JJL IFAD Independent Office of Evaluation

Enabling poor rural people
to overcome poverty

Results -based Country S trategic
Opportunities P rogrammes

Evaluation  synthesis

June 2013
Report No. 2829
Document of the International Fund for Agricultural Development



Front cover photo by Yasin Oztiirk.

This report is a product of staff of the Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD and the findings and

conclusions expressed herein do not necessari ly reflect the views of IFAD Member States or the representatives
to its Executive Board. The designations employed and the presentation of material in this publication do not

imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of IFAD concerning th e legal status of any country,
territory, city or area or of its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries. The

designations dleveloped 6and dleveloping 6countries are intended for statistical convenience and do not

necessa rily express a judgement about the stage reached by a particular country or area in the development

process.

All rights reserved
© 201 3 by the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD )



Preface

The main objective of this evaluation synthesis re
experience in the use of results -based country strategi ¢ opportunities programmes (RB -
COSOPs) and to identify related challenges and opportunities. The report also attempts
to detect lessons learned and good practices from other development organizations. The
synthesis is based on a desk review of past country programme evaluations undertaken
by the Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE) , on discussions with IFAD
Management and staff, and on interviews with relevant staff from other international
financial institutions.

The most recent country programme evaluations observe that in terms of
relevance, RB -COSOPs have generally been aligned with | FADG6
countrybés strategic objectives. Nevertheless, there a
addressed , such as engagement with the private sector, sm allholder agriculture,
indigenous peoples 0issues and approaches towards scaling up. The report shows that

country programme evaluation s have generally rate d effectiveness of RB-COSOPs as
O6moderately sat i sf Howeverrsince this critereoh t e(r.ed COSOP

effectiveness) was introduced only in 2009, it is not possible to conclude whether RB -
COSOPs reflect an improvement over COSOPs in terms of effectiveness . Overall project
performance has also improved over the years. However, it is still too earl y to assess

whether newer operations included in RB-COSOPs are implemented significantly better
than earlier projects  because most of them are ongoing and only a few have been
evaluated at completion by IOE

This synthesis report was prepared by Mattia Pr ayer Galletti, Senior Evaluation
Officer, with con tributions from Crispino Lobo, consultant, and Wanaporn Yangyuentham,
Evaluation Research A nalyst. Miriam Irias, former Evaluation Assistant, provided
administrative support.

Internal peer reviewers from | OE (Luciano Lavizzari, Ashwani Muthoo,
Fabrizio Felloni, Ko nstantin Atanesyan and Miguel Tor ralba) reviewed and provided
comments on the draft final report. Appreciation is due to IFAD Management and staff
for their constructive feedback on the draft oft  his document and the useful inputs during
the learning workshop held in November 2012

Ashwani Muthoo
Acting Director
Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD
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At the Fuhenzane Women's Group m

of Asena , Kenya .
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Executive summary

1.

In December 2011, the Executive Board requested the Independent Office of

Evaluation of IFAD to prepare a synthesis report on the exper ience gained in
results -based country strategic opportunities programmes (RB -COSOPs) i
introduced in 2006 . The synthesis sought to evaluate whether  RB-COSOPs are

serving as instruments for: (i) improved country programme planning;(ii) learning

and accounta bility; and (iii)  strengthening synergies between lending and non -
lending activities.

COSOPs approved prior to 2006 were largely viewed as internal documents for
identifying investment opportunities and pipeline projects, rather than as a tool for

strategi ¢, dynamic management of IFAD -supported programmes. They were
prepared with limited participation by and input from in-country partners. In
contrast, the RB-COSOP emphasizes: alignment with national priorities; joint IFAD

and country ownership; synergies b etween lending and non  -lending instruments;
results and performance management; learning and accountability; partnership

building and harmonization; and innovations and scaling up. This approach seeks
sharper focus on rural poverty, with more - effective t argeting of the poorest people
in rural areas. At the time of writing, 50 RB - COSOPs have been approved.

The most recent  country programme evaluations (CPEs) have observed that in
terms of relevance , RB-COSOPs have generally been al i gned wi t h |

partner countryds strategic objectives. Neverthel

sufficiently addressed, such as engagement with the private sector, smallholder
agriculture, indigenous peoplesd issues,
Overall, RB -COSOP effectiveness , which determines the extent to which the
strategic objectives were or are likely to be achieved, is rated well.

CPEs have noted an improvement in overall portfolio performance , which also
includes an assessment of rural poverty impact, sustai nability, innovation and
scaling up . However , it is still too early to assess whether the projects included in
RB-COSOPs are implemented significantly better than earlier projects, because

they are ongoing and have not yet been evaluated.

Other findings by  CPEs indicate scope for improving synergies between different
instruments (loans and grants, including other non -lending activities). = However,
there are a number of limitations that constrain the performance of non -lending
activities : insufficient budgeta ry allocations , if any; limited incentive structure;
insufficientin  -country human resources; limited grant resources and cumbersome
access procedures; and insufficient integration of these activities into overall

country programmes.

In general, the impor  tance and utility of the RB ~ -COSOP is widely acknowledged
withinIFAD as a strategic document that helps
line with national priorities, and promotes mutual ownership and accountability
Concerns and uncertainties remain re garding when an RB -COSOP should be
undertaken and whether the COSOP cycle (five years) should be aligned with the
performance -based allocation system  cycle (three years at present). No
RB-COSOPs provide an indication of the budget required for their delive ry and
attainment of their strategic objectives.

With increasing demands for better analytical inputs in COSOP formulation,
especiallyinregard to ~ conducting thorough ~ background studies and analysis of
institutional architecture at the country level, conc  ernsremain as to how this can
be achieved given the rather meagre resources allocated for COSOP preparation.

While most country programme managers (CPMs) have found the guidelines useful,
the review process has proven cumbersome and time -consuming; ithas  not
facilitated an effective dialogue with recipient governments and quite often has not
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10.

11.

provided significant value added. CPMs are often obliged to spend considerable

time responding to the issues raised, sometimes in repeated back -and -forth

exchanges. T he underlying grievance is that greater importance is given to the

views of external reviewers than to those of the CPM accountable for the entire

RB-COSOP process. I't is felt that -icadd gthhe bereewnieews
process to avoid diplomati ¢ tangles with the government or contradicting the

ownership principle.

A key distinguishing feature of the RB -COSOP is the inclusion of a  results
management framework (RMF)totrack the performance and i mpact
contribution and to promote account ability. While reporting of results and outcomes

has improved over the years, significant challenges at project and country

programme levels do remain: choosing appropriate indicators that capture

outcomes and impacts; linking project goals and outcomes wi th country -level

strategic goals and outcomes; determining realistic goals and expected outcomes;

and formulating  dedicated composite indicators and targets that measure

government performance. Another area of concern continues to be the lack of

integratio n of outputs from | FADO6s monitoring and evalu
national M&E systems.

As in IFAD, all other international financial institutions (IFIs) have evolved their
country strategy  processes, mainly led by their country offices, with the inte ntion
of incorporating the principles of ownership included in the Paris Declaration on Aid
Effectiveness, and in particular the principle of measuring results. While IFI country
strategies also include  an RMF, unique IFAD features are the inclusion of the
agreement at completion point whenever a CPE has preceded formulation of the
RB-COSOP and of the RMF of the last country strategy. Compared with IFAD, the
most obvious difference lies in the multisectoral dimension of other IFls. This

element adds complex ity to the preparation of country strategies. A common

feature among all other IFIs is the full involvement of their staff in the entire

process, while the use of external consultants is considered an exception. In terms

of resources devoted to country str ategy preparation, all other IFls allocate greater
resources than IFAD i estimates range from US$250,000 to US$500,000. The
contents of strategy documents reflect more similarities than differences.

Compared with IFAD COSOPs, there is more attention to the identification of risks
and mitigation measures.

Overall, a survey of the evidence available would support the following
observations:

9 Country programme planning . RB-COSOPs have helped improve effective
country programme planning by ensuring better geog raphical and demographic
targeting and alignment with national development goals and the IFAD Strategic
Framework 2011 -2015 . Serious efforts have been made to promote full country
ownership of the programmes in accordance with the Paris Declaration. Still,
there is work to be done, especially with regard to aid harmonization and

adoption of national systems of implementation, monitoring and reporting;
1 Synergies between lending and non -lending activities . While RB -COSOPs
have led to increased attention to po licy dialogue, partnership  -building and

knowledge management  in order to promote innovations and scaling up, the
effectiveness of these activities is greatly limited by the fact that they are
underresourced. Thus synergies are not adequately created betwee n these
activities (including the use of grants) and the d esired impacts are not realized;

1 Learning and accountability .TheRB-COSOP6s emphasis on knowl edg
generation and sharing, as well as on tracking and monitoring of results, has led
to a heightened s ense of accountability among all key stakeholders and has
contributed to improved country programme performance. IFAD is generally
seen as a reliable and supportive development partner that contributes a wealth



il

of international experience to this effort. T he RB -COSORP is viewed as an
important input in strengthening and deepening this relationship, while making
| FADO6s devel op memnmorecffeativeranco ut i o

A number of issues might be considered by IFAD Management to further
enhance IFAD operations: (i) simplification and streamlining of the RB-COSOP
guidelines ; (i) enhanced budgets for RB -COSOP formulation and monitoring;

(iii) re-examination of the review process , whichis cumbersome and time -

consuming, and even-loadfing neaar | y i n tik)erefquusingoot RB-; (

COSOP monitoring , beyond portfolio reviews, on assessing whether projects and
non -lending activities together are contributing towards achieving the RB -
COSOPObds strat egivc weakness of M&Evsgstems  at project and
country pr ogramme levels of the RMF hinders the integration of outputs from

| FAD6s M&E system into the national M& E

system ar

becoming 61living docrenamengthsRB; -CO8QPto(&vdguntry
partnership strategyo iesofthdmost reventteclardtidne pr i nci p

on aid effectiveness.



Farmers intercrop beans and maize in Oito de Outubro community, Siméo Dias district , Brazil .
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