with Rome-based agencies (such as the support to an event on
hunger and nutrition in Chennai organized by the Swaminathan Research
Foundation in 2014). IFAD has collaborated with a special UN team working on a
joint programme in North East, by sharing good practices from IFAD supported
projects in that region. However, partnerships with the UN system do not reflect
strategic intent or approach for leveraging common interests in programming. WFP
is hosting the IFAD country office and interactions with the FAO representative in
Delhi are cordial but there has been little substantive cooperation with UN agencies
in the portfolio or non-lending spheres. Yet, IFAD might benefit from technical and
normative expertise of FAO in India.

CPE interviews with IFIs (World Bank, Asian Development Bank) indicated
recognition by them of IFAD’s comparative advantage and niche in rural poverty
alleviation interventions, especially involving the extreme poor. They expressed
eagerness to learn and, given opportunity, cooperate in scaling up successful
experiences through cofinancing. However, the present level of interaction is only
one of information exchange and consultation during project formulations. There
have been little proactive steps in substantive partnership both in project and in
non-lending dimensions.

As already noted the last project cofinanced with the World Bank was approved in
1996 and, with DFID, in 2002. In the past, the central government was in favour of
specialized and separate financing by multilateral donors, rather than cofinancing. A
point in case was the second phase of NERCORMP, initially envisaged as a
cofinanced by IFAD and the World Bank but later separated in two projects, each
funded by one of the two organizations. Also, in some tribal areas, IFAD has been
the only international agency allowed to intervene. In the case of bilateral donors,
most have dramatically reduced the size of their cooperation in India resulting in
fewer cofounding opportunities. An important point to retain is that partnerships do
not necessarily need to be in the form of cofinancing of the same projects. Better
coordination of separate projects (e.g. IFAD working in poor villages where a road
has been built through ADB funding) and more systematic exchanges of experience
and lessons could be valid options too.

CGIAR/national state and local research partnerships

The APR self-assessment indicates that the CGIAR institutions collaborate regularly
with the IFAD country office. Indeed there have been interactions with international
research organizations, including those that are part of the CGIAR group
(International Food Policy Research Institute [IFPRI], International Crop Research
Institute for Semi-Arid Tropics, International Rice Research Institute, International
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Livestock Research Institute, ICRAF, International Potato Center [known by its
Spanish acronym CIP, Bio-diversity], and others (e.g. International Centre for
Integrated Mountain Development [ICIMOD]) benefiting from their presence in
India and New Delhi. The country office has been active in organizing joint
meetings to familiarize with each other’s work.*?

302. IFAD grants to CGIAR funded a combination of action research (e.g. participatory
surveys to map local farming systems), pilot extension activities in a limited
number of sites and some post-harvest initiatives. Some attempts were made to
expand these pilot experiences through loan-project funding but the results have
been mixed due to a combination of: (i) under-staffed teams and administrative
complications from both projects and grant recipients; (ii) variable interest (from
both sides) in collaborating; (iii) issues of adaptation and suitability of grant
approaches to the specific project context. The potential for IFAD-funded projects to
benefit from partnership with grant-funded applied research and action research
support is not fully explored. An alternative (or additional) option, with lower
transaction costs, would be project funding to local agricultural research, training
and extension institutions and is discussed below.

303. Partnership with National Agriculture Research System (NARS), including
state and local research centers presents opportunities for projects for
availing of the fruit of cutting-edge research and applying appropriate farming
solutions. IFAD-funded projects do not make sufficient use of this valuable
resource. A welcome exception is the new ILSP building research partnerships in
Uttarakhand on fruit, vegetable, milk production. India has a strong tradition of
academic and scientific research, with the National Agriculture Research System
(NARS) having played a significant role in agricultural development of the country.
It comprises of the apex Indian Agriculture Research Institute, several thematic
research centres, state-level agriculture universities and Krishi Vigyan Kendras in
every district. Closer interaction and partnership not only at the implementation
level with Krishi Vigyan Kendras, but with higher research organizations of the
NARS system would significantly strengthen IFAD’s innovation agenda. Similarly,
collaboration with research institutions in other sectors, advisory bodies and think-
tanks could be used to test new models in the field, as well as to lend credibility to
IFAD's efforts in policy engagement.

Emerging cooperation with the private sector

304. Private sector partnerships are flagged as an important aspect of IFAD’s strategy
and this has been only an emergent area. A recent addition to the Indian
Companies Act, stipulating that large companies should earmark a portion of their
profits (2 per cent) for corporate social responsibility-related activities, presents
new opportunities to leverage private sector support. Companies would be glad to
contribute to innovative experiments in the field through a reputed organization like
IFAD for the lustre it would add to their corporate stature. There have been
attempts, through the project CAIM, to cooperate with private sector companies
(Tata, Tesco, East West Seeds, FieldFresh, Unilever and BCI). Co-financing and
technical support opportunities with the private foundation Sir Ratan Tata Trust
have been concluded for two projects (MPOWER and CAIM). The Bill and Melinda
Gates Foundation approved a grant on small ruminant value chain. ILSP has
embarked on pilot collaborations with private sector agencies. The above
experiences are still to be analysed and systematized.

C. Policy dialogue

305. Policy dialogue is recognized as part of IFAD’s core business and the Fund promotes
policy dialogue at the country programme level as a distinct activity with dedicated

% please see sub-section ‘D Grants’ for details on grant funded projects in India.

63



306.

307.

308.

309.

310.

311.

processes and delivery of products.®* IFAD-supported projects are breeding ground
for effective approaches to rural poverty reduction through learning and innovation.
Knowledge and lessons from successful project approaches can act as powerful
levers to inform and initiate policy changes, creating conditions for large humbers
of rural people to move out of poverty.

An agenda for country-level policy engagement emerges from the
objectives and content of the 2011 COSOP. The India CPE of 2010 revealed
that policy dialogue at the national level had been limited although, at the project
level, the attention of policy makers was drawn to critical issues such as the needs
of tribal people and women, the potential of SHGs for promoting rural development,
and right of access to natural resources by poor people in tribal areas. According to
IFAD, at the time of the 2011 COSOP preparation, the Government was not inclined
to engage in policy dialogue with the Fund. This might have been due to
misunderstanding of the term and its implications. For this reason, IFAD's
contribution to policy dialogue was kept at a “low key” and consisted of sharing
policy relevant information with the Government, upon demand.

The 2011 COSOP highlights IFAD’s involvement in policy processes in the following
ways: (i) sharing results and lessons of implementation experience, (ii) exploring
potential for scaling up, and (iii) providing feedback on effectiveness of ongoing
government policies and programmes. The COSOP added further that IFAD’s role in
policy dialogue would be relevant, evidence-based and co-owned. Policy level
interaction and contribution by IFAD has been more accessible and
practical at the state level, while at central level it remained somewhat
distant. State governments provided a proximate entry point for policy level input
as the projects are located in, implemented and owned by the state governments.
Successful project experiences developed under the state government sponsorship
exerted influence at the state policy level through interactions at coordination
committees, supervision missions, and joint reviews. For a policy input to reach a
central level forum would require much more preparatory work, finding suitable
champions and preparing high quality presentations at suitable fora. Moreover,
policy input, to be acceptable at central level, would require wider level validation
across states.

At the state level, some projects usefully contributed to policy-related
inputs. The CPE mission through discussions and visits at the state level culled
examples in various projects which contributed to policy processes and some
missed opportunities. Example of successful cases are cited below:

OTELP facilitated the implementation of the laws on tribal groups’ access to forests,
including the 2006 Forest Rights Act. These laws aimed at re-instating traditional
rights to forest occupancy and use which were challenged by earlier regulation. It
facilitated access to forest and agricultural land for almost 27,000 households. In
2011, and as a result of the success of the IFAD programme in Odisha, the State
Government agreed to allocate significant additional national funding to scale up
OTELP across larger areas of the State.

Tejaswini Maharashtra and Madhya Pradesh have contributed to important policy
processes. The project management agency was asked to draw upon Tejaswini and
other experiences and input into Maharashtra Women’s Policy, 2013. The Shaurya
Dals of Madhya Pradesh is being replicated state wide, and this strategy is included
in the Vision 2018 document of the state.®”

There were cases of missed opportunities as the policy dimensions were either not
part of the thought process of the project management or initiative was too little

% As a reference, see the proceedings of a 2013 IFAD workshop on “ Mainstreaming Policy Dialogue: From Vision to
Action® http://www.ifad.org/pub/policy/policy-dialogue_report.pdf.

 Government of Madhya Pradesh, 2013, Madhya Pradesh Vision 2018, An Agenda for Development Change and
Good Governance, Department of Planning, Economics and Statistics, Government of Madhya Pradesh, Bhopal.
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too late. Under JCTDP, according to the impact evaluation, there was little policy
dialogue on convergence options with public programmes in the states of Jharkhand
and Chhattisgarh (which would have helped prepare a disengagement plan). At the
central level, there was limited awareness of the project with the Ministry of Tribal
Affairs, and the Ministry of Rural Development.

NERCORMP II presents a good experience of policy uptake at the central level but
risks missing an opportunity at the state level. There has been a good dialogue with
the central Ministry for Development of North Eastern Region which led to the
federally financed third phase of NERCORMP. However, it is not clear whether the
experience will be mainstreamed state-wide, including projects like the Meghalaya
Livelihoods and Access to Markets Project (LAMP) which will cover some of the
areas already covered by NERCORMP II. It is not clear to what extent LAMP design
has actually “learnt” from the previous project experience.

The design of recent projects included policy dialogue expectations. ILSP is
currently working with the government of the state of Uttarakhand on the revision
of the state law on cooperatives (Uttarakhand Self-Reliance Cooperative Act 2003).
OPELIP is expected to support the Government of Odisha in: the provision of a legal
advocacy fund to assist tribal groups and NGOs in pursuit of land alienation and
restoration cases, including the establishment of mobile squads for detection of
cases and enforcement of land restoration.

The CPE mission, taking note of somewhat muted underpinnings of COSOP on
policy dialogue, interacted on the issue with various levels of the government, and
other development partners including the UN system and other major donors to
assess the current mindset on the issue. The views heard from those consulted
confirmed an openness of the present central government to receive inputs for
policy engagement and consideration, based on documented evidence and proven
lessons from within the country as well as relevant global knowledge from
organizations like IFAD. At the state level, policy interactions and inputs could be
tabled by some projects without any hindrance.

The CPE observes that the current environment looks conducive (more than at
the time when the 2011 CPE was prepared) for producing analytical and policy-
related work. The act of policy engagement is a subtle art and, to be effective,
requires preparedness with substantive documented evidence, contextual
knowledge of issues, understanding of the national sensitivities and processes,
facilitation champions and articulated value added for the rural poor.

Grants

During the COSOP period, 23 grants had operations in the country (annex III).
The CPE selected eight grants for review. Of the eight grants in question, six are
regional while two are-country specific. These grants can be grouped into three
broad thematic strands which are as follows: (i) research and extension; (ii) tribal
people welfare; and (iii) programme support.

Research and extension. The grant to the International Crop Research Institute
for Semi-Arid Tropics titled ‘Sustainable Management of Crop-based Production
Systems for Raising Agricultural Productivity in Rainfed Asia’ promoted pilot
extension activities in Madhya Pradesh and Rajasthan on mixed cropping and crop
rotation with legumes and distribution of improved variety of legumes. Forward and
backward linkages were also attempted through the promotion of seed producers
and seed banks for inputs, small scale processing units for post-harvest processing.
In Rajasthan, the grant activities were implemented in the areas of the MPOWER
project with some information exchanges. In Jharkhand, cooperation is also
foreseen with JTELP.

The grant to Bioversity International titled ‘Reinforcing the resilience of poor rural
communities in the face of food insecurity, poverty and climate change through
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on-farm conservation of local agro biodiversity’ was entirely implemented in India
by the MS Swaminathan Research Foundation in all three phases. Different varieties
of millets were tested and high yielding varieties were distributed to the farmers
participating in the pilot. Simple post-harvest technologies were introduced. MS
Swaminathan Research Foundation provided policy inputs leading to inclusion of
millets in the cereal food basket of the expanded public distribution system under
the National Food Security Act 2013.

The grant titled ‘Root and Tuber Crops Research and Development for Food Security
in Asia and the Pacific’ (also known as FoodSTART) was given to the International
Potato Center and implemented in four sites in the states of Meghalaya, Tamil
Nadu, Kerala and Odisha. In Odisha and Meghalaya, the grant was to work in sites
situated in the target areas of OTELP and NERCORMP-II respectively. In Odisha, the
grant worked on providing improved varieties of sweet potatoes and small-scale
processing equipment. In Meghalaya, in spite of some interest from NERCORMP-II
staff, there was limited demand from the local designate partner research centre.

The grant titled ‘Enhancing Dairy-based Livelihoods in India and the United Republic
of Tanzania through Feed Innovation and Value Chain Development Approaches’
(also known by its acronym *Milkit") was given to the International Livestock
Research Institute as a ‘global’ grant. In India, the grant has facilitated the creation
of “village innovation platforms”, bringing together the stakeholders in the dairy
value chain ranging from the suppliers of feed, small dairy farmers, village and
district officials to dairy cooperatives, to collectively reflect upon bottlenecks in the
diary value chain and possible solutions. The grant’s activities were implemented in
the project area of the IFAD-funded ‘Integrated Livelihood Support Project (ILSP)
which took up some fodder collection and feeding practices.

The grant titled ‘Programme for the Development of Alternative Biofuel Crops’ was
given to ICRAF and was implemented in Karnataka. The grant financed action
research along the entire value chain of non-food or multiple-use biofuel crops that
can be grown on degraded lands, including under saline conditions. Such action
research focussed on locally adapted varieties of oilseed trees. Some degree of
South-South exchange was noted in the context of this grant with Indonesia’s
Ministry of Energy and Minerals.

Tribal and marginalized population. The grant titled ‘Sensitization and effective
implementation of policies on pastoral and common lands of ILC' was given by the
International Land Coalition (ILC) to the Maldhari Rural Action Group (MARAG).
The grant resources financed the day to day operations of MARAG in conducting
consultations with various constituencies such as policy makers, pastoralists and
academicians on land access issues. The grant’s activities do not have direct link to
IFAD's projects in the country but serve the purpose of IFAD’s and International
Land Coalition’s global policy thrust in working on land access and pastoral issues.

The grant titled ‘Reclaiming the Commons with Women’s Power’ was financed from
the Indigenous People’s Assistance Facility of IFAD and was channeled through the
Tebtebba foundation, Philippines. The programme worked in four villages in the
Kashipur block of Rayagada district of Odisha. The objective of the grant was to
promote sustainable usage of commons and prevent podu (shifting) cultivation
among the tribal populations. The methodology of community capacity-building as
well as collective action towards sustainable use of land was piloted and replication
has been done by a German NGO (Karl Kubel Stiftung) in 15 other villages. There is
no evidence of interaction with OTELP, while this could have been pertinent.

Grants for M&E support. The grant titled ‘Collaborative research and capacity
strengthening for monitoring and evaluation and impact assessment of IFAD
projects in India and Bhutan’ was provided to the IFPRI for the purpose of
improving monitoring and evaluation systems within the India and Bhutan country
programmes. In India, the grant was to strengthen the capacity of project staff to
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conduct baseline surveys and annual outcome surveys of selected loan project such
as JTELP, LAMP, ILSP, CAIM and Tejaswini. However, activities were few in India,
inter alia due to limited human resource availability in the IFPRI office and,
reportedly, low responsiveness from IFAD-funded project staff. A broader question
concerns IFPRI’s comparative strength for this type of activity (essentially training
and technical backstopping for projects) while IFPRI’s specialty is policy research.

Overarching observations. As noted, during this COSOP cycle, the IFAD country
office of India has been engaged in tracking the India-based grants operations and
interacted regularly with the grant recipients, notably CGIAR centres that have a
representation in New Delhi. The IFAD grants to CGIAR reviewed by this CPE funded
a combination of action research and pilot extension activities in a limited number
of sites. Closer working relationship with loan-funded projects offer potentials for
these pilot experiences to be expanded, which is yet to be fully explored. Loan-
funded projects would benefit from applied and action research support. Similar to
previous CPE findings, most grants operating in India are global/regional in nature
and their fit within the country programme has been mixed. Several grants have
potential to initiate policy dialogue initiatives at the state or even national level,
although this has not been built upon in a consistent manner so far.

Overall, performance in non-lending activities is assessed as moderately
satisfactory. Partnership-building is assessed as moderately unsatisfactory, given
good cooperation with governments (state level and with DEA at the central level)
and NGOs, some incipient attention to private sector but limited substantive
exchanges with technical ministries at the central level and with other international
organizations and no major changes compared to the 2010 CPE findings.
Knowledge management is assessed as moderately satisfactory: while there is an
extant analytical gap compared to the richness of operational experience and to the
need and interest of the government, this CPE recognizes the efforts made by
projects and by the country office of IFAD to produce learning material, particularly
compared to the situation at the time of the previous CPE. Finally, policy dialogue is
rated moderately satisfactory: there was progress, mostly at the state level but also
constraints stemming from gaps in partnership, knowledge management and
limited resources within the country office.

Table 15
Assessment of non-lending activities

Rating

Partnership-building 3
Knowledge management &
Policy dialogue 4
4

Overall non-lending activities
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Key points

The 2011 COSOP recognized the importance of knowledge management. Projects
renewed efforts to generate communication and knowledge exchange products and
events. Compared to the need and demand of government agencies, there is still a
gap between the very interesting experiences promoted on the ground by projects
and the capacity to analyse them rigorously and convey findings in the appropriate
form. Other countries (and not only in South Asia) would benefit from IFAD’s
experience in India as well.

Partnerships are generally strong at the state government level, with increasing
awareness of the importance of partnering with sub-state local government but a gap
exists in substantive exchanges with central technical ministries. Partnerships have
been traditionally strong with national NGOs. Collaboration with private actors is
emerging. Exchanges have been less systematic with international organizations.
Opportunities to collaborate with local agricultural research centres are largely
untapped.

Engagement in policy dialogue for IFAD is the distillation of analysis and knowledge
from its experience, made available to decision makers to inform design and
implementation of strategies, policies and programme. It is important to promote
scaling up of results and reforms where existing policies are not promoting the
dynamics generated by projects. Some initial contributions to policy and broader
programme design are visible mainly at the state level. But capacity to effectively
participate in and enrich policy dialogue is constrained by extant gaps in knowledge
management, partnerships and, ultimately, country office resources.
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COSOP performance and overall Government-IFAD
partnership

COSOP performance

The assessment of COSOP relevance covers the alignment of strategic objectives,
geographic priority, thematic focus, with Government and IFAD's strategies, and the
country needs, as well as the coherence of the main elements in the COSOP.
COSOP effectiveness looks at progress made against the COSOP objectives and
other significant achievements made. While the main reference in this chapter is
the COSOP 2011, the broad orientation of previous COSOPs needs to be kept in the
picture, also because many projects were approved under these COSOPs.

Relevance

The COSOP 2011 was elaborated with strong national ownership. The 2011
COSOP evolved out of an extensive consultation process led by the Department of
Economic Affairs (DEA) of the Ministry of Finance of the Government of India. The
DEA leadership of the process and participation of a wide cross section of
stakeholders in it ensured that the COSOP was aligned with national development
policies, objectives and aspirations. The 2011 COSOP was aligned with the 11"
Five-Year Plan priorities which aimed to double the growth in agriculture from

2 to 4 per cent per annum by expanding irrigation, improving water management,
bridging the knowledge gap, fostering diversification, ensuring food security,
facilitating access to credit and enabling access to markets. The COSOP formulation
and content was consistent with a number of important national policies, strategies,
and acts that provide the framework for agriculture, forestry, rural development
and tribal development, which are central to IFAD’s efforts in India.?®

The COSOP was also aligned with IFAD’s new Strategic Framework
2011-15, which recognized smallholder agriculture as a market-based
profitable enterprise. It underlined the need to transform smallholder agriculture
not only to be viable and sustainable, but also resilient to climate variability. Hence,
there was a need to restore and infuse conditions of profitability — ensuring that
small and marginal farmers were able to maximize their net incomes while reducing
their risks and vulnerability. The project designs and implementation during this
cycle supported choices of farming systems based on sustainable use of natural
resources, introducing options for risk-coping mechanisms and low-cost production
systems and access to ancillary environmental services.

Reaffirming the overall relevance of the previous two COSOPs (2001,
2005), the COSOP 2011 continued IFAD’s focus on the deeper poverty
segments, with a thrust on convergence with public schemes. Particular
emphasis was accorded to: (i) tribal communities, (ii) smallholder farmers; (iii) the
landless; (iv) women; and (v) unemployed youth. In particular, IFAD continues to
be the only international agency with specific focus on Scheduled Tribe
areas. Consistent with earlier COSOPs the programmatic focus was in the areas of:
agricultural extension and natural resource management in rainfed tribal and non-
tribal areas; microfinance initiatives and women’s empowerment mainly through
support for grass-roots institutions; and expansion in livelihood opportunities. The
COSOP and project designs during this programme period advocated specific steps
for convergence with government programmes, to help expand and deepen the
outreach of benefits to a larger group of beneficiaries.

A more explicit recognition of the “technical” side of rainfed agriculture
development and linkages to markets and processing in the 2011 COSOP.

% Notable among those are: The National Agricultural Policy of 2000, the National Policy for Farmers of 2007, the
national Environment policy of 2006, the National Forest Policy of 1988, Farmer’s Rights Act and National Water Policy
of 2001, and the Biological Diversity Act of 2002, Integrated Watershed Management Programme and Panchayat
(Extension to Scheduled Areas) Act (PESA Act) of 1996, and the Forest Rights Act of 2006.
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The traditional approach of projects had been to ensure basic food security and
natural resource restoration in very poor communities. As already noted (see under
Portfolio Relevance), designs did not contain an advanced analysis of constraints
and opportunities of the specific agro-ecological context or farming systems.
Linkages with markets and processors did not receive special attention. Similarly,
partnerships with national, state or local agricultural research and extension centres
were not emphasized. A point of departure in the programme was CAIM (approved
in 2009) which had a clearer smallholder farmer commercialization perspective. The
2011 COSOP, benefiting from this design experience and from the 2010 CPE
recommendations, stated two key objectives: (i) increased access to agricultural
technologies and natural resources; and (ii) increased access to financial services
and value chains. As observed in chapter II, these are not only strategically
relevant to the IFAD portfolio but imperatives for agricultural and rural
development, nationally.

The 2011 COSOP brought in for the first time the cross-cutting objective of sharing
knowledge and learning on poverty reduction and nutritional security and
learning. As observed in chapter VI, this is still at a nascent level.

In line with the previous CPE recommendations (see details in annex VII), the
COSOP also introduced an agenda for innovation, including the following
elements: (i) resilience to climate change; (ii) renewable energy; (iii) remittances
and micro insurance; (iv) fair and effective value chains; (v) ICT for blending local
and modern knowledge. These were all pertinent to the target group and areas,
with the only caveat that renewable energy might be seen as a “stretch” compared
to IFAD’s areas of experience and there are now many large public programmes
working on electrification of rural areas.

The 2010 CPE had called for increased operational efficiency, recommending a
reduction in the number of future project pipeline with significantly increased
average lending sizes. This was agreed upon by the Government and IFAD,
shifting from an average of three to two new projects per triennium. At the time of
this CPE mission (Oct-Nov 2015), there was no project in the pipeline. An increase
in average size is visible, with the latest four projects’ estimated average costs of
US$169 million and IFAD loans for US$61 million, compared to the averages of the
previous ten projects which were US$92 and US$32 million, respectively.

Also, following recommendations from the previous CPE, the portfolio did not
expand to states that had no previous IFAD-funded interventions and new projects
did not fund interventions in multiple states. The saturation approach (see also
chapters III and IV) was also introduced in project designs although, given that the
area covered by projects is still large, the actual extent of this change is still to be
appreciated and implemented fully.

However, seen at the country level, the geographical spread of the portfolio
is still considerable, also due to project “cohort effects”. While new project
designs have adhered to the COSOP directives, some older projects are still
ongoing. This is due to: (i) top-up loans that the state government and IFAD have
agreed upon to expand coverage; and (ii) the time needed to compensate for the
initial implementation delays. So far, IFAD has been responsive to the demand for
financing of individual states. Yet, a geographically spread portfolio implies high
supervision costs and country office resource strain. Portfolio supervision is highly
demanding (chapter V) and consumes all the time of IFAD staff and leaving limited
resources for non-lending activities.

The previous CPE recommended greater engagement with the private sector,
to enable provision of services and development of inclusive market/value chains.
This is reflected in the 2011 COSOP and in the design of the ensuing projects. The
engagement of the programme with the private sector is still at the early stages
(chapter VI). There are pilot cases (yet to be analysed) rather than well-established
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approaches. The engagement based on corporate social responsibility spirit has not
been pursued aggressively by the government and project management teams, nor
by the private sector.

Mix of lending and non-lending instruments. The 2011 COSOP gives emphasis
to non-lending activities, defining goals in a realistic manner. At that time, the
Government of India in a written communication to IFAD has expressed some
reservation on IFAD’s engagement in policy dialogue. This was probably due to lack
of mutual clarity on what exactly policy dialogue would entail. The COSOP 2011
defined policy dialogue activities as high-level dissemination of portfolio experiences
so that they could be available to policy makers when preparing new strategies,
policies, public programmes. However, as highlighted in chapter VI, there was no
clear strategy on how to move forward and, most importantly, there were no
commensurate resources earmarked for non-lending activities.

Overall, COSOP relevance is assessed as satisfactory (5): the COSOP 2011 was
aligned with national strategies and brought better in line with national agricultural
and rural development priorities and the previous CPE findings and
recommendations were well reflected in the strategy and in the preparation of the
ensuing investment interventions.

Effectiveness

The COSOP effectiveness is assessed taking into account the overall goal, the two
thematic objectives and the cross-cutting objective on knowledge sharing.

Available data show high coverage levels. As of end-2015, 1.9 million
households had been supported by the ongoing projects, representing 102 per cent
of the target, which is very good progress, given that most of those projects will be
completed in 2017 and beyond. COSOP review reports provide data on outreach
related to the two COSOP objectives. However, data are not always presented
consistently and often lack comparisons with the initial targets.

In the case of the number of persons trained in crops, livestock and fish, receiving
vocational training, and trained in non-agricultural income-generating activities
(COSOP thematic objective 1), targets have been surpassed (respectively: 104,000
against 20,000; 47,000 against 10,000; and 39,000 against 20,000). As for
selected indicators related to the COSOP thematic objective 2, the only available
comparison is between the target of 800,000 women accessing financial services
against the actual figure of 1.4 million with active savings. However, the number of
marketing groups (a core indicator as per COSOP for thematic objective 2) is not
monitored through the documents: there is only information for the year 2012
when the actual outreach was only at 7.5 per cent of the target.

While some of the above outreach data seem impressive, they need to be taken
with a grain of salt. Even assuming that there is little double-counting, they are
only output indicators and say little about outcomes or sustainability of benefits. For
this reason, it is safer to address effectiveness of the COSOP as a higher level
distillation of findings from the portfolio and non-lending activities (chapters IV and
VI). The following paragraphs are clustered under some thematic headings related
to the COSOP objectives. While IFAD contribution is recognized, it would be
erroneous to attribute the results exclusively to IFAD-funded interventions.

The programme contributed to productivity increase and risk management
for rainfed agriculture, albeit with variations between projects. Most project
interventions contributed to increase yields and enhance risk management by
promoting sustainable agricultural practices, in-situ water conservation,
agroforestry, soil fertility management, selected livestock breeds, vaccination
campaigns. Progress is visible across the portfolio, although with variations and
implementation delays.
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However, in the traditional approach, agricultural interventions strategies
have not been defined sharply enough and did not addresses upfront linkages
to markets (upstream and downstream), processing and value addition. To the
credit of the Government and IFAD, more attention was given to these aspects in
the 2011 COSOP and recent project designs. However, from an overall programme
perspective, linkages with the markets are still erratic and do not follow a
systematic approach of factoring in locations, quality and regularity of supply.
Improving connectivity with value chains is a national priority given the very high
level of wastage for certain commodities (e.g. fruit and vegetable crops, chapter
I1).

Non-agricultural activities have been developed as a parallel endeavour by
projects, without a strong nexus with the main agricultural investments. For
example, micro enterprises have been supported although not always considering
the potential for processing agricultural produce, increasing marketability and
enhancing vertical integration of the value chain. Similarly, vocational training has
been guided more by the traditional skills on which the cooperating institutions or
NGOs used to work, rather than by an analysis of skills supply and demand.

Enabling access to basic credit and financial services empowered poor
women and men. Propelled by SHGs, monetary savings and credit linkages have
helped beneficiaries invest in circulating capital, sometimes also fixed capital.
Despite good track record of SHGs and associated borrowers, and solid operational
basis for credit expansion in the rural areas established by IFAD projects, in the
majority of cases, public sector banks have been extremely cautious before
extending credit support to community-based organizations. The lack of bank credit
remains a major limitation for SHG members to engage in any productive venture,
both on and off-farm.

Apart from SHGs that provide basic but useful financial services, the programme
has also experimented with insurance and risk-reduction financial products, mainly
within two projects (CAIM and PTSLP). There have been initial pilot tests of sms-
based mobile banking but almost no initiative on remittances.

During the 2011 COSOP period, IFAD’s ongoing and new projects took
steps to better align their activities with major public programmes.
Following the COSOP’s guidance, all projects made efforts towards programmatic
convergence with national and state-level government schemes, so as to up-scale
benefits to the communities. All the new projects have taken into account the
substantial government funds available under the MNREGS which guarantees 100
days of wage-employment annually to the rural poor and the NRLM which focuses
on savings, credit and income generation. Projects have started working on specific
convergence strategies in consultation with the respective departments. It will take
time before the benefits of convergence are optimized.

The cross-cutting objective of knowledge and learning on poverty
reduction and nutritional security has been only partly achieved. On the
positive side, this CPE attests to the efforts made by projects and the country office
to prepare knowledge products and issue selected publications. This has been
instrumental to enhancing communication, mainly at the state level, on what the
portfolio is doing. However, there is a gap between the rich experiences on the
ground and the capacity to analyse them in a way that is suitable for higher level
policy discussion. As noted in chapter II, there is a demand for demonstrated “good
practices” to enhance the design and implementation of public policies and
programmes in the rural and agricultural sector. IFAD-funded projects are relevant
to national rural poverty alleviation policies and strategies to increase productivity
of rainfed agriculture and dramatically improve water and natural resource
management. The knowledge management gap is a constraint to providing
technical contribution to the Government as well as to the private sector.
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Programme implementation was monitored by several instruments,
including: the COSOP Results Framework, COSOP annual review, and COSOP mid-
term review. COSOP results framework was monitored and reviewed on an annual
basis. COSOP annual review report and the COSOP mid-term review reports were
both prepared by the CPM/IFAD country office and presented at the tripartite review
with the Government. Tripartite Review Meetings convened by the DEA- Ministry of
Finance provided a central level monitoring oversight on portfolio implementation
(see chapter V). A limitation is that COSOP reviews provide mostly data at the
output level, less so on effectiveness: this is a weak area at the project-level as
well. There has been little aggregation of data from project “outcome surveys”.

COSOP annual reviews provided a synoptic status of the programme including the
areas of progress and limitations. The tripartite reviews provided a useful platform
at the central level for management decisions on project bottlenecks and actions,
although there were lags in accomplishing a substantial number of committed
actions.

Overall, COSOP effectiveness is assessed as moderately satisfactory and this takes
into account considerable outreach progress (although this mostly relates to
outputs), and a significant, albeit uneven, degree of achievement of the two
objectives. Provision of basic agricultural and financial services is well established,
while more sophisticated services, products and alliances are emerging. Gaps exist
in knowledge management capacity and resources allocated to it. Overall the
COSOP performance is also assessed as moderately satisfactory, giving special
weight to the achievement of the results.

Overall Government-IFAD partnership assessment

Table 16 presents the overall ratings of IFAD-Government partnership. This is based
on the assessment of the portfolio performance, non-lending activities as well as
COSOP performance. The portfolio performance, non-lending activities and COSOP
performance are all rated moderately satisfactory. The overall Government-IFAD
partnership is rated moderately satisfactory as well.

Table 16
Overall assessment of the partnership

Portfolio performance
Non-lending activities

COSOP performance

A A A~ b

Overall Government-IFAD partnership
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Key points

The 2011 COSOP, consistent with past experience and strategic directions in India,
continued IFAD’s focus on the poorest. It integrated key findings and recommendations
of the previous CPE. Relevance to national priorities (developing rainfed agriculture,
reaching deeper in poverty) is high.

The 2011 COSORP in its first thematic objective (access to agricultural technology),
recognized the importance of sharpening the technical content of agricultural
intervention designs. The programme’s traditional approach has been successful in
relieving very poor communities from chronic food insecurity. It has paid less attention
to an analysis of farming systems, constraints, opportunities, marketing and value
addition. These aspects are better acknowledged in new project designs. Attention to
market access has increased but links with markets are still erratic.

With regard to the second thematic objective (access to financial service), self-help
groups provide basic but deeply needed savings and small loan services. With few
exceptions (MPOWER), response from the state banking sector has been far less
dynamic than expected, limiting the volume of financing available to SHG members.

Progress on the cross-cutting objective of knowledge and learning is mainly visible at the
project level, in the communication of project initiatives. There is still a gap between rich
experiences on the ground and capacity to analyse and convey findings.

The overall partnership between the Government of India and IFAD is assessed as
moderately satisfactory, taking into account the performance of the portfolio, non-
lending activities and COSOP.
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Conclusions and recommendations

Conclusions

Storyline. During the period 2010-15, the Government of India and IFAD have
continued to support interventions in rural poor areas and in favour of the most
disadvantaged groups among the poor. Multi-component interventions (basic needs,
empowerment, and improved livelihood) have been valid to address structural
poverty factors. While effective to improve subsistence livelihood conditions, these
approaches did not include a thorough analysis of farming system, a clear thrust to
organize interventions around territorial or product clusters and to collaborate with
local agricultural research organizations. These aspects are gaining importance in
view of India’s national challenge to improve the productivity of rainfed agriculture
and the efficiency of value chains. These aspects were acknowledged in the 2011
COSOP formulation.

The overall portfolio performance is solid. It is rated moderately satisfactory
reflecting variability across projects. Most criteria are assessed as moderately
satisfactory and higher. Efficiency is rated moderately unsatisfactory, mostly due to
project implementation delays. This largely reflects implementation capacity gaps
which are not fully factored in at design.

Partnerships between IFAD and state governments are strong overall. At the central
government level, there is close collaboration with DEA but relationships are more
distant with technical ministries. Expectations are growing in India on the
engagement of international development organization in non-lending activities and
particularly knowledge sharing that can help inform policies. IFAD has limited
resources for this set of activities.

There is still demand and need for IFAD’s interventions in India. IFAD has specific
experience and expertise in underserved areas, socio-economic groups and rainfed
agriculture. These, together with commercialising smallholder agriculture, are
among the main national challenges for the agricultural and rural sector. However,
IFAD needs to enhance its capacity to analyse, systematize and convey its
experience and lessons to state and national policy makers.

The traditional IFAD intervention paradigm is well established for highly
disadvantaged areas and marginalized groups. As needs evolve and
communities request support to the “next level”, more specialized
approaches may be required. The portfolio has consistently targeted poor areas
and disadvantaged groups, notably Scheduled Castes, tribes and, within these,
women. Projects have reached these groups, with tangible benefits. Most projects,
irrespective of their overall performance, have valid approaches or solutions to local
problems that would be pertinent in other areas and contexts as well. In particular,
IFAD is the only international agency with specific focus on Scheduled
Tribes in India. Its experience and expertise is recognized by state and central
governments and the Fund has been requested to intervene in areas were other
international agencies are not allowed to operate.

The multi-dimensional intervention paradigm of the IFAD-funded portfolio
(combining social capital, agricultural development, non-agricultural livelihood,
financial services and basic needs) responds to structural issues in the targeted
areas. By strengthening social capital and people’s empowerment, projects have
helped infuse a sense of self-awareness and confidence in the beneficiaries,
especially women. Social capital is instrumental to support economic activities, for
example by enforcing disciplines in repaying loans, spurring collective action to
manage water and natural resources and building trust.

The self-help group paradigm has demonstrated its effectiveness in stimulating
beneficiaries’ (notably women’s) self-awareness, community engagement, access to
basic but important financial services. However, as households’ and communities’
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welfare improves, their needs and demand evolve, thus more advanced associative
forms, such as producers’ groups, mutually-aided cooperative societies and
producers’ companies, may be required. Evolving demands also require more
specialized approaches, notably in agriculture.

Traditional agricultural development approaches were instrumental to
improve basic subsistence conditions. They do not sufficiently address
local, state and national priorities for rainfed agriculture and
commercialization of smallholder agriculture. While a considerable proportion
of past projects’ investment was for agriculture, there was not always a clear
guiding thrust. In particular three aspects have not been prominent in design:

(i) analysis of constraints and opportunities for rainfed agriculture development
(e.g. reducing productivity differentials within a district, soil and water
management, farming system improvement); (ii) organizing interventions around
territorial and product clusters which would also facilitate connectivity to markets
and value chains; (iii) collaboration with state and local agricultural research and
extension centres to hasten adoption of technology in rainfed agriculture. The 2011
COSOP recognized their importance and some of the ensuing projects started
incorporating these in their design.

The portfolio performance is in the “positive zone” and assessed as
moderately satisfactory. There are several cases of strong performance but
results are dampened by extant implementation delays and related
capacity issues. The portfolio is assessed as overall solid, given that most of the
criteria and sub-criteria have been rated as moderately satisfactory or higher. There
is significant variation in performance between projects and criteria, as can be
expected of a large portfolio being implemented across varying and challenging
conditions. Project design relevance, impact on household income and access,
impact on human and social capital, innovation and scaling up, and gender equality
represent the peaks of performance and results across the board.

Portfolio efficiency is rated moderately unsatisfactory. Projects suffer from slow
start-up, implementation hiccups and slippages, problems that are typical of the
host public sector. There are two main orders of factors behind this. On the one
hand, there are inherent challenges related to the conditions of project areas and
target groups. Multi-pronged interventions and multiple decision-making nodes add
to the challenge. On the other hand, there are issues with implementation capacity
in the agencies responsible for the projects. Problems of staff turn-over are
widespread. Similar problems are faced by the Asian Development Bank and the
World Bank. Among the key proximate causes, the CPE has observed: unattractive
compensation packages for project staff, ineffective contractual schemes with
supporting NGOs and cumbersome procurement systems. Overall this bespeaks a
problem of calibration between (valid) project objectives and existing capacity.
Many of the underlying causes are structural and systemic and not amenable to
solutions only through project supervision.

Partnerships at the state level have strengthened, resulting in scaling up
efforts. However, there is a gap in partnership with technical ministries
and agencies at the central level. State governments value IFAD’s cooperation
due to its attention to quality, reaching deeper in poverty strata, support to
imaginative solutions and some tolerance for risk taking. State governments have
made progress in expanding the coverage of projects and scaling up their results.
This has been exemplary in some cases (e.g. Odisha, Madhya Pradesh). Learning
from past experiences, projects have started working on convergence with public
programmes (e.g. MNREGS and NRLM). Efforts to collaborate more closely and
more explicitly with the Panchayat Raj Institutions are underway, so that projects
can dovetail with PRIs’ own development plans. This is a good beginning,
optimization will require time.
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366. There are cordial relationships but limited substantive exchanges with central
technical ministries. Greater interaction would be mutually beneficial: technical
ministries could emulate IFAD’s focus on target groups. There are several reasons
that make this challenging for IFAD, including senior staff turn-over at the central
level. However, this is also due to limited resources available in the country office
(financial, number of staff, specific technical expertise), coupled with stronger
priority and incentives given to working on portfolio implementation support and
trouble-shooting. Given the size and implementation issues of the portfolio, the
country office capacity is over-stretched.

367. In a large, middle-income country like India, good project performance
continues to be important but not sufficient. Demand is emerging for
knowledge sharing and analysis to inform policies and programmes.
Compared to the past, individual projects, and in part the country office, have
made specific efforts to communicate their successful experiences to the public
through several types of products. Moreover, in selected states, there have been
cases of lessons from IFAD-funded operations that have made their way to inform
the design or implementations of programmes and policies.

368. In spite of this, there is still an imbalance between the richness of experiences at
the project level and the limited capacity to analyse and systematize them at a
level of rigour that is suitable for policy-level discussion. Almost all projects have
experiences and content that can be meaningful to help design rural poverty
reduction strategies and programmes or review the ongoing ones, especially on
rainfed area development and natural resource management. Moreover, while
individual projects may have been successful at devising workable approaches and
solutions, learning between ongoing projects takes place slowly.

369. At the central level, due to limited substantive and technical interactions between
sectoral Ministries and IFAD, transfer of experience is weaker. While lessons from
IFAD-funded operations have more direct application at the state level, maintaining
linkages with the centre is important to ensure consistency between national
policies, state programmes and projects. One of the key expectations of the
Government of India is active involvement by international agencies on exchanges
of knowledge, good practice and technical experience, from India and abroad.
Moreover, contribution to policy dialogue is important to support the revision of
policies and facilitate the scaling up of promising interventions and their results.
Limited interactions with central agencies, the absence of a strong partnership with
reputed national or international think tanks, limited resources, incentives and
heavy country office workload are among key constraints to non-lending activities.

370. Overall, there is need and demand for further IFAD-supported interventions
in India. In spite of the limited financial resources available, IFAD has positioned
itself to support socio-economic groups that are under-served by public
programmes and are at higher risk of poverty. IFAD-supported projects have
devised viable approaches that may be adapted and adopted by larger public
schemes to enhance equity and effectiveness of outreach. Moreover, IFAD-funded
projects intervene in rainfed areas and its clients include, among others, many
smallholder and marginal farmers. Improving the productivity of rainfed agriculture,
commercialising smallholder agriculture and enhancing the efficiency of agricultural
value chains are among the main challenges for national agricultural development
in India. IFAD has specific experience in these areas and can contribute to practical
technical solutions and innovations.

371. In sum, IFAD’s interventions are central not only to local agricultural and rural
development issues but also to national sectoral needs. While IFAD has established
itself for its focus on certain areas and clients, it needs to build stronger capacity
for analysis and cooperation with a differentiated set of partners so that its
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experience can inform state and national policies and strategies and be scaled up in
collaboration with public authorities, international agencies, and private actors.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are geared towards the preparation of the next
COSOP, through a consultation between the Government of India, IFAD and other
key partners. It is assumed that the future lending envelope for India will remain at
the same level as at present: US$130-140 million per triennium.

Recommendation 1. Keep priority to disadvantaged areas and groups but
explore differentiated approaches. Disadvantaged areas will continue to be a
priority in the national rural development context and IFAD has recognized
comparative advantages in disadvantaged areas in India. IFAD-funded interventions
should continue to target disadvantaged areas, particularly in states with large
rainfed areas, where they can establish effective and innovative approaches for
future replication and scaling up of results. At the national level, it will be important
to avoid excessive geographic spread-out of the portfolio. Given the human
resources available in the IFAD country office, there is a limit to the number of
states and projects that can be effectively supervised. Key recommendations of the
previous CPE continue to be well-grounded such as the general principle of “one
state one loan” and the “saturation” approach (maximizing coverage of a
block/district before moving to the next one).

Differentiating the approaches according to the target groups. The future
programme should continue to target disadvantaged communities and groups, with
special attention to women and Scheduled Tribes. Attention to building and
strengthening social capital should continue. However, in different agro-ecological
and socio-economic contexts, IFAD will face different challenges. The design
approach, component-mix and level of specialization will need to be adapted.

The traditional self-help group paradigm will continue to be relevant for areas and
groups where basic needs, building of grass-roots organizations and subsistence
agriculture are still the priority. These are interventions requiring several years of
investments, starting from low economic base and human development conditions.
Instead, in areas where communities are already organized and there is potential
for marketing of surplus production, project designs, in addition to SHGs, should
continue to explore additional approaches to community and group building with
focus on collectively linking to markets and commercialization (e.g. producers’
groups, mutually-aided cooperative societies and producers’ companies).

Recommendation 2. Projects’ agricultural development components need
to focus more prominently on technical solutions for rainfed agriculture,
especially in light of the climate change, collaborate more with local and
national applied research and extension, and commercialization of
smallholder agriculture. From a technical perspective, interventions need more
direct emphasis on reducing the large intra-district yield differentials, better analyse
constraints, risks and opportunities of farming systems. There is also a need for
more systematic programme-based partnerships with state and local public
research and extension organizations (e.g. district-level Krishi Vigyan Kendras and
higher research organizations) on technical packages to improve productivity of
crops, fodder, fruit trees and livestock and mitigate weather-related losses.

Investments in agriculture need to be crafted more strategically around territorial
and commodity clusters, to better coordinate interventions and concentrate on a
critical mass and streams of initiatives. This will also put projects in a better
position to support linkages to markets and opportunities for value addition. To
improve farmers’ access to information on markets and reduce risks, attention
needs to be paid to expose them to information technology and insurance products.

78



378.

379.

380.

381.

382.

383.

384.

Emphasis on market access and value chains also implies: (i) better market access
and value chain diagnostics upfront to identify the barriers that smallholder farmers
face; (ii) clearer identification of the envisaged role of a project (e.g. enhancing
access to market information; facilitating access to wholesale markets; investing on
improved processing capacity); and (iii) exploring the interest of private sector
operators at the design stage. Recent legislation on reinvesting a percentage of
corporate profits on corporate social responsibility provides new opportunities.

Recommendation 3. Complementary interventions in non-agricultural
activities are important not only as a measure to diversify rural incomes
(primary production will absorb only a part of the burgeoning youth labour supply in
rural areas) but, equally important, to develop processing and value addition in
agricultural commodity supply chain. In particular, there is scope to better connect
these activities with projects’ agricultural investments (e.g. in the areas of
processing and packaging of products, agricultural tool repair shops, marketing of
agricultural inputs, eco-tourism).

Recommendation 4. Portfolio implementation efficiency needs to be
addressed aggressively. A first area of thrust is to simplify project design. This
may entail more conservative plans for project coverage (e.g. fewer blocks or
districts, following a saturation approach). In addition, in particularly disadvantaged
communities (e.g. Scheduled Tribes), projects could follow a modular approach:
rather than concentrate numerous components and sub-components in a single
project, the intervention could be sequenced in a modular fashion. For example, a
first loan could focus on human and social capital building, support to food self-
sufficiency and sustainable livelihood approach. A follow-up loan could then
emphasize market linkages and support and scaling up in collaboration with public
programmes and local governments (PRIs).

The central government, state governments and IFAD should review issues that
cause delays in recruiting the project team, staff turn-over and lengthy
procurement, affecting the pace of implementation, for example: (i) project
personnel recruitment procedures, particularly for senior staff, given the difficulty to
hire staff on deputation from state agencies and programmes; (ii) procurement
procedures and contractual arrangements that have proven to be non-conducive
(e.g. the output-based payment schemes for NGOs); (iii) compensation packages
for project staff, to ensure equal treatment with other public programmes;

(iv) concurrent charges of project directors that compete for their time and focus.
IFAD could further support by preparing guidelines based on previous
implementation experience and training modules on financial management,
procurement and other fiduciary aspects.

Recommendation 5. Strengthen partnerships and non-lending activities at
four levels: state government, central government, private actors and the
rural finance sub-sector and South-South cooperation. There are four main
levels of action, each requiring slightly different partners and skills. First, at the
state level, project partnerships and experiences could be supported by analytical
work to provide inputs into policy design and revision and pave the way for benefits
to reach a larger number of people.

Second, at the central level, building on previous state-level experiences, lessons of
processes and experiences could be distilled at a higher level and shared with
central-level authorities and international development partners, including Rome-
based agencies and International Financial Institutions in a humber of fora.

Third, Private sector needs to be involved prominently at the time of the new
COSOP preparation and project design. Pilot experiences of CAIM and ILSP with
private operators need to be analysed more in detail to extract lessons and
approaches. The rural finance sub-sector needs more attention given the so far
limited responsiveness in financing village groups. In addition to working with
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private microfinance entities, the experience of MPOWER with publicly-owned banks
deserves dissemination.

Fourth, experiences need to be shared with other countries in the sub-region (and
beyond). The sub-regional mandate of the IFAD country office in India creates
fertile ground for South-South knowledge exchanges. Beyond the sub-region, there
should be central-level efforts from IFAD headquarters to facilitate strategic
initiatives of South-South cooperation from a global perspective.

Recommendation 6. Enhance capacity and resources for non-lending
activities. At present, non-lending activities are constrained by limited in-house
technical expertise and budget. Within the current resource profile, some
improvements could be made by exploring the following options: (i) embedding
knowledge management and policy dialogue components in individual loan project
financing; (ii) using the already existing opportunity of periodic tripartite meetings
to discuss selected sectoral/thematic issues and facilitate knowledge transfer across
projects; (iii) mobilising additional funding from external sources (e.g. national,
international foundations).

IFAD also needs to demonstrate capacity of strategic thinking and to bring
specialized technical skills to the table. Partnerships with reputed national and
international high-calibre specialists and think tanks would enhance quality and
credibility of policy analysis. IFAD could consider creating an engagement forum
comprising of researchers/scholars and practitioners, commission think pieces on
issues of priority and convene with the government an annual or bi-annual high
profile event. This would require IFAD Headquarter engagement and support
including a moderate allocation of additional resources.
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Ratings of IFAD-funded operations in India (2010-2015)

Portfolio assessment JCTDP OTELP LIPH PTSLP  Tejaswini WELP MPOWER NERCORMP Il CAIM ILSP  JTELP LAMP OPELIP Overall rating
Core performance

criteria

Relevance 4 5 3 4 5 5 5 4 5 5
Effectiveness 4 4

Efficiency 3

Project performance® 3.7 4.3 3.7 3.7 4.7 2.3 3.7 4.7 4 3.9
Rural poverty impact

Household income and 5 4 5 4 5 3 4 5 5 5
assets

Human/social capital and 4 5 5 4 5 3 5 5 5 5
empowerment

Food security and 3 5 4 n.r 4 3 4 5 4 4
agricultural productivity

Natural resources and 3 4 4 n.r 4 n.r. 4 5 4 4
the environment

Institutions and policies 3 5 4 n.r 5 2 3 4 4 4
Rural poverty impact” 4 5 4 4 5 3 4 5 4 4
Other performance criteria

Sustainability 3

Innovation and scaling 6 3 6 5
up

Gender equality and 4 5 5 5 6 3 4 5 5 5
women’s empowerment

Overall project 4 5 4 4 5 3 4 5 4 4
achievement®

Partners’ performance

IFAD 5 5

Government 4 4 5 4

Arithmetic average of ratings for relevance, effectiveness, efficiency.

This is not an average of ratings for individual criteria. Moreover, the rating for the performance of partners is not a component of the overall assessment rating.

a.
b. This is not an average of ratings for individual impact domains.
c.
n.

r. = Not rated.
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List of IFAD loans approved in India since 1978
IFAD Co- Government
Total cost  financing.  financing  funding (in Planned/
Project o (inmilion  (inmillion (n million million - Beneficiary Board Loan Project actual closing cyrrent
ID Project. name Project type Us$) Uss) US$) US$)" Contribution Cofinancier approval effectiveness completion date” status
023 Bhima Command Area Irrigation 100 50 - 50 - 18/09/1979 14/12/1979 16/04/1984 16/10/1984 Closed
Development Project
032 Rajasthan Command Rural 110.6 55 - 55.6 - 19/12/1979 03/03/1980 30/06/1988 31/12/1988 Closed
Area Development and development
Settlement Project
049 Sundarban Development  Rural 37.8 17.5 20.3 - 03/12/1980 04/02/1981 31/12/1988 30/06/1989 Closed
Project development
081 Madhya Pradesh Medium Irrigation 232.1 25 140 67.1 International ~ 17/12/1981 17/09/1982 30/09/1987 31/03/1988 Closed
Irrigation Project Development
Association
124 Second Uttar Pradesh Irrigation 182.2 30.1 91 56 International ~ 21/04/1983 06/10/1983  30/09/1990 31/03/1991 Closed
Public Tubewells Project Development
Association
214 Orissa Tribal Rural 24.4 12.2 14 10.8 WFP 03/12/1987 27/05/1988 30/06/1997 31/12/1997 Closed
Development Project development
240 Tamil Nadu Women's Credit and 30.6 17 9.1 (local 4.5 NABARD and 26/04/1989 26/01/1990 30/06/1998 31/12/1998 Closed
Development Project financial financial commercial
services institutions) banks
282 Andhra Pradesh Tribal Agricultural 46.5 20 7.5 15.8 3.2 Netherlands, 04/04/1991 27/08/1991 30/09/1998 31/03/1999 Closed
Development Project development (6.6 million United Nations
of Population
institutional Fund
finance)
325 Maharashtra Rural Credit Credit and 48.35 29.1 4.18 14.9 United Nations 06/04/1993 06/01/1994 31/03/2002 30/09/2002 Closed
Project financial (including Development
services 1.6 by local Programme,
banks) Worldview
International

Foundation
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IFAD Co- Government
Total cost  financing. financing funding (in Planned/

Project o (nmilion  (inmillion in million million - Beneficiary Board Loan Project actual closing cyrrent

ID Project. name Project type Us$) Uss) US$) US$)" Contribution Cofinancier approval effectiveness completion date” status

349 Andhra Pradesh Agricultural 50.3 26.7 10.41 9.4 3.76 Netherlands,  19/04/1994 18/08/1994 30/09/2002 31/03/2003 Closed

(including NABARD
5.04 of
financing by
local
financial

432 Mewat Area Development Rural 22.3 14.9 6.6 0.7 12/04/1995 07/07/1995 31/12/2004 30/06/2005 Closed
Project development

1012 Rural Women's Rural 53.5 19.2  19.4 (incl. 3.7 2.9 World Bank, 05/12/1996 19/05/1999 30/06/2005 31/12/2005 Closed
Development and development 8.52 million local
Empowerment Project from local commercial

financial banks and
institutions) NABARD

1040 North Eastern Region Agricultural 73.42 42.89 3.26 (local 20.5 3.7 29/04/1997 23/02/1999 31/03/2008 30/09/2008 Ongoing
Community Resource development (incl. financial (Phase II)
Management Project for supplem- institutions)

Upland Areas entary
loan of
20 million)

1063 Jharkhand-Chhattisgarh ~ Rural 41.7 22.9 10.5 4.7 3.3 DFID 29/04/1999 21/06/2001 30/06/2012 31/12/2012 Closed
Tribal Development development
Programme

1121 National Microfinance Credit and 134 219 112 (incl. DFID 04/05/2000 01/04/2002 30/06/2009 31/12/2009 Closed
Support Programme financial 88.5 million

services from local
financial
institutions)

1155 Orissa Tribal Agricultural 106.15 35 40 17.5 9.10 DFID 23/04/2002 15/07/2003 31/03/2015 30/09/2015 Ongoing
Empowerment and development (Phase II)
Livelihoods Programme 25/11/2013 27/01/2014 31/03/2016 30/09/2016

1210 Livelihood Security Agricultural 23.9 14.9 6.6 (incl. 1.65 0.7 WFP, Self- 12/09/2001 04/10/2002 15/06/2009 15/12/2009 Closed
Project for Earthquake development 1.7 million Employed
Affected Rural from local Women's
Households in Gujarat NGO) Association
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IFAD Co- Government
Total cost  financing. financing funding (in Planned/
Project o (nmilion  (inmillion in million million - Beneficiary Board Loan Project actual closing cyrrent
ID Project. name Project type Us$) Uss) US$) US$)" Contribution Cofinancier approval effectiveness completion date” status
1226 Livelihoods Improvement  Credit and 84.3 39.9 23.4 (from 11.44 9.49 18/12/2003 01/10/2004 31/12/2012 30/06/2013 Closed
Project in the Himalayas  financial local
services financial
institutions)
1314 Tejaswini Rural Women's  Credit and 223.7 54.4 142.3 (from 12.75 13.9 13/12/2005 23/07/2007 30/09/2017 31/03/2018 Ongoing
Empowerment financial local
Programme services financial
institutions)
1348 Post-Tsunami Sustainable Credit and 68.6 30 24.9 (local 34 10.34 19/04/2005 09/07/2007 10/05/2014 10/05/2014 Ongoing
Livelihoods Programme financial financial
for the Coastal services institutions)
Communities of Tamil
Nadu
1381 Women’s Empowerment  Credit and 52.5 30.1 18.09 (from 17 2.47 14/12/2006 04/12/2009 31/12/2017 30/06/2018 Ongoing
and Livelihoods financial local
Programme in the mid- services financial
Gangetic Plains institutions)
1418 Mitigating Poverty in Rural 62.54 309 7.63(4.43 21.36 2.6 Tata Trust 24/04/2008 11/12/2008 31/12/2016 30/06/2017 Ongoing
Western Rajasthan development from local
Project financial
institutions)
1470 Convergence of Agricultural 118.6 41.1 36.13 (incl. 37.6 3.6 Tata Trust, 30/04/2009 04/12/2009 31/12/2017 30/06/2018 Ongoing
Agricultural Interventions  development 14.54 million Private sector
in Maharashtra’s from local
Distressed Districts financial
Programme institutions)
1617 Integrated Livelihood Agricultural 258.79 89.9 109.8 (local 48.8 10.97 13/12/2011 01/12/2012 31/03/2019 30/09/2019 Ongoing
Support Project development financial
institutions
1649 Jharkhand Tribal Agricultural 115.5 51 62.92 (55 0.9 21/09/2012 04/10/2013 31/12/2021 30/06/2022 Ongoing
Empowerment and development million from
Livelihoods Project other
domestic
government
sources
such as

MNREGS)
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IFAD Co- Government
Total cost  financing. financing funding (in Planned/
Project o (nmilion  (inmillion in million million - Beneficiary Board Loan Project actual closing cyrrent
ID Project. name Project type USS$) USS$) USS$) US$)~ Contribution Cofinancier approval effectiveness completion date” status
1715 Livelihoods and Access to Rural 169.9 50 57.5(29.3 49.6 12.7 08/04/2014 09/12/2014 31/12/2022 30/06/2023 Ongoing
Markets Project development from local
banks and
28.2 from
other
programmes)
1743 Odisha Particularly Rural 130.39 51.2 76.18 3 22/04/2015 - - - Approved

Vulnerable Tribal Groups development
Empowerment and

Livelihoods Improvement

Programme

Source: Grants and Investment Projects System (GRIPS), IFAD website and IFAD xDESK. All data as of 24 April, 2015.
& As given on IFAD website.
IFAD core funding as given in Project and Portfolio Management System (now GRIPS) and IFAD website.

c
d

Both national and local government funding.
In case of ongoing projects planned closing dates while in case of closed projects actual closing dates.
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List of IFAD-funded grants in India

List of IFAD-funded grants with activities in India since 2010

IFAD
financing Approval Completion Closing
Grant number  Grant title Grant type Recipient Benefitting countries amount date date date  Task manager
998 Asia and the Pacific Region Asian Global/regional Asian Institute ~ Cambodia, Lao PDR, 1400000 15/09/2009 31/12/2013 30/06/2014 Palmeri
Project Management Support (APMAS) of Technology  India, Viet Nam
Programme
1108 Enabling Poor Rice Farmers to improve  Global/regional International Nepal, India, Philippines, 1500 000 30/04/2009 30/09/2013 31/03/2014 Thapa
Livelihoods and Overcome Poverty in Rice Indonesia, Viet Nam,
South and South-East Asia through the Research Laos, Cambodia
Consortium for Unfavourable Rice Institute (Myanmar and Thailand
Environments (CURE) will be covered by other
donor partners' grants)
1113 Programme on Livelihoods and Global/regional International Bhutan, India, Nepal 1500000 30/04/2009 30/06/2013 31/12/2013 Thapa
Ecosystem Services in the Himalayas: Centre for
Enhancing Adaptation Capacity and Integrated
Resilience of the Poor to Climate and Mountain
Socio-Economic Changes Development
(ICIMOD)
1265 BHUTAN CLIMATE SUMMIT 2011 Global regional Ministry of Bhutan, Bangladesh, 200 000 21/12/2010 30/09/2012 30/06/2013 Darlong
Finance Nepal and India
1356 Sending Money Home to Asia and the  Global/regional IBRD Afgh, Bangladesh, 300000 15/03/2012 31/05/2013 20/01/2014 De
Pacific: Markets and Regulatory Camb, China, Fiji, India, Vasconcelos
Framework Indonesia, Iran, Kaza,
Korea, Kyrgyzstan, Lao,
Malaysia, Maldives,
Mong, Myanmar, Nepal,
Pak, Paoua New
Guinea, Philippines,
Rep. Korea, SL, Taj,
Thailand, Timor-Leste,
Tonga, Viet Nam
1311 Enhancing dairy-based livelihoods in Global/regional International India, India 100 000 29/08/2011 31/12/2014 30/06/2015 Rota
India and India through innovation and Livestock
value-chain development approaches Research
Institute
1279 Safe Nutrient, Water and Energy Global/regional International Bangladesh, India, 650 000 04/05/2011 30/09/2014 30/03/2015 Cleveringa
Recovery: Developing a Business Case Water Manag.  Viet Nam, China (Ghana,
Institute Uganda, Botswana)
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IFAD
financing Approval Completion Closing
Grant number  Grant title Grant type Recipient Benefitting countries amount date date date  Task manager
1241 Reinforcing the resilience of Poor Rural ~ Global/regional Bioversity India, Nepal (Bolivia) 975000 05/12/2010 31/03/2015 30/09/2015 Alcadi
Communities in the Face of Food
Insecurity, Poverty and Climate Change
through on-farm Conservation of Local
Agrobiodiversity
1431 Strengthening Knowledge on Global Global/regional FAO/ China, India, Indonesia, 200,000 12/12/2012 31/03/2015 30/09/2015 Garbero
Food Availability and Utilization Adri Thailand, Viet Nam and
gricultural S
Market the Philippines
Information
System
707-IPAF Reclaiming the Commons with Country specific Amasangathan India 43 500 04/07/2012 04/07/2014 Cordone
Women’s Power: Eco-village
development in Tribal Odisha
45-IPAF Promoting Culture, Human Rights and  Country specific Bible Hill India 32000 09/05/2012 09/05/2014 Cordone
Socio-Economic Opportunities of the Youth Club &
Hmars. Hill Tribes
Mission Aid of
India
Activities financed under the “Legal Country specific - India - 31/08/2008 30/11/2011 31/12/2011 Palmeri
Empowerment of Women Programme”
(LEWI) Supplementary Funds from
Canada to IFAD
1034 Food and Agriculture Organization of Global/regional FAO India, Nepal, Sri Lanka, 1083000 25/04/2008 31/12/2012 30/09/2013 Jatta
the United Nations/Self-Employed Cambodia, Indonesia,
Women's Association (FAO/SEWA): Laos, Myanmar,
Medium-term Cooperation Programme Philippines, Viet Nam,
with Farmers' Organizations in Asia and China
the Pacific Region
1130 First Asia Regional Gathering of Global/regional Maldhari India 200 000 12/06/2009 30/06/2011 06/06/2012 Puletti
Pastoralist Women in Gujarat Rural Action
Group
(MARAG)
200000029400 Sensitization and effective Global/regional MARAG India 20320 1/11/2012 01/10/2014 01/04/2015 Sabine Pallas
implementation of policies on pastoral
and common lands (component I11)
200000069800 International Land Coalition Asia Land  Global/regional MARAG India 72 100 26/05/2014 01/12/2014 01/06/2015 Annalisa
Forum and Regional Assembly 2014 - Mauro

Mera Gav Meri Jamin (Land for Dignity)
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IFAD
financing Approval Completion Closing
Grant number Grant title Grant type Recipient Benefitting countries amount date date date  Task manager
1239 Root and Tuber Crop Research Global/regional International Bangladesh, China, 1450000 05/12/2010 31/03/2015 30/09/2015 Jatta
Potato India, Philippines
Center/Food
Start
1317 Development of Alternative Biofuel Global/regional ICRAF Brazil, Colombia, Egypt, 1500000 15/09/2011 31/12/2016 30/12/2017  Mathur
Crops India, Mali, Nicaragua,
Philippines, Zambia
1363 Rainfed Crop-based Production Global/regional International India, Laos, Nepal, 1500000 07/04/2012 30/06/2016 31/12/2016 Darlong
Crop Viet Nam
Research
Institute for
Semi-Arid
Tropics
1447 Medium Term Cooperation Global/regional AFA Bangladesh, Bhutan, 2000 000 07/07/2013 30/09/2018 31/03/2019  Thierry
Programme-2 Cook Is., China, Fiji,
Cambodia, India,
Indonesia, Laos, Sri
Lanka, Myanmar, Nepal,
Philippines, Samoa,
Solomon Islands, Tonga,
Viet Nam, Vanuatu
2000000102 Livelihoods and Resilience HKH Global/regional International Bangladesh, India, 1200000 25/11/2013 31/03/2017 30/09/2017 Bresciani
Centre for Myanmar, Nepal
Integrated
Mountain
Development
(ICIMOD)
2000000108 Documenting Global Best Practices on  Global/regional Asia-Pacific China, India, Indonesia, 1100000 09/12/2013 31/03/2018 30/09/2018 Pedersen
Sustainable Models RuFBEP Rural and Philippines, Thailand
Agricultural
Credit
Association
1433 M&E in India and Bhutan Global/regional IFPRI Bhutan, India 500 000 20/12/2012 31/03/2016 30/09/2016 Darlong
200000021000  Mobiles for Mobility (M4M): Ensuring Global/regional MARAG India 360 000 16/10/2013 31/12/2015 30/09/2016 Jeong

timely access to information for
pastoralists through a mobile-phone
focused information Hub (US$360,000)
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Annex IV

Methodological note on country programme evaluations

1.

A country programme evaluation (CPE) conducted by the Independent Office of
Evaluation of IFAD (IOE) has two main objectives: assess the performance and
impact of IFAD-financed operations in the country; and generate a series of
findings and recommendations that will inform the next results-based country
strategic opportunities programme (COSOP). It is conducted in accordance with the
directives of IFAD’s Evaluation Policy! and follows the core methodology and
processes for CPEs outlined in IOE’s Evaluation Manual.? This note describes the
key elements of the methodology.

Focus. A CPE focuses on three mutually reinforcing pillars in the IFAD-government
partnership: (i) project portfolio; (ii) non-lending activities; and (iii) the COSOP(s).
Based on these building blocks, the CPE makes an overall assessment of the
country programme achievements.

With regard to assessing the performance of the project portfolio (first pillar),
the CPE applies standard evaluation methodology for each project using the
internationally-recognized evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency
and rural poverty impact - including impact on household income and assets,
human and social capital, food security and agricultural productivity, natural
resources and the environment (including climate change),® and institutions and
policies. The other performance criteria include sustainability, innovation and
scaling up, and gender equality and women’s empowerment. The performance of
partners (IFAD and the government) is also assessed by examining their specific
contribution to the design, execution, supervision, implementation-support, and
monitoring and evaluation of the specific projects and programmes. The definition
of all evaluation criteria is provided in annex V.

The assessment of non-lending activities (second pillar) analyses the relevance,
effectiveness and efficiency of the combined efforts of IFAD and the government to
promote policy dialogue, knowledge management, and partnership-building. It also
reviews global, regional, and country-specific grants as well as achievements and
synergy with the lending portfolio.

The assessment of the performance of the COSOP (third pillar) is a further, more
aggregated, level of analysis that covers the relevance and effectiveness of the
COSOP. While in the portfolio assessment the analysis is project-based, in this
latter section, the evaluation considers the overall objectives of the programme.
The assessment of relevance covers the alignment and coherence of the strategic
objectives - including the geographic and subsector focus, partners selected,
targeting and synergies with other rural development interventions - , and the
provisions for country programme management and COSOP management. The
assessment of effectiveness determines the extent to which the overall strategic
objectives contained in the COSOP were achieved. The CPE ultimately generates an
assessment for the overall achievements of the programme.

Approach. In line with international evaluation practices, the CPE evaluation
combines: (i) desk review of existing documentation - existing literature, previous
IOE evaluations, information material generated by the projects, data and other
materials made available by the government or IFAD, including self-evaluation data
and reports; (ii) interviews with relevant stakeholders in IFAD and in the country;
and (iii) direct observation of activities in the field.

! http://www.ifad.org/gbdocs/eb/102/e/EB-2011-102-R-7-Rev-1.pdf.

2 http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/process _methodology/doc/manual.pdf.

% On climate change, scaling up and gender, see annex Il of document EC 2010/65/W.P.6 approved by the IFAD
Evaluation Committee in November 2010: http://www.ifad.org/gbdocs/eb/ec/e/65/EC-2010-65-W-P-6.pdf.

89


http://www.ifad.org/gbdocs/eb/102/e/EB-2011-102-R-7-Rev-1.pdf
http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/process_methodology/doc/manual.pdf
http://www.ifad.org/gbdocs/eb/ec/e/65/EC-2010-65-W-P-6.pdf

Annex IV

10.

11.

12.

13.

For the field work, a combination of methods are generally used for data gathering:
(i) focus group discussions with a set of questions for project user and comparison
groups; (ii) Government stakeholders meetings - national, regional/local, including
project staff; (iii) sample household visits using a pre-agreed set of questions to
household members, to obtain indications of levels of project participation and
impact; (iv) key non-government stakeholder meetings - e.g. civil society
representatives and private sector.

Evaluation findings are based on triangulation of evidence collected from different
sources.

Rating scale. The performance in each of the three pillars described above and
the overall achievements are rated on a scale of 1 to 6 (with 1 being the lowest
score, and 6 the highest), enabling to report along the two broad categories of
satisfactory (4, 5, and 6) and unsatisfactory performance (1, 2 and 3). Ratings are
provided for individual projects/programmes, and on that basis, for the
performance of the overall project portfolio. Ratings are also provided for the
performance of partners, non-lending activities, the COSOP’s relevance and
effectiveness as well as the overall achievements of the programme.

In line with practices of international financial institutions, the rating scale, in
particular when assessing the expected results and impact of an operation, can be
defined as follows - taking however due account of the approximation inherent to
such definition:

Highly satisfactory (6) The intervention (project, programme, non-
lending, etc.) achieved - under a specific criteria or
overall —strong progress towards all main
objectives/impacts, and had best practice
achievements on one or more of them.

Satisfactory (5) The intervention achieved acceptable progress
towards all main objectives/impacts and strong
progress on some of them.

Moderately satisfactory (4) The intervention achieved acceptable (although not
strong) progress towards the majority of its main
objectives/impacts.

Moderately unsatisfactory (3) The intervention achieved acceptable progress only
in @ minority of its objectives/impacts.

Unsatisfactory (2) The intervention’s progress was weak in all
objectives/impacts.

Highly unsatisfactory (1) The intervention did not make progress in any of
its objectives/impacts.

It is recognized that differences may exist in the understanding and interpretation
of ratings between evaluators (inter-evaluation variability). In order to minimize
such variability IOE conducts systematic training of staff and consultants as well as
thorough peer reviews.

Evaluation process. A CPE is conducted prior to the preparation of a new
cooperation strategy in a given country. It entails three main phases: (i) design
and desk review phase; (ii) country work phase; (iii) report writing, comments
and communication phase.

The design and desk review phase entails developing the CPE approach paper. The
paper specifies the evaluation objectives, methodology, process, timelines, and key
questions. It is followed by a preparatory mission to the country to discuss the
draft paper with key partners. During this stage, a desk review is conducted
examining available documentation. Project review notes and a consolidated desk
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14.

15.

16.

17.

review report are prepared and shared with IFAD’s regional division and the
government. The main objective of the desk review report is to identify preliminary
hypotheses and issues to be analysed during the main CPE mission. During this
stage both IFAD and the government conduct a self-assessment at the portfolio,
non-lending, and COSOP levels.

The country work stage entails convening a multidisciplinary team of consultants to
visit the country, holding meetings in the capital city with the government and
other partners and traveling to different regions of the country to review activities
of IFAD-funded projects on the ground and discuss with beneficiaries, public
authorities, project management staff, NGOs, and other partners. A brief summary
note is presented at the end of the mission to the government and other key
partners.

During the report writing, comments and communication of results stage, I0E
prepares the draft final CPE report, shared with IFAD’s regional division, the
government, and other partners for review and comments. The draft benefits from
a peer review process within IOE including IOE staff as well as an external senior
independent advisor. IOE then distributes the CPE report to partners to disseminate
the results of the CPE. IOE and the government organize a national roundtable
workshop that focuses on learning and allows multiple stakeholders to discuss the
main findings, conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation. The report is
publicly disclosed.

A core learning partnership (CLP), consisting of the main users of the evaluation,
provides guidance to IOE at critical stages in the evaluation process; in particular, it
reviews and comments on the draft approach paper, the desk review report and the
draft CPE report, and participates in the CPE National Roundtable Workshop.

Each CPE evaluation is concluded with an agreement at completion point (ACP).
The ACP is a short document which captures the main findings of the evaluation as
well as the recommendations contained in the CPE report that IFAD and the
government agree to adopt and implement within a specific timeline.
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Definition of the evaluation criteria used by IOE

Criteria Definition®

Project performance

Relevance The extent to which the objectives of a development intervention are consistent
with beneficiaries’ requirements, country needs, institutional priorities and
partner and donor policies. It also entails an assessment of project design in

achieving its objectives.

The extent to which the development intervention’s objectives were achieved, or
are expected to be achieved, taking into account their relative importance.

Effectiveness

A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.)

Efficiency .
are converted into results.

Impact is defined as the changes that have occurred or are expected to occur in
the lives of the rural poor (whether positive or negative, direct or indirect,
intended or unintended) as a result of development interventions.

Rural poverty impactb

Household income provides a means of assessing the flow of economic benefits
accruing to an individual or group, whereas assets relate to a stock of
accumulated items of economic value.

e Household income and
assets

Human and social capital and empowerment include an assessment of the
changes that have occurred in the empowerment of individuals, the quality of
grass-roots organizations and institutions, and the poor’s individual and
collective capacity.

e Human and social capital
and empowerment

Changes in food security relate to availability, access to food and stability of
access, whereas changes in agricultural productivity are measured in terms of
yields.

e Food security and
agricultural productivity

The focus on natural resources and the environment involves assessing the
extent to which a project contributes to changes in the protection, rehabilitation
or depletion of natural resources and the environment as well as in mitigating
the negative impact of climate change or promoting adaptation measures.

e Natural resources, the
environment and climate
change

The criterion relating to institutions and policies is designed to assess changes
in the quality and performance of institutions, policies and the regulatory
framework that influence the lives of the poor.

e Institutions and policies

Other performance criteria

The likely continuation of net benefits from a development intervention beyond
the phase of external funding support. It also includes an assessment of the
likelihood that actual and anticipated results will be resilient to risks beyond the
project’s life.

e Sustainability

The extent to which IFAD development interventions have: (i) introduced
innovative approaches to rural poverty reduction; and (ii) the extent to which
these interventions have been (or are likely to be) replicated and scaled up by
government authorities, donor organizations, the private sector and others
agencies.

e Innovation and scaling up

e Gender equality and
women’s empowerment

Overall project achievement

The criterion assesses the efforts made to promote gender equality and
women’s empowerment in the design, implementation, supervision and
implementation support, and evaluation of IFAD-assisted projects.

This provides an overarching assessment of the project, drawing upon the

analysis made under the various evaluation criteria cited above.

Performance of partners

e |FAD
e Government

This criterion assesses the contribution of partners to project design, execution,
monitoring and reporting, supervision and implementation support, and
evaluation. It also assesses the performance of individual partners against their
expected role and responsibilities in the project life cycle.

& These definitions have been taken from the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development/Development Assistance
Committee Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results-Based Management and from the IFAD Evaluation Manual (2009).
bThe IFAD Evaluation Manual also deals with the “lack of intervention”, that is, no specific intervention may have been foreseen or
intended with respect to one or more of the five impact domains. In spite of this, if positive or negative changes are detected and
can be attributed in whole or in part to the project, a rating should be assigned to the particular impact domain. On the other hand, if
no changes are detected and no intervention was foreseen or intended, then no rating (or the mention “not applicable”) is assigned.
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Complementary tables to the main chapters

A. Complementary table to chapter I
Table A1

Comments from the Government of India on the approach paper of this CPE (June 2015)

Summary of comment/questions by the Government of India

Sections of the CPE when the topic is treated

Were lessons learnt from the project experiences and
recommendations formulated since the last evaluation integrated
with the design principles for the subsequent projects?

Relatively longer gestation period and life cycle of IFAD projects in
India

Lack of focus in the project on account of multiplicity of
objectives/components

Buy-in for the project from the stakeholders

Efforts towards institution-building in the projects

Need for IFAD projects to have stronger focus on agriculture and
agriculture-based livelihoods

Projects to have a strong component on marketing and crop

insurance for agriculture, with a focus on the entire value chain

Replicability and scalability of projects

Use of technology in making agricultural operations economically
viable and profitable

This is discussed under Relevance, chapter IV.

In most cases, past evaluation findings and
implementation experience was integrated in
later project design.

Treated under Efficiency, chapter IV; and
Performance of Partners, chapter V. Key factors
are also discussed.

The CPE recognizes that multi-project
components can lead to implementation
challenges. At the same time, it finds that acting
on several poverty dimensions was in principle a
valid approach to address structural causes of
inequality and this was particularly the case for
projects in Scheduled Tribe areas. More focused
project design is a viable approach in areas with
higher produce surplus potential and where
people are less deprived from a human/social
capital perspective. See Relevance, chapter IV;
and Performance of Partners, chapter V

This is discussed under Impact on Social Capital
chapter IV. The CPE finds that buy-in is
generally strong.

This is discussed under Impact on Institutions
and Policies, chapter IV.

Discussed under Relevance, chapter IV;
COSOP Performance, chapter VII. The CPE
finds that in the past there was not a problem of
little financing for agricultural activities but
sometimes limited attention to organizing the
components along product clusters and little
emphasis on collaboration with public research.

Treated under relevance, chapter IV and
COSOP Performance, chapter VII. There was
limited emphasis in the past. Better awareness
in some recent project designs.

Discussed under Innovation and Scaling Up,
chapter IV. There are several examples of
scaling up, some exemplary for IFAD.

Discussed under Innovation and Scaling Up,
chapter V. There are emerging examples.
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B. Complementary tables to chapter I1

Table B.1
India’s progress towards Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)
Millennium
Development Goal Target Indicator 1990 2011-12
MDG 1 — Eradicate  Halve proportion of Poverty headcount count ratio 47.8% 21.9%
extreme poverty people living on less than (below national poverty line)
and hunger one dollar a day
Rural poverty gap ratio* 9.64 (2004-05) 5.05

Halve the proportion of Proportion of underweight 52%  33% (estimated
people who suffer from children below 3 years for 2015)
hunger
MDG 2 — Achieve Ensure that by 2015, Youth (15-24 years old) 61.9% 86.14%
Universal Primary children everywhere, boys literacy rate
Education and girls alike, will be able
to complete a full course
of primary education
MDG 3 — Promote  Eliminate gender disparity ~ Ratio of literate women to 0.67 0.91
Gender Equality in primary, secondary men, 15-24 years old
and Empower education, preferably by )
Women 2005, and in all levels of Share of women in wage - 19.3%
education, no later than employment in non-
2015 agricultural sector
Proportion of seats held by 9.7% 12.24 (2015)%
women in national parliament
MDG 4 — Reduce Reduce by two-thirds, Under five mortality rate (per 125 52 (2012
child mortality between thousand live births) estimate)
1990 and 2015, the
under-five Mortality Rate
Infant mortality rate (per 80 40 (2013)
thousand live births)
MDG 5 — Improve Reduce by three quarters Maternal mortality rate (per 437 167 (2011-13
maternal health between 1990 and 100,000 live births) average)
2015, the Maternal Proportion of births attended 33% 76.2% (2009)
Morality Ratio by skilled health personnel
77.29 (2015
estimate)
MDG 7 - Ensure Halve, by 2015 the Proportion of population with 64.84 87.8% (2012)
Environmental proportion of people sustainable access to an
Sustainability without sustainable T
access to safe drinking ,
water and basic sanitation ~ and rural 98.2% (2015
estimate)
Proportion of population 76% 43.3% (2012)

without access to improved
sanitation,

Urban and rural

47.31% (2015
estimate)

Source: Millennium Development Goals, India Country Report 2015.

* The Poverty Gap Ratio is the gap by which mean consumption of the poor below poverty line falls short of the poverty line. It
indicates the depth of poverty; the more the PGR, the worse is the condition of the poor.
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$?§I|SSB(')2f selected crops (Kg/ha) in India - growth over previous decade in parenthesis
Crop 1980-81 1990-91 2000-01 2010-11
Cereals 1374 1909 2359 2769
(21%) (39%) (24% (17%)
Roots and 12 977 16 035 19 077 22 167
bt (21%) (24%) (19%) (16%)
Pulses 444 564 679 633
(-16%) (27%) (20%) (-7%)
Ve_getables, 8 385 10 243 13 158 14 008
e (12%) (22%) (28%) (6%)
Fibre crops 308 399 372 625
(18%) (30%) (-7%) (68%)
Source: CPE Elaboration from FAO Statistical Database 2015.
Table B.3
Yield comparison with South Asia and world averages
Ratio India/S-Asia 1980-81 1990-91 2000-01 2010-11
Cereals 0.959 0.998 0.987 0.975
Roots and tubers 1.052 1.096 1.095 1.056
Pulses 0.975 0.989 1.017 0.988
Vegetables, primary 0.977 0.970 0.987 0.965
Fibre crops 0.820 0.761 0.778 0.890
Ratio India/World 1980-81 1990-91 2000-01 2010-11
Cereals 0.624 0.701 0.761 0.765
Roots and tubers 1.120 1.302 1.462 1.581
Pulses 0.667 0.684 0.800 0.722
Vegetables, primary 0.653 0.700 0.777 0.742
Fibre crops 0.620 0.615 0.553 0.768

Source: CPE Elaboration from FAO Statistical Database 2015.
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Table B.4.
State wise poverty headcount in India over past two decades
1993-94 2004-05 2011-12
State Rural Urban Total Rural Urban Total Rural Urban Total
Andhra Pradesh 48.1 35.2 44.6 32.3 23.4 29.9 10.96 5.81 9.2
Arunachal Pradesh 60 22.6 54.5 33.6 23.5 31.1 38.93 20.33 34.67
Assam 54.9 27.7 51.8 36.4 21.8 34.4 33.89 20.49 31.98
Bihar 62.3 44.7 60.5 55.7 43.7 54.4 34.06 31.23 33.74
Chhattisgarh 55.9 28.1 50.9 55.1 28.4 49.4 44.61 24.75 39.93
Delhi 16.2 15.7 15.7 15.6 12.9 13.1 12.92 9.84 9.91
Goa 25.5 14.6 20.8 28.1 22.2 25 6.81 4.09 5.09
Gujarat 43.1 28 37.8 39.1 20.1 31.8 21.54 10.14 16.63
Haryana 40 24.2 35.9 24.8 22.4 24.1 11.64 10.28 11.16
Himachal Pradesh 36.7 13.6 34.6 25 4.6 22.9 8.48 4.33 8.06
Jammu & Kashmir 325 6.9 26.3 141 10.4 13.2 11.54 7.2 10.35
Jharkhand 65.9 41.8 60.7 51.6 23.8 45.3 40.84 24.83 36.96
Karnataka 56.6 34.2 49.5 37.5 25.9 33.4 24.53 15.25 20.91
Kerala 33.9 23.9 31.3 20.2 18.4 19.7 9.14 4.97 7.05
Madhya Pradesh 49 31.8 44.6 53.6 35.1 48.6 35.7 21 31.65
Maharashtra 59.3 30.3 47.8 47.9 25.6 38.1 24.22 9.12 17.35
Manipur 64.4 67.2 65.1 39.3 34.5 38 38.8 32.59 36.89
Meghalaya 38 23 35.2 14 24.7 16.1 12.53 9.26 11.87
Mizoram 16.6 6.3 11.8 23 7.9 15.3 35.43 6.36 20.4
Nagaland 20.1 21.8 20.4 10 4.3 9 19.93 16.48 18.88
Odisha 63 34.5 50.1 60.8 37.6 57.2 35.69 17.29 32.59
Pondicherry 28.1 32.4 30.9 22.9 9.9 14.1 17.06 6.3 9.69
Punjab 20.3 27.2 22.4 22.1 18.7 20.9 7.6 9.2 8.26
Rajasthan 40.8 29.9 38.3 35.8 29.7 34.4 16.05 10.69 14.71
Sikkim 33 20.4 31.8 31.8 25.9 311 9.85 3.66 8.19
Tamil Nadu 51 33.7 44.6 37.5 19.7 28.9 15.83 6.54 11.28
Tripura 34.3 25.4 32.9 44.5 22.5 40.6 16.53 7.42 14.05
Uttar Pradesh 50.9 38.3 48.4 42.7 34.1 40.9 30.4 26.06 29.43
Uttaranchal 36.7 18.7 32 35.1 26.2 32.7 11.62 10.48 11.26
West Bengal 42.5 31.2 39.4 38.2 24.4 34.3 22.52 14.66 19.98
All India 50.1 31.8 45.3 41.8 25.7 37.2 25.7 13.7 21.92

Source: Review of Expert Group to Review the Methodology for Estimation of Poverty (2009) Planning Commission,

Government of India; Press Note on Poverty Estimates, 2011 — 12 (2013).
*The poverty headcount for 2004/05 is adjusted to the poverty line proposed by the Tendulkar committee in 2009 while the

headcount for 2011/12 follows the poverty line as set by the Tendulkar committee.

** The estimates for Chhattisgarh, Madhya Pradesh, Bihar, Jharkhand, Uttar Pradesh and Uttaranchal are for states as they
exist after bifurcation in 2001. The estimates for 1993-94 have been calculated from the unit data using district and state
boundaries of the divided states in 1993-94.
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Annex VI

Table B.5

Major government rural development schemes

Category

Key characteristics

Self and wage employment programmes

National Rural Livelihood
Mission (NRLM)

e Evolved from Integrated Rural Development Programme

e Follows multi-pronged approach to strengthen livelihoods of the rural poor by
promoting SHGs, federation of community based institutions, improving existing
occupations, providing skill development and placement and access to credit.

e Centre state cost sharing 75:25 (90:10 for North Eastern states and Jammu and
Kashmir)

o Implemented by dedicated management units set up at the state, district and block
levels.

Mahatma Gandhi National
Rural Employment Guarantee
Scheme (MNREGS)

e Largest rights-based employment guarantee programme in the world

e Any rural household to 100 days of unskilled employment per year.

e Labour used to create productive rural infrastructure such as roads, ponds, bunds
e Operationalized through National Rural Employment Guarantee Act, 2005

Rural infrastructure programmes

Pradhan Mantri Gram Sadak
Yojana (PMGSY)

e provide all weather road connectivity in rural areas of the country.

e connecting all habitations with a population of 500 persons and above in the plain
areas and 250 persons and above in hill States, the tribal and the desert areas.

Indira Awas Yojana (IAY)

e One of the flagship schemes of the Ministry of Rural Development
e Provides assistance towards housing to Below Poverty Line families

e Centrally sponsored scheme with cost sharing between central and state
governments in the ratio of 75:25 (the ratio is 90:10 for North East states)

Food security and nutrition

Public Distribution Systems

e Public Distribution System (PDS) in place since before Independence. Cost of the
scheme has hovered around 5 per cent of agricultural GDP against 0.5 per cent
for research and development and gross capital formation in agriculture from
public sources has been less than 2 per cent of agricultural GDP 22

e Targeted Public Distribution (TPDS) introduced in 1997 aimed to reach a target of
60 million families below poverty line with 20 kg grains each month.”

e In 2013 India enacted the National Food Security Act which mandated the
government to provide almost 800 million Indians with highly subsidized food
grains, at an estimated cost of almost US$21.8 billion annually (as estimated for

2013-14).°

Mid-Day Meal Schemes

e Largest school feeding programme in the world.

e Government primary schools to combat dual problems of dropout rates in schools
and high prevalence of child malnutrition.

e The central and state governments share the cost of the Midday Meal Scheme,
with the centre providing 75 per cent and the states 25 per cent.

Basic needs and social security

programmes

Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan (SSA)

e Flagship programme of government of India
e Aimed at the universalization of elementary education "in a time bound manner"

* New sub-programme being introduced to improve comprehensive early reading,
writing and early mathematics programme for children in classes | and II.

National Rural Health Mission
(NRHM)

e Initiated to reinforce the weak healthcare systems in 18 states of India

e Thrust of the mission is on establishing a fully functional, community owned,
decentralized health delivery system with inter-sectoral convergence

% India’s Right to Food Act, A Novel Approach to Food Security, IFPRI: www.ifpri.org/sites/default/files/publications/

afpr2013 ch03.pdf.

® Food Security and the Targeted Public Distribution System in India; http://www.Ise.ac.uk/asiaResearchCentre/_files/

ARCWP38-Kattumuri.pdf.

¢ India’s Right to Food Act, A Novel Approach to Food Security, IFPRI: http://www.ifpri.org/sites/default/files/publications/

afpr2013 ch03.pdf.
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Annex VI

Table B.6
Breakdown of costs for ongoing project by thematic area cluster

Estimated investment

Thematic area clusters (US$ million) In percentage
Agricultural, livestock production, extension and research and 414.3 35%
natural resource management

Rural financial services 336.5 28%
Community mobilization, community-driven services and 143.1 12%
infrastructure

Post-harvest, market access and rural enterprises 149.3 12%
Capacity-building of public institutions and policy dialogue 62.9 5%
Programme management and M&E 93.5 8%
Total 1199.5 100%

Source: CPE elaboration of data from FlexCube.
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Annex VI

Profile of selected international cooperation agencies in India

Selected international cooperation agencies

The Asian Development Bank (ADB) and the World Bank are the two main multilateral lending institutions in
India. As of December 2014, ADB had an ongoing loan portfolio of US$11.5 billion. Since the commencement of
its operations in India, ADB has lent to the tune of US$34.7 billion in sovereign loans of which only about
US$296million (0.84 per cent) towards Agriculture, Natural Resources and Rural Development with supports for
water resource management, flood and coastal management, and agribusiness development. The bulk of ADB’s
lending has been for transport and energy sectors.? Agricultural investments are a new area for ADB in India and
started only some 5 years ago.

The World Bank’s current country partnership strategy (2013-2017) focuses on fourteen low income and special
category states within India. As of July 2015, the active portfolio of World Bank consisted of 87 lending projects
with a funding worth US$24.7 billion committed to them. Within the sphere of agriculture and rural development,
The World Bank has financed projects in decentralization of rural governance, integrated watershed
development, water supply and sanitation, micro irrigation and rural livelihood development to name a few (the
quantum of investment in this sector is unavailable). The country partnership strategy (2013-2017) foresees an
annual lending envelope of US$3 to 5 billion. The World Bank is also supporting the National Rural Livelihoods
Mission (NRLM) of the Government of India through annual funding of approximately US$500 million.”

The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) currently has three priority areas for
cooperation in India: (i) facilitation of multilateral cooperation to reduce risks to food security and economic
growth through greater participation by India in multilateral technical programmes; (ii) supporting Government
Programmes to strengthen national poverty reduction and food and nutrition security programmes. FAO provides
technical assistance and capacity-building to enable transferral of best practices as well as learning from other
countries’ experiences; (iii) piloting innovative agricultural and rural development approaches with government,
nongovernmental and private sector partners.®

The World Food Programme (WFP) has phased out food assistance/delivery activities in the country since 2012.
It is currently working with the government in enhancing efficiency of the targeted public distribution system
through technology-led solutions to plug the leaks in the supply chain. WFP is also undertaking policy dialogue
with the government to enhance the list of items in the food basket distributed through the public distribution
system to increase the nutrition security. In addition, pilot activities are being taken up within school feeding
programmes to promote nutrition security through fortification of rice. Vulnerability analysis mapping studies are
being undertaken in collaboration with national institutions to identify the most food insecure areas and population
groups to facilitate better government programme design and response.

The Deutsche Gesellschaft fur Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GlZ) office in India has over 300 staff spread
around the country. GIZ’s capacity-building and technical assistance programmes in India focus on three specific
fields of energy, environment and economic development. The main commissioning partners for GIZ projects in
India are German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development and German Federal Ministry for
the Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety. Under the rubric of these focal areas it also
supports government’s recent policy thrusts such as Clean India Campaign and the Skill India Initiative. In India,
40 projects worth 204 million euros were commissioned of which about 10 per cent was towards agriculture.®

& Asian Development Bank and India: http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/publication/27768/ind.pdf.
b India Country Snapshot: http://www-wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentServer/WDSP/IB/2015/10/12/
090224b08313a8de/1 0/Rendered/PDF/India000CountryOsnapshot.pdf.
®India and FAO Promoting food security and sustainable development in India and around the world: http://www.fao.org/3/a-
au079e.pdf.

GIZ project data as accessed on 10" December 2015: https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/index.action?request _locale=
en_EN%20-%20?region=2&countries=IN#?region=2&countries=IN.
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Recommendations of the 2010 India CPE and actions taken in the COSOP 2011

2009/2010 CPE recommendations

Sub-theme

2010-2015 COSOP

Remarks from 2014/2015 reviews™

Category Recommendation

Strategic 1. Give more priority

issues to smallholder
agriculture

Strategic 2. Targeting and

issues reduced geographic

coverage

Include sustainable smallholder
agriculture as a thrust area, as an
engine for promoting pro-poor
growth and reducing hunger and
rural poverty.

Include emphasis on promoting
the viability and risk-management
of farming activities by smallholder
farmers, with specific attention to
rainfed areas and emphasis on
water conservation, livestock
development, and crop production.

Devote greater emphasis to
smallholder farmers, but also to
rural women and tribal
communities.

Narrow geographic focus and not
expand beyond the 11 states
covered by ongoing operations.

Avoid two-state projects through
one loan and one supervision
budget.

Opportunities to work in conflict
areas could be pursued in
consultation with Government.

Reflected in COSOP, which indicates that it
will be aligned with IFAD’s Strategic
Framework -where smallholder agriculture is
viewed as a profitable sector linked to markets
and value chains. Specific programme
strategies are also defined: (i) farming systems
based on the sustainable use of natural
resources; (ii) a detailed review of risk-coping
mechanisms, prioritizing risk-minimizing
strategies and low-cost production systems;
(iii) provision of micro insurance services; and
(iv) access to payments for environmental
services.

Reflected in COSOP, which specifies that all
future projects will be sited in rainfed areas.

Under Strategic Objective 1 (SO1), COSOP
explicitly states a focus on (i) in situ water
conservation; (ii) sustainable crop and
livestock development; and (iii) agricultural
research and extension of low-cost, pro-poor
technologies.

Reflected in COSOP, which targets (i) tribal
communities; (ii) smallholder farmers;

(iii) landless people; (iv) women; and

(v) unemployed youth.

Reflected in COSOP, which limits geographic
focus to states where IFAD had ongoing
projects at the time of COSOP’s design.

COSORP includes this as a recommendation for
future projects. The two tentative project
concepts included in the COSOP are one-

state-projects.

Although COSOP does not clearly reflect a
focus on conflict areas, it indicates that social
unrest will be mitigated through different
strategies. Moreover, the tentative project
concept of the Integrated Tribal Community
Development Project in the State of
Jharkhand, included in the COSOP, has a
focus on conflict and peace-building.

Confirmed and considered as a fully completed
recommendation by both reviews.

Confirmed and considered as a fully completed
recommendation by both reviews.

Confirmed and considered as a fully completed
recommendation by both reviews.

Confirmed and considered as a fully completed
recommendation by both reviews.

Confirmed and considered as a fully completed
recommendation by both reviews.

Confirmed and considered as a fully completed
recommendation by both reviews, which indicate the
Jharkhand Tribal Empowerment and Livelihoods Project
(2012) and the Odisha Particularly Vulnerable Tribal Groups
Empowerment and Livelihoods Project (due to be approved in
2015) as projects with a focus on conflict areas.
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Category

2009/2010 CPE recommendations

Recommendation Sub-theme

2010-2015 COSOP

Remarks from 2014/2015 reviews™

Strategic
issues

Strategic
issues

10T

Strategic
issues

3. Enhance private
sector engagement
in line with corporate
social responsibility
principles.

Enhance partnership with the
private sector.

Include a well-defined innovations
agenda.

4. Innovation with
deeper attention to
replication and
scaling up

Explicit the approach pursued for
replication and scaling up.

Explore opportunities for
developing and strengthening
partnerships with national
institutions and the private sector
for the implementation of this
recommendation.

Expand partnership with NGOs
and other rural institutions in order
to scout for, develop, pilot test and
assess innovations emerging from
the grass-roots level.

5. Launch acoherent Include a distinct and clearly

knowledge Knowledge Management
management programme.
programme

Reflected in COSOP, which recognizes
partnering with the private sector as a priority
to be strengthened.

Reflected in COSOP (section IV C), which
identifies opportunities for innovation in
renewable energy, resilience to climate
change, remittances and micro insurance, fair
and effective value chains and Information and
Communication Technology (ICT).

Reflected in COSOP where replication and
scaling up of successful ideas and innovations
is recognized as focus area to reach greater
numbers of poor rural people.

Reflected in COSOP, which states that the
relationships with academic and research
institutions (among others the Indian Council
for Agricultural Research) will be strengthened
to gain access to knowledge, good practices
and expertise. Furthermore, as mentioned
under recommendation 3, partnership with
private sector will be strengthened.

Reflected in COSOP, which includes a
commitment to continue to partner with
national-level NGOs, not only as implementing
partners but also as a source of innovation and
analysis on issues affecting rural poor people.

Reflected in COSOP, which includes
knowledge and learning sharing as a cross
cutting objective. It's been designed to focus
on scouting, generating, validating and sharing
knowledge with the objective of replicating and
scaling up successful ideas and innovations in
order to reach greater numbers of poor rural
people.

Confirmed and considered as a fully completed
recommendation by both reviews, recognizing active agri-
business partnerships with a large number of private sector
companies and growing partnership with the Industrial Credit

and Investment Corporation of India (ICICI) Bank.”

Confirmed and considered as a fully completed
recommendation by both reviews recognizing replication and
scaling-up in the following projects: (i) North Eastern Region
Community Resource Management Project for Upland Areas;
(ii) Integrated Livelihood Support Project; (iii) Jharkhand Tribal
Empowerment and Livelihoods Project; (iv) Livelihoods and
Access to Markets Project; (v) Orissa Tribal Empowerment
and Livelihoods Programme; (vi) Odisha Particularly
Vulnerable Tribal Empowerment and Livelihoods Improvement
Programme (due to be approved in 2015); (vii) Tejaswini Rural
Women’s Empowerment Programme (TRWEP) additional

finance and Shaurya Initiative.

Confirmed and considered as a fully completed
recommendation by both reviews, indicating that scaling-up
concept notes have led to new project designs, building on
successful previous IFAD projects.

Considered as a partially completed recommendation by both
reviews, which highlight that in October 2013, in response to a

request from the Department of Economic Affairs (DEA),e
IFAD financed a national level workshop on scaling-up high
potential agricultural technologies in the Indian Council of

Agricultural Research (ICAR).

Confirmed and considered as a fully completed
recommendation by both reviews, mentioning that NGOs are
the main field level-implementing partners in all new IFAD
projects.

Confirmed and considered as a fully completed
recommendation by both reviews, mentioning IFAD’s support
to set up a knowledge sharing website for the Department of
Economic Affairs (DEA). Furthermore, the reviews mention the
existence of a knowledge management focal point in the IFAD
country office in India. IFAD in India newsletters are prepared
every six months to share knowledge, innovation briefs and
case studies prepared at the request of the DEA.
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2009/2010 CPE recommendations

Category Recommendation Sub-theme 2010-2015 COSOP Remarks from 2014/2015 reviews®
Strategic 6. Seek deeper Greater convergence within Reflected in COSOP as a cross cutting issue. Considered as a fully completed recommendation by both
issues convergence with government-funded programmes In the COSOP’s Results Management reviews, mentioning that convergence is a central theme of all
government and between operations and other  Framework it is mentioned that project design the new projects.
donor funded activities and features should be oriented to seek 2015 review informs of an active dialogue between the IFAD
Government-assisted convergence with government schemes and country office in India and the National Rural Livelihood
RICIISIINES. RICUIGIIES, Mission (NRLM),g under the Ministry of Rural Development, as
well as the sharing of good practices at the state level. An
NRLM convergence action plan is being prepared for all
ongoing projects in India.
In-depth analysis of other ongoing  Reflected in COSOP Section V F Considered as a fully completed recommendation by both
or planned development initiatives ~ “Performance-Based Allocation System reviews as in depth analysis on convergence is included in all
in the districts during project (PBAS) financing framework”: “Among other new IFAD projects’ design.
design. features, commitment should include, to the
extent possible: (...) early appointment of key
project staff to enable their participation during
project design”
Link Project Management Units Not specifically reflected in COSOP. Considered as a fully completed recommendation by both
(PMU) more directly with state and reviews as all new projects are implemented by State
district administrations Government administrations.
The reviews mention that in the case of the Integrated
Livelihood Support Project-State of Uttarakhand, the
convergence with the National Rural Livelihood Mission
(NRLM) is automatic, as the lead project agency is the NRLM.
Furthermore, District and Block level Project Management
Units of all projects work closely with the District and Block
level administrations and their plans are in most cases
incorporated in the District Plans.
Build and strengthen the COSOP’s Results Management Framework Considered as a fully completed recommendation by both
communities’ capacity to access includes as institutional/policy objective reviews, which state that IFAD supported projects work on this
the available schemes of different “Support self-governance of tribal communities  principle. 2015 Review presents the Community Managed
Government’s departments. though strengthening their Resource Centres (CMRCs) in Maharashtra (Tejaswini Rural
traditional/community institutions though Women’s Empowerment Programme) as an example.
capacity-building in accessing local
governmental institutions, schemes and
services, (...)".
Strategic 7. Widen partnership  Engage more proactively with the Reflected in COSOP’s (V B section on Considered as a fully completed recommendation by both
issues with central central Ministries, especially “Partnership”), which also mentions reviews.
government Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry  partnership with the Ministries of Tribal Affairs,

of Rural Development (MORD), to
leverage their expertise and
experience.

of Women and Child Development, of
Development of the North Eastern Region, and
with the North Eastern Council. Ad hoc
partnerships and consultations with other
central government institutions are also
mentioned.
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Category

2009/2010 CPE recommendations

Recommendation Sub-theme

2010-2015 COSOP

Remarks from 2014/2015 reviews™

Strategic
issues

Operational
issues

Operational
issues

Encourage exposure visits of
central government officials to
project areas.

8. Ensure ownership
and commitment
with State
Governments

Involve state governments from
the very beginning of project
design.

State Government should ensure:
(i) smooth flow of funds; ii) timely
provision of counterpart funds;
(iii) direct participation in Joint
Review Mission; (iv) timely follow-
up on agreed recommendations;
(v) competitive and attractive
salaries and allowances, including
their timely adjustments; and

(vi) continuity of tenure of Project
Directors and key-management
staff.

9. Increase loan size Increase the average loan size of
the operations and undertake

fewer projects.

Financing larger projects should
not result in a commensurate cut
in IFAD’s administrative budget
allocated towards country
programme management.

10. Strengthen the
IFAD country office
in India

Strengthen the country office,
including the out posting of the
CPM to Delhi and appointment of
a full-time coordinator.

Reflected in COSOP (V B section on “COSOP
Monitoring”), which mentions that
representatives of central and state
government agencies are expected to take
part in monitoring activities at the state level.

Reflected in COSOP (Section V D on
“Partnership”), which underlines the
importance of the relationship with state
governments in order to ensure their effective
support to IFAD-supported investment
projects.

Reflected in COSOP section V F on “PBAS
financing framework”: “(...) commitment should
include, to the extent possible: (...) continuity
of project directors and managers for
reasonable periods; agreement, where
required, on competitive salaries for
participating project staff and NGOs; (...) and
active participation of both state and central
government in joint review activities”.

Also reflected in section V B on “COSOP
Management”: “Country office will: (...)
coordinate supervision activities through in
JRMs [Joint Review Missions] and timely
follow-up on recommendations, for both loans
and grant-funded operations; (...)”

Reflected in COSOP’s section V F “PBAs
financing framework”.

No specifically mentioned in the COSOP.

Reflected in COSOP’s section 5 B on “COSOP
Management”.

Although considered as a fully completed recommendation by

both reviews, only visits of DEA officials to two projectsI are
mentioned.

Considered as a fully completed recommendation by both
reviews, which recognize that all new projects have been
conceived as a response to State Government requests and
Concept Notes. Besides, it is mentioned that State
Governments nominated focal points to engage actively in

design processes.'

Considered as a partially completed recommendation by both
reviews mentioning progress in most of these areas. Timely
provision of counterpart funds is not mentioned.

Considered as a fully completed recommendation by both
reviews.

Considered as a not completed recommendation by both
reviews due to the drop in the administrative budget across
Programme Management Department and the reduction of unit
costs across the Asia and the Pacific Division, including India.

Considered as a partially completed recommendation by both
reviews, which mention that (i) a senior Country Coordinator
was appointed in September 2011, and (ii) IFAD is waiting for
certification of the CPM to enable out-posting although budget
implications of out-posting the CPM are reported unknown.
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Category

2009/2010 CPE recommendations

Recommendation

Sub-theme

2010-2015 COSOP

Remarks from 2014/2015 reviews™

Operational
issues

11. Ensure greater
continuity in project
directors

Reconsider the role, priorities and
organization of the IFAD country
office.

Provide country office staff with
fixed-term contracts and better
mainstreamed into IFAD's overall
work force.

Reconsider hosting arrangements
with World Food Programme
(WFP) and analyse the merits of
hiring alternative premises.

Upgrade office infrastructure in
terms of space and information
technology facilities, which are
currently constraining the work of
the office, inter alia, such as the
access to IFAD databases and
reports at headquarters.

Central Government and State
Government shall endeavour to
ensure continuity in project
directors to the extent possible.

IFAD and the Government could
consider alternatives including,
inter alia, recruiting from the open
market or deputing senior level
staff form established civil society
organizations.

Reflected in COSOP’s section 5 B on “COSOP
Management”: “The COSOP will be managed
by the CPM and the India IFAD country office,
which will be strengthened as recommended
by the CPE”.

Not specifically mentioned as such in COSOP
document.

Not specifically mentioned as such in COSOP
document.

Not specifically mentioned as such in COSOP
document.

Reflected in COSOP (section V F on “PBAS
financing framework”): “Among other features,
commitment should include, to the extent
possible: (...) continuity of project directors
and managers for reasonable periods”.

Reflected in COSOP’s section V G on “Risks
and Risk Management”: ‘“the difficulty of
attracting and retaining competent and
motivated staff to manage projects will be
mitigated through provision of competitive
salaries and training, and through recruitment
on the open market”.

Considered as a fully completed recommendation by both
reviews reporting the full reorganization of IFAD country office
structure in November 2011. The 2015 COSOP review
mentions that there are three full time professional positions,
two country project officers and one country programme
assistant, with financial/procurement tasks.

Considered as a fully completed recommendation by both
reviews mentioning that all country staff is on IFAD fixed-term
contracts.

Considered as a fully completed recommendation by both
reviews reporting: (i) the review and good performance of
hosting arrangements; (ii) cost escalation did not happen as all
contracting was done by UNIDO Headquarters and not by
WEP; (iii) there is no reason to find alternative premises as
rent of the WFP offices is low compared to similar offices in the
same area of Delhi.

Considered as a fully completed recommendation by both
reviews, which mention that all country staff has access to
IFAD databases and is responsible for directly uploading to the
corporate databases. Furthermore, resources are available to
replace computers when necessary.

Considered as partially completed recommendation by both
reviews as there is still frequent rotation of project directors in
some states.

Considered as a fully completed recommendation by both
reviews as alternatives are being considered in all the new
projects. It is mentioned that the favoured option so far is the
combination of a part time Indian Administrative Service (IAS)
officer as Project Director (PD) and a full time deputy PD,
sometimes recruited from the open market.
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2009/2010 CPE recommendations

Category Recommendation Sub-theme 2010-2015 COSOP Remarks from 2014/2015 reviews®
Operational 12. Improve project Some measures should be Reflected in COSOP's section V C on “Country  while both reviews indicate specific progresses,l they also
issues efficiency deployed to improve efficiency, Programme Management”, which includes a mention that the cumulative level of disbursement for the

streamlining the flow of funds to variety of measures. country portfolio remains problematic in some projects mainly
limit implementation delays, due to (i) political factors; (ii) inadequate staff capacity, delays
strengthen the capacity in the in getting staff appointed and high turnover of staff; (iii) delays
project management unit and state in undertaking procurement of service providers; (iv) un-
governments in procurement and workable contracting terms with NGO service providers; and
other loan administration issues, (iv) other miscellaneous project management issues. External

and ensuring the assignment and factors, like the 2013 earthquake in Uttarakhand, also
continuity of staff to the project contributed to delays.

with adequate expertise and
experience in project

management.
Operational 13. Resource issues Conduct a detailed cost analysis Not mentioned as such in the COSOP. Considered as a fully completed recommendation by both
issues during the formulation of the next reviews that inform of a detailed cost analysis undertaken. It is
COSOP and make the necessary also mentioned that as a result of the limitation of projects to
allocations commensurate with the one state and the reduction of projects to 9 in 2014, the annual
size, focus and coverage of IFAD supervision budget was reduced while the annual design costs
supported activities in the country. drop due to the move towards two new designs every three

years. Besides, the IFAD country office in India was reduced in
size to three full time staff in 2012. Cost saving of 40 per cent
in IFAD country office took place.

Most remarks are based on the annex “Progress against CPE recommendations”, prepared by the Programme Management Department, and included in all 2010-2015 COSOP Reviews.
Integrated Livelihood Support Project-State of Uttarakhand and Integrated Tribal Community Development Project in the State of Jharkhand.

ICICI Bank is an Indian multinational banking and financial services company. As of 2014 it was the second largest bank in India in terms of assets and market capitalization.

According to 2015 COSOP Review, following the scaling-up of TRWEP across the entire State established in the 2018 State Vision Document for Madhya Pradesh, IFAD was requested to assist
the State Government through the provision of an additional loan of US$15 million. Besides, the scale-up of the Shaurya initiative (undertaken in the Tejaswini project) was also scaled-up for the

entire state. The Shaurya initiative promotes “Shaurya Dals” to address the issue of violence against women and children. Started with an aim to curb violence against girls and women, Shaurya Dal
consists of five women members and five male members of a village.

fThe Department of Economic Affairs (DEA) of the Ministry of Finance of the Government of India is IFAD’s nodal partner in India.
The Indian Council of Agricultural Research (ICAR) is an autonomous organization under the Department of Agricultural Research and Education (DARE) of the Ministry of Agriculture. Formerly

known as Imperial Council of Agricultural Research, it was established on 16 July 1929. The Council is the apex body for co-ordinating, guiding and managing research and education in agriculture
including horticulture, fisheries and animal sciences in India.

g Ministry of Rural Development launched the Aajeevika-National Rural Livelihoods Mission (NRLM) in June 2011. Aided in part through investment support by the World Bank, the Mission aims at
creating efficient and effective institutional platforms of the rural poor enabling them to increase household income through sustainable livelihood enhancements and improved access to financial
services.

h The Tejaswini Maharashtra Rural Women Empowerment Programme, being implemented by Mahila Arthik Vikas Mahamandal (MAVIM), the State Women'’s Development Corporation of
Government of Maharashtra, supports and strengthens women’s self-help groups (SHG) and their apex organizations, and provides them with access to financial services, fostering linkages with
banks and supporting microfinance institutions. In order to sustain the SHG movement the model of Community Managed Resource Centre (CMRC), a grass-roots institution, is established.
tharkhand-Chhattisgarh Tribal Development Programme in 2011 and Convergence of Agricultural Interventions in Maharashtra’s Distressed Districts Programme in 2013.

For example in the Livelihoods and Access to Markets Project and in the design of Odisha Particularly Vulnerable Tribal Empowerment and Livelihoods Improvement Programme.

a
b
c
d
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k “The performance of the IFAD portfolio will be strengthened mainly through reduced rotation of PDs, reduced staff turnover owing to competitive salaries, improvement in financial management
and M&E activities, and timely response on remedial actions agreed by JRMs [Joint Review Missions]. Enhanced efficiency and effectiveness of IFAD-supported activities will be achieved through
increased lending size, continual building of the managerial capacity of the project management unit and the staffs of implementing partners, better implementation support, and rigorous and
innovative M&E processes. Given the current experience of delayed disbursement in ongoing IFAD projects, the COSOP expects to meet the challenge of increased lending size (...). In addition, it
will be imperative to ensure that competent and committed project staff are retained in the project for an adequate length of time”.

The progresses highlighted are (i) disbursement performance improved from SDR 11 million in 2010 to SDR 22 million in 2011 as a result of streamlining the Withdrawal Application process and
flow-of funds; (i) timing in WA processing decreased by five days in 2011 due to decentralization of some loan administration functions to the Indian IFAD country office; (iii) timing of procurement

review improved from 2011 with the recruitment of a procurement specialist on retainer contract. A part from this information, no quantification in changes for processing time is provided by the
reviews.
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List of key persons met

Meetings at the IFAD Headquarters and Country Office

Ms Rima Alcadi, Grant Portfolio Adviser, Quality Assurance Group

Mr Nigel Brett, former Country Programme Manager for India, Asia and the Pacific
Division

Ms Antonella Cordone, Senior Technical Specialist, Indigenous Peoples and Tribal Issues,
Policy and Technical Advisory Division

Mr Vincent Darlong, Country Programme Officer — India, Asia and the Pacific Division

Ms Hoonae Kim, Director, Asia and the Pacific Division

Mr Claudio Mainella, Finance Officer, Financial Management Services Division

Mr Shantanu Mathur, Head, Quality Assurance Group

Mr John MclIntire, Former Associate Vice-President, Programme Management Department

Ms Meera Mishra, Country Programme Coordinator for India, Asia and the Pacific Division

Ms Rasha Omar, Country Programme Manager for India, Asia and the Pacific Division

Ms Sabine Pallas, Programme Officer, International Land Coalition

Mr Mattia Prayer Galletti, Lead Technical Specialist, Rural Development and Institutions,
Policy and Technical Advisory Division

Mr Antonio Rota, Lead Adviser for Livestock, Policy and Technical Advisory Division

Mr Sriram Sankarasubramaniam, Associate Country Officer India, Asia and the Pacific
Division

Government and public institutions

Dr R. P. Achari, Associate Professor, National Institute of Rural Development, Hyderabad

Dr R. C. Agarwal, Registrar General, Protection of Plant Varieties and Farmers’ Rights
Authority

Mr P. K. Anand, Senior Consultant, Development Monitoring and Evaluation Office,
National Institute for Transforming India, Aayog, New Delhi

Dr Avinash Attand, Chief Executive Officer, Uttarakhand Sheep and Wool Development
Board, Dehradun, Uttarakhand

Dr Ashok Bist, Additional Chief Executive Officer, Uttarakhand Sheep and Wool
Development Board, Dehradun, Uttarakhand

Mr Aangrup Bodh, Joint Secretary, Development Monitoring and Evaluation Office,
National Institute for Transforming India, Aayog, New Delhi

Dr Suman Chandra, Professor, National Institute of Rural Development, Hyderabad
Mr Atal Dulloo, Joint Secretary, National Rural Livelihood Mission, New Delhi

Prof. R. R. Hanchinal, Chairperson, Protection of Plant Varieties and Farmers’ Rights
Authority

Mr M.B. Hazari, Deputy Secretary, Women and Child Development Department,
Maharashtra

Mr D. K. Jain, Additional Chief Secretary (Agriculture and Marketing) Government of
Maharashtra

Mr Arun Jha, Secretary, Ministry of Tribal Affairs

107



Annex VIII

Mr Ashok Kumar, Under-Secretary (Multilateral Institutions), Department of Economic
Affairs, Ministry of Finance

Mr Raj Kumar, Joint Secretary (Multilateral Institutions), Department of Economic Affairs
(DEA), Ministry of Finance

Dr Ratan Kumar, Deputy Director, Horticultutre Mission, Department of Horticulture and
Food Processing, Dehradun, Uttarakhand

Mr T. Vijay Kumar, Joint Secretary, Ministry of Rural Development
Mr Kapil Lali, Project Director, Water Management Department, Uttarakhand

Mr Rajiv Mahajan, General Manager, Micro Credit Innovation Department, National Bank
for Agricultural and Rural Development

Mr D. S. Mishra, Joint Registrar, Protection of Plant Varieties and Farmers’ Rights
Authority

Mr J. P. Mishra, Adviser (agriculture), National Institute for Transforming India, Aayog
Mr J. K. Mohapatra, Secretary, Rural Development, Ministry of Rural Development

Mr C. M. Pandey, Additional Commissioner (Natural Resource Management and National
Rainfed Area Authority), Ministry of Agriculture, Farmer’s Welfare

Dr Surbhi Pandy, Coordinator, Horticultutre Mission, Department of Horticulture and
Food Processing, Dehradun, Uttarakhand

Dr Parmaram, Joint Director (Organic), Directorate of Agriculture, Dehradun,
Uttarakhand

Mr Vijay Bhushan Pathak, Joint Secretary, Ministry of Development of North Eastern
Region

Mr R. Raghu Prasad, Director, Schedule Caste and Schedule Tribes Department,
Government of Odisha

Mr A. K. Rajput, Chief Executive Officer, Uttarakhand Parvthiya Ajeevika Samvardhan
Company

Mr S. Raju, Additional Chief Secretary and Forest and Rural Development Commissioner,
Uttarakhand

Mr D.K. Rautray, Deputy General Manager, National Bank for Agriculture and Rural
Development

Dr S. Rawal, Joint Director, Department of Animal Husbandry, Dehradun, Uttarakhand

Dr Kamal Singh, Chief Executive Officer, Uttarakhand Livestock Development Board,
Dehradun, Uttarakhand

Mr R. K. Singh, Joint Secretary (International Cooperation), Ministry of Agriculture

Mr Rishikesh Singh, Director (Multilateral Institutions), Department of Economic Affairs,
Ministry of Finance

Mr Amarjeet Sinha, Additional Secretary, Ministry of Rural Development
Mr Subramanyam, Joint Secretary, Rural Livelihoods, Ministry of Rural Development

Mr Rajeev Singh Thakur, Secretary, Department of Rural Development, Government of
Rajasthan
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Multilateral institutions
Ms Radhika Kaul Batra, UN Coordination Advisor, Resident Coordinator’s Office

Mr Arnaud Cauchois, Senior Water Resources Specialist, Asian Development Bank -
Nepal

Mr Umesh Chawla, Monitoring and Evaluation Analyst, United Nations Development
Programme

Mr Bal Paritosh Dash, Programme Officer, WFP-India
Mr Jan Delbaere, Deputy Country Director, WFP

Ms Katharina Jungblut, Programme Officer, GIZ-India
Mr Shyam Khadka, Resident Representative, FAO-India

Mr Takashi Matsuo, Director, Environment, Natural resources and Agriculture Division,
Manila

Mr Raghavendra Naduvinamani, Project Analyst, Asian Development Bank - India
Mr Alka Narang, Assistant Country Director, United Nations Development Programme

Mr Bathula Balabhaskara Reddy, Principal Portfolio Management Specialist, Asian
Development Bank - India

Mr Onno Ruhl, Country Director-India, World Bank
Mr Diwesh N. Sharan, Deputy Director General, South Asia Department, Manila

Mr Uwe Scholz, Project Director: Climate Change Adaptation-North Eastern Region of
India, (GIZ)

Mr Animesh Shrivastava, Program Leader, Rural Urban Transformation-India, World
Bank

Mr L. Boenawan Sondjaja, Deputy Country Director, Asian Development Bank - India

Ms Marina Walter, Deputy Country Director, United Nations Development Programme

CGIAR centers

Dr Cynthia Bantilan, Principal Scientist- Institutions, Markets, Policy and Impacts,
International Crop Research for the Semi-Arid Tropics, Hyderabad

Dr Babita Bohra, Programme Scientific Officer, ICRAF-India, New Delhi

Dr Peter Carberry, Deputy Director-Research, International Crop Research for the Semi-
Arid Tropics, Hyderabad

Dr Rashmi Dhamija, Deputy Leader, Asia Region, International Potato Center, New Delhi

Dr Pooran Gaur, Assistant Research Program Director-Grain Legumes, International Crop
Research for the Semi-Arid Tropics, Hyderabad

Dr Pramod K. Joshi, Director-South Asia, International Food Policy Research Institute,
New Delhi

Dr Julian Parr, Director, Asia Region, International Potato Center, New Delhi
Dr Gordon Prain, Science Leader, International Potato Center, New Delhi

Mr Srinivas Rao, Specialist-Markets, Research & Innovation, International Crop Research
for the Semi-Arid Tropics, Hyderabad

Dr Devesh Roy, Senior Researcher, International Food Policy Research Institute, New
Delhi
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Non-governmental organizations and foundations

Ms Monika Agarwal, International Land Coalition coordinator, Maldhari Rural Action
Group, New Delhi/Surendranagar Gujarat

Mr Aloysius Fernandez, Member Secretary, MYRADA
Mr Deep Joshi, co-founder of Pradhaan

Dr Oliver King, Principal Scientist, M.S. Swaminathan Research Foundation, Namakkal &
Chennai

Mr Crispino Lobo, Executive Director, Watershed Organization Trust, Pune
Mr Joe Madiath, Gram Vikas, Berhampur, Odisha

Mr Abhijeet Mohanty, M&E Specialist, Agragamee, Bhubaneshwar

Mr Arun Pandhi, Chief Development Manager, Tata Trusts, Mumbai

Dr Ajay Kumar Parida, Executive Director, M.S. Swaminathan Research Foundation,
Chennai

Mr Biranchi Patel, Communication Specialist, Agragamee, Bhubaneshwar

Mr Dinesh Rabari, Programme Manager, Maldhari Rural Action Group, New
Delhi/Surendranagar Gujarat

Ms Rengalakshmi Raj, Programme Coordinator Gender and Institutions, M.S.
Swaminathan Research Foundation, Chennai

Mr Manas Satpathy, Executive Director, PRADAN, New Delhi
Mr Girish Sohanai, President and Managing Trustee, BAIF, New Delhi

Mr M.P. Vasimalai, Executive Director, Development of Humane Action Foundation,
Madurai, Tamil Nadu

Dr Shiraz Wajih, Gorakhpur Environment Action Group, Gorakhpur, Uttar Pradesh

Project staff
Mr Navin Anand, Chief Programme Manager, Uttarakhand Grameen Vikas Society
Ms Kusum Balsaraf, General Manager, Mahila Arthik Vikas Mahamandal, Maharashtra

Mr Tarun Bamba, Senior Consultant - M&E and MIS, Tejaswini Rural Women
Empowerment Program, Madhya Pradesh

Mr A. S. Bhal, General Manager, Madhya Pradesh Mahila Vitta Evam Vikas Nigam,
Madhya Pradesh

Mr M. K. Chaturvedi, Deputy Program Director, Tejaswini Rural Women Empowerment
Program, Madhya Pradesh

Ms Gauri Dhande, Programme Manager, Mahila Arthik Vikas Mahamandal, Maharashtra

Mr Dipti Ranjan Gantayat, Programme Officer-Capacity Building, Orissa Tribal
Empowerment and Livelihoods Programme, Bhubaneshwar

Ms Rachana Gaur, State Coordinator, Tejaswini Rural Women Empowerment Program,
Madhya Pradesh

Dr Hari Shanker Gupta, State Programme Director, Jharkhand Tribal Empowerment and
Livelihood

Mr Vikram Kapur (IAS), Municipal Commissioner of Chennai and Project Director - Post-
Tsunami Sustainable Livelihoods Programme, Chennai, Tamil Nadu

Mr D. Khound, Managing Director (a.i.), North East Region Community Resource
Management Project and Economic Adviser (North Eastern Council)
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Mr C. L. Chenthil Kumar, M&E Manager, Post-Tsunami Sustainable Livelihoods
Programme, Chennai, Tamil Nadu

Mr Vijay Kumar, Chief Project Director, Integrated Livelihood Support Project

Mr Adrian Marbaniang, Director, M&E, North East Region Community Resource
Management Project

Ms Rupa Mistry, Programme Manager, Mahila Arthik Vikas Mahamandal, Maharashtra

Mr Drubayjoti Nath, Director (Finance), North East Region Community Resource
Management Project

Ms. Aparna Pandey, Programme Manager, Gender, Integrated Livelihood Support
Project, Dehradun

Mr Bhaskar Chandra Patnaik, Revenue and Administrative Officer, Orissa Tribal
Empowerment and Livelihoods Programme, Bhubaneshwar

Mr Jayant Pawar, Additional Project Director, Convergence of Agricultural Interventions
in Maharashtra's Distressed Districts Programme, Nagpur

Mr Ajay Purohit, Manager MIS, Integrated Livelihood Support Project, Dehradun

Mr Srikanta Prusty (IAS), Programme Director, Orissa Tribal Empowerment and
Livelihoods Programme, Bhubaneshwar

Mr R. Ravichandran, C&IT Manager, Post-Tsunami Sustainable Livelihoods Programme,
Chennai, Tamil Nadu

Mr Manoj Sanjay Saxena, Manager Agri-Horticulture, Integrated Livelihood Support
Project, Dehradun

Mr Surendra Nath Senapati, Senior Engineer, Orissa Tribal Empowerment and
Livelihoods Programme, Bhubaneshwar

Mr Hrishikesh Singh, Director (Admin), North East Region Community Resource
Management Project

Mr Jaipal Singh, Project Director, Mitigating Poverty in Western Rajasthan Project,
Department of Rural Development, Jodhpur

Mr Manoj Sinha, Associate Project Director, Jharkhand Tribal Empowerment and
Livelihoods Project

Mr Rajeev Singhal, Manager Planning, M&E, Uttarakhand Grameen Vikas Society (UGVS)
Mr Rajeev Singhal, Manager, M&E, Integrated Livelihood Support Project, Dehradun

Ms Kalpana Srivastava, Commissioner, MD, Madhya Pradesh Mahila Vitta Evam Vikas
Nigam, Madhya Pradesh

Mr Ravindra Thakare, Programme Director, Convergence of Agricultural Interventions in
Maharashtra's Distressed Districts Programme, Nagpur

Ms Seema Singh Thakur, Program Director, Tejaswini Rural Women Empowerment
Program, Madhya Pradesh.Mr D.Khuala Vaiphei, Project Manager, North East Region
Community Resource Management Project

Mr Gajendra Kumar Vyas, General Manager, State Project Management Unit, Mitigating
Poverty in Western Rajasthan Project, Department of Rural Development, Jodhpur
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