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Foreword 

This is the second country programme evaluation (CPE) for the Federal Republic of 

Nigeria and it covers the partnership between IFAD and the Government from 2009 to 2015. 

The main objective was to assess the results and impact of IFAD-funded activities and 

generate recommendations that will inform the next country strategic opportunities 

programme. 

Nigeria is the most populous country in Africa, with a population of 173.6 million. The 

country’s gross domestic product is now the largest in Africa; it has been growing at an 

average rate of 6 per cent between 2008 and 2013. Nevertheless, this economic growth has 

contributed only to a slight reduction in poverty, as the positive trends have partly been 

offset by population growth and increasing inequality between rich and poor, both nationally 

and regionally. 

In 2014, Nigeria had the largest portfolio in IFAD’s West and Central Africa Division, 

with a total of US$317.6 million (active and closed projects), or 12.4 per cent, and the 

second largest among all of the countries in Africa where IFAD has operations (2.3 per cent 

as of June 2014). Over the last 30 years, IFAD has supported ten projects in Nigeria for a 

total cost of US$795.3 million. 

The CPE found that the Nigeria country programme is relevant and it targets poverty 

reasonably well, especially with the projects and programmes in the poorer North and Middle 

Belt. In general, projects supported by IFAD over the past five years have been effective in 

improving the incomes and quality of life of the rural poor. The greatest achievements were 

made in increasing the assets of the targeted villages and in improving social capital through 

group formation and the transfer of planning and investment decisions to village committees.  

IFAD’s support to community-driven development activities has been particularly 

successful. A good number of community development associations have been created, are 

registered, and continue to function. However, there are still some areas that deserve further 

attention. Firstly, even though there were results in increased incomes, social capital, food 

security and productivity, the achievement of these results was hampered by slow funding 

and implementation delays, particularly in the early years of programme life. 

Secondly, while the evaluation recognizes that there has been a marked increase in 

knowledge management activities, in particular in community-driven development 

knowledge-sharing, in general such efforts suffered from poor monitoring and evaluation. 

Thirdly, in the absence of credible data for poverty targeting at the sub-state level, the 

programme used participatory methods to select the poorest locations and households, but 

the selection criteria and processes were not sufficiently clear. 

And finally, the evaluation finds that partnerships mostly followed the needs of 

individual projects and programmes rather than an overall strategy. The country office has 

become stronger, but its capacity seems inadequate to cover multiple roles, such as 

programme implementation support, knowledge management, policy dialogue and 

partnership-building. 

The report includes the agreement at completion point, which summarizes the CPE’s 

main findings and recommendations agreed by the Government and IFAD. I hope that the 

results of the evaluation will be useful in promoting accountability and learning, and will make 

IFAD even more effective in fostering inclusive and sustainable rural transformation and 

poverty reduction in the Federal Republic of Nigeria. 

 

 
 
Oscar A. Garcia 
Director 

Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD 
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Executive summary 

A. Background 

1. This is the second country programme evaluation (CPE) of the Federal Republic of 

Nigeria in 2015. It covers the period 2009-2015 and has two main objectives: To 

(i) assess the results and performance of the IFAD-Government partnership to 

reduce rural poverty; and to (ii) generate findings and recommendations for the 

future partnership between IFAD and the Federal Republic of Nigeria. The CPE 

follows the IFAD IOE Evaluation Manual (1st edition). The CPE will inform the 

preparation of the new country strategic opportunities programme (COSOP) in 

2016. 

2. The main country mission took place in September 2015 and included extensive 

field visits in nine states in the Middle Belt and in the South (Oyo, Lagos, Edo, 

Rivers, Abia, Cross River, Benue, Nasarawa and Niger) as well as stakeholder 

meetings in Abuja, Ibadan, Lagos, Abia, and Port Harcourt. The project 

performance assessment of the Community-Based Agricultural and Rural 

Development Programme (CBARDP) had earlier covered four northern states 

through field visits (Sokoto, Katsina, Jigawa and Kebbi).  

B. IFAD Country Strategic Opportunities Programme  

3. COSOP relevance. The second IFAD COSOP (2010 – 2015) was broadly aligned 

with the Nigerian Government’s policy priorities under the last political dispensation 

in 2010. Under the second COSOP, the programme underwent a strategic shift 

towards IFAD’s core business, agriculture, while taking into consideration IFAD’s 

comparative advantage in tackling poverty and deprivation at community level 

through building community assets and capacities. This has meant a move away 

from community-driven development (CDD)-based, broad social and economic 

investments to themes around market-led, commodity-based value chains and 

rural finance. 

4. The second COSOP had a coherent approach in terms of the choice of sectors, 

regions and target groups. In the North, IFAD promoted community institutions 

and services with an agricultural focus. As this is the area of the country with the 

least reach by Government services and infrastructure, investment in community 

empowerment and infrastructure was the right strategy. In the Niger Delta, 

population densities are high and market access is better, hence rural employment 

creation for the large youth population and the women remaining in rural areas, as 

well as the promotion of on- and off-farm enterprises was appropriate. In the 

Middle Belt, where there are large tracts of under-used land and access to markets 

is good, enhancing yields through technologies, inputs and credit also makes 

sense. 

5. COSOP effectiveness. Over the COSOP period, the IFAD-supported programmes 

reached 9.2 million beneficiaries out of the 14.2 million targeted. This total roughly 

represents some 10 per cent of the estimated 98 million rural population, the 

majority of them residing in remote and resource-poor areas. The CPE shows that 

IFAD’s contribution has been effective in helping to support the overall trend in 

lowering poverty in the country, in particular in the poorer northern states, where 

IFAD’s operations were instrumental for supporting livelihoods in the communities 

assisted. While beneficiary outreach was less than targeted at appraisal, the policy 

of concentrating efforts in a limited number of villages meant that delivery in these 

locations was successful, efficient and often sustained. But the scale of the impact 

remains limited given the size of the country, and poverty statistics overall show an 

increasing divide between the urban and the rural and the wealthy and the poor.  
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C. Project portfolio performance 

6. The ongoing IFAD portfolio includes four operations: the Community-based Natural 

Resource Management Programme – Niger Delta (CBNRMP); the Rural Finance 

Institutions Building Programme (RUFIN); the Value Chain Development 

Programme (VCDP), and the Climate Change Adaptation and Agribusiness Support 

Programme in the Savannah Belt (CASP).  

Relevance 

7. Programme design. The programmes are in one way or another characterized by 

overly-complex and overly-ambitious designs. These include wide geographical 

scope, multi-tiered implementation arrangements, engagement with a wide range 

of partners, or a challenging mix of investments and activities. While this ensures 

that the interventions are broad-based and able to address different needs and 

dimensions of poverty, it makes them difficult to implement, especially given the 

known capacities at state and local government area (LGA) level. 

8. Redesign. IFAD’s programmes have had long timespans (around 10 years 

including extensions) necessitating multiple design adjustments as IFAD’s country 

strategy evolved or as supervision missions emphasized specific design 

adjustments. This has had a major influence on relevance, as the older 

programmes have all been substantially re-designed or retro-fitted to match the 

overall strategic direction. This re-design led to confusion in the field and to short 

implementation time frames. Already agreed community plans had to be changed 

at IFAD’s behest and this in turn weakened the sense of local ownership, while 

state staff had to adjust their technical guidance. 

9. Poverty targeting. IFAD’s ambition in a large and economically diverse country 

like Nigeria is to reach the poorest communities and to avoid states or regions that 

are better off. This had led to a greater focus of IFAD support on the poorest 

regions of the North, while reducing investments into the better-off South. In the 

absence of credible poverty data at sub-state level, poverty targeting within states 

and within LGAs remained a challenge. The programmes used participatory 

methods to select the poorest locations and households, but from the available 

documentary evidence the actual process remains somewhat opaque. Direct 

targeting criteria singled out women and youth as beneficiaries.  

10. Conflict and fragility. Although Nigeria is no longer regarded as a fragile state, 

there are serious areas of insecurity and insurgency in particular regions. Given the 

scale of IFAD’s engagement, its programmes have been vulnerable to various forms 

of conflict, insurgency or unrest, whether in the North East from Boko Haram, from 

pastoralist-farmer conflicts in the middle belt or violence and unrest in the Delta 

region. Most programmes do not include any conflict analysis or risk assessment of 

how changes introduced by IFAD would affect conflict or insecurity either in a 

positive or negative way, or mitigation measures. Where a mitigation strategy is 

put forward at design, it is largely to avoid working in known conflict zones by 

selecting LGAs or villages outside of known areas of disturbance, and by bringing 

staff and beneficiaries located in conflict zones to attend capacity-building or other 

sessions in safer programme locations.  

Effectiveness 

11. Delivery of results has been influenced by slow funding release, re-design 

turbulence and changes in loan disbursement rules. As a consequence, overall 

outreach has been disappointing for two of the programmes (the Roots and Tubers 

Expansion Programme and CBARDP), satisfactory for one (CBNRMP) and unclear 

because of questionable figures for the fourth (RUFIN). Notable achievements were 

recorded with regard to access to financial services, community capacity-building 

and job creation. Within the locations, delivery of benefits in terms of building 

assets and spreading technology has been very good. Area targeting could have 
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been stronger, but within the communities targeting of the poor, women and youth 

has been good. 

12. Delays. The programmes experienced implementation delays due to loan 

agreement and effectiveness issues and then slow or no release of counterpart 

funds. The average effectiveness lag for the whole Nigeria portfolio is 32 months 

and 26 days for the programmes reviewed by this CPE, which is more than twice 

the IFAD average of around one year. The more recent programmes are taking as 

long as older ones in the portfolio. Reasons for these delays include delays in 

obtaining federal and state legislature agreement, in fulfilling loan conditions such 

as staff appointments and in opening necessary bank accounts. Delays in the early 

years of programme life then lead to non-release or slow replenishment from IFAD 

loan funds.  

13. Counterpart funding. Varying and mostly poor level of state government 

commitments was a known lesson from earlier IFAD operations, yet some follow-on 

programmes retained a high dependency on such counterpart funding 

contributions. Underlying many states’ reluctance to provide agreed counterpart 

funding is the low priority given to agriculture as opposed to the social sectors or 

transport or manufacturing, especially in the southern states. Even after IFAD 

reduced the state funding percentage, slow and unpredictable flow of counterpart 

funding continued to undermine portfolio performance.  

Efficiency 

14. Supervision. While missions have been regularly conducted and findings 

thoroughly documented, the CPE has found that mission members were not always 

sufficiently experienced or consistently used, with significant variation in personnel 

and in areas of expertise. This affected the longer running programmes, all of 

which went through both major re-designs at mid-term but also a range of smaller 

technical adjustments according to the priorities raised by particular supervisions. 

This at times has led to inefficiency in terms of introducing unexpected changes to 

programme delivery that in turn led to wasted resources. 

15. Political changes. A similar aspect of inefficiency surrounds the effects of 

frequent political changes in different levels of government because of elections 

and other disruptions or bureaucratic delays and obstructions. The turnover caused 

by the electoral cycle has led to a repeated need to justify and defend the 

programme approach to incoming leaders, many of whom have new agendas and 

an understandable desire to see their constituency benefit from donor projects.  

16. Management overheads. The large number of states and LGAs involved in the 

programmes increased management overheads. Programme coordination units 

were stretched in working effectively across many states and LGA partners. This 

caused high overheads in terms of follow-up, supervision, and advocacy with 

leaders. For all programmes, management costs, as a proportion of the total 

programme costs, were over 20 per cent. The CDD programmes had management 

costs at almost 30 per cent because their funds were managed in a decentralized 

manner, with individual states processing a high number of withdrawal applications 

for relatively low eligible expenditures. 

17. In terms of value for money the CDD programmes performed better. They used 

direct labour contribution and some local materials for assets. IFAD rarely used 

contractors but let the community manage investments directly, with the support of 

local government and programme staff, and this therefore avoided overheads and 

commissioning costs. Whether building schools, fish-farms or boreholes, the 

community also used local materials for building wherever possible. In terms of 

allocative efficiency, the community-led programmes in particular represent good 

value in the sense that funds were used on assets that were based on choices 

expressed by the community, rather than being supplied by local government or by 

others without due consideration of local priorities.  
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D. Rural poverty impact 

18. Household income and assets. There has been a marked increase in assets in 

the targeted villages especially in the area-based programmes (CBARDP and 

CBNRMP). The large number of social and economic investments that occurred over 

the past 10 years, and their concentration in a selected set of communities, led to 

a growth in assets and a rise in income for many direct beneficiaries. In many 

remoter locations, IFAD’s support was the main source of development activity and 

being community-led has been more relevant and shown greater beneficiary 

ownership. The impact could have been greater if re-design had not reduced the 

period for deeper and wider delivery. 

19. Human and social capital and empowerment. Group formation, the 

transferring of planning and investment decisions to village committees, and the 

principle that the under-privileged have access to these assets and a voice in their 

use, have driven forward social capital and empowered the poorest in the selected 

communities. Under CBARDP a total of about 8,280 farmer groups representing 

different interests, trades and businesses have enabled communities to take 

responsibility for their development and increased the capacity for collective action. 

In CBNRMP, the focus on youth empowerment has been a significant achievement. 

Through increased incomes, these groups have grown in confidence and for some 

the impact has been life-changing. Important social benefits are also reported, as 

for example a reported reduction in youth migration as employment opportunities 

have risen, and less crime and vandalism. 

20. Food security and agricultural productivity. Impact studies report marked 

increases in production and productivity in programme areas. To what extent these 

changes can be attributed to IFAD remains an open question. There are a range of 

other programmes supporting agriculture in the states where IFAD programmes 

have operated, and it is not easy to detect or separate their influence from IFAD’s 

support. The vast size of the sector and the fairly limited role that public 

expenditure (including both Government and foreign aid) plays in supporting such 

growth suggest that most of the rise in agricultural production has come as a result 

of investments from both large and small private investors. 

21. Institutions and policies. IFAD’s programmes can claim significant impact on 

local institutions and through these, changes to a range of services benefiting the 

poor either in the form of social, production or credit support. The 

institutionalization of the community development associations (CDAs) as a 4th tier 

of government can be regarded as an important impact of CBARDP; while 

commodity apex development associations in CBNRMP, though more recently 

created, are widely accepted. To varying degrees this village-level form of 

community-based development architecture has been widely adopted within 

programme areas and beyond. Despite some level of political interference in the 

selection of localities and of leaders, they act as locally-owned organs that have 

channelled resources and brought forward the views and priorities of those living in 

often remote and disempowered communities. State legislation and funding have 

been introduced in Sokoto, Kebbi and Katsina States to support the replication of 

CDAs in LGAs not supported by IFAD, as well as in new villages within former IFAD-

supported LGAs. 

E. Other performance criteria 

22. Gender equality and women’s empowerment. Overall the programmes have 

increasingly succeeded in mobilizing women to participate. Sustainable inclusion 

and empowerment of women is harder to ascertain. There is little evidence to show 

how women have used the opportunities provided by the programmes to improve 

their economic and social status. Field assessments by the CPE suggest that while 

IFAD’s programmes have increased women's participation in community 

development activities, their impact on decision-making empowerment and social 
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change is not as great. Perhaps the most important shortcoming of the gender 

strategies has been the lack of consideration given to ethnic and religious 

differentiations. Nigeria's religious and ethnic diversity and the role these play in 

shaping gender roles and in socio-economic processes (i.e. value chains, financial 

inclusion, etc.) place greater demands on understanding these roles and devising 

specific approaches. 

23. Innovation and scaling up. The expansion of CDD must count as the most 

significant innovation arising from IFAD’s community-based programmes. These 

investments provided the structure and principles for how CDD would work at 

village level and in the case of CBARDP how local government would work with this 

newly formalized fourth tier. In addition, the demonstration of large scale 

production of quality certified seeds from producers in Yobe and Jigawa has been a 

notable achievement under CBARDP. Youth initiative ‘Youth in Agriculture’ was a 

deliberate strategy to address the problem of crime and unemployment amongst 

younger people in the Delta. On the other hand, IFAD’s success in promoting 

replication or scaling up of those innovations is rather limited. CBARDP seems to 

be the only programme that has achieved significant scaling up of the CDD 

approach.  

24. Natural resources, the environment and climate change has not been a 

highlight of IFAD’s portfolio during the CPE period, and the proportion of 

community funds devoted to this domain has been very small. Creating rural 

employment through intensification of production in enterprises such as fish 

farming, rice, cassava, poultry and many others, has benefited the environment 

through reducing more destructive farm practices. At the same time, the shift in 

focus towards value chains, rural finance, processing and marketing has reduced 

the emphasis on more sustainable farming system. With regard to climate change, 

Northern Nigeria is particularly affected, and links with the increasing pressure on 

pastoralist and agrarian communities are becoming increasingly obvious. The new 

CASP is planning a detailed analysis of the implications of climate change in the 

Sahel zone and greater attention is now planned on this theme. The Adaptation for 

Smallholder Agriculture (ASAP) grant funding will explicitly support climate-related 

measures for farmers. Given CASP’s multiple objectives (marketing, enterprises, 

governance); however, opportunities to address climate mitigation or adaptation 

within this competing agenda may be restricted. 

F. Non-lending activities 

25. Policy engagement. The establishment of the IFAD country office in 2008, 

created better and more cost-effective opportunities to engage in policy discussions 

on development strategies and programme operations. IFAD, through its country 

office, has also been active in the Agriculture Development Partner Working Group  

and since 2015 co-chairs the monthly meetings. This group allows donors to share 

good practices and knowledge, organize joint follow-up actions and division of work 

while discussing in a more harmonized manner policy concerns and priorities 

related to agriculture and rural development. Positive policy linkages occurred 

within the FMARD ATA reform framework through a grant, ‘Support to the design of 

the strategy and action plan for high impact commodity value chains in Nigeria’ in 

2012. Other noteworthy IFAD contributions to policy dialogue are in microfinance, 

value chains and community development.  

26. Knowledge management. There has been a marked increase in knowledge 

management activities instigated by the IFAD Country Office (ICO) team, 

underpinned by a strategy and efficient use of available resources. Attention has 

rightly been paid to CDD knowledge-sharing in order to enhance dialogue on 

participatory approaches and to encourage local government to work with 

communities. Practical knowledge was shared with local communities to learn from 

experience and develop appropriate CDD procedures and these have also helped 

inform subsequent programmes such as CBNRMP and VCDP. However, considering 
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IFAD's long trajectory in implementing CDD approaches in the country, little 

documented evidence of these knowledge management activities from Nigeria is 

publically available. 

27. Partnership-building. With the out-posting of the country programme manager, 

increased efforts have been made to initiate partnerships with a wide array of 

stakeholders. But in the absence of a partnership strategy, engagement has been 

somewhat opportunistic and ad hoc and built around the needs of individual 

programmes rather than at a more strategic level. At local level, partnership 

between IFAD-assisted programmes themselves is very limited, and despite the 

long presence in certain states and LGAs, there is limited partnering in the sense of 

a joint, co-funding relationship. At national level, IFAD’s progress in developing 

partnerships has been hampered by a shortage of resources for this area and the 

need to devote a great deal of energy to overcoming delays in programme 

implementation. A missing partner, particularly in the earlier portfolio, has been the 

private sector, crucial given the move towards markets and processing across the 

portfolio. Co-funding of programmes by other donors has not been a feature of 

IFAD’s partnerships in Nigeria and is a significant gap, considering this was a key 

recommendation of the COSOP Mid-term Review. Instead, partnership-building with 

other development partners has achieved more around co-implementation and 

knowledge-sharing. 

28. Grants. Under the CPE period, 20 grants received an overall amount of 

US$39.19 million amongst all types of IFAD grants. The grants revolve around key 

themes within the Nigeria portfolio, such as improved food crops and value chains 

to reduce rural poverty and vulnerability. While the research for development 

grants may have created some impact nationally, their capitalization, cross-

fertilization and knowledge for immediate use and application through IFAD-

supported country projects, either in terms of technological or processes innovation 

or scaling up, did not effectively materialize. Their effective use would depend on 

extension services delivering these technologies, yet there are capacity and budget 

constraints in this system following the decline in the Agricultural Development 

Programme and reduced Government funding. Only a few grants were used to 

build partnerships with non-governmental organizations, but they provide positive 

examples of learning and linkages with operations, such as the grants for Songhai-

Benin for Rural Youth and Agricultural Business Development and for Creating 

Opportunities for Rural Youth. 

G. Conclusions 

29. Geographic focus. Under the second COSOP IFAD’s portfolio has improved 

geographic and poverty focus, but the broad multi-region coverage (of all but 9 out 

of 36 states) created gaps and prevented synergies between the programmes. 

Better geographical overlap in the states supported by different IFAD programmes 

would make efficient use of trained staff, build on capacitated local governments 

and sustain already existing community assets and cadres. 

30. The strengthening of the ICO brought greater engagement in partnership and 

policy work, but given the size of the country and the complexities of the federal 

system, the level of capacity still seems inadequate to cover multiple roles of 

programme implementation support, policy dialogue and partnership-building. At 

state-level, little policy analysis or advisory activities were undertaken on 

contextual issues that affect portfolio performance, for example in the areas of 

governance and anti-corruption, social conflicts, or around state-level legislation to 

support enterprise growth or food security. Partnerships have mainly taken place at 

programme level and along programme-specific themes, such as agricultural and 

microfinance research, farmer training and rural finance. The lack of strong 

partnerships with other influential players (World Bank, Department for 

International Development, United States Agency for International Development) 
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through co-funded programmes has limited IFAD’s leverage at federal and state 

levels.  

31. Key issues noted by the last CPE (2008) still remain to be addressed. Above 

all, IFAD’s operations continued to be hampered by the administrative complexity 

that led to funding delays and weak counterpart support and they struggled with 

issues of weak governance. Lending to state governments did not solve the issue of 

counterpart funding due to the lack of ownership and responsibility at state level. 

The issue of counterpart funding is fundamental and, unless a solution is found, will 

continue to seriously hamper the performance of the Nigeria portfolio. A related 

issue is the thin geographical spread across a large number of states, which limits 

the influence of IFAD’s financing.  

32. Capacity issues and weak coordination functions continue to exist at federal 

level. Despite the proliferation of partners at federal level, limited progress has 

been made in expanding the implementation and coordination structure beyond 

FMARD, National Planning Commission, and the National Agricultural Seed Council. 

The absence of a well-structured policy coordination unit within FMARD is a major 

constraint for effective policy engagement as well as dissemination of results to 

Government systems and institutions. The lack of a strong coordinating function or 

office in either FMARD or NPC has also limited the development of strategic 

partnerships. At the level of individual programme staff, insufficient progress has 

been made in securing a mix of experiences and skills in line with the changed 

thematic focus. For example, a sufficient number of personnel with more private 

sector experience would be required to manage the rural finance and value chain 

operations.  

33. Greater synergies between loans and grants, as recommended by the last CPE, 

are yet to be operationalized. Some grants were successfully used to support 

federal level policy implementation. The majority of grants continued to have a 

regional focus and therefore linkages between the main recipient of IFAD grants, 

the International Institute of Tropical Agriculture, and IFAD-supported operations 

were not systematically promoted. The use of matching grants to subsidize one-off 

investments is unsustainable and not aligned with IFAD’s technical guidance and 

good practices documented elsewhere.  

34. Effective knowledge management is hampered by poorly performing monitoring 

and evaluation (M&E) systems. IFAD has the potential to bring immense field 

experience into the policy discourse, based on the systematic collection of evidence 

from operations. Yet the observed data gaps and lack of sound empirical impact 

assessment, mean programme M&E data can only be used for policy discourse with 

caution. The baseline and impact studies produced by several programmes were 

disappointing and as such have not been widely used. The absence of thematic 

studies has also limited the understanding of the effectiveness and impact of IFAD-

supported programmes.  

35. The programme did not create sufficient opportunities for the private sector to 

participate. Involvement of the private sector in implementation is crucial given the 

move towards markets and processing across the portfolio. Even the ATA reports 

highlight the need to mobilize a range of public-private partnerships around 

fertilizer, seeds and processing. The private sector engagement has increased, 

particularly under RUFIN and VCDP. However, through their implementation 

structure these programmes continued to rely heavily on Government entities at 

federal and local level. Failure to include private investors as cofinanciers seems a 

missed opportunity. Even in the policy work there has not been sufficient attention 

to providing support for private sector engagement in the agriculture sector.  

36. The move towards larger programmes made it even more difficult to address 

issues of local governance, fragility and cultural diversity. Neither did it improve 

overall implementation efficiency as expected, because programme coordination 
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and funds were spread over a larger number of states. This was compounded by 

the political and cultural diversity which made engagement with issues of local 

governance more challenging. Critical aspects of weak governance, including 

fragility and conflict, have been virtually ignored in portfolio design and execution. 

The inclusion of states into the programmes has been done without a deeper 

analysis of local governance issues. While the selection of states is done by the 

Federal Government, IFAD could have provided some clearly defined criteria that 

would have served as a proxy for the commitment and political will to support a 

joint programme, such as political stability, shared priorities (e.g. community 

development, smallholder agriculture), track record (e.g. public service reform, 

financial performance, accountability to development results). In addition, strong 

local ownership appears to be closely linked to smaller geographic units and more 

homogeneous programme areas, as has been the case in the earlier programmes 

in the North. With sufficient attention to governance-related issues IFAD could have 

developed a more adaptive approach at state level: an approach that involves 

nourishing partnerships, strengthening local ownership, sustaining commitment, 

and responding to crisis and disruptions in a proactive way.  

H. Recommendations 

37. Beyond what have been the recommendations of the last CPE, this CPE offers the 

following most critical recommendations. 

38. Recommendation 1. Increase geographic focus, transform state-level 

partnerships and identify realistic levels of counterpart funding. The 

following possible options should be explored:  

(a) Develop a transparent mechanism for selection of states through adoption of 

clear selection criteria that consider poverty and governance-related 

indicators based on a robust analysis. 

(b) Conduct a proper assessment of the governance and public finances of the 

state as part of the institutional assessment during design, before drawing 

conclusions on the commitment and the ability to contribute (“know your 

client”). 

(c) Adopt strategies to get the attention and commitment of state governors, 

such as (i) pressure from federal partners (ii) increasing the size of 

investment in fewer states (iii) have rewards for better performing states, 

(iv) increasing IFAD presence in key states, (v) keeping counterpart funding 

at feasible levels, e.g. % to minimum or zero, and making beneficiary 

contribution the trigger for release. 

(d) Develop strategies for strengthening local ownership, for example by creating 

programmes focussed on fewer states covering a smaller and more 

homogeneous geographic area. 

(e) Strengthen policy engagement at state level, to make sure that IFAD-

supported programmes get on the top of the political agenda. 

39. Recommendation 2. Increase leverage and presence in operations. There is 

scope for IFAD to gain traction on effectiveness and efficiency by changing the way 

it delivers implementation support.  

(a) There are opportunities to link programmes with each other and with non-

lending activities in a more cohesive way for example linking rural finance 

initiatives under RUFIN with value chain work under VCDP especially at local 

level. These linkages need to go along with a more integrated coordinating 

set-up at state level. 

(b) Supervision missions should improve the consistency of recommendations 

and progressive understanding, for example by keeping a core team with 

changes in subject matter specialist as appropriate. Any recommendations for 
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changes in approach should take due cognisance of their impact on existing 

programme commitments and community understanding.  

(c) IFAD should dedicate technical capacities to strengthen engagement with key 

states. A suitable arrangement should be explored for decentralizing the 

posting of IFAD staff in key states/regions, whose role would be to focus on 

policy and strategic dialogue with state governments and LGAs. 

(d) To strengthen ICO leverage, IFAD also needs high level engagement with 

incoming Government key people (e.g. new ministers) for dialogue on policy 

direction. 

(e) IFAD should also use its performance-based allocation system (PBAS) 

discussions on rural sector performance and the portfolio performance as an 

opportunity for high-level policy engagement. 

40. Recommendation 3. Dedicate resources to cross-cutting issues that 

require further analysis and focus for sustainable programme results. 

Because of the complexity and difficulty of the context, the understanding of cross-

cutting issues requires more and deeper analysis. The analysis should be built up 

through studies and lessons-learning within programmes and grants. It should aim 

at identifying opportunities for more effective engagement on cross-cutting issues 

outside day-to-day implementation. Important cross-cutting issues include: 

(a) Youth - Valuable initiatives have been started, e.g. in CBNRMP, which should 

be built on. The initiatives themselves need to be sustained. Also the 

experiences should be documented and shared. 

(b) Gender – Adopt culturally appropriate gender strategies: Address gender 

roles and issues within the local context (e.g. trafficking, social constraints on 

public roles, land ownership) and in a way that is tailored to existing 

capacities. 

(c) Conflict – Integrate conflict analysis into the programme design and progress 

reporting, both at operational and COSOP levels.  

(d) Pastoralism –Pastoralists are among the poorest and most vulnerable groups 

in Nigeria, and IFAD should explore ways to address farmer-pastoralist issues 

and integrate pastoralists into programme delivery. 

(e) NRM/environment - bring more dedicated analysis and identify more 

substantial and explicit investments in this field through ASAP.  

41. Recommendation 4. Expand existing and develop new partnerships 

particularly outside of Government. 

(a) IFAD should link with civil society actors to widen opportunities for achieving 

on-the-ground sustainability and empowerment (e.g. young farmers in 

CBNRMP; rural finance associations in the North). Building more strategic 

partnerships with Civil society organizations rather than only for service 

provision would encourage sustainability and extend their engagement 

beyond a programme’s duration. IFAD grants should also explicitly support 

this endeavour. Where feasible such roles should be identified at design and 

written into the loan agreement or subsidiary memorandums of 

understandings. 

(b) IFAD needs to facilitate the private sector in agriculture much more 

effectively. This requires measures such as hiring from the private sector as 

well as from Government for programme implementation, and using private 

sector advisors as mentors for existing Government staff. It also requires 

implementing tripartite agreements between private sector/farmers/IFAD in 

programmes such as VCDP and CASP, so that IFAD funds are used to crowd 
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in private investors, as envisaged by IFAD’s technical guidance note on 

matching grants.  

(c) IFAD needs to seek co-funding arrangements with its major partners (World 

Bank, United States Agency for International Development, United Kingdom 

Department for International Development, etc.) in order to improve leverage 

especially around policy dialogue, counterpart funding, and increasing levels 

of delivery in IFAD’s priority sectors. 

42. Recommendation 5. Continue to build on IFAD’s knowledge management 

strategy by improving the quality of evidence from the field. This first 

requires improving evaluability during design - developing clear and logical theories 

of change, and designing practical M&E frameworks matching staff capacity, while 

minimizing Results and Impact Management System (RIMS) indicators. It then 

requires greater effort and rigour for evaluation. IFAD should support use of 

improved technology (such as computer-assisted personal interviewing, use of 

mobile phones and web tools), and also participatory methods. It should ensure 

rigorous survey design and analysis for major baseline or impact studies, and also 

follow up on the commissioning of thematic studies to ensure they are conducted in 

a way that reveals underlying factors as to how and why impact occurs, and how 

these affect particular vulnerable groups. To strengthen the country M&E system 

within the overall move to improved development effectiveness, IFAD should 

consider providing support to building institutional mechanisms and capacities 

within FMARD. 
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Agreement at Completion Point 

A.  Introduction  

1. This is the second country programme evaluation (CPE) undertaken by the 

Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE) of the IFAD-Nigeria partnership. 

The CPE covers the period 2009-2015 and had two main objectives. These are to: 

(i) assess the results and performance of the IFAD-Government partnership to 

reduce rural poverty; and to (ii) generate findings and recommendations for the 

future partnership between IFAD and the Federal Republic of Nigeria. The CPE 

includes an assessment of the 2009 IFAD country strategy for Nigeria, six IFAD-

finances projects and programmes, grant-funded activities, and non-lending 

activities (knowledge management, policy dialogue and partnership-building).   

1. The Agreement at Completion Point (ACP) reflects the understanding between the 

Government of Nigeria and IFAD Management of the main Nigeria CPE findings and 

recommendations. In particular, it comprises a summary of the main evaluation 

findings in Section B, whereas the agreements are contained in Section C. The ACP 

is a reflection of the Government’s and IFAD’s commitment to adopt and implement 

the CPE recommendations within specific timeframes. 

2. 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 (PRISMA), which is presented to the 

IFAD Executive Board on an annual basis by the Fund’s Management. 

3. The ACP will be signed by the Government of Nigeria (represented by Mrs Kemi 

Adeosun, Honourable Minister for Finance) and IFAD Management (represented by 

Perin Saint Ange, Associate Vice-President, Programme Management Department). 

IOE’s role is to facilitate the finalization of the ACP. The final ACP will be submitted 

to the Executive Board of IFAD as an annex to the new country strategic 

opportunities programme (COSOP) for Nigeria. It will also be included in the final 

Nigeria CPE report. 

B.  Key findings 

4. The Government-IFAD partnership has grown stronger over the current COSOP 

period. The 2010-15 COSOP provided a reasonably aligned and coherent 

instrument to guide the IFAD lending and non-lending programme in Nigeria, with 

strong points around the balance approach, building on previous experience, a 

growing geographical focus and the fit with IFAD and Nigeria policy frameworks. 

The IFAD-supported portfolio has become better focused on Government priorities 

in agriculture.  

5. Efforts to reach the poorest communities and to avoid states or regions that are 

better off had led to a greater focus of support on the poorest regions of the North, 

while reducing investments into the better-off South. Poverty targeting within 

states and within local government areas (LGAs) remained a challenge due to the 

lack of credible poverty data at sub-state level.  

6. But the broad multi-region coverage (of all but 9 out of 36 states) created gaps 

and prevented synergies between the programmes. The thin geographical spread 

across a large number of states limits the influence of IFAD’s financing. Better 

geographical overlap in the states supported by different IFAD programmes would 

make efficient use of trained staff, build on capacitated local governments and 

sustain already existing community assets and cadres.  

7. Over the COSOP period, the IFAD-supported programmes reached 9.2 million 

beneficiaries out of the 14.2 million targeted. Beneficiary outreach was less than 

targeted at appraisal, but concentration of efforts in a limited number of villages 

has delivered interventions that were successful, efficient and often sustained. 

Notable achievements were recorded with regard to access to financial services, 
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community capacity-building and job creation. Within the locations, delivery of 

benefits in terms of building assets and spreading technology has been very good. 

Still, the scale of the impact remains limited given the size of the country, and 

poverty statistics overall show an increasing divide between the urban and the rural 

and the wealthy and the poor.  

8. The programmes have been vulnerable to various forms of conflict, insurgency or 

unrest, whether in the North East from Boko Haram, from pastoralist-farmer 

conflicts in the middle belt or violence and unrest in the Delta region. Most 

programmes do not include any conflict analysis or risk assessment and where a 

mitigation strategy is put forward at design, it is largely to avoid working in known 

conflict zones by selecting LGAs or villages outside of known areas of disturbance, 

and by bringing staff and beneficiaries located in conflict zones to attend capacity-

building or other sessions in safer programme locations.  

9. IFAD’s operations continued to be affected by the administrative complexity that 

led to funding delays and weak counterpart support and they struggled with issues 

of weak governance. Lending to state governments did not solve the issue of 

counterpart funding due to the lack of ownership and responsibility at state level. 

Additional measures would have been needed to penalize under-performing states 

more stringently while rewarding more strongly those that do deliver. The issue of 

counterpart funding is fundamental and, unless a solution is found, will continue to 

seriously hamper the performance of the Nigeria portfolio.  

10. A similar aspect of inefficiency surrounds the effects of frequent political changes in 

different levels of government because of elections and other disruptions or 

bureaucratic delays and obstructions. The turnover caused by the electoral cycle 

has led to a repeated need to justify and defend the programme approach to 

incoming leaders, many of whom have new agendas and an understandable desire 

to see their constituency benefit from donor projects.  

11. The large number of states and LGAs involved in the programmes increased 

management overheads. For the Nigeria programme, management costs, as a 

proportion of the total programme costs, are way above the IFAD average. Having 

larger programme did not reduce the management overhead.  

12. The move towards larger programmes made it even more difficult to address issues 

of local governance, fragility and cultural diversity. Deeper analysis of local 

governance issues would have enabled a more adaptive approach at state level, for 

example through nourishing strategic partnerships, strengthening local ownership, 

sustaining commitment, and responding to crisis and disruptions in a proactive 

way.  

13. The establishment of the IFAD country office in 2008, created better and more 

cost-effective opportunities to engage in policy discussions on development 

strategies and programme operations. There has been a marked increase in 

knowledge management activities instigated by the IFAD Country Office (ICO) 

team, underpinned by a strategy and efficient use of available resources. Yet 

programme monitoring and evaluation (M&E) data are not available in sufficient 

quality and quantity to support evidence-based policy discourse. The absence of 

thematic studies has also limited the understanding of the effectiveness and impact 

of IFAD-supported programmes. 

14. In the absence of a partnership strategy, engagement has been somewhat 

opportunistic and ad hoc and built around the needs of individual programmes 

rather than at a more strategic level. At local level, partnership between IFAD-

assisted programmes themselves is very limited, and despite the long presence in 

certain states and LGAs, there is limited partnering in the sense of a joint, co-

funding relationship. At national level, IFAD’s progress in developing partnerships 
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has been hampered by a shortage of resources for this area and the need to 

devote a great deal of energy to overcoming delays in programme implementation.  

15. A missing partner, particularly in the earlier portfolio, has been the private sector, 

crucial given the move towards markets and processing across the portfolio. Even 

the ATA reports highlight the need to mobilize a range of public-private 

partnerships around fertilizer, seeds and processing. Failure to include private 

investors as cofinanciers seems a missed opportunity. Even in the policy work there 

has not been sufficient attention to providing support for private sector 

engagement in the agriculture sector.   

16. Co-funding of programmes by other donors has not been a feature of IFAD’s 

partnerships in Nigeria and is a significant gap, considering this was a key 

recommendation of the COSOP Mid-term Review. Instead, partnership-building with 

other development partners has achieved more around co-implementation and 

knowledge sharing. 

17. The absence of a well-structured policy coordination unit within the Federal Ministry 

of Agriculture and Rural Development (FMARD) is a major constraint for effective 

policy engagement as well as dissemination of results to Government systems and 

institutions. The lack of a strong coordinating function or office in either FMARD or 

National Planning Commission has also limited the development of strategic 

partnerships. At the level of individual programme staff, insufficient progress has 

been made in securing a mix of experiences and skills in line with the changed 

thematic focus. For example, a sufficient number of personnel with more private 

sector experience would be required to manage the rural finance and value chain 

operations. 

18. Under the CPE period, 20 grants received an overall amount of US$39.19 million 

amongst all types of IFAD grants. The grants revolve around key themes within the 

Nigeria portfolio, such as improved food crops and value chains to reduce rural 

poverty and vulnerability. Only a few grants were used to build partnerships with 

non-governmental organizations, but they provide positive examples of learning 

and linkages with operations, such as the grants for Songhai-Benin for Rural Youth 

and Agricultural Business Development and for Creating Opportunities for Rural 

Youth. Some grants were successfully used to support federal-level policy 

implementation. The majority of grants continued to have a regional focus and 

therefore linkages between the main recipient of IFAD grants, the International 

Institute of Tropical Agriculture, and IFAD-supported operations were not 

systematically promoted. The use of matching grants to subsidize one-off 

investments is unsustainable and not aligned with IFAD’s technical guidance and 

good practices documented elsewhere.  

C.  Agreement at Completion Point 

19. IFAD and the Government will prepare a new COSOP for Nigeria, which will build on 

the findings and recommendations of this CPE and provide the foundation of the 

main areas of intervention in the context of a renewed partnership and cooperation 

between the Fund and Nigeria. 

20. The first CPE has provided a number of findings and recommendations that still 

remain valid and should be considered. In addition this CPE offers five critical 

recommendations that should be included into the new COSOP: (1) address issues 

of state commitment; (2) increase leverage and presence in operations; 

(3) dedicate resources to important cross-cutting issues outside day-to-day 

implementation; (4) expand existing and develop new partnerships particularly 

outside of Government; and (5) continue to build on IFAD’s knowledge 

management strategy by improving the quality of evidence from the field. 

21. Recommendation 1. Address issues of state commitment through increased 

geographic focus, transformed state-level partnerships and realistic levels of 
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counterpart funding. The CPE recommends that the COSOP should explore the 

following strategies to strengthen state commitment: (a) adoption of a transparent 

mechanism for selection of states through clear selection criteria that consider 

poverty and governance-related indicators based on a robust analysis; (b) proper 

assessment of state governance and public finances as an input into the selection 

process; (c) strategies to raise attention and sustain commitment from state 

governors; (d) strategies to strengthen local ownership; and (e) increased policy 

engagement at state level.  

22. While the selection of states is done by the Federal Government, IFAD should 

provide some clearly defined criteria to assess the commitment and political will for 

a joint programme, such as political stability, shared priorities (e.g. community 

development, smallholder agriculture), track record (e.g. public service reform, 

financial performance, accountability to development results).  

23. IFAD will also need to adopt a wider range of strategies to get the attention and 

commitment of state governors such as: (i) pressure from federal partners 

(ii) increasing the size of investment in fewer states (iii) mechanisms rewards for 

better performing states, (iv) increasing IFAD presence in key states, (v) keeping 

counterpart funding at feasible levels, e.g. per cent to minimum or zero, and 

making beneficiary contribution the trigger for release. 

24. The National Round-table Workshop held at the end of the CPE has identified a 

number of possible strategies to sustain political commitment from participating 

states. This includes (i) alignment with the state development priorities through 

high level engagement from the beginning in all participating states; 

(ii) strengthening community ownership of programmes as driver for continuity; 

(iii) engagement with key influencers and change champions such as non-

governmental organizations and community-based organizations within in the 

states who could facilitate access to high level advocacy meetings and follow-up on 

Government action in the states.  

25. The National Round-table recommended that in post conflict areas in Nigeria, IFAD 

would need to rely heavily on people who are very familiar with the areas in 

question and possibly on community-based organizations and faith-based 

organizations, who already have some experience working in the affected areas. In 

post conflict settings, it is also crucial that target beneficiaries are actively engaged 

in the project cycle. The tendency to neglect to do this is usually high in an 

environment where trust for political leadership has been destroyed, livelihoods 

disrupted and traditional forms of governance have been altered. 

26. With the programmes in the South coming to an end, this provides an opportunity 

for the COSOP to prepare a sound contextual analysis together with a strategy that 

will enable greater geographic focus, based on governance and poverty focus. The 

CPE recommends that the geographic scope covered by any new programme 

should be reduced to minimize the political, cultural and agro-ecological diversity 

that will have to be managed. The CPE has highlighted evidence that larger 

programmes did not perform better, in particular on efficiency indicators. 

Furthermore, experience shows that smaller and more homogeneous programme 

units will enable better cohesion and stronger local ownership. 

27. IFAD and Government response to recommendation 1: Government of 

Nigeria and IFAD concur to this recommendation. 

28. The Results-based Country Strategy Opportunities Programme (COSOP), which is 

to be developed by the Government of Nigeria and IFAD for the period 2017-2022 

will agree upon and include a mechanism for selection of states through clear 

selection criteria that consider poverty and governance-related indicators. Before 

designing a new IFAD investment, the criteria for selection, such as political 

stability, priorities and proven track records, would be shared with the states and 
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those that have complied with criteria will be selected. During implementation, 

IFAD Country Office in consultation with the Federal Ministry of Finance and Federal 

Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development will develop strategies to raise and 

sustain commitment from State Governors and visits would be made on an annual 

basis to programme states. Through the support of the IFAD-assisted programmes 

and IFAD country office, there would be increased policy engagement for project 

related issues at state level. 

29. Timeline for implementation: COSOP will be submitted to Executive Board in 

December 2016 and the selection of states will happen during the design process 

of the investment programmes. Raising and maintaining state commitment would 

happen through annual visits. 

30. Responsible: Federal Ministry of Finance, Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 

Development and IFAD. 

31. Recommendation 2. Increase leverage and presence in operations. There is 

scope to improve operational effectiveness and efficiency through the way IFAD 

delivers its implementation support. Given the scale of the country programme and 

the complexity of the federal system, stronger engagement at state level and 

improved implementation support will ultimately require capacities to be added to 

the country office. The CPE recommends that IFAD should: (a) improve linkages 

between programmes and between programmes and grants where they work on 

similar issues or in the same states; (b) ensure continuity in supervision for 

improved consistency of recommendations and progressive learning; (c) dedicate 

technical capacity for engagement with key states, for example through 

decentralized posting of IFAD staff; (d) engage with incoming Government leaders 

in a timely manner; and (e) create opportunities for high-level policy engagement, 

e.g. Performance-based allocation system (PBAS) discussions.  

32. IFAD and Government response to recommendation 2: Government of 

Nigeria and IFAD concur to this recommendation. 

33. A Programme Officer position is being proposed for Nigeria IFAD Country Office to 

enhance capacity of the IFAD Country Office. There will be enhanced focus on 

sharing of implementation experience between programmes on operational issues, 

like procurement, monitoring and evaluation, financial management as well as 

more technical areas like value chain development and financial services provision 

through workshops and training events regularly organized by the IFAD Country 

Office. Supervision missions will work with a dedicated group of resource persons 

to keep the recommendations from IFAD consistent. Given that the IFAD Country 

Office will maintain a lean structure, to manage the much required interaction with 

the states, we will identify technical partners focusing particularly on the states 

that are facing implementation challenges. IFAD Country Office will work much 

more closely with the Technical Departments of the Federal Ministry of Agriculture 

and Rural Development. 

34. Timeline for implementation: Programme Officer would be identified late 2016 or 

early 2017. Trainings and workshops on common thematic areas for programmes 

will be implemented at least on a bi-annual basis. During programme 

implementation, IFAD Country Office would identify technical partners that could 

engage at the State level to address implementation challenges. 

35. Responsible: Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development and IFAD 

Country Office. 

36. Recommendation 3. Dedicate resources to important cross-cutting issues  

outside day-to-day implementation that require further analysis and focus for a 

joint-up engagement and sustainable programme results. Analysis of cross-cutting 

issues should not only be part of the contextual analysis conducted at design stage. 

It is also part of programme M&E to understand the factors that help or hinder 
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achievement of programme results. In addition, the CPE highlights the need to 

explore important cross-cutting issues that require joint-up approaches within 

Government and with other development partners to be addressed in a meaningful 

way. These issues are youth, gender, natural resource management, pastoralism 

and conflict and fragility. Because of the complexity and difficulty of the context, 

the understanding of these cross-cutting issues requires more and deeper aimed at 

identifying opportunities for more effective engagement on cross-cutting issues 

outside day-to-day implementation.  

37. IFAD and Government response to recommendation 3: Government of 

Nigeria and IFAD concur to this recommendation. 

38. Youth and gender are cross-cutting issues for the IFAD country programme in 

implementation; Rural Finance Institution Building Programme (RUFIN) and Value 

Chain Development Programme (VCDP) have started some studies on gender and 

youth. IFAD Country Office will provide technical support and guide the required 

impact assessments and thematic studies, particularly as they pertain to relevant 

cross-cutting issues for the Programme Completion process for RUFIN. Under the 

Climate Change Adaptation and Agribusiness Support Programme (CASP), 

assessments will be carried out particularly for resource management, conflict and 

fragility. 

39. Timeline for implementation: During programme implementation, resources will be 

dedicated to relevant studies and assessments. 

40. Responsible: Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development and IFAD 

Country Office. 

41. Recommendation 4. Expand existing and develop new partnerships 

particularly outside of Government. IFAD should link with civil society actors to 

widen opportunities for achieving on-the-ground sustainability and empowerment 

(e.g. Young farmers in CBNRMP; rural finance associations in the North). Building 

more strategic partnerships with civil society organizations, rather than only for 

service provision, would encourage sustainability and extend their engagement 

beyond a programme’s duration. IFAD needs to facilitate the private sector in 

agriculture much more effectively. This requires measures such as hiring from the 

private sector as well as from Government for programme implementation, and 

using private sector advisors as mentors for existing Government staff. It also 

requires implementing tripartite agreements between the private sector, farmers 

and IFAD in programmes such as VCDP and CASP, so that IFAD funds are used to 

crowd-in private investors, as envisaged by IFAD’s technical guidance note on 

matching grants. Finally, IFAD needs to seek co-funding arrangements with its 

major partners (World Bank, United States Agency for International Development, 

Department for International Development, etc.) in order to improve leverage, 

especially around policy dialogue, counterpart funding, and increasing levels of 

delivery in IFAD’s priority sectors. 

42. The National Round-table recommended the review and strengthening of the 

current Government (Federal, State and LGAs) coordinating desk or unit for all 

donor supported programmes; where this is not in existence yet such a desk or 

unit should be created. It also recommended institutionalization of a regular review 

of all agricultural related projects at federal, state and LGA level. 

43. IFAD and Government response to recommendation 4: Government of 

Nigeria and IFAD concur to this recommendation. 

44. The IFAD programmes will work with civil society organizations; VCDP is to develop 

master trainers for youth on enterprise development and business planning; CASP 

will organize Financial Service Associations in the North of Nigeria. VCDP has 

identified over 20 off-takers linked to target group producers. IFAD Country Office 

will continue to facilitate linkages with larger off-takers. RUFIN will continue to 
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work with microfinance banks and some select commercial banks, identifying 

‘winners’ that are ready to provide financial services in the rural space. During the 

RB-COSOP development, development partners active in the agricultural sector will 

be consulted to identify partnership and cofinancing opportunities. IFAD would 

support coordination efforts in the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 

Development. 

45. Timeframe for implementation: During RB-COSOP development (June – November 

2016) and programme implementation. 

46. Responsible: IFAD assisted programmes and IFAD Country Office. 

47. Recommendation 5. Continue to build on IFAD’s knowledge management 

strategy by improving the quality of evidence from the field. This first 

requires improving evaluability during design - developing clear and logical theories 

of change, and designing practical M&E frameworks matching staff capacity, while 

minimizing RIMS indicators. It then requires greater effort and rigour for 

evaluation. IFAD should support use of improved technology (such as computer-

assisted personal interviewing, and the use of mobile phones and web tools), and 

also participatory methods. It should ensure rigorous survey design and analysis 

for major baseline or impact studies, and also follow up on the commissioning of 

thematic studies to ensure they are conducted in a way that reveals underlying 

factors as to how and why impact occurs, and how these affect particular 

vulnerable groups. To strengthen country M&E systems within the overall move to 

improved development effectiveness, IFAD should consider providing support to 

building institutional mechanisms and capacities within FMARD.  

48. The National Round-table recommended that coordinating mechanisms should be 

strengthened within the existing structure of FMARD. The capacity of the Planning 

and Policy Coordination (PP&C) department to effectively coordinate and monitor 

policy implementation across different departments and division should be 

strengthened. Furthermore, good practices from the former Project Coordinating 

Unit (PCU) should be revisited. The implementation of a sector-wide M&E system 

will require clear roles and responsibilities. It should be linked to the M&E 

framework developed by the Ministry of Budget and Planning. The PP&C 

department in FMARD should strengthen its capacity to coordinate sector-wide M&E 

data collection and analysis.  

49. To address the issue of counterpart funding, FMARD should adopt a proactive 

approach to communicating and coordinating requests for new programmes in the 

agricultural sector with all stakeholders concerned well in advance. The National 

Roundtable recommended regular meetings between FMARD and the Federal 

Ministry of Finance to streamline requests for incorporation into the borrowing plan 

for approval by the National Assembly. 

50. IFAD and Government response to recommendation 5: Government of 

Nigeria and IFAD concur to this recommendation. 

51. To improve M&E under the IFAD-assisted programmes, emphasis would be laid on 

using time-tested Monitoring Information System (MIS) to collate data from the 

field and generate sound data analysis. IFAD Country Office would work with the 

IFAD assisted programmes to carry out capacity-building of the M&E staff. All IFAD 

assisted programmes would be requested to carry out outcome assessments and 

thematic work to highlight lessons and build on implementation experience to 

develop knowledge management tools. Strong coordination within the Federal 

Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development would lead to sector-wide M&E data 

collection, feedback on implementation as well as coordinated requests for new 

programmes. The IFAD-supported Central Communication Unit would support IFAD 

assisted programmes on their Knowledge Management (KM) strategies and 

improving KM products. 
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52. Timeline for implementation: During programme implementation. 

53. Responsible: Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, IFAD assisted 

Programmes and IFAD Country Office. 

 

Signed by: 
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Associate Vice-President 

Programme Management Department 

IFAD, Rome 
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Federal Republic of Nigeria 

Country Programme Evaluation 

I. Background 

A. Introduction 

1. In line with the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) Evaluation 

Policy1 and as approved by the 113th session of the IFAD Executive Board,2 the 

Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE) undertook the second country 

programme evaluation (CPE) of the Federal Republic of Nigeria in 2015. The main 

purpose of this evaluation is to assess the results and performance of the ongoing 

country strategic opportunities programme (COSOP) (2010-2015) and to generate 

findings and recommendations for the upcoming COSOP to be prepared in 2016. 

This CPE takes into consideration the agreement at completion point of the first 

CPE for Nigeria (2008).  

Table 1 
A snapshot of IFAD operations in Nigeria since 1985 

First IFAD-funded project 1985 

Number of approved loans 10 

Ongoing projects 4 

Total amount of IFAD lending US$317.6 million 

Counterpart funding (Government and 
beneficiaries) 

US$280 million 

Co-parallel financing amount US$197.6 million 

Total portfolio cost US$795.3 million* 

Lending terms Intermediate from 1985 to 1989; highly concessional from 1990 to 2014; 
currently blended 

Focus of operations Agricultural development, credit and financial services, fisheries, 
research/extension/training, and rural development,  

Main cofinanciers World Bank, domestic financial institutions, United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP), European Union, Ford Foundation 

COSOPs 2001 and 2010 

Past cooperating institutions International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, United Nations 
Office for Project Services, International Development Association 

Country Office in Nigeria Country presence since Dec. 2005. Country office approved in 2004, 
present in Abuja since 30 Sept. 2008. Host Country Agreement since 23 
Jan. 2012. The IFAD Country Office (ICO) is currently, staffed with a 
country programme manager (CPM), country programme officer (CPO) 
and country programme assistant (CPA) 

Country programme managers Two CPMs since 2010, including the current CPM, Ms Atsuko Toda, 
based in Abuja since 2012 

Main Government partner Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development; Ministry of Finance 

(*) Any differences are due to rounding. 

2. Overview of IFAD-supported programme. IFAD’s involvement in Nigeria began 

in 1985 (table 1), and was brought under the guidance of the first COSOP from 

2001-07, focusing on the following major strategic thrusts: empowerment of the 

rural poor, particularly women, and access to and management of resources, 

infrastructure and services. The second COSOP was prepared in 2010. With a total 

of US$317.6 million (active and closed portfolio) in 2014, Nigeria had the largest 

portfolio in IFAD’s West and Central Africa Division (WCA) (12.4 per cent) and the 

second largest second largest among all of the countries in Africa where IFAD has 

operations (2.3 per cent of total IFAD as of June 2014). The average amount per 

                                           
1 
IFAD (2011) Evaluation Policy. http://www.ifad.org/pub/policy/oe.pdf. 

2
 EB/2014/113/R.2. 

http://www.ifad.org/pub/policy/oe.pdf
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loan is the highest in WCA and the Africa portfolio (US$24.20 million compared to 

the average of US$13.70 million for the WCA region and US$12.20 million for IFAD 

average).3  

3. The Government of Nigeria and programme beneficiaries have provided 

US$280 million (35.2 per cent of total portfolio costs). Major external cofinanciers 

have included the World Bank, the United Nations Development Programme 

(UNDP), and the European Union. These, along with domestic financial institutions, 

have provided US$197.6 million in cofinancing (24.8 per cent of total portfolio 

costs). At least 20 grants with activities focused in Nigeria were in force or 

approved as of 2008, mainly within the Global/Regional category (annex III). IFAD 

has had a country office presence in Nigeria since 2005; the Country Programme 

Manager has been out-posted since 2012. 

4. The ongoing IFAD portfolio includes four operations: the Community-based Natural 

Resource Management Programme – Niger Delta (CBNRMP); the Rural Finance 

Institutions Building Programme (RUFIN); the Value Chain Development 

Programme (VCDP), and the Climate Change Adaptation and Agribusiness Support 

Programme in the Savannah Belt (CASP).  

5. The Government’s coordinating ministry is the Federal Ministry of Finance. The 

lead implementing agency for IFAD-funded operations is the Federal Ministry of 

Agriculture and Rural Development (FMARD), previously the Federal Ministry of 

Agriculture and Water Resources. At state-level, IFAD programmes use the facilities 

provided by the Agricultural Development Programme (ADP), which was intended 

as a shared platform for coordinating donor projects. The ADP system, which was 

introduced in the 1970s as a state-level arm for channelling Government and donor 

funding for agricultural investment and extension services, has continued to 

operate but with fewer resources and remains dependent on external funding. 

6. Sectoral allocation of IFAD’s support (figure 1) over the ongoing COSOP period 

was overwhelmingly dedicated to local capacity-building and rural infrastructure 

(together 58 per cent). Local capacity-building included strengthening institutions, 

farmers' organizations, and community development associations (CDAs). Rural 

infrastructure included community and market infrastructure, and community 

funds. Other important components included project management4 (11 per cent of 

approved funds), input supply, technical support and research,5 and rural financial 

services (6 per cent of approved funds each). Loans were provided to the Federal 

Government of Nigeria on highly concessional terms.6 

                                           
3
 IFAD Country Summary Sheet (July 2013-June 2014). 

4
 Project management components include credit to MFIs and support of the Central Bank of Nigeria, management and 

coordination, M&E, and policy support and development. 
5
 Technical support and research components include technology development, technology transfer, and processing. 

6
 IFAD lends on highly concessional, intermediate or ordinary terms. Between 1985 and 1988 IFAD loans to Nigeria 

were on intermediate terms. 
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Figure 1 
IFAD-supported programmes in Nigeria 2008-2014: Investment per component at approval  

 
Source: IFAD Grants and Investments Projects System (GRIPS). 
 

B. Objectives, methodology and process 

7. The CPE covers the period 2009-2015 and has two main objectives. These are to: 

(i) assess the results and performance of the IFAD-Government partnership to 

reduce rural poverty; and to (ii) generate findings and recommendations for the 

future partnership between IFAD and the Federal Republic of Nigeria. The CPE 

follows the IFAD Evaluation Policy and the IFAD IOE Evaluation Manual (1st edition). 

It adopts a set of internationally recognized evaluation criteria and a six-point 

rating scale (annex IV). The findings, lessons and recommendations from this CPE 

will inform the preparation of the new COSOP in 2016. 

8. Scope. The CPE assesses the results and performance of the activities conducted 

since the last CPE (2008). It identifies the factors that contributed to the 

achievement of strategic objectives and results, including the management of 

project activities by IFAD and the Government. It also reviews IFAD’s strategic 

position in Nigeria, in particular its comparative advantage and positioning in a 

large middle income country such as Nigeria and the extent to which IFAD has 

effectively and efficiently influenced Nigerian policies, strategies and development 

interventions with regard to rural development, poverty reduction and agriculture 

transformation.  

9. The portfolio in Nigeria has been developing slowly and because this is the second 

CPE after only 6 years, any changes that could be observed at the portfolio and 

strategic level were rather incremental. Only two new operations have been 

approved since the last CPE where the design could realistically have responded to 

the last CPE’s findings and recommendations. Five programmes reviewed by the 

current CPE had already been assessed by the last CPE, albeit an early stage of 

implementation. One programme that has closed under the current COSOP had 

even predated the previous COSOP in its design. The report thus distinguishes 

between the different design phases wherever appropriate. Still, the programmes 

conceptual frameworks, implementation focus and the partnership approaches 

have evolved over the same period. To detect any changes and trends for individual 

performance criteria and activities the analysis had to apply a high level of 

granularity. Unfortunately, the data situation has hardly improved and the evidence 

to conduct this analysis was limited (see below under limitations). Furthermore, 

there is only one IOE project performance assessment (PPA) available for this CPE.  
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10. Table 2 below lists the programmes covered by the CPE, and shows the lengthy 

period to achieve effectiveness as well as the latest loan disbursement percentage. 

It also indicates which of the standard evaluation criteria will be used against each 

programme.  

Table 2 
Evaluability of projects covered by the 2015 CPE 

Project name 
Board 

approval  Effective Status Completion Disbursed 
CPE 2008 

criteria 
CPE 2015 

 criteria  

Roots and Tubers 
Expansion Programme 
(ROTEP) 

09 Dec 
1999 

31 Jul 
2001 

Closed 30 Sept 
2012 

60% All criteria All criteria 

Community-based 
Agricultural and Rural 
Development Programme 
(CBARDP) 

12 Sep 
2001 

31 Jan 
2003 

Closed 31 Mar 
2013 

98% All criteria All criteria 

Rural Finance Institutions 
Building Programme 
(RUFIN) 

14 Sep 
2006 

20 Jan 
2010 

Ongoing 31 Mar 
2017 

57% Relevance Relevance 
Effectiveness 

Efficiency 

Community-based Natural 
Resource Management 
Programme (CBNRMP) 

11 Dec 
2002 

06 Jun 
2005 

Ongoing 30 Sept 
2015 

97% Relevance All criteria 

Value Chain Development 
Programme (VCDP) 

03 Apr 
2012 

14 Oct 
2013 

Ongoing 31 Dec 
2019 

57% n/a Relevance 

Climate Change Adaptation 
and Agribusiness Support 
Programme in the 
Savannah Belt (CASP) 

11 Dec 
2013 

25 Mar 
2015 

Ongoing 31 Mar 
2021 

5% n/a Relevance 

Rural Microenterprise 
Development Programme 
(RUMEDP) 

13 Dec 
2007 

n/a Cancelled n/a n/a Relevance Relevance 

n/a = not applicable 

11. The grants portfolio for the CPE period includes five loan component grants, two 

country-specific grants and 15 regional grants that covered Nigeria (see list of 

grants in annex III). Grants will not be rated as such, but the activities they 

supported (policy dialogue, knowledge management and partnership-building) will 

be assessed as part of the country programme strategy implementation.  

12. In addition to the pertinent issues of COSOP alignment and coherence, the CPE 

approach paper has identified five important thematic issues that permeated the 

performance of IFAD’s portfolio across the usual evaluation criteria. These issues 

have been systematically reviewed across operations and activities. The following 

box presents the selection of thematic issues and the key evaluation questions to 

address them.7 

 

                                           
7
 The CPE Approach Paper includes the full set of evaluation questions in the Evaluation Framework (annex 1 of the 

CPE Approach Paper). 
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Box 1 
Key evaluation questions for this CPE 

COSOP alignment and coherence: Did the 2010-2015 COSOP enable greater 
relevance and alignment with Nigeria’s new strategic priorities in the agriculture and 
rural development sector (Agricultural Transformation Agenda vision)? How coherent and 
consistent is IFAD’s engagement and activities in relation to the activities of other 
development partners and the private sector? 

Community-driven development approach: How relevant, effective and sustainable 

is IFAD’s support to 4th tier institutions? Have the 4th tier institutions (community 
development associations [CDAs], financial service associations) been maintained or 
replicated? Has this ‘4th tier’ of government resulted in better service delivery to and 
empowerment of remote villages? 

Political and social conflict: To what extent did issues of insecurity affect the outreach 

and sustainability of IFAD-supported programmes? How well have risks been understood 
and managed, in particular those relating to corruption, poor governance and fragility?  

Governance context: How effective was IFAD’s engagement at federal and state 
levels? How did country presence support the COSOP strategic objectives, influence 
policies and enhance programme coordination and collaboration with Government, sector 
ministries and strategic development partners? To what extent did it enable stronger 
engagement at state level?  

Women and youth: Which mechanisms were most effective in supporting economic 
inclusion of women and rural youth? 

Monitoring and evaluation (M&E): What are the main reasons for the 
underperformance of M&E systems? Why did M&E systems not respond satisfactorily to 
the challenge of capturing project results and impacts? How reliable a basis for tracking 
project performance is the IFAD ratings system? 

13. Evaluation process. The CPE was conducted in several phases. The key issues for 

the CPE to focus on were identified through a preliminary desk review of the 

available programme documentation. The issues papers have informed the 

preparation of the CPE Approach Paper which specifies the evaluation questions 

and methodology. They also helped to identify the key issues for the PPA of the 

Community-based Agricultural and Rural Development Programme (CBARDP), 

which IOE conducted in preparation for this CPE in June-July 2015. The PPA 

provided an in-depth assessment of one programme that was also part of this 

CPE.8  

14. IOE conducted a preparatory country mission to Abuja in July 2015 to consult with 

key stakeholders, such as FMARD and the Federal Ministry of Finance, on the focus 

and scope of this CPE, which together with the experiences from the PPA led to the 

finalization of the CPE methodology and approach paper. The main country mission 

took place in September 2015, which included extensive field visits in nine states in 

the Middle Belt and in the South (Oyo, Lagos, Edo, Rivers, Abia, Cross Rivers, 

Benue, Nasarawa and Niger) as well as stakeholder meetings in Abuja, Ibadan, 

Lagos, Abia, and Port Harcourt. The PPA had earlier covered four northern states 

through field visits (Sokoto, Katsina, Jigawa and Kebbi). The CPE main mission 

concluded with a wrap-up meeting in Abuja on 17 September. 

15. The final (desk-based) phase of this CPE involved a further documents review and 

extensive analysis of primary and secondary data obtained during the country 

missions. This included data from field visits, programme M&E data as well as 

official statistical data. The resulting draft report was then peer reviewed within 

IOE. It was thereafter shared with IFAD’s WCA and the Government of Nigeria.  

16. Evidence. The evidence for this CPE was derived from multiple sources: (i) the 

CPE conducted an extensive review of the available COSOP and programme 

                                           
8
 The PPA report is available as a separate publication (https://www.ifad.org/en/evaluation/reports/ppa/tags/nigeria 

/1196/12923951).  

https://www.ifad.org/en/evaluation/reports/ppa/tags/nigeria%20/1196/12923951
https://www.ifad.org/en/evaluation/reports/ppa/tags/nigeria%20/1196/12923951
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documentation (e.g. COSOPs, annual reports, portfolio reviews, programme design 

documents, mid-term reviews [MTRs], supervision reports, project completion 

reports [PCRs]) as well as country background documentation and research studies 

on relevant issues; (ii) the CPE analysed statistical data obtained from the National 

Bureau of Statistics at federal and, where available, at state level; (iii) the CPE 

used programme M&E data, impact assessments and performance self-

assessments where available and to the extent possible; (iv) the CPE triangulated 

and complemented those data with findings and observations obtained during field 

visits, stakeholder meetings and interviews; (v) the CPE drew on detailed findings 

from the PPA of CBARDP conducted in early 2015; (vi) the CPE conducted a 

systematic survey of community assets, using the asset verification form developed 

for the PPA of CBARDP; and (vii) the CPE also commissioned two research papers, 

on agro-business development and governance, as additional analysis and to 

complement the existing evidence base on how well IFAD addressed governance 

and private sector issues across the portfolio.9 

17. Self-assessment tools. The CPE designed four self-assessment tools that focused 

on selected evaluation criteria and questions from the CPE framework that were 

used to guide the interactive group discussions during the CPE mission. The design 

of those tools was led by the following considerations: They should: 

(a) complement the CPE assessment on those questions where the internal 

programme perspective will add value (e.g. alignment with current policies and 

programmes, aspects that have limited outreach of the programme); (b) add to 

(not duplicate) the existing programme documentation; and (c) provide a basis for 

discussion with the CPE team during the main mission. At the level of individual 

operations, the template provided a structure for the CPE team to answer key 

questions on the standard evaluation criteria, as applicable. For the non-lending 

portfolio, the template provided key questions with regard to policy dialogue, 

knowledge management, partnerships and grants. At the COSOP level, the 

template provided questions with regard to relevance and effectiveness. In 

addition, the CPE used an ICO capacity self-assessment tool for an interactive 

discussion for the ICO team in Abuja.10 The tools were useful in structuring the 

interaction between the CPE team and programme staff, and helped progress 

towards a shared understanding as far as the credibility and availability of the 

existing evidence base for this CPE is concerned. 

Limitations 

18. M&E data. Overall, the programme has kept fair records on use of funds, activities 

and outputs. However, throughout the COSOP period, the quality of evaluation data 

on outcomes and impacts were found to be poor. The CPE analysis was hampered 

by missing data and inconsistent data even on basic parameters, such as 

beneficiary numbers. Wherever possible, the CPE revisited the original data sets 

and complemented it with data from other sources (e.g. Government data) and 

field visits. 

19. Impact studies are available for several programmes. For the CBARDP, baseline, 

mid-term and impact surveys were done, but having carefully examined these 

reports and spoken to those involved11 as part of the PPA, there are a number of 

flaws which lead to doubts over the validity of the data. For the Roots and Tubers 

Expansion Programme (RTEP), no impact study was available but several ex-post 

academic research studies with very small samples were conducted for a number of 

states, mainly focusing on productivity gains. The CBNRMP impact study has a 

more rigorous design, allowing comparison between baseline and impact data. 

                                           
9
 Stella I. Amadi. IFAD CPE Governance Background Paper. September 2015. Aderemi Osijo. CPE Background Paper 

on Private Sector, Agro-Business, Value Chains Development. September 2015. 
10

 The Capacity Assessment Tool is based on the McKinsey Capacity Assessment Grid for NGOs, which addresses 
several dimensions of capacity (aspirations, strategy, organizational skills, human resources). We used this format, but 
added “incentives” as an additional dimension and integrated criteria of development effectiveness into the assessment 
grid.  
11

 These include members of the Impact Study team, SSO staff, the data analyst for the Impact Study and the IFAD 
country team involved. 
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RUFIN conducted an impact study in 2015 - two years before programme closure - 

with only limited analysis available. The CPE has attempted to make some 

comparisons between programme areas and control areas, where common 

variables exist. (see annex VI)  

20. Government statistics. A difficulty encountered in analytically comparing project 

performance across the different states was the lack of state-level and year-on-

year Government statistics. The latest annual National Bureau of Statistics datasets 

are from 2012, and exploratory analyses of these revealed wide fluctuations in 

year-on-year indicators including unemployment, absolute poverty, and adult 

literacy. The absence of any causal explanations for such fluctuations did not reflect 

an accurate picture of the situation on the ground and therefore could not be used 

as sources for a comparative analysis of socioeconomic changes. In the absence of 

a single source of credible data, any judgement on plausible poverty impacts had 

thus to rely on a more holistic assessment based on multiple sources, such as 

programme M&E data, official statistics and field verification.  

21. Security concerns have to a large extent guided the selection of sites for field 

visits. Already the PPA was unable to visit the North East because of security 

concerns. For the CPE, parts of the Delta Region had to be excluded from field 

visits. To some extent the CPE was able to mitigate those shortcomings by 

organizing wider stakeholder meetings with representation from conflict areas. In 

addition, information obtained from other development partners, non-

governmental organizations (NGOs) and Government agencies working in the same 

areas has provided additional insights as far as the overall situation is concerned. 

Key points 

 This is the second IFAD CPE in Nigeria. The first CPE was conducted in 2008. 

 The main purpose of this CPE is to assess the results and performance of the ongoing 
COSOP (2010–2015) and to generate findings and recommendations for the 
upcoming COSOP to be prepared in 2016. 

 The CPE assesses the results and performance of the lending and non-lending 
activities conducted since the first CPE.  

 With only two new operations approved since 2008, changes at the portfolio level 
have been rather incremental under the new COSOP. Five projects were already 
covered by the previous CPE. 

 The grants portfolio for the CPE period includes five loan component grants, two 
country-specific grants and 15 regional grants that covered Nigeria. 
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II. Country context 

A. Overview 

22. Nigeria is located in West Africa, and borders Benin in the west, Niger in the north, 

Chad and Cameroon in the east, and the Gulf of Guinea in the Atlantic Ocean in the 

south. The country occupies a total area of 923,768 km2 which consists of 

910,768 km2 of land and 13,000 km2 of water bodies as well as an extensive 

coastal region that is very rich in fish and other marine products. Of the available 

arable land, only 320,000 km2 (or 46 per cent) is cultivated. Its geography and 

climate varies from equatorial lowlands in the south to arid plains in the north. 

23. Nigeria is the most populous country in Africa, with a population of 173.6 million. 

Between 2009 and 2014 the population has been growing at 2.7 per cent per year, 

fuelled by a fertility rate above 5.9 births per woman since the year 2000. As of 

2014, 53.1 per cent of the population lived in rural areas, an 8.7 per cent decrease 

from 2004.12 Nigeria is home to over 250 ethnic groups. Ethnic majorities are 

found in three regions: the Hausa and Fulani (29 per cent of total population) in 

the North, the Yoruba (21 per cent) in the South-West, and the Igbo in the South-

East (18 per cent). An estimated half of the population are Muslim, 40 per cent are 

Christian, and 10 per cent follow indigenous beliefs.  

24. Nigeria, owing to its size and geography, has a wide range of agro-ecological zones. 

This provides it with a diversity of crops and animal husbandry options. The dry 

northern savannah grows sorghum, millet, maize, groundnut and cotton. The main 

food crops in the Middle Belt and the South are cassava, yam, plantain, maize and 

sorghum. Low-lying and seasonally flooded areas increasingly produce rice. The 

main cash crops in the South are oil palm, cocoa and rubber (the latter two being 

Nigeria's highest non-food commodity exports by value). As a result, Nigeria's 

major crops by production are maize, sorghum, millet and rice. Nigeria is also the 

world's largest producer of cassava and yams.13  

25. Due to the size of its population and economy, Nigeria is a regional power in sub-

Saharan Africa. Nigeria is a member of the Economic Community of West African 

States (ECOWAS) and a subscriber to the 2009 ECOWAP (ECOWAS Agricultural 

Programme)/CAADP (Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Programme) charter, 

enacted through the National Agricultural Investment Plan (NAIP) and which 

commits the Federal Government to achieve a 10 per cent annual budgetary 

allocation to the agricultural sector. Nigeria is also a member of the West African 

Monetary Zone, the Economic Community of West African States Monitoring Group, 

a non-standing peacekeeping force made up of armed forces personnel from 

member states. 

B. Economic, agricultural, and rural development processes 

26. Rapid economic growth in the early 1970's due to high oil export revenues led to 

the expansion of several industry and service sectors, which fed urban migration 

and the stagnation of the agricultural sector and associated cash crop exportations. 

This led to the importation of basic commodities for domestic consumption which 

continues to mark the Nigerian economy to this day. The 1980s saw continued 

dependence on oil for Government revenue coupled with falling prices and output. 

Ballooning public expenditure and austerity measures led to declines in gross 

national income per capita from 1983 to 199514 which led in turn to Nigeria being 

classified a low-income country. A structural adjustment programme was 

introduced in 1985, a democratic government was elected in 1999 and the 

economy rebounded.  

                                           
12

 Population statistics from World Bank World Development Indicators data, 2015. 
13

 Ibid, total food production in US$ value has increased by 66 per cent from 1997 to 2012, worth US$37.5 billion at 
2004-2006 value. 
14

 (Atlas method, current US$) World Bank World Development Indicators data, 2015. 
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27. Economic growth has mainly been driven by rising global oil prices, although the 

level of oil rents as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP) has been 

descending, from highs above 30 per cent in the mid-2000's to a current (re-

based) level of 13.6 per cent of GDP in 2013.15 Oil and gas revenue accounted for 

70 per cent of Government revenue in 2011, down from 89 per cent in 2005. 

Growth in the sector weakened in the past two years as a result of higher energy 

prices, reduced budgets16 and growing insecurity. However, despite being Africa’s 

biggest oil producer, Nigeria imports more than 80 per cent of its domestic fuel, 

owing to a lack of refining capacity, which makes the country’s fuel consumers 

vulnerable to fluctuating international fuel prices. 

28. Nigeria’s GDP is now the largest in Africa, having overtaken South Africa in 

2014.17 GDP growth rates have been relatively stable and robust, growing at an 

average of 6 per cent between 2008 and 2013. Due to population growth, per 

capita rates have been lower. Annual GDP per capita has been on average growing 

at 3.1 per cent in the same period, and annual gross national income per capita at 

3.6 per cent.18 Nigeria was classified a lower middle-income country and obtained 

debt-relief from the Paris Club in 2005.19 Table 3 shows the main macro-economic 

indicators between 2008 and 2014.  

Table 3 
Nigeria macro-economic indicators between 2008-2014 

Indicator 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

GDP growth (annual %) 6.3 6.9 7.8 4.9 4.3 5.4 6.3 

Gross national income per capita, Atlas method 
     (current US$) 

1 160  1 160   1 460   1 720  2 470  2 700  2 970  

Gross national income per capita, Purchasing Power Parity  
     (current international $) 

4 170  4 320  4 750  4 940  5 140  5 380  5 710  

Total investment (% of GDP) 16.0  21.6  17.3  16.2  14.9  14.7   15.2  

Agriculture, value added (annual % growth) 6.3 5.9 5.8 2.9 6.7 2.9 4.3 

Industry, value added (annual % growth) -1.6 2.9 5.9 8.4 2.4 2.2 -12.1 

Services, value added (annual % growth) 13.2 12.0 12.4 4.9 4.0 8.4 15.8 

Inflation, GDP deflator (annual %) 10.8 -4.3 103.8 9.5 9.3 5.9 4.7 

Gross savings (% of GDP) 25.6 14.7 25.5 25.8 33.3 n.a. n.a. 

General Government gross debt (% of GDP) 7   10   10   10   10  10  11  

Current account balance (% of GDP) 9.0 5.1 3.9 3.0 4.4 3.9 2.2 

Total reserves (includes gold, current US$, billions)  53.6   45.5   35.9   36.3   47.5   46.3   37.5  

Oil rents (% of GDP) 32.0 23.7 16.4 19.1 16.5 13.6 n.a 

Source: World Bank World Development Indicators 2015; International Monetary Fund World Economic Outlook 2015. 

29. Public sector finance. Nigeria's current account has performed positively since 

1999, and has been consistently above US$12 billion every year since 2004. 

Government debt as a percentage of GDP between 2008-2014 is not high in 

comparison to sub-Saharan African or emerging markets averages.20 As of 2015, 

the external debt was valued at US$10.3 billion and the 2013 domestic debt at 

US$53.5 billion. The Federal Government of Nigeria took on 79.7 per cent of the 

                                           
15

 Natural Resource Governance Institute (2013); World Bank (2015): World Development Indicators. 
16

 The 2014 federal budget reduced capital spend by 30 per cent from the previous year. 
17

 This has mainly to do with the fact that in 2014 the National Bureau of Statistics had changed the way GDP was 
calculated. The Economist (a), 2014. 
18

 Calculated using data from the World Bank (2015): World Development Indicators. 
19

 African Economic Outlook 2014 – Nigeria, AfDB, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, UNDP, 
p. 8.  
20

 International Monetary Fund, World Economic Outlook 2015. 
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domestic debt, with states incurring 20.3 per cent.21 Government has recognized 

the need to diversify economic growth. Agriculture is one of the largest sectors 

in the Nigerian economy contributing 20.2 per cent of the GDP in 2014 (figure 2).22 

Since 2008, agricultural GDP growth was on average 5 per cent. Nonetheless, and 

notwithstanding the 2010 rebasing of GDP projections, agriculture's share of GDP is 

declining as services expand faster. Agricultural spending as part of total federal 

spending has been on a downward trend, shrinking to 0.9 per cent in 2015.23 

Figure 2 
Sectoral shares of Nigeria GDP, 2000-2014 

* Rebasing year of Nigerian GDP estimates. 

Source: World Bank World Development Indicators 2015. 

30. Growth in the agricultural sector has been limited by expensive agricultural 

inputs and limited access to credit, lack of mechanization and little use of 

fertilizer in agriculture. There are an estimated 98.1 million farmers in Nigeria in 

2011, 90 per cent of them are smallholders with production primarily oriented 

towards meeting subsistence needs. The share of the rural population has steadily 

been decreasing, from 58.3 per cent in 1999 to 48.5 per cent in 2014. Due to 

urban migration, labour shortages exist in peak periods, driving hiring costs up. 

This results in a national per capita food output that stays stagnant, especially 

since fewer Nigerians are farming. Agricultural production per agricultural worker 

has grown by only 7 base points from 2006, and national food production per 

capita has descended to 1997 base point levels. 

31. Nigeria is presently one of the world’s largest food importers. In 2014, Nigeria 

imported 3.8 million tonnes out of 3.9 million tonnes of wheat consumed, and 

2.9 million tonnes of rice out of 5.7 million tonnes consumed.24 High dependence 

on food imports has made the country vulnerable to global price fluctuations. As a 

result of the global food price crisis, the general food price index in Nigeria had 

doubled in 2008 compared to the 2002-2004 period. Top food imports were wheat 

and rice, while top food exports were cocoa beans and sesame seeds. The top five 

commodities available for consumption in terms of kilocalories per capita per day in 

2011 were rice, yams, cassava, maize, and sorghum.  

                                           
21

 Debt Management Office of Nigeria, Nigeria's Public Debt Stock as at June 30, 2015 
<http://www.dmo.gov.ng/oci/pubd/docs/Total%20Public%20Debt%20Stock%20as%20at%2030th%20June_%202015.p
df> accessed 21 October 2015. 
22

 World Bank World Development Indicators data, 2015; Nigeria Economic Report, No. 2, July 2014, World Bank 
89630. 
23

 This does not include spending from development partners in the agriculture sector which has been increasing. 
24

 FAO Food Price Index data; FAO 2014. 
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32. Nigeria’s environment and agricultural sector is under increasing threat from 

climate change and natural disasters. Desertification is becoming more severe 

in the North East and North West, with sand dunes, silting of lakes (most evident in 

Lake Chad), and gully erosion increasing in the South. It is estimated that 

351,000 ha of the Nigerian landmass is lost to desert conditions annually.25 

Savannah zones are moving southwards and rains are becoming more sporadic, 

start later and finish earlier. Storms along the coast are becoming more intense 

and frequent,26 most dramatically experienced in the 2012 floods which affected 30 

of 36 states and displaced 2.1 million people. Nigeria had the world's highest rates 

of deforestation in 2005, with 410,000 ha of forest loss between 2010 and 2015, 

and 87 per cent of wood removals used as fuel.27 These changes are expected to 

highly impact food production, water availability, and food insecurity, increasing the 

vulnerability of Nigeria's smallholder farmers since most agricultural production is 

rain-fed. By 2050, there are high probabilities of declines in yields in all cereals in 

all agro-ecological zones aside from millet and maize. Roots and tuber yields are 

more uncertain.  

C. Poverty characteristics 

33. Economic growth has contributed to a slight reduction of poverty in Nigeria, 

although the positive trends have partly been offset by population growth 

and increasing inequality both nationally and regionally. The absolute number of 

poor has increased by 22.1 million between 2004 and 2010, though that growth 

has stabilized between 2010/2011 and 2012/2013, at about 58 million.28 At the 

same time, there has been a sharp increase in inequality.29 Poverty is far more 

concentrated in rural areas. The urban poverty rate is 12.6 per cent, while in rural 

areas the poverty rate is 44.9 per cent. Regional disparities are striking, with the 

three northern regions having between 31 per cent and 50 per cent of the people 

living below the poverty line, compared to 16 per cent and 29 per cent in the South 

(see figure 3). Recent analysis suggests that 52 per cent of the poor are living in 

the North-East. Regional Gini indices also point to increasing inequality within the 

North-East and North-West, as well as within the South-South.30 

                                           
25

 Great Green Wall for the Sahara and Sahel Initiative: National Strategic Action Plan 2012, Ministry of Environment, 
Federal Republic of Nigeria. 
26

 Report by the Advisory Committee on Agricultural Resilience in Nigeria (2014), National Agricultural Resilience 
Framework – Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, Government of Nigeria. 
27

 Global Forest Resources Assessment 2015: How are the world's forests changing? FAO. 
28

 World Bank Nigeria Economy Report 2014, p. 17. 
29

 World Bank World Development Indicators data, 2015; UNDP Human Development Reports 2015 
<http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/income-gini-coefficient> accessed 23 October 2015. 
30

 Reassessments of GDP and General Household Survey data from 2010-2011 and 2012-2013 have significantly 
reduced poverty incidence estimates in Nigeria. Data from the recent General Household Survey (2012/2013). World 
Bank Nigeria Economy Report, 2014.  

http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/income-gini-coefficient
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Figure 3 
Percentage of population living in poverty per state in 2012-2013 

 

Source: International Monetary Fund Country Report No. 15/85 – Nigeria Selected Issues Paper, March 2015 
(Figure 1, calculated from data in World Bank, Nigeria Economic Report 2014 – General Household Surveys 
2012/2013).  

34. Economic growth has relied on the oil industry and has not generated sufficient 

employment to absorb the population growth. Unemployment rates are high, 

particularly amongst the youth. The overall unemployment rate was 28.5 per cent 

in 2013 (International Labour Organization [ILO] data). Unemployment of women 

and young people is particularly high (23.3 per cent and 41.6 per cent respectively 

in 2009).31 Unemployment was significantly lower in the southern states 

(18.4 per cent compared to 29.1 per cent in the northern states in 2011).32 Since 

2013 the National Bureau of Statistics has stopped publishing unemployment data, 

focusing on job creation which has seen increases in service sectors, though not in 

agriculture.33 

35. With regard to human development, Nigeria still ranked 152 out of 187 countries 

in 2013, although its human development index has increased from 0.466 in 2005 

to the latest figure of 0.504.34 Human development indicators are generally worse 

in the North. Child malnutrition is still rampant and under-five mortality rate has 

been increasing. Due to its population size, Nigeria ranked 3rd for the highest 

number of people living with HIV in 2009.35  

36. Food insecurity remains an issue, although Nigeria has drastically reduced the 

number of undernourished people under the Millennium Development Goal 1c 

hunger target.36 Nonetheless, other dimensions of food insecurity have worsened. 

A 2013 World Food Programme analysis found that, though food is produced in 

varying degrees by all livelihood groups, market procurement is the norm, with 

subsistence farmers purchasing 50 per cent of their food.37 

37. Regional food poverty rates correlate with broader poverty rates. In 2010 

the highest food poverty incidences occurred in the North West and North East, 

with three states registering food poverty rates above 90 per cent. The South West 

                                           
31

 ILO data, 2015; National Bureau of Statistics Annual Abstract of Statistics, 2012. 
32

 This is calculated using data from National Bureau of Statistics Annual Abstract of Statistics, 2012. 
33

 Economic Note: The Nigeria's Paradox of Growth amidst High Poverty Incidence, BGL Research and Intelligence 
2012. 
34

 UNDP Human Development Report, 2014. 
35

 National HIV/AIDS Strategic Plan 2010-2015, January 2010; HIV Prevalence Rate by States, National Agency for 
Control of AIDS (NACA) http://naca.gov.ng/content/hiv-prevalence-rate-states accessed 23 October 2015. 
36

 The State of Food Insecurity in the World (2015) – Meeting the 2015 international hunger targets: taking stock of 
uneven progress, FAO, IFAD and World Food Programme, p. 13. 
37

 Comprehensive Food Security and Vulnerability Analysis (CFSVA) Nigeria 2013, International Food Policy Research 
Institute and World Food Programme. 

http://naca.gov.ng/content/hiv-prevalence-rate-states
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and South East experienced average food poverty rates 10 per cent below their 

northern counterparts. Only Niger State, in the North Central, had a rate below 

60 per cent. Food poverty rates in rural areas were 77.7 per cent, over five points 

higher than urban areas.38 

D. Public policies for rural poverty reduction 

38. The slower pace of growth in agriculture as part of the GDP is consistent with the 

slow progress in poverty reduction and welfare improvements in rural areas in 

Nigeria. At the turn of the millennium, new approaches were adopted that focused 

on empowerment, private sector-led growth, and reforms to Government service 

delivery. National strategies and policies that cover the CPE period include the 

vision 20:2020, and the Agricultural Transformation Agenda (ATA), though these 

were influenced by earlier policies. While ATA is nested within the broader 

transformation agenda as a mid-term development strategy, which in turn feeds 

into the vision 20:2020’s long term strategy, both the vision and ATA are informed 

by earlier National Economic Empowerment Development Strategy (NEEDS) 

policies.  

39. National visions. The first, vision 2010, was designed in 1996 and implemented 

in 2002 through to 2009. It aimed to set Nigeria en-route to becoming a developed 

nation, by increasing political stability, economic prosperity, and social harmony.39 

In 2010, the plan was replaced by Vision 20:2020, which lays the overarching 

policy framework for Nigeria to become one of the top 20 economies in the world 

by year 2020. This would require an annual economic growth of 13.8 per cent and 

a transformation of a primary products oriented economy (agriculture and crude oil 

production) to a diversified, industrial manufacturing and services oriented 

economy.40 The vision uses existing frameworks to coordinate planning efforts, and 

is harmonized with the key principles and thrusts of NEEDS, the Millennium 

Development Goals and the Seven-Point Agenda.41  

40. Rural Development Strategy. The Rural Development Strategy was launched in 

2001. Its core principles were a participatory approach to cater for community 

needs and capacity, developing a vehicle for transferring resources to local 

communities, policy dialogue and support for decentralization, sector reforms 

aiming at empowerment of rural communities, and equity amongst groups by 

gender.  

41. NEEDS, State Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy 

(SEEDS), and Local Economic and Empowerment and Development 

Strategy (LEEDS). Following swiftly, between 2003 and 2007, Government 

introduced its own Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper, the NEEDS programme.42 

Agriculture, food security and economic growth were given priority, and enacted 

through the complementary SEEDS and the LEEDS. In terms of strategies, SEEDS 

and LEEDS focused on smallholder farmers, agricultural extension, inputs, and 

irrigation. 

42. NEEDS was a reform program designed to improve the standard of living of 

Nigerians via industry deregulation, market liberalization, privatization of the 

economy, and institutionalization of transparency and accountability in 

Government.43 NEEDS has been successful in creating a stable macroeconomic 

environment, enacted civil service reforms, reforming the civil service, 

strengthening due process, consolidated the banking sector, and pursued 

privatization and liberalization.44 But, it did not accomplish desired poverty 

                                           
38

 National Bureau of Statistics Annual Abstract of Statistics, 2012. 
39

 Human Rights Watch – Vision 2010 https://www.hrw.org/reports/1997/nigeria/Nigeria-08.htm.  
40

 Nigeria Vision 20:2020: Economic Transformation Blueprint, December 2009, National Planning Commission. 
41

 Nigeria Vision 20:2020: Abridged Version, December 2010, National Planning Commission, p. 23. 
42

 Nigeria: Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper – National Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy, 
International Monetary Fund Country Report No. 05/433, December 2005. 
43

 Remi (2015). 'Background Paper on Private Sector, Agro-Business, Value Chains Development', p. 1. 
44

 Nigeria: Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper – Progress Report, August 2007, International Monetary Fund Country 
Report No. 07/270. 

https://www.hrw.org/reports/1997/nigeria/Nigeria-08.htm
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reduction, employment generation, or increased power supply, and was weak in 

monitoring and evaluation, and in effective coordination. This led to the formulation 

of long-term strategies as seen in Vision 20:2020.45  

43. Transformation Agenda and ATA. The 2011-2015 Transformation Agenda 

brought agriculture once again to the forefront of Nigeria’s approach to poverty 

reduction. It set policies for seven growth drivers in the real sector. For agriculture 

and food security, policy aims would enhance growth through greater exports and 

import substitution, increase value addition for increased industrialization and 

employment, increase efficiency, and enhance technology development and 

dissemination. Over NGN 500 billion (6.96 per cent of the Agenda’s budget) would 

be dedicated to this sector.46 The goals of ATA are to increase demand for Nigeria’s 

food staple crops by 20 million metric tons and create 3.5 million jobs in agriculture 

by 2015. It will achieve this through increasing productivity through better access 

to inputs, reduction in crop losses, and linkages with industry. 

44. Agricultural input markets have also been the focus of policy revisions within ATA, 

and have been assisted with new schemes and tools. The encompass seeds and 

fertilizer markets targeted through the Growth Enhancement Support Scheme, as 

well as the microfinance sector through the Nigeria Incentive-Based Risk-Sharing 

System for Agricultural Lending (NIRSAL) Fund. Infrastructure and value chain 

development is the focus of the Staple Crop Processing Zone, which intend to 

stimulate the production and processing of ATA priority agricultural products.  

45. Microfinance Policy. Government started to respond to the demand for 

microfinance in 2005 with the launch of the New Microfinance Policy, which was 

meant to boost delivery of financial services for the rural poor.47 The policy was 

revised in 2011, in light of the 2009 consolidation and crisis of the microfinance 

sector. The revised objectives focus on promoting a savings culture in rural areas, 

as well as in building capacity and fostering financial knowledge, and in specifically 

promoting employment opportunities through the effects of delivering financial 

services. Microfinance schemes that specifically target the agricultural sector 

include NIRSAL, aimed at reducing risk in lending to the agricultural sector. Its 

goal is to promote agricultural industrialization by encouraging banks to lend into 

value chains. With US$500 million at its disposal, NIRSAL aims to reduce risk by 

sharing losses on agricultural loans, encourage private insurance schemes and 

product development, technical assistance provision to agriculture sector 

borrowers, bank rating mechanisms, and bank incentives mechanisms.48  

46. The figure below provides a timeline of major policies and events over the COSOP 

period. 

                                           
45

 Nigeria Vision 20:2020: Abridged Version, December 2010, National Planning Commission. 
46

 The Transformation Agenda 2011-2015: Summary of Federal Government’s Key Priority Policies, Programmes and 
Projects, National Planning Commission. 
47

 Microfinance Policy, Regulatory and Supervisory Framework for Nigeria, December 2005, Central Bank of Nigeria. 
48

 NIRSAL (n.d.), Central Bank of Nigeria http://www.cenbank.org/OUT/2012/PUBLICATIONS/REPORTS/DFD/ 
BRIEF%20ON%20NIGERIA%20INCENTIVE-BASED%20RISK%20SHARING%20FOR%20AGRICULTURAL% 
20LENDING.PDF.  

http://www.cenbank.org/OUT/2012/PUBLICATIONS/REPORTS/DFD/%20BRIEF%20ON%20NIGERIA%20INCENTIVE-BASED%20RISK%20SHARING%20FOR%20AGRICULTURAL%25%2020LENDING.PDF
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Figure 4  
Timeline of major policies and events over the two COSOP periods 

 

E. Governance and conflict 

47. Nigeria has a decentralized federal system of government comprising a federal 

capital territory, 36 states and 774 local government areas (LGAs). Nigerian states 

operate with a high degree of legal and de facto autonomy. The federal structure 

implies a complex fiscal system, which requires many extra-budgetary funds. All oil 

and gas revenue and most of non-oil revenues are pooled and shared by the three 

tiers of government.49 With the vertical revenue allocation formula, state and local 

governments are heavily reliant on the pooled resources and there is little incentive 

to mobilize internal resources to fulfil their statutory functions.  

48. Further decentralization to local governments has stalled. Attempts to 

strengthen fiscal autonomy and capacity at local government level through 

constitutional reform met resistance by the state governments and the legislature. 

Local governments have limited autonomy to control their finances and thus are 

often constrained in meeting their obligations with development partners. 

49. The strengthening of 4th tier institutions as a subset of the local governments to 

lead participatory community development processes has met clear limitations. 

There is no constitutional requirement for this level to be acted on and therefore it 

is left to the agency of the individual states to act on these. Progress made can be 

dismantled depending on new governors’ interest in the area, and is therefore 

dependent on political interest and election cycles.50  

50. Corruption. The country’s dependence on oil for state budgets has led to the 

collapse of other income sources and exacerbated grand corruption associated with 

oil-funded budgets. The Mo Ibrahim Index placed Nigeria in the lower half among 

African countries (31th out of 52 countries in 2014).51 The Corruption Perception 

Index ranks Nigeria 136th out of 175 countries (2014).52 Corruption pervades local, 

state and federal structures, causing low public trust, poor social welfare, and 

uncertainty in future economic activities.  

                                           
49

 The sharing formula prescribed by a constitutionally created body, the Revenue Mobilization Allocation and Fiscal 
Commission. Thirteen per cent of the oil and gas revenue is allocated to the oil producing areas and the remainder is 
shared out as follows: federal government (52.7 per cent), state governments (26.7 per cent) and local governments 
(20.6 per cent).  
50

 Amadi, S: CPE Governance Background Paper, September 2015. 
51 

Ibrahim Index of African Governance (2015), accessed 1/7/2015 (http://www.moibrahimfoundation.org/iiag/data-
portal/). 
52 

Transparency International Data Research (2015a), accessed 1 July 2015 (http://www.transparency.org/country/ 
#NGA_DataResearch). 
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51. Fragility and conflict. Poverty is seen as the root cause of violence and anger in 

both the North and South. Income shocks and rising fuel prices have aggravated 

the situation. There is also a close correlation between youth unemployment and 

rising armed violence.53 Nigeria’s death toll from acts of armed violence has been 

on a sharp increase since 2010 (see figure 5). Current national estimates place the 

number of internally displaced people attributable to the insurgency at 1.14 million. 

Security concerns in some parts of Northern Nigeria have led to less farming 

activities in previously vibrant agrarian communities such as Konduga and Dikwa in 

Borno State. In the Niger Delta conflict has been fuelled by widespread feelings of 

injustice that oil revenues are not being used for local development and that the 

local population is bearing the costs of the serious environmental degradation 

caused by the exploitation of oil reserves. Peace initiatives in the region have been 

successful in reducing conflict since the mid-2000's, which included a Government 

amnesty programme for militants in 2009.54 In the Middle Belt the latent conflicts 

between pastoralists and farmers over land use have led to a surge of violent 

interactions since 2009 (see box 2).  

Figure 5 
Reported fatalities by violent events in Nigeria between 2005-2014 

 

Source: Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project (ACLED) data 2015. 

F. Official Development Assistance 

52. Nigeria is the largest recipient of official development assistance in West Africa. The 

2008-2013 average amount of official development assistance Nigeria received was 

US$1,870.1 million, increasing to a substantial US$2,530 million in 2013. Despite 

these remarkable amounts, Nigeria is not aid dependent. Given the size of the 

economy, official development assistance constitutes only 0.5 per cent of the gross 

national income.55 Development aid between 2008 and 2012 has, on average, 

represented 8.1 per cent of Government expenditure. Other sub-Saharan African 

countries show averages of 57.8 per cent and 50 per cent in the same year.56  

53. For Nigeria, funding from the private sector has become the most important source 

of development finance; in 2012 nearly 70 per cent of the financial flows were 

non- official development assistance, though descending to 46 per cent in 2013.57 

Furthermore, Nigeria has been the largest receiver of personal remittances in sub-

                                           
53

 Abidoye and Calì, 2014; Alozieuwa, 2012; National Rural Support Programme, 2014. 
54

 This includes disarmament and payment of monthly stipends to ex-militant beneficiaries.  
55

 World Bank data 2015; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development/Development Assistance 
Committee data 2015. 
56

 World Bank World Development Indicators data, 2015. 
57

 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development/Development Assistance Committee data 2015. 
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Saharan Africa, having received US$20.6 billion in 2012, representing 

73.8 per cent of all personal remittances to the region in the same year.58 From 

2005 to 2009, personal remittances to Nigeria have represented over 9 per cent of 

GDP and, though the absolute value keeps increasing, the share of GDP they 

represent has fallen to an average of 4.9 per cent between 2011 and 2013 due 

mainly to the rebasing of GDP figures, though also to GDP growth.59 

Figure 6 
Comparison of GDP, annual GDP growth, personal remittances received and official development 
assistance received in Nigeria between 2005-2013 

Source: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development/Development Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC) 
data 2015; World Bank World Development Indicators data, 2015. 

54. Official development assistance is however still an important source of funding for 

projects to reduce poverty at local level. In 2013, the top three national funders 

were the USA, the United Kingdom and the European Union institutions. The top 

three international financial institution funders were the World Bank, the Global 

Fund, and the African Development Fund.60 The biggest bilateral donors are the 

United States Agency for International Development (USAID) and the United 

Kingdom's Department for International Development (DFID). Together with IFAD, 

the World Bank, USAID, DFID, and African Development Bank (AfDB) are also 

active in the agricultural sector.  

                                           
58

 World Bank World Development Indicators data, 2015. 
59

 The high ratio early on may also be attributed to a revision of baseline prices being updated from 1990 prices to 2010 
prices (The Economist (b), 2014). 
60

 The amount of funds provided were: World Bank (US$ 633.1 million), the USA (US$485.1 million), the United 
Kingdom (US$372.3 million), the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria (US$ 214.7 million), the 
European Union institutions (US$131.7 million), and the African Development Fund (US$103.6 million). Source: 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development/Development Assistance Committee data 2015. 
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Key points 

 Nigeria is the most populous country in Africa and it has now the largest GDP, having 
overtaken South Africa in 2014. 

 Economic growth has contributed to a slight reduction of poverty, but this has been 
offset by high population growth and increasing inequality. 

 Nigeria has about 58 million poor people, the largest number in Africa.  

 Economic growth has mainly been driven by rising global oil prices. This growth did 
not generate sufficient employment to absorb the high population growth. 

 Agriculture still contributes 20 per cent of the GDP. But Federal Government spends 
less than 1 per cent on agriculture. 

 The 2012 ATA brought agriculture back to the forefront as a key sector for growth 
and poverty reduction. 

 Poverty is the root cause of the rampant violence and conflicts in the North, South 

and Middle Belt.  

 Because of the size of its economy, Nigeria is not aid-dependent, although it is the 
largest recipient of official development assistance in West Africa. Funding from the 
private sector has become an even more important source of development finance. 
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III. IFAD country strategy and operations  

55. Prior to the 2001 COSOP, IFAD programmes in Nigeria followed three main 

thrusts. These were: (a) promoting productivity increases in food production 

through a food-security and commodity approach through the Multi State 

Agriculture Development - Cassava Multiplication Project and RTEP, (b) improved 

natural resource management through a sub-sectoral and natural resource 

management approach, and (c) involvement of rural communities and the poor in 

the design as well as the implementation of field activities (Katsina State and 

Sokoto State Agricultural and Community Development Projects. The programme 

from this period that still falls within the CPE timeframe is RTEP. RTEP was 

implemented in 26 states in partnership with the Federal Ministry for Agriculture 

and various research organizations. Non-lending strategies focused on increasing 

linkages with NGOs through IFAD grants, while policy dialogue was limited to 

micro-level initiatives.  

Table 4 
Programmes approved before the 2001 COSOP (US$ million) 

Programme title 

Total 

cost 

IFAD loan 

financing Overall development goal 

Roots and Tubers 

Expansion Programme 

36.1 23 Sustainable cropping systems development; research and 

extension service support; processing techniques and 

marketing support 

56. The first COSOP for Nigeria was approved in April 2001 for the seven-year period 

2001-2007. It was aligned with Government rural poverty reduction policies, such 

as the Community Action Programme for Poverty Alleviation and the Rural 

Development Strategy, and had a strong focus on strengthening rural institutions. 

The main strategic thrusts of the strategy were: (a) empowering target smallholder 

farmers, the landless, rural women, community-based and civil society 

organizations in order to generate sustainable incomes from on and off-farm 

activities; (b) supporting pro-poor reforms and local governance in order to expand 

access to information and communication, village infrastructure and technologies; 

and (c) improving access of the poor to financial as well as social services. The 

CBARDP focused on impoverished communities in the northern states, while the 

CBNRMP targeted communities in the Delta States. RUFIN operated in 12 states 

and 3 LGAs per state but without a pre-selected community level focus.  

Table 5 
Programmes approved within the 2001 COSOP (US$ million)  

Programme title 
Total 
cost 

IFAD loan 
financing Overall development goal 

Community-Based 
Agricultural and Rural 
Development 
Programme 

81.4 42.9 Empower poor rural women and men to effectively manage their own 
development; rural community and service provider capacity for 
community development strengthened; support sustainable social, 
agricultural and economic development. 

Community-Based 
Natural Resource 
Management 
Programme (Niger 
Delta) 

74 15 Standard of living and quality of life improved for at least 400 000 rural 
poor with emphasis on women and youth through: strengthening rural 
community and service provider capacity for community development; 
community development fund established and disbursing. 

Rural Finance 
Institutions Building 
Programme 

40 27.6 Reduce poverty among the rural poor (especially women, youth and 
the physically challenged) through enhancing their access to financial 
services to expand and improve productivity of agriculture and rural 
micro- and small enterprises by: strengthening microfinance 
institutions through linkages to formal institutions to create a viable, 
sustainable rural financial system 

57. Response to CPE. The first CPE (2008) confirmed IFAD’s role as an important 

development partner for Nigeria focusing on sustainable agriculture and rural 

development as a means of reducing rural poverty. But the CPE found that IFAD 
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had not devoted adequate attention to agricultural activities, given the centrality of 

agriculture in the overall economy and as means of income and food security for 

the rural poor. The vast geographic coverage of IFAD’s activities in Nigeria, with 

near national coverage, was raised as a concern with regard to synergies within 

and across programmes, as well as to the sustainability of benefits. The Agreement 

at Completion Point includes five recommendations for the second COSOP: 

(1) Renew focus on agricultural development for rural poverty reduction; (2) Adapt 

institutional framework and partnership, to solve pending issues of coordination, 

division of labour and implementation and increase lending to state governments 

under subsidiary loan agreements; (3) Promote pro-poor innovative solutions; 

(4) Strengthen local governance; and (5) Adapt IFAD’s operational model, to 

strengthen country presence and move towards fewer and larger projects.  

58. Second COSOP. The second COSOP covering the period 2010-15 brought a 

greater focus on agriculture, while building on the food security, environmental and 

community-driven development (CDD) themes of its predecessor. The COSOP 

defined two strategic objectives (SO): (1) Improving access of rural poor to 

economically, financially, and environmentally sustainable production, storage and 

processing techniques, markets and support services; and (2) Strengthening 

community involvement in local planning and development, and promoting support 

for rural infrastructure. In line with the Government’s policy framework for 

agriculture, the ATA, Strategic Objective 1 prioritizes smallholder agriculture 

through value chains, job creation and a focus on women and youth.  

59. Under the umbrella of the COSOP, IFAD still has a broad and ambitious agenda 

covering research, microfinance delivery and regulatory reform, technology, value 

chains, climate mitigation/adaptation, natural resource management, job creation, 

and infrastructural development (covering health, education, water, roads). It 

strives to influence institutions and policy processes, including the policy reform on 

land and to build up an articulated sustainability framework for strategic program. 

Environmental support has evolved to tackle climate change adaptation in the most 

recent operation (CASP) in Northern Nigeria while expanding natural resource 

management in the South through CBNRMP. 

60. For the ongoing COSOP, the earlier programmes had been retrofitted to support the 

strategic objectives.61 The intended impact pathway for Strategic Objective 1 is 

that under CBARDP incomes will increase through production changes following 

improved use of technology, access to finance, land area increase, less waste, 

market linkages, dry season farming and off-farm jobs. Under CBNRMP support for 

individual and group enterprises especially aimed at youth and women and through 

RUFIN’s microcredit will help to increase incomes. Second, food security will be 

improved through seeds and other technology for staple crops as well as livestock 

breed improvement under CBARDP (and now CASP), while CBNRMP will contribute 

to higher productivity from food crop enterprises, livestock and fisheries. For 

Strategic Objective 2, the pathway for community strengthening is through support 

to various commodity and farmers' groups and financial service structures, and 

through local management of infrastructure projects (CBARDP, CBNRMP). RUFIN 

works to build existing credit and savings group capacity. 

                                           
61

 According to the MTR 2013 (p. 6), CBARDP and CBNRMP were extended and re-focused (on agriculture and service 
delivery) to better deliver the Strategic Objectives, while RUFIN has been simplified and VCDP and CASP were 
introduced to respond to the Strategic Objectives and the ATA. 
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Table 6 
COSOP strategy overview 

 First COSOP (2001) Second COSOP (2010) 

Strategic objective 1) Productive capacity (on and off-farm) 
sustainably increased. 

2) Communities and rural development 
institutions developed and accessible to rural 
poor. 

3) Agricultural and rural development policy 
reforms incorporated into the policy dialogue. 

4) Database gender disaggregated for the 

incidence of rural poverty and household food 

insecurity. 

1) The access of rural poor to economically, 
financially and environmentally sustainable 
production, storage and processing 
technologies, market performance and 
access, and support services are improved. 

2) The engagement of rural community 

groups in planning and development at the 

local government area level and Government 

support to rural infrastructure is strengthened. 

Strategic thrusts and 

intended impact 

pathways 

1) Policy advocacy in agriculture and rural 
development to expand access of the rural 
poor to resources, village infrastructure, 
technology and services. 

2) Developing effective financial, social, public 
and private institutions that are responsive to 
the needs of the rural poor.  

3) Improved productivity and natural resource 

management, in particular through 

participatory technology development. 

1) Enabling policy environment for value-
chain development to increase farm and non-
farm value chain income for smallholder farmers 
and rural poor. 

2) Productivity enhancement with greater 
access to rural infrastructure, improved 
agricultural production technologies, input 
markets and support services, rural finance, land 
and security of tenure and climate change 
resilience. 

3) Community groups development/ 

strengthening, awareness-raising, capacity-

building and support of commodity and rural 

finance structures with increased gender and 

youth empowerment and inclusion.  

Geographic focus and 

coverage 

Aim at national coverage, but match and 

complement other donor resources. 

Targeting the three major poorest rural and 

peri-urban areas most affected by social 

conflict and fragile ecological conditions: the 

arid/semi-arid zone, savannah zone, and the 

Niger Delta.  

Collaboration with 

other donors 

World Bank, AfDB, DFID, USAID, Food and 

Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 

(FAO). 

World Bank, AfDB, USAID, 

German Corporation for International 

Cooperation (GIZ), Japan 

International Cooperation Agency. 

Grants strategy Cooperation with selected agricultural 

research institutions for technology 

development. 

1) Developing appropriate technologies and 
innovative approaches to sustainable 
agricultural development. 

2) Enhancing the capacity to predict, prevent or 
minimize impact of weather and climate 
change. 

3) Strengthen public-private partnerships. 

4) Improve institutional coordination and 

collaboration. 

Policy dialogue Rural financial policies and regulatory 
framework. 

Decentralization policies and local 
government budgetary reforms. 

Governance and accountability. 

Influence policy and strategy on smallholder 

agriculture, rural finance and climate change 

and empower community-based and local 

institutions through participation in existing 

national forums. 

Country programme 

management 

Full-time country portfolio manager.  

Improve work planning, disbursement, 
procurement, internal audit and M&E. 

World Bank partnership for supervision. 

Annual COSOP monitoring. 

IFAD country office to strengthen oversight and 
implementation support. 

Strengthen Country Office capacity (CPM out-

posted). 

Risks identified None Corruption and poor governance. 

Social and political conflicts in Niger Delta. 

Environmental degradation and climate 
change in the South and North. 

Delays in counterpart funding and project 

start-up. 
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61. Expected results for the COSOP by 2015 are:  

a. Strategic Objective 1: twenty-five per cent increase in both household income 

and in food security. Twenty-five per cent increase in credit leveraged. 

Thirty per cent adoption of sustainable improved agriculture practices. Fifty 

thousand jobs created in production and processing, and 7,000 viable 

enterprises established.62 Thirty per cent farmers and fishers adopt measures. 

b. Strategic Objective 2: Thirty per cent of rural communities participating in 

planning, implementation and maintenance of infrastructure. 

62. Two programmes were approved under the current COSOP: VCDP and CASP. The 

combined budget illustrates the increased focus on input supply, marketing and 

microenterprises. At the same time, the support to rural infrastructure, capacity 

development and rural finance has been reduced. 

Table 7 
Programmes approved within the 2010 COSOP (US$ million) 

Programme title 
Total 
cost 

IFAD loan 
financing Overall development goal 

Value Chain Development 

Programme 

104.4 74.9 Incomes and food security of poor rural households 

engaged in production, processing and marketing of rice 

and cassava are enhanced on a sustainable basis 

through: agricultural market development; smallholder 

productivity enhancement. 

Climate Change 

Adaptation and 

Agribusiness Support 

Programme in the 

Savannah Belt 

93.6 85.5 Reduce rural poverty, increase food security and 

accelerate economic growth on a sustainable basis 

through: increased incomes; enhanced food security and 

reduced vulnerability for smallholder farmers, particularly 

women and youth; creating jobs. 

Source: VCDP and CASP President's reports.   

63. Geographic focus. The portfolio implemented under the second COSOP continued 

to have a broad geographical coverage with almost all states63 benefiting from an 

IFAD operation. In the past, this has brought complexities in management and 

implementation, as well as in measuring results. 

64. The COSOP targets the three major rural and peri-urban areas most affected by 

conflict and fragile ecological conditions for crop, livestock, fisheries and forestry 

production: the Arid/Semi-arid zone, the Savannah zone, and Forest and Coastal 

Swamps of the Niger Delta.  

a. In the North, IFAD programmes promoted community institutions and service 

delivery with an agricultural focus. As this is a seriously underserviced area of 

the country a comprehensive mix of community-level interventions, including 

capacity development, infrastructure and (in Zamfara and Katsina) also rural 

finance, was considered as the right strategy to address issues of poverty. 

b. In the Niger Delta, with high population densities and better market access 

but a deteriorating natural resource base, the approach included rural 

employment creation for rural women and youth, promotion of agro-

enterprises and non-farm enterprises to improve living conditions.  

c. In the middle belt, with large tracts of lands being under-utilized with 

relatively good access to markets, the strategy was to enhance yields through 

access to higher quality agricultural production technologies, farm inputs and 

support services for staple crops.  

                                           
62

 Revised COSOP RMF MTR Report 2013. 
63

 Only two were not involved in the IFAD portfolio: Gombe and Kano. 
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65. Community-driven development, improved access to rural finance, productivity 

enhancement and market access were major themes for interventions in the 

arid/semi-arid zone and the Niger Delta region. 

66. Subsector focus. Analysis of programme funding illustrates the progression of the 

Nigeria country portfolio. Before the 2001 COSOP, there was a clear focus on 

technical support and research. Under the first COSOP, emphasis shifted to rural 

infrastructure and local capacity-building. Analysis of programme funding for the 

first COSOP period illustrates the focus on rural infrastructure and capacity-

building. The second COSOP then reinstated the focus on agriculture with an 

increased attention to marketing by including funding for input supply, marketing 

and microenterprises. 

Figure 7 
Sub-component funding share of all programmes at approval (percentage of total) 

Before 2001 COSOP 

 

Within 2001 COSOP*** 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

* Composed of credit to microfinance institutions and 
support of the Nigeria Central Bank, Management and 
Coordination, and M&E. 

** Composed of technology development, technology 
transfer, processing, and policy support and dialogue. 

*** Project management. 

Source: IFAD GRIPS (2015) 

 

Within 2010 COSOP 

 
 

67. Main partner institutions. Partnership strategies have evolved from a focus on 

the World Bank, NGOs and farmer organizations in the pre-COSOP period, to 

broadening the participation of national and local government, other donors, 

research institutes, community-based organizations, and the private sector under 

the first COSOP. The second COSOP followed similar lines to the first COSOP, 

though delineating partnership strategies according to its two strategic objectives. 

Along its first objective, the COSOP envisioned partnerships between smallholders, 

national agricultural research institutes, and international agricultural research 

organizations; new donor funding for private enterprises; and collaboration with 

multilateral and bilateral donors on dedicated value chain segments. The second 
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objective’s partnerships envisioned partnerships with Government, civil society, and 

NGOs at the local and national level, including involvement of regional-level 

ministries. It also envisioned partnering with national agricultural research 

institutes and extension services to strengthen farming for environmental 

conservation.  

68. Targeting approach. Targeting and geographic focus in the pre-COSOP period 

were sectorial and poverty based, with focus on cassava, fisheries, and the North. 

The first COSOP broadened the geographical and sectorial scope, aiming to be both 

flexible and have national coverage, and be multi-sectorial. At the same time it 

focused direct targeting to smallholder farmers, the landless, rural women and 

community-based organizations. Finally, enabling measures focused on 

strengthening the decentralized planning process. In contrast to the first COSOP, 

the second COSOP focused geographical targeting by adding criteria to 

geographical targeting strategies which included poverty incidence, social conflict, 

environmental degradation, and climate change. Direct targeting criteria also 

became more focused, were nested in community driven approaches, and singled 

out women and youth as beneficiaries. Criteria were based on individuals' 

socioeconomic indicators, value chain position and participation, and on business-

based community groups. Self-targeting measures were also community-based, 

intending to reach more vulnerable community members. Enabling measures also 

broadened out, and were based on three priorities: farmer's organizations and rural 

communities; local government committee capacity-building within common 

property management and maintenance; and rural financial institutions.  

69. Performance-based allocation system (PBAS).64 During the CPE period 

Nigeria’s PBAS allocation was as follows: (i) 2007-2009: US$45.0 million (zero 

usage due to the cancellation of the Rural Microenterprise Development Programme 

[RUMEDP]); 2010-2012: US$83.2 million (US$88.35 in approved loans); and 2013-

2015: US$88.5 million (US$70.5 million in approved loans). The large increase 

from the 2007-2009 to the 2010-2012 allocation period reflects IFAD’s strong 

Eighth Replenishment. 

70. Mix of instruments. IFAD operations have for the most part seen a continuous 

strategy regarding financing instruments since before the COSOP period, while 

novelties were presented in the increased use of grants. Loan conditions for all 

designed, effective and completed loans have been highly concessional65 since 

1990, whereas future loans will be on blended terms. Another continuous practice, 

starting with RTEP, and reinforced by the 2008 CPE recommendation, is the use of 

subsidiary loan agreements between the Government and participating states. 

Inspired by the World Bank's own multi-state projects, these were designed as a 

way of guaranteeing compliance with stipulated counterpart funding, as well as 

avoiding delayed loan effectiveness due to individual states not accelerating 

conditions for loan implementation. The CPE also saw it as a means of increasing 

ownership and giving greater direct responsibility to facilitate the flow of funds and 

allocation of counterpart financing by the state authorities. Programmes from RTEP 

onwards have used this mechanism with participating states, whether they are 

called subsidiary loan agreements, or memorandums of understanding. It also 

places the responsibility of repayment of assigned portions of the loan on the 

participating state, on the same terms as the IFAD-Government loan agreement. 

                                           
64

 The PBAS, introduced in 2003, revised in 2006, and given an overview by IFAD Management (Programme 
Management Department) in 2014, provides a performance incentive for member countries, particularly with regard to 
the quality of policies and institutions in the rural sector. With its rural sector clusters and indicators, the rural sector 
performance score and project-at-risk indicators provide a country performance assessment in establishing a policy and 
institutional framework conducive to sustained rural poverty reduction. 
65

 Free of interest but a service charge of 0.75 per cent per annum and have a maturity period of 40 years, including a 
grace period of 10 years. 
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Most recently it seems that this practice has been discontinued, apparently as an 

attempt to increase flexibility in the allocation of funding to individual states.66  

IV. Performance and impact of the lending programme 

A. Programme description 

71. The CPE covers programmes approved and activities undertaken in the period 

2009-2015. It assesses two closed projects, the CBARDP, and the RTEP; and two 

programmes that have been ongoing for at least five years: the CBNRMP and the 

RUFIN. These four programmes form the principal source of data on progress, 

performance and ratings of the key evaluation factors.  

72. The CPE also considers three further programmes: one that was cancelled in 2010, 

RUMEDP,67 and two that are only recently fully effective: VCDP, effective 2013, and 

CASP, effective March 2015. These programmes are considered only in terms of 

their quality of design and consistency with the emerging framework of 

Government and IFAD policies and strategies.  

73. The geographical spread of IFAD-assisted interventions can be summarized as 

follows: RTEP covered the entire Central and Southern part of the country, with 

26 states included. CBARDP covered seven states in the northern semi-arid dryland 

region (Sokoto, Kebbi, Zamfara, Borno, Katsina, Jigawa and Yobe States). The 

CBNRMP covered nine states in the Delta region (Abia, Akwa Ibom, Bayelsa, Cross 

River, Delta, Edo, Imo, Ondo and Rivers). RUFIN covers 12 states, seven of which 

are in the South (Akwa Ibom, Anambra, Benue, Edo, Imo, Lagos and Oyo) and five 

in the Centre, East and North (Adamawa, Bauchi, Katsina, Nasarawa and Zamfara). 

VCDP covers just six states (Ogun, Anambra and Ebonyi in the South, Niger, Benue 

and Taraba in the Middle Belt). CASP will cover the same states as CBARDP. 

B. Core performance 

Relevance 

74. The portfolio shows good alignment with the Nigerian Government’s evolving 

policy agenda, as reflected in first the RDS, then NEEDS and finally the ATA and the 

Nigeria Vision 20:2020.68 At the turn of the millennium, and following failed 

structural adjustment policies, the Government shifted to new approaches to 

overcome persistent rural poverty. These encompassed empowerment, private 

sector-led growth and reforms to Government service delivery.  

75. The emphasis on participatory, community-led initiatives was highlighted in 

the RDS formulated in 2001. IFAD’s COSOP in 2001-09 drew on these ideas and set 

the framework for a range of community-chosen and implemented investments 

encompassing capacity-building as well as broad-based infrastructure covering 

health, education, water, agricultural and other activities. The objectives of both 

CBARDP and CBNRMP (formulated in 2001-2002) were therefore well aligned to 

these approaches towards rural development. Their emphasis was on strengthening 

local actors down to village level and enabling communities to determine their own 

development and to manage their own and counterpart funds from IFAD and the 

Government. The continuation of IFAD’s leadership in CDD through CASP is 

appropriate especially as CASP will deliver the COSOP objectives in the most 

remote and resource-poor communities found in the poorest states in Nigeria 

(those in the North).  

                                           
66

 According to ICO information VCDP does not contain any provisions at design of subsidiary loan agreements. CASP 
design document (vol. 1: para. 109) states that memorandums of understanding have to be signed with State 
Accountant Generals as a condition for disbursement so as to build country capacity and reduce financial management 
risks. 
67

 RUMEDP was cancelled following almost a two-year delay (2008-09) on the part of the Federal Government in 
approving the financing agreement. See IFAD President Letter to Minister of Finance Nigeria, May 2010. 
68

 RTEP however sprang from an earlier more traditional agriculture focus that hinged on the state level Agricultural 
Development Programme delivery model, and building on the Cassava Multiplication Programme’s (CMP) successes 
on productivity. 
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76. Nigeria’s policy direction shifted with the NEEDS (2003–2007)69 and emphasis 

was placed more on agriculture, food security and economic growth, and these 

were then adapted at state and local government level through the SEEDS and 

LEEDS.70 These priorities were emphasized further under the ATA, which brought 

agriculture once again to the forefront of Nigeria’s approach to poverty reduction.71 

RUFIN and VCDP align very well with the ATA, specifically for RUFIN with the pillar 

on agricultural finance strategy known as NIRSAL (Nigeria Incentive-based Risk 

Sharing for Agricultural Lending).72 VCDP also fits with ATA’s emphasis on 

increasing productivity through better access to inputs, reduction in crop losses and 

linkages with industry. 

77. IFAD priorities too have similarly evolved over the first and second COSOPs (2001-

2009, 2010-2015). The history of the programme portfolio reflects the strategic 

shift towards IFAD’s core business (agriculture), as stipulated in the latter 

COSOP, while taking into consideration IFAD’s comparative advantage in tackling 

poverty and deprivation at community level through building community assets and 

capacities. This has meant a move away from CDD-based, broad social and 

economic investments to themes around market-led, commodity-based, value 

chains (RUMEDP, VCDP), and rural finance (RUFIN).  

78. All of the programmes are in general characterized in one way or another by over-

complex and ambitious designs. Some have ambitious geographical scope 

(RTEP), multi-tiered implementation (RUFIN), engagement with a wide range of 

partners (RTEP, RUFIN), or tackle a challenging mix of investments such as social 

and economic infrastructure, a range of agricultural commodities, natural resource 

management, and capacity-building at community and government level (CBNRMP, 

CBARDP and CASP). While this ensures that they are broad-based and can address 

different needs and dimensions of poverty, it does, at the same time, make them 

difficult to implement, especially given the known capacities at state and LGA level. 

79. IFAD’s programmes have had long timespans (around 10 years including 

extensions for RTEP, CBNRMP and CBARDP) necessitating multiple design 

adjustments as IFAD’s country strategy evolved or as supervision missions 

emphasized specific design adjustments. The older programmes have had to 

straddle the two COSOPs with their differing objectives. This has had a major 

influence on relevance, as CBARDP, CBNRMP and RTEP have all been substantially 

re-designed or retro-fitted to match the overall strategic direction. RTEP shifted in 

its second phase from covering all areas within the 26 selected states to 9 LGAs 

and in those 9 communities, and from a focus on crop research and production to 

processing and marketing. CBARDP and CBNRMP both moved from broad socio-

economic investments to a concentration on agriculture and marketing.  

80. While the more recent programmes are still to be implemented largely at 

community level, the shift in emphasis has seen a reduction in focus on area-

based CDD. The switch to a focus on group-based activity and then more towards 

individual-led enterprises has been at the expense of sustaining a commitment to 

the so-called 4th tier of government (village level) and to governance issues more 

widely. This is an important shift, but one based on a recognition that the socio-

cultural context in the southern states is one that fits with more 

individual/household-led and small enterprise-based approaches. In northern 

                                           
69

 As enshrined in part three, chapter six (sectoral strategies) of NEEDS, the policy thrusts of Nigeria’s agriculture and 
food security are: (i) to modernize agriculture and create an agricultural sector that was responsive to the demands and 
realities of the Nigerian economy in order to create more agricultural and rural employment opportunities which will 
increase incomes; (ii) strive towards food security and a food surplus that could be exported; and (iii) invest in 
improving the quality of the environment in order to increase crop yields.  
70

 State Economic Empowerment Development Strategy (SEEDS) and Local Economic and Empowerment 
Development Strategy (LEEDS). Their policy thrust was economic growth through participation, empowerment, wealth 
creation, employment generation and poverty reduction. In terms of strategies, SEEDS and LEEDS focused on 
smallholder farmers, agricultural extension, inputs, irrigation. 
71

 Agricultural Transformation Agenda: We Will Grow Nigeria’s Agricultural Sector, FMARD, September 2011. 
72

 No. 33, “Agricultural Transformation Agenda: We Will Grow Nigeria’s Agricultural Sector – Draft Blue Print for 
Discussion”, FMARD, Abuja, September 9, 2011. 
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Nigeria, in contrast, CASP is set to build on CBARDP’s CDD achievements and 

extend the coverage to new communities, while incorporating existing CDAs, albeit 

with a more economic, market-led slant as well as stronger environmental actions 

targeted to climate change resilience and adaptation. 

81. This re-design turbulence led to confusion in the field and to short 

implementation time frames.73 In other words, strategy re-alignment took priority 

over implementation consistency. RTEP, CBARDP and CBNRMP all underwent 

refocusing at mid-term and again at final stages of implementation or during loan 

extension phases. These were sometimes helpful - as when new disbursement 

rules came in that overcame delays in execution caused by lack of counterpart 

funding.74 But in other cases, such shifts sent confusing signals both to programme 

staff and to communities, as when community-level investments moved from 

mainly social to mainly economic investments (CBARDP) and from working with 

beneficiaries at community level (through community-based animation teams) to 

commodity apex development associations (CADAs) which integrate individual 

enterprise groups (under CBNRMP). These changes meant that already agreed 

community plans had to be changed at IFAD’s behest and this in turn weakened 

the sense of community ownership, while state staff had to adjust their technical 

guidance. 

82. Geographical coverage at national level and within programmes has reduced 

over time, following the last CPE recommendations. Under RTEP and CBARDP, all 

but four states in Nigeria were covered, whereas after the closure of CBNRMP in 

2016, IFAD’s support will be concentrated in 21 of the 36 states (by CASP, RUFIN 

and VCDP).75 Individual programmes have also reduced in their coverage from 

RTEP’s 26 states to VCDP’s six.  

83. As noted in the previous CPE,76 the portfolio has seen very limited geographical 

overlap in the states supported by different IFAD programmes, making linkages 

difficult and design and implementation efficiency low. Better overlap would make 

efficient use of trained staff, build on capacitated local governments and sustain 

already existing community assets and cadres. While design documents for more 

recent programmes stated that they would build on the achievements of past 

programmes, opportunities to build in stronger linkages were also missed, for 

example between RTEP and CBNRMP and between RUFIN and VCDP. RTEP’s second 

phase concentrated on processing and marketing, but there were limited 

connections made with CBNRMP, whose initial focus was on mobilization and social 

infrastructure, albeit in 9 of RTEP’s 26 states. Equally, RUFIN’s support for rural 

finance and VCDP’s presence as a vehicle to mobilize actors around a selected 

commodity should be complementary. However they only overlap in two states 

(Benue and Anambra) while operating in 16 other states independently. Finally 

RUMEDP had limited overlap with other IFAD operations, since it proposed to work 

in Imo, Benue, Kaduna and Kano, with the last two being states new to IFAD. 

84. IFAD’s ambition in a large and economically diverse country like Nigeria is to aim to 

reach the poorest communities and to avoid states or regions that are better off. 

The CPE has examined the degree of alignment between overall state poverty rates 

and IFAD’s programme allocations during the CPE period.  

85. Southern states in Nigeria generally experience substantially less poverty 

compared to northern states according to recent national statistics. The latter show 

rates between 45 and 50 per cent, while the middle belt are 31 per cent, and South 

South are 24-28 per cent and South West 16 per cent. IFAD’s ongoing portfolio 

                                           
73

 The RTEP tri-term review was conducted in 2004-05 but only finalized by 2007. The loan amendment was signed in 
2009, with retroactive effect to 2007. Then a new PIP had to be prepared, so that by the time implementation began for 
Phase 2, there were only two years left before loan closure in 2009.  
74

 CBARDP and CBNRMP were allowed to spend 100 per cent of IFAD’s funds on certain community investments in 
the last two years of their life. 
75

 Although RUMEDP, had it been approved, would have covered an additional three states. 
76

 CPE 2009, para 90. 
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does not reflect this particularly but the newer programmes with CASP in particular 

show a better alignment, except for the South East (see figure below). 

Figure 8 
Resources committed by IFAD under COSOP 1 and 2 per region (US$ millions) 

 
Source: President's Reports for RTEP, CBARDP, CBNRMP, RUFIN, VCDP and CASP. 

86. While all the portfolio addresses rural poverty alleviation, poverty targeting 

within states and within LGAs is not based upon reliable poverty data. The 

choice of LGAs and the choice of village areas is meant to be guided by the level of 

poverty, as detailed for example in the CBNRMP appraisal papers.77 However, the 

availability of reliable sub-state poverty data is inadequate to make this an 

objective exercise.78 Efforts are made to use participatory methods to select the 

poorest locations, but the actual process from the documentary evidence available 

remains somewhat opaque. The baseline surveys often do not help in this regard, 

because they are usually executed in the already selected LGAs and communities. 

87. While targeting of the poorest at state level raises questions, the portfolio set out 

to have good overall outreach, in terms of numbers of poor to be assisted. The 

design documents all carefully define the characteristics of the poor, including sub-

groups such as the ‘poorest’, the ‘core poor’ or ‘better off’ rural households. 

Strategies are then defined that aim to meet the capacities and needs of these 

cadres. However, strategies for targeting other specific groups are not so well 

defined, such as for rural youth and women, and this has to some extent 

hampered the ability of the programmes to effectively reach and support them (see 

gender section). The more recent programmes, RUMEDP, RUFIN and VCDP, adopted 

a more flexible approach to the selection of beneficiary groups by allowing state 

programme staff to identify existing savings groups or enterprises within selected 

local government areas, based on viable levels of production. VCDP has yet to put 

in place a robust profiling system to select farming groups that meet IFAD’s 

poverty criteria, although it has set out gender and youth targeting criteria that 

were absent in previous programmes. 

88. Although Nigeria is no longer regarded as a fragile state,79 there are serious areas 

of insecurity and insurgency in particular regions, and IFAD’s portfolio needs to 

recognize these issues in the design of its interventions and provide mitigation 

measures, especially where they are operating in locations particularly exposed to 

conflict. In the CPE’s judgement, conflict issues have not been fully recognized in 

                                           
77

 See Working Paper 1, Targeting Considerations, Appraisal Report 2002, p. 25ff. 
78

 In CBNRMP for example there are 9 States, 185 LGAs and between 8,444-10,555 villages – hence the cost of 
assembling screening data on this scale would be prohibitive. 
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portfolio design. Given the scale of IFAD’s engagement, its programmes have been 

vulnerable to various forms of conflict, insurgency or unrest, whether in the North 

East from Boko Haram, from pastoralist-farmer conflicts in the middle belt or 

violence and unrest in the Delta region. Most programmes, (RTEP, CBARDP, RUFIN 

and RUMEDP), do not include any conflict analysis or risk assessment of how 

changes introduced by IFAD would affect conflict or insecurity either in a positive or 

negative way, or mitigation measures, with the notable exception of CASP, a new 

programme that will operate in the conflict-ridden North. For CBNRMP, while no 

conflict analysis was undertaken at design, other risks such as corruption and poor 

governance were recognized, as well as political instability and ethnic violence in 

the Niger Delta, but no accompanying mitigation strategy was identified. The VCDP 

design does include insecurity in its risk assessment and proposes mitigation 

measures that include emphasizing capacity-building of actors, close monitoring 

and supervision, promotion of sustainable land and water management practices, 

and strengthening women's and farmer's organizations.  

89. In general, where a mitigation strategy is put forward at design, it is largely to 

avoid working in known conflict zones by selecting LGAs or villages outside of 

known areas of disturbance (such as in CBARDP and CASP), and by bringing staff 

and beneficiaries located in conflict zones to attend capacity-building or other 

sessions in safer programme locations (as in CBNRMP). Only the CASP design 

suggests active conflict mitigation measures, including CDA mediation and third 

party monitoring. Working at community level is correctly assumed to address local 

divisions between community groups, and by building capacity and decision-

making at this level, to increase confidence and resilience in facing external 

threats.  

90. The approach at programme level does not appear to take into consideration the 

historical nature of most of these conflicts (see box 2); their capacity to spread into 

areas formerly designated as ‘non-conflict’ areas; and also the possibility of direct 

and/or indirect effects of these conflicts in IFAD intervention areas. Also, there is 

no scenario building process embedded in the various programmes, with potential 

remedial actions suggested in the event of conflict related ‘spill over’ or 

eventualities.  

Box 2  
History of pastoral conflict in Nigeria 

The dynamics of pastoral resource governance in Nigeria, but more particularly in the 
North Central Region, go back to the 1960s. Fulani pastoralists have been present in 
Nigeria since the 19th century, but pushed southwards to greener, more productive 
pastures, at the time that control of the tse-tse fly was possible. At the same time, 
sedentary farmers pushed northwards, and claimed land ownership rights over previous 
official stock migration routes. Within this setting, policy contradictions set the stage for 
subsequent conflict between the Fulani pastoralists and sedentary farmers. The 1978 

National Land Use Decree allowed state and local governments to decide how to assign 
and lease land, which led to (more literate) farmers obtaining land certificates rather 
than the Fulani. The 1988 National Agricultural Policy aimed to protect 10 per cent of all 

national land for grazing reserves, but was not enforced. These latent conflict led to a 
surge of violent events happening in the Middle Belt since 2009 (see figure 9 and annex 
VI, table 1 on Pastoral Conflict). 

Source: Anna L. Okello, Ayodele O. Majekodunmi, Adamu Malala, Susan C. Welburn and James Smith. (2014). 
‘Identifying motivators for state-pastoralist dialogue: Exploring the relationships between livestock services, self-
organization and conflict in Nigeria's pastoralist Fulani’ Pastoralism. 
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Figure 9  
Number of armed conflict events and fatalities involving Fulani and Tiv Militias in the North Central Region 
(1998-2014) 

 

Source: Armed Conflict Location & Event Data Project (ACLED) data, 2015. 

91. Corruption and governance. Despite the fact that corruption and weak 

governance are identified as one of the main causes of poverty in the COSOP 2010, 

which ‘must be addressed by policies and development programmes’, there is very 

little said in the portfolio design documents on how programmes will address or 

mitigate risks in these areas. As the CPE Governance Background Paper80 explains, 

these are important risks recognized widely (for example in Pillar 6 of the ATA), 

that influence implementation and sustainability at all levels. While IFAD’s 

programmes include strong internal regulatory controls covering financial and 

procurement arrangements, and regular supervisory attention in this area, there 

are less effective measures put in place to mitigate misuse of Government 

contributions intended for programme support or of assets funded by IFAD but then 

appropriated for other uses. VCDP makes more explicit mention in its programme 

implementation manual of measures, which align with the Nigerian Government’s 

‘Good Governance Agenda’.81 

92. Varying and mostly poor level of state government commitments was a known 

lesson from earlier IFAD operations such as RTEP, yet some follow-on programmes 

retained a high dependency on such counterpart funding contributions (CBARDP, 

CBNRMP). CBARDP sought to address the issue by instigating state-level loan 

agreements, with some success, although Kano State chose not to participate. 

Underlying many states’ reluctance to provide agreed counterpart funding is the 

low priority given to agriculture as opposed to the social sectors or transport or 

manufacturing, especially in the southern states. Growth in the sector has been 

difficult with little policy coherence, weak institutions and the negative effects of 

subsidies and import bans.82 IFAD’s relatively minor presence as a donor has also 

reduced the level of attention wealthy states give. 

93. IFAD reduced the state funding percentage in RUFIN, VCDP and CASP, but having 

done this, the design documents did not then identify more effective mechanisms 

to ensure that even the reduced contributions would be paid in a timely fashion. 

RUFIN has been particularly affected (as discussed below), with low disbursement 

(only 33 per cent of approved funding has been released by partners in March 

2014), so it seems evident that appropriate mechanisms are hard to design. 

Avoiding subsidiary loan agreements at state level has added scope for flexibility of 

funding. In addition, it will require effective monitoring of state performance in 
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combination with a wider set of measures to be able to penalise under-performing 

states more stringently and reward those that do deliver. 

94. While IFAD has led the way on instilling CDD approaches within local government, 

its decision to work with Government staff in designing and implementing 

interventions that are typically market and private sector driven 

(processing/value chain/finance) is a questionable design choice. The last CPE 

raised concerns that IFAD was not well positioned to do this.83 For VCDP the notion 

of asking bureaucrats to develop value chains and of providing matching one-off 

grants is a questionable approach84 and runs counter to previous experience85 and 

the approaches of other development partners such as USAID and DFID. For 

RUFIN, the design is more appropriate in that it is in a highly relevant sector given 

the major gaps in rural credit provision, and focuses on capacity-building rather 

than direct investment. RUFIN includes a wide range of partners from all levels of 

government, a wide range of commercial actors (Central Bank of Nigeria, formal 

and non-regulated banks) and community actors, and following a redesign at mid-

term, specific strategies to work with national, middle (microfinance institutions 

[MFIs]) and bottom tier actors (local government and savings and credit groups) 

have been identified. 

95. Moreover, VCDP is not in line with IFAD’s technical guidance on matching grants86 

which stresses that grants should not subsidize investments and should be used 

only when they can mobilize or be linked with non-grant investments or loans. 

Even though the Project Design Report refers to the IFAD policy note, the detailed 

design does not build a sound case for the use of this instrument. In the field, the 

VCDP programme staff are designing a range of on-farm production and off-farm 

processing investments with farmer groups, modelled on modalities used by the 

World Bank FADAMA 3 project. The agreements provide for a one year injection of 

IFAD funding to provide inputs or equipment, but no involvement of any private 

sector co-investor or real value addition – only bulk purchasing.  

96. Overall, the portfolio is moderately satisfactory (4) with regard to relevance, even 

though this rating hides strong variation. Also, there is no clear trajectory that 

relevance has improved with time. RTEP’s relevance was lower because its scope 

was too ambitious and its redesign to support processing and marketing came with 

too little implementation time to be effective. CBARDP and CASP are rated higher 

because of their consistency with past initiatives and their sound, innovative and 

well-designed commitment to promoting community-led development in a 

challenging environment. On the other hand, CBNRMP’s relevance is rated lower 

because of its unrealistic reliance on high state funding levels, its greater re-design 

turbulence and its weak linkages with previous projects, such as RTEP. RUFIN and 

RUMEDP are moderately satisfactory because while they reduced the coverage and 

counterpart funding levels, and addressed critical sectors affecting the rural 

farming community, they had weaknesses in terms of lack of conflict analysis and 

targeting. Finally, VCDP has important flaws in terms of targeting, provision of 

subsidies and the over-dependence on Government to lead what is essentially a 

private sector activity and thus is only moderately unsatisfactory (3). 

Effectiveness  

97. This section considers whether the outcomes and outputs of programmes under 

review, including CBARDP, CBNRMP, RTEP and RUFIN, have been or are being 

effectively achieved within the allocated resources.87  
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98. The evidence available on results demonstrates that the level of effectiveness is 

mixed and varies significantly in magnitude between programme locations and over 

time. The quality of data is also often inconsistent or inaccurate, and this is largely 

due to weaknesses in the M&E systems of the programmes (see box 3). As noted in 

the PPA of CBARDP, which looked at this issue in some detail, this raises important 

questions over the veracity of the results claimed. The quality of data was also 

recognized as unsatisfactory by IFAD’s WCA in their status report ratings (see 

annex VI, table 2). 

Box 3 
The challenge of M&E  

Across the CPE portfolio, design documents provide an elaborate and usually over-
ambitious architecture for M&E, often demanding a strong participatory element. Well-
qualified and experienced M&E staff needed to be recruited and trained to implement 
these designs. As a result of delayed start-up, key activities such as baselines and 
Monitoring Information System designs were usually late. Good staff were in some cases 

recruited (especially at national programme office level), but at state level there was a 

shortage of candidates and subsequent high turnover. IFAD’s Results and Impact 
Management System was adopted and drove M&E data collection in a way that 
reinforced a top-down, rather rigid indicator-driven approach. The strain on 
implementing this system with limited counterpart funding was evident. For example, 
the number of monitoring visits in CBARDP was only 52 per cent of target. Weak 

community understanding of how to do participatory M&E has meant that, as noted by 
supervisions and PCRs, the M&E function was limited to measuring achievements of 
activities against targets. Any deeper analysis of performance results was missing, and 
thematic studies that could have provided richer insights, though budgeted for, were not 
undertaken. 

99. Achievement of objectives. According to the indicators and self-assessments, 

the programmes have made good progress towards achieving the stated 

objectives. Levels of achievement vary though. As for the earlier programmes, the 

achievements were mainly around productivity gains. RTEP reports state that 

achieved objectives include increased returns on labour for processing (by 

124 per cent) and a decrease in the number of farmers selling at farm-gate prices 

(by 71 per cent). The yields and outputs for roots and tubers increased according 

to targets. The number of farmers that have added value to root and tuber crops 

was below target (176,207 against a target of 200,000).  

100. The community-based programmes designed under the first COSOP, CBARDP and 

CBNRMP, had their objectives focused on community capacity development. These 

were generally achieved. CBARDP by and large achieved its three objectives on 

(1) empowerment of poor rural women and men (2) institutionalization of 

programme policies and processes, and capacity-building of public and private 

sector service providers, and (3) supporting balanced sustainable social, 

agricultural and economic development interventions.88 CBNRMP, being in its final 

year, has achieved most of its objectives. The first objective centres on the 

strengthening of rural community and service provider capacity for community 

development, and is measured by the number of community groups strengthened 

and applying the CDD approach. It has nearly been achieved. The second objective 

states that the community development fund be established and effectively 

disbursing. Eighty-eight per cent of beneficiary households increased their income 

by 60 per cent (against a target of half of beneficiaries increasing incomes by a 

quarter). Thirty-six per cent of households have improved drinking water sources 

and sanitation for households (against a 30 per cent target). The only indicator not 

being satisfactorily achieved is job creation (nearly 67,000 jobs created against a 

target of over 97,500). 

101. The last programme, RUFIN, presents a confusing picture in terms of its indicators, 

with differing figures in its work plans, Results and Impact Management System 
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(RIMS) tables and progress reports, which makes it hard to judge the extent of 

progress made. Three modifications have been made to the logframe and appraisal 

targets have been modified, so leading to inconsistent progression in measurable 

indicators. Sampled state level RIMS data contain numerous errors and contradict 

other programme-wide tracking tools, which makes it unclear how actual numbers 

reported are reached. Keeping the aforementioned issues in mind, reported results 

stated in supervision missions and self-assessments suggest that the four current 

objectives are being achieved. At the national level RUFIN has catalysed policy 

dialogue amongst sector players leading to partnerships between Central Bank of 

Nigeria, Bank of Agriculture (BOA) and microfinance banks, cooperative policy and 

law development by the Federal Department of Cooperatives and refinancing 

through the National Poverty Eradication Programme. BOA and Central Bank of 

Nigeria’s acceptance of the mandate to deliver rural credit is a critical step to 

changing the landscape of financial service provision to the rural poor. Overall, 

while RUFIN still has two years to run (closing in 2017), the programme has moved 

ahead substantially since the MTR and has exceeded several targets already, but it 

still faces the challenge of bringing the formal banking sector closer to the poor 

rural borrower and overcoming the risks of coverage of remoter areas. 

102. Outreach. As the PPA for CBARDP has pointed out, IFAD’s programmes are not 

very transparent in defining beneficiaries and counting them in an accurate way 

that avoids double counting across categories and over time. The requirement by 

RIMS to count different types of activity achieved against targets, and to record 

numbers of beneficiaries for each in an exclusive way, has made it difficult to 

estimate actual numbers. Given these words of caution, the levels of achievement 

against appraisal target are summarized in table 8, detailed in table 5 in annex VI, 

and discussed in detail below. 

Table 8  
Achievement against targeted beneficiaries for RTEP, CBARDP, CBNRMP and RUFIN 

Programme 
Direct beneficiaries  

targeted 
Direct beneficiaries  

reached % against target 

RTEP  5 200 000  1 004 999 19 

CBARDP  2 500 000  1 207 909 48 

CBNRMP  2 800 000  2 782 859 99 

RUFIN  2 070 000  4 167 001 201 

Source: RTEP Loan Agreement, May 2000, p. 14; CBARDP President's Report, September 2001, p. 12; CBNRMP 
RIMS data 2015; RUFIN Supervision Report, June 2014; VCDP Design Report Volume I, 2012, p. 30; CASP Final 
Programme Report 2013, p. xvi; CASP President's Report 2013, p. 8; RTEP PCR 2010, p. 2; CBARDP PCR 2014, 
p. viii; CBNRMP RIMS data 2015; RUFIN Supervision Report, June 2015. 

103. RTEP under-performed against expected outreach. The PCR reports that of the 

target of 5.2 million beneficiaries, only a 1 million (772,244 male and 180,955 

female) received support. The reduced result was largely due to lack of counterpart 

funds and stretched capacity across a vast area of Nigeria. For CBARDP, while 

investments exceeded targets, beneficiary outreach was disappointing. Agricultural 

and economic investments generally fell below the appraisal target, while social 

investments were mostly above.89 A total of 28,116 investments were made in 

infrastructure, agriculture, rural enterprise and finance, many targeting women and 

vulnerable groups. In almost all cases the numbers of such investments achieved 

exceeded targets substantially,90 with the greatest delivery achieved when 

additional funds and different disbursement rules occurred in the loan extension 

period (2010-2013). CBNRMP’s outreach was hampered by receiving only 16 per 

cent of the expected contributions from state governments. This severe lack of 

support has been the overwhelming reason why most of the appraisal targets for 

outputs were not met. Although the level of delivery was very good in the 
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communities that were reached and higher than in CBARDP, RIMS data show 

between 50-70 per cent achievement for second tier indicators by the end of 

2014.91 RUFIN RIMS 2015 data suggest that over 4.1 million people out of the 

targeted 2 million at appraisal are receiving programme services, in the sense of 

support for group formation and training (though not credit), indicating an 

achievement of around 201 per cent. 

Box 4  
CBARDP beneficiary estimation 

The appraisal target was to reach 400,000 households estimated to contain 2.8 million 
people. With the withdrawal of Kano state, the target would have fallen to 2.4 million. 

The estimate for the actual number of direct beneficiaries given in the PCR is 1.2 million 
or some 43 per cent of the original planned figure, or around half of the revised target. 
As the PCR states, the number of indirect beneficiaries would include many more people 
such as those who were able to take part in the awareness and capacity-building 
activities, those who were household members of direct beneficiaries, as well as people 
who generally benefited from road improvements, health services and water supplies, 

which could reach the entire village area population and beyond in some cases.  
Not acknowledged by the PCR, however, is the possibility of double counting. There is no 
doubt that when a range of investments are clustered within a single village area, that 
many of the same households would be likely to benefit from different assets. In general, 
the underlying basis for the beneficiary numbers given in the PCR is not given, and when 
one compares the number of beneficiaries per activity type there are some unlikely 
results. For example, the average direct beneficiaries per educational and health facility 

is 14, for roads it is 9 but in contrast per agricultural activity it is 56.  

Source: IOE. 2015. PPA of CBARDP. 

104. Food crop varieties. A traditional focus of IFAD in Nigeria has been to support the 

development and dissemination of new food crop varieties within the loan portfolio 

and through grants (see chapter VI). RTEP introduced new crop production 

technology and improved varieties, including new 12 varieties of cassava and 13 

varieties of yam. These were multiplied and distributed to 18,750 farmers who 

received 453,543 bundles of improved cassava cutting, 1,081,638 seed yam, 

716,040 cocoyam corms and 711,422 sweet potato vines. Adoption rates were 

reportedly high (70-80 per cent) for recommended cassava varieties, which is 

impressive, but the effect on production was constrained by sub-optimal husbandry 

practices, particularly poor weed control and low fertilizer use. New varieties were 

introduced in CBARDP, but the process of adoption has not been systematically 

documented through supervision. CBNRMP also introduced new varieties. The latest 

supervision states progress is below target; only 17.2 per cent of the beneficiaries 

adopted new technologies (against a target of 30 per cent).  

105. Access to credit. A major focus for the programmes designed under the first 

COSOP was to enable access to credit for the rural poor. The community-based 

programmes established community development funds. This model was a 

particular success in CBARDP where the number of people accessing loans 

increased from 5,127 in 2004 to 78,825 in 2012, and the loan amounts rose from 

NGN 2 million to NGN 74 million over the same period. The model has not been 

successful in CBNRMP; instead the programme focused on establishing linkages 

with the non-banking institutions (Development Exchange Centre (DEC), Lift Above 

Poverty Organization). Still, achievements in terms of access to financial services 

remained below target. RUFIN’s approach was instead to facilitate linkages for the 

savings groups with various financial service providers. 10,005 mostly existing 

savings/credit groups have been strengthened (as against the targeted 7,500). 

Around NGN 780 million (as against around NGN 275 million targeted) have been 

mobilized as savings or deposits by beneficiaries. Credit provision stands at almost 
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377,000 clients (against a target of 80,000) with the volume of credit disbursed at 

NGN 2.2 billion as against the targeted NGN 930 million.92 

106. A major challenge which RUFIN tried to address is linking groups of the 

‘unbankable’ poor with financial service providers (who cannot be reached by 

formal banks because of remoteness or lack of assets). In this respect, non-

banking institutions, such as the Development Exchange Centre (DEC) and Lift 

Above Poverty Organization, have played a critical role in reaching this key IFAD 

target group, because of their extremely effective, low-cost and small-scale 

outreach approach (see box on the DEC microfinance below).  

Box 5 
Development Exchange Centre (DEC) microfinance 

Out of the MFIs involved in Benue, the DEC is the only one that explicitly provides 
service to women producers and traders through financial support, microcredit, savings 
mobilization, and other loans products namely: on lending loans, loans insurance, micro 

enterprise support and equipment loans. As of 2013 it had 90 offices and 

NGN 924.6 million in deposits, and in 2014 it had provided NGN 13,8 million in loans and 
had 120,413 borrowers. It also provides pre-disbursement training, as well as trainings 
in record keeping, loan utilization, and business development. In Benue, DEC has been 
the most successful institution in reaching out to women (41 per cent of all borrowers 
were DEC women clients) and in providing loans (69 per cent of loan value was DEC's). 

Though their loan to savings ratio is 349 per cent, compared to the microfinance bank's 
ratio of 57 per cent, DEC gives small loans that recycle into new loans quickly, so their 
clients are always borrowing. Nonetheless, the small scale of lending and slow increase in 
each cycle that they offer prevents scaling up for those with higher demand. 

107. These impressive figures hide some inherent weaknesses of the RUFIN approach. 

First, indigenous forms of microfinance have a long history in Nigeria and have led 

to the existence of a large number of community savers and credit groups.93 

RUFIN’s approach was basically to pick up those existing groups, provide them with 

training and link them to the existing banking and non-banking institutions. 

Second, the access to formal financial services facilitated through RUFIN falls short 

of the existing demand. RUFIN RIMS data suggests that the extent to which the 

demand for credit has been covered varies from 18 to 94 per cent. States with high 

poverty rates and low presence of the formal banking institutions have been 

lagging behind. Data provided to the CPE mission in Benue show that credit 

outreach is far lower in this state, reaching only seven per cent.94 In other locations 

where a larger number of development finance actors are servicing the same 

beneficiaries, for example in Lagos State, it is difficult to attribute results to the 

programme because some of the RUFIN beneficiaries are also being serviced by 

other programmes.95  
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Box 6  
RUFIN has supported small groups to obtain production and marketing loans 

The BOA Doma branch, Nasarawa has successfully provided a total of NGN 11.6 million 
in loans to 10 savings and credit groups that have been trained and linked through 
RUFIN. These loans are either through BOA’s microcredit window, and include a farming 
credit window at 12 per cent interest p.a. over 20 months for cassava, or a shorter 
term marketing loan window at 20 per cent interest p.a. RUFIN has helped the groups 
meet the bank’s loan conditions which include being registered as a cooperative, having 

operational records for six months, and have saved 20 per cent of the loan value. 

Source: CPE field visit. 

108. Sustainable infrastructure. Some of the older programmes had a heavy focus on 

infrastructure, which has not always been productive and sustainable. Under RTEP's 

Phase 2, 575 processing centres were planned, but only 354 were built, and of 

these only 166 are operational. These centres processed a total of 2 million tons of 

cassava roots and generated about 0.5 million tons of processed products of which 

90 per cent was processed cassava (garri). A similar picture emerges from the 

CBNRMP which has only built and maintained a relatively small part of the social 

and economic infrastructure planned.96 On the other hand, the infrastructure built 

under CBARDP in the northern states was overall effective and sustainable. The 

programme had set up CDAs to maintain the social and community infrastructures 

provided, which continued to function well. 

109. Community capacity development has been a major focus. Results are well 

documented for CBARDP which established 207 CDAs across 7 states. The CDAs 

implemented a wide range of development activities chosen and managed by the 

communities directly. CBNRMP also focused a lot of resources on community 

capacity development, with all communities drawing up community action plans. 

Nonetheless, these did not translate into effective implementation, as evidenced by 

the low achievements on beneficiary outreach and financial services above. 

110. Job creation has been a consistent theme through which IFAD made a modest 

contribution to rural employment. In RTEP, some 7,790 individuals were gainfully 

engaged in cassava processing activities, 95 per cent of them women. For CBARDP,  

1,588 jobs have been created in off-farm enterprises. CBNRMP created 68,858 jobs 

(below the target of 97,584). RUFIN provided 57,300 jobs (exceeding the target of 

33,000).  

111. Saturation versus outreach. Several of IFAD’s older programmes (CBARDP, 

CBNRMP, RTEP [Phase 2]) selected a number of LGAs and within them a limited 

number of communities to receive assistance, in an attempt to target the poorest 

and to provide intensive support, which once successful could be replicated by 

Government and others. From field evidence, this has produced good results in 

CBARDP’s 207 and CBNRMP’s 243 village areas, and given that IFAD is the main 

actor in these places, attribution of results to IFAD support is usually very clear. 

Moreover, many locations reached are remote and beyond normal government 

service access. At the same time, the selection process has proved fraught for 

programme staff, as political pressures at state and LGA level have made it difficult 

to maintain a focus on targeting the very poorest areas, and weak statistical data 

at LGA level has also made it difficult to select the poorest areas in an objective 

way. 

112. A less concentrated and more opportunistic approach was adopted with RUFIN, 

VCDP and the first phase of RTEP, where all LGAs were eligible for support. 

Selection of groups was determined in RTEP’s case by production and marketing 

potential and latterly by the existence of registered producer groups, and in 

RUFIN’s case by the presence of existing savings groups and by better road 

linkages allowing MFIs to reach their clients.  
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113. There have been concerns that some elite capture has occurred and more remote 

and poorer communities have not been so effectively reached. The community-

based animation teams used in CBARDP and CBNRMP were sometimes dominated 

by village leaders and in RUFIN too, support was hi-jacked by inappropriate 

beneficiaries such as civil servants (MTR, p. 17). This trend has been addressed 

however by the formation of more representative associations that are tied to 

specific enterprises in CADAs and by improved training and supervision. Recent 

figures from the preliminary impact study conducted by the Nigerian Institute of 

Social and Economic Research (NISER) for RUFIN also indicate that this imbalance 

is being addressed. 

114. Re-design turbulence has influenced effectiveness significantly. As noted already, 

CBARDP’s achievements were weaker in 2010 when the programme was originally 

intended to close, but with the re-design and change in disbursement rules, 

allowing IFAD to fund 100 per cent of community investments, a major change in 

outreach and hence effectiveness occurred. RTEP too sought to address market 

gluts through introducing processing and marketing, but its effectiveness was 

limited because of the belated change and the slow delivery of counterpart funding. 

For CBNRMP, the shift towards agriculture and rural enterprise and a similar change 

in disbursement rules also changed the level of outreach, with cumulative loan 

disbursement jumping from 50 per cent in 2012 to 75 per cent in 2014. But as 
pointed out in paragraph  81, the design changes also led to disruption in delivery 

as modalities and target groups changed and implementation periods shortened. 

These factors off-set the improved speed of delivery and reduced effectiveness. 

115. Insecurity and conflict have affected effectiveness locally. The Boko Haram 

insurgency in the North East principally occurred from 2009 on, and supervision 

missions, which mainly took place from 2003-11 before the major period of 

conflict, make little mention of its influence on CBARDP’s operations or programme 

delivery. Curfews as well as the influence of displaced people have more recently 

affected development activities in the North East.97 Bornu has been more affected 

by the insurgency than Yobe, though Yobe programme vehicles were taken in 2014 

and supervision of remote villages had to be suspended.  

Table 9 
Comparison of CBARDP achievement rates at completion and violent attacks between 2009-2013 

State Overall cumulative achievement against target Attacks (2009–2013) 

Jigawa 58% 1 

Borno 80% 346 

Yobe 91% 59 

Zamfara 98% N/A 

Kebbi 104% 3 

Katsina 111% 2 

Sokoto 117% 2 

Source: Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project (ACLED) 2015; CBARDP RIMS 2012. 

116. The less widely reported conflict between Fulani pastoralists and Tiv farmers in 

Benue and Nasarawa has had a major influence on RUFIN and to some extent 

VCDP, particularly in 2013-14, when beneficiary groups suffered death, injury and 

displacement.98 The outcome of the current conflict has reportedly displaced 

10,000 people and large tracts of farmland have been abandoned. In the most 

recent incursion from Gwer East LGA, the conflict resulted in an estimated 
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 Interview with B. Odoemena, former IFAD Country Programme Officer. 
98

 CPE field mission met with several credit and farming groups in Gwea East, Gwea West and Guma LGAs in Benue 
and in Doma LGA Nasarawa State where members had suffered in these ways. 
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16 people dead and several more injured.99 Conflict mapping analysis as well as 

CPE field evidence of the incursions also point at military involvement (annex VI 

table 1 on pastoral conflict).100 There are no programme numbers or reports that 

mention or assess the impact of the conflict, though RUFIN's MFI performance in 

Benue LGAs that have experienced conflict (Gwer West and Apa) show that they 

underperform significantly in financial service outreach.101 

117. Conflict in the Delta region has had less influence on CBNRMP outreach, partly 

because the LGAs selected were not in areas prone to violence, and because of the 

success of various peace initiatives in the region throughout the programme 

lifetime, in particular the Federal Government’s Amnesty Initiative.102 

118. Summary. Overall, effectiveness tells a mixed story. Delivery of results has been 

influenced by funding release, re-design turbulence and changes in loan 

disbursement rules. As a consequence, overall outreach has been disappointing for 

two of the programmes (RTEP, CBARDP), satisfactory for one (CBNRMP) and 

unclear because of questionable figures for the fourth (RUFIN). Notable 

achievements were recorded with regard to access to financial services, community 

capacity-building and job creation. Within the locations, delivery of benefits in 

terms of building assets and spreading technology have been very good. But, area 

targeting could have been stronger, for example through the careful use of within-

state baseline poverty assessments as part of the baseline. Within the communities 

targeting of the poor, women and youth has been good. Therefore, the CPE rates 

effectiveness as moderately satisfactory (4). Conflict has been a factor in limiting 

effectiveness locally, and programme management should have been better at 

mitigating conflict by analysing the underlying causes and preparing strategies to 

address these. For example, in the middle belt, IFAD could have sought to balance 

crop production investments that mainly benefit the settled farming community 

with support for pastoralists.  

Efficiency 

119. Efficiency measures how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, 

etc.) are converted into results and benefits. The CPE reviewed four programmes: 

CBARDP, CBNRMP, RTEP and RUFIN in terms of their efficiency. The key messages 

discussed below are around: delayed implementation, inconsistent guidance and 

supervision, better value for money during use of funds, saturation helping 

implementation efficiency, high management costs, big variation in costs per 

beneficiary. 

120. All the programmes under review experienced implementation delays due to loan 

agreement and effectiveness issues and then slow or no release of counterpart 

funds. The average ‘effectiveness lag’ for the whole Nigeria portfolio is 32 months 

and 26 months for those programmes reviewed here, which is more than twice the 

IFAD average of around one year. The more recent programmes are taking as long 

as older ones in the portfolio (table 10). It is remarkable that with regard to project 

effectiveness the trend shows no improvement since RTEP. The reasons for these 

delays are a combination of factors including delays in obtaining federal and state 

legislature agreement, in fulfilling loan conditions such as staff appointments and in 

opening necessary bank accounts.  

                                           
99

 Action on Armed Violence (2013); ‘The Violent Road: Nigeria’s North Central’ AOAV and NWGAV, 
<https://aoav.org.uk/2013/the-violent-road-nigeria-north-central/> accessed 13 October 2015. 
100

 Page 19 of Women Environmental Programme, ‘Final Report of the Conflict Mapping into the Incessant Crises 
Between the Tiv Farmers and the Fulani Herdsmen in Gwer West, Makurdi and Guma Local Government Areas of 
Benue State’ Institute for Peace and Conflict Resolution and UNDP, October 2012. 
101

 Apa and Gwer West combined do not reach half of the total of any of the outreach criteria (number of savers, 
savings mobilized, number of borrowers, credit disbursed). 
102

 Started in 2009 by President Yar’Adua, this initiative has been seen as largely a successful attempt at demobilizing 
militias and reducing levels of violence. Niger Delta: A Critical Appraisal of the Amnesty Programme and Social Political 
Development in Nigeria, Ejovi, A. and Ebie .C. S., Research on Humanities and Social Sciences, volume 3, No. 22, 
2013. 

https://aoav.org.uk/2013/the-violent-road-nigeria-north-central/
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Table 10 
Delays in programme effectiveness 

Programme 
Time from loan approval to 

effectiveness (months) 
Time from loan signing to 

effectiveness (months) 

RTEP 20 15 

CBARDP 17 14 

CBNRMP 31 24 

RUFIN 41 17 

VCDP 19 14 

121. During implementation there are also delays in execution particularly in the early 

years of programme life, connected with various factors, the most common being 

late counterpart fund release, lack of familiarity with IFAD procedures and slow 

establishment of accounting and operational procedures (see chapter V). 

122. These delays in turn lead to non-release or slow replenishment from IFAD loan 

funds, particularly reflected in CBARDP and CBNRMP through the high Withdrawal 

Application counts and low average Withdrawal Application values (figure 10). 

Changes in disbursement rules later in programme life helped overcome serious 

underspend but at a cost of local ownership. Withdrawal Application rates increased 

by 200 per cent towards the end of the CPE period (2010-13) (see figure below). 
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Figure 10 
Comparison of average Withdrawal Application value (in US$) and Withdrawal Application count 
as processed per programme between 2008 and 2015 

 
RTEP 

 
RUFIN 

  

CBARDP CBNRMP 

  

Source: IFAD Flexcube data. 

123. For RTEP, severe delays in commencement had a major impact on various aspects 

of the programme.103 RTEP was beset by slow replenishment turn-around, 

insufficient and untimely counterpart funding, and 48 per cent shortfall/variance in 

annual budget proposals vis-à-vis the amounts released. CBARDP also suffered a 

significant delay before reaching effectiveness at 17 months. This was due to 

delays in appointing staff, opening accounts and initial counterpart payments. The 

programme continued to suffer difficulties in release of counterpart funds, 

particularly from Borno State. Since this slow start, however, the disbursement rate 

and volume of funds disbursed accelerated dramatically from 2010 when the loan 

extension occurred and the disbursement rules changed,104 and has outperformed 

other IFAD operations (figure 11).  

                                           
103

 Though the loan was approved in 1999, it was only made effective in 2001. Due to delays in counterpart fund 
releases, implementation really only started in 2003. The first tri-term review in 2004-2005 itself took much longer than 
expected and led to loan amendments that were only agreed in 2009 and so were applied retrospectively to 2007. 
104

 Programme was extended from 2010 to 2013 and added US$16.9 million additional funds, with IFAD providing 
US$13 million. 
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Figure 11  
Comparison of cumulative loan disbursements (in US$) for IFAD operations 2008-2014 

 
RTEP 

 
RUFIN 

 

 

CBARDP CBNRMP 

  

N.B. Annual Work Programme and Budget (AWPB) IFAD loan financing targets are based on available AWPB data. 
Only two RTEP AWPBs had IFAD loan targets. CBNRMP's final AWPB (for 2014) is excluded since it is a rolling plan 
that comprises both 2014 and 2015. RUFIN, CBARDP and CBNRMP had IFAD loan targets in NGN, which in some 
cases had exchange rates to US$. There were no exchange rates available from 2010 onwards. NGN to US$ 
conversions for given years were based on the NGN-US$ exchange rate on 31

st
 December of the previous given year, 

since AWPBs are generally finalized by the end of the previous year. 

Source: IFAD Flexcube data; NGN-US$ exchange rates based on January 1st each year between 2010-2014  

124. CBNRMP witnessed serious delays in start-up and then in counterpart funding at 

state level throughout its life. Reasons for delay in effectiveness included the slow 

appointment of programme staff and opening of accounts.105 Thereafter across the 

nine states, commitment varied immensely (figure 12). This was largely due to the 

varying priorities of state governors, and to a lesser extent the ability of the 

programme staff to lobby the political leadership. The proportion of funding 

expected from state-level resources (45 per cent of total costs) was unrealistic in 

the view of programme personnel. It also proved difficult to persuade decision-

makers of IFAD’s focus on a few LGAs and communities within the state, especially 

given that other donors had broader coverage and also requested lower funding 

contributions from Government. For example, the World Bank’s FADAMA II project 

operated under the umbrella of the same ADP system but delivered investments in 

every LGA.  

                                           
105

 According to the programme coordination team, delays also occurred because of the unwillingness of the CPM to 
visit insecure States

 
in the Delta to resolve issues. 
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Figure 12 
LGA Funding contributions by state for CBNRMP 2006-15 (NGN million)  

 
Source: CBNRMP State Programme Officer data. 

125. RUFIN witnessed the most serious effectiveness lag of 41 months. Delay or non-

release of counterpart funds by states and the Federal Government seriously 

affected programme implementation in terms of start-up activities such as 

awareness/sensitization, trainings and linkages. The initial delay in processing 

withdrawal applications affected implementation, but this was rectified after 

midterm review in 2013. 55 per cent of approved financing (from all partners) has 

been disbursed as at October 2015.106 

126. Supervision While the quality of supervision is addressed later under partner 

performance, the way supervisions are conducted can also directly affect efficiency 

because of their influence on programme direction and operations and so in turn 

can improve (or reduce) value for money. While missions have been regularly 

conducted and findings thoroughly documented, the CPE has found that mission 

members were not always sufficiently experienced or consistently used, with 

significant variation in personnel and in areas of expertise. As an 

illustration, for the 11 missions undertaken for CBNRMP from 2007-2015, a total of 

74 different experts have been used, 40 of whom only attended one mission and a 

further 17 attended two missions. The average number of missions undertaken by 

any given individual is only two. From feedback received by the CPE from 

programme staff in the field, this pattern of mission composition has led to 

problems with regard to lack of familiarity with the programme, and also and more 

importantly to varying messages and inconsistent recommendations. This affected 

the longer running programmes, CBARDP, CBNRMP and RTEP, all of which went 

through both major re-designs at mid-term but also a range of smaller technical 

adjustments according to the priorities raised by particular supervisions. This at 

times has led to inefficiency in terms of introducing unexpected changes to 

programme delivery that in turn led to wasted resources.  

127. A similar aspect of inefficiency surrounds the effects of frequent political 

changes in different levels of government because of elections and other 

disruptions or bureaucratic delays and obstructions. The State Programme Officer 

in Cross River State in his 10 year tenure has had to deal with 32 local government 

chairman, four state governors as well as four CPMs. The turnover caused by the 

electoral cycle has led to a repeated need to justify and defend the programme 

approach to incoming leaders, many of whom have new agendas and an 

understandable desire to see their constituency benefit from donor projects. 
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 Page 53, appendix III, “Country Strategic Opportunities Programme”, for review by Executive Board, 99
th
 Session, 

Rome, April 2010. 
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CBNRMP’s national and state support staff as a result have had to devote time that 

could have been spent on supporting field implementation instead on advocacy 

work with state and local government political leaders. Despite these efforts, many 

states did not contribute funds, and this led to major inefficiencies in terms of 

underused staff and equipment. 

128. The wide geographical coverage and the multi-tiered management 

structure also have had an impact on the efficiency of the portfolio. Due to fact 

that the flow of funds was managed in a decentralized way for CBARDP, with the 

funds being allocated directly to each of the seven participating states, each state 

was consequently accounting for and submitting Withdrawal Applications 

individually. This appeared to support greater local ownership but lowered 

efficiency compared to other programmes where loan applications and withdrawals 

were handled by the national programme office. CBNRMP also had a lower 

proportion of eligible expenditures financed from the loan (22-25 per cent as 

against 50 per cent for CBARDP) and more stringent withdrawal conditions. 

129. The large number of states and LGAs involved in the programmes resulted in a 

large number of small Withdrawal Applications which reduced efficiency. The lack of 

consolidation of withdrawal applications for CBARDP resulted in a total of 465 such 

applications being made. This was much higher than normal for IFAD, and 

represents a high transaction cost for both IFAD and the Government. The speed of 

IFAD’s processing of Withdrawal Applications was a source of complaint from some 

programmes but this situation has improved as Withdrawal Application quality has 

improved and new systems have been introduced in IFAD.107  

130. The wide coverage and multi-tiered nature of RTEP, CBARDP and CBNRMP also 

meant that programme coordination units were stretched in working effectively 

across so many states and LGA partners. This caused high overheads in terms of 

follow-up, supervision, and advocacy with leaders. Given also the changing focus of 

the programmes, the Project Management Officer/State Programme Officer had to 

re-engage partners and revise their understanding. These issues have been 

addressed somewhat in RUFIN and VCDP with their smaller coverage and use of 

zonal offices.  

131. An analysis of management costs as a proportion of the total programme costs 

reflects these issues (see table 11), with all programmes using over 20 per cent of 

their resources on management and coordination, with CBARDP and CBNRMP the 

highest at almost 30 per cent. 

  

                                           
107

 Average processing time for the eight Withdrawal Applications was 39 days, with 32 days for IFAD processing. 
Variations stand out though: the lengthiest overall processing time for a Withdrawal Application was 161 days, and the 
shortest 7. For IFAD processing, the lengthiest processing time was 81 days, while the shortest was 1 day. Data for 
CBARDP Withdrawal Application processing times is only available for 2013. No comparison with previous years can 
be made due to IFAD changes in processing time methodology. 
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Table 11 
Project management cost as a percentage of total programme cost for CPE programmes  

Programme Percentage of costs devoted to project management  

RTEP 25.5 

CBARDP 29.3 

CBNRMP 29.7 

RUFIN 15.8 

VCDP 16.1 

CASP 12.4 

N.B. due to CBARDP and CBNRMP not having components dedicated to project management and monitoring and 
evaluation, estimates were made using stated operations and maintenance, M&E and salaries in the CBARDP PCR, 
and from available AWPBs' breakdown of operations and maintenance, M&E and salaries in AWPB's for CBNRMP. 

Source: IFAD Flexcube for RTEP, RUFIN, VCDP and CASP; CBNRMO AWPBs; CBARDP PCR. 

132. In terms of value for money the portfolio shows mixed performance when 

compared to each other but generally favourable compared with similar 

programmes or benchmarks. The CDD programmes (CBARDP, CBNRMP) used direct 

labour contribution and some local materials for assets. One estimate found that 

roads, irrigation schemes, dams, boreholes, clinics and schools were all built 

50 per cent cheaper than would have been the case if supplied by Government 

using contractors.108  

133. For CBNRMP, evidence suggests that IFAD was more cost effective than 

comparators such as the World Bank’s FADAMA III and the European Commission 

Micro Project Programme in the Niger Delta States. This is because IFAD rarely use 

contractors but let the community manage investments directly, with the support of 

local government and programme staff, and this therefore avoided overheads and 

commissioning costs. Whether building schools, fish-farms or boreholes, the 

community also used local materials for building wherever possible.  

134. While comparable costs per unit between IFAD programmes and other Government 

or donor programmes are hard to source, some evidence was obtained that 

indicated greater efficiency compared to World Bank and Government implemented 

assets.109 From the physical assets visited by the CPE mission in ten states across 

the country, on the whole the quality of construction appeared sound and the asset 

was mostly still being used. The PPA for CBARDP conducted a survey on asset 

quality and use (see next section on Sustainability), which found a high proportion 

of assets, especially for health, education and water provision being built for an 

appropriate cost and still in use. In terms of allocative efficiency, the 

community-led programmes in particular represent good value in the sense that 

funds were used on assets that were based on choices expressed by the 

community, rather than being supplied by local government or by others without 

due consideration of local priorities.  

135. Cost per beneficiary. There is a high variation across the portfolio in terms of 

spend per beneficiary (table 12). This is explained by the different forms of 

investment and the levels of outreach. The CDD programmes involve infrastructure 

that served whole communities (roads, water, schools, etc.) while RTEP had a 

smaller target group of root and tuber producers and processors. Cost per RTEP 

beneficiary, according to the CPE 2008, was estimated at US$300, but this depends 
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 “The Community-Driven Development Approach – Building Fourth Tier of Government where there was none”, A 
Kankia, 2013. 
109

. For example, CBARDP irrigation hand pumps cost on average NGN 0.2 million while for the same units the River 
Basin Development Authority paid NGN 1.2million; solar water panels supplied to IFAD cost NGN 5-6 million while the 
state government paid NGN 10 million. Eight schools of two each were inspected across four states with all of them 
built between 2005-2010. Their average cost two classroom blocks was NGN 1.6 million, compared to a government 
cost of NGN 5.5millon and a Community-based Poverty Reduction Project cost of NGN 2.2 million (PPA report of 
CBARDP).  
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on how beneficiaries are counted. One million beneficiaries are stated in the PCR so 

at US$30 million expenditure the cost per beneficiary is US$30 per head.110 

CBARDP has higher spend per beneficiary because communities in the North are 

harder to reach. The relatively lower costs for reaching and servicing communities 

in the more densely populated Delta region made CBNRMP more efficient. Within 

the context of the WCA region, the CPE's total project cost per beneficiary is low, 

compared to the total regional average of US$290, as well as to IFAD's total 

portfolio of US$396.111 

Table 12 
Estimated programme expense per beneficiary (US$) 

Project 

Design Completion 

Total project  IFAD contribution Total project IFAD contribution 

RTEP 12.9 8.2 30.2 14.0 

CBARDP 45.4 17.2 68.0 35.0 

CBNRMP 31.4 6.0 14.2 5.9 

RUFIN 23.2 16.0 5.3 
(after 5 years) 

3.8 

  Source: Calculated from data in annex VI, tables 4 and 5.1. 

136. Cost-benefit. A powerful measure of efficiency ex-post is a financial or economic 

cost benefit analysis that established in broad terms whether the investment made 

by a programme was recovered through benefits generated. However, few of the 

documents produced at completion contain such analysis. RTEP’s PCR estimates 

rates of return, while other programmes assess benefit costs at farm level. The 

RTEP PCR claimed a very high Economic Rate of Return of 37 per cent compared to 

24 per cent at appraisal, and various enterprise models showed highly positive 

returns (PCR, p. 4), but the accompanying analysis is not available to justify such 

positive results. CBNRMP impact data show significantly higher financial returns to 

beneficiaries compared to non-beneficiaries in the order of US$4.5 per day across 

all enterprises, though no rate of return, and CBARDP’s PCR also indicates some 

positive returns. 

137. Overall, significant delays in effectiveness and implementation had a major impact 

on efficiency. High overheads and management costs that were above IFAD 

average also indicated low efficiency. On the other hand, the CDD projects have 

been more cost efficient and delivered good value for money. The overall rating is 

moderately unsatisfactory (3).  

C. Rural poverty impact 

138. For the various impact evaluation criteria included under the CPE, only CBARDP, 

CBNRMP and RTEP are assessed. CBARDP and CBNRMP have PCRs and impact 

studies for evidence as well as the CPE’s own field evidence and interviews. For 

RTEP, only a short PCR is available plus some ex-post academic research articles on 

production. As noted in the PPA of CBARDP, the reliability of the available baseline 

and impact studies is considered low.112 CBNRMP’s impact study does examine the 

significance of results and has a more rigorous design. 
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 VCDP has a much higher planned spend per beneficiary because of the anticipated greater scale of investment in 
processing and marketing support, including markets, roads and machinery. Nevertheless, VCDP has the lowest 
number of beneficiaries (40,000) and so represents a very different model. 
111

 Based on IFAD Grant and Investment Projects System (GRIPS) data available as of December 2015. 
112

 In CBARDP’s case, the surveys do not present an analysis of data quality or of statistical accuracy (such as number 
of error cases, level of precision of sample estimates). No explanation was given as to the exclusion of Borno State and 
the low sample obtained in Kebbi State. The impact survey report used a data set of around half of the original sample, 
implying that there were considerable data cleaning problems. The mission interviewed three of the consultants 
involved in the impact study and the data analyst. Several problems were apparent including the budget, team 
composition and fieldwork arrangements that give cause for concern. 
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139. Household and physical assets and income. The available evidence points to a 

marked increase in assets in the targeted villages especially in CBARDP and 

CBNRMP. The large number of social and economic investments that occurred over 

the past 10 years, and their concentration in a selected set of communities, provide 

a strong case for there being a growth in assets, and a rise in income for many 

direct beneficiaries. Making any kind of quantified estimate of income change is 

difficult though given the varying quality of empirical evidence, and attribution will 

depend on the presence or absence of other development actors in the target 

locations. Certainly in many remote locations, IFAD’s support was the main source 

of development activity and being community-led has been more relevant and 

shown greater beneficiary ownership. 

Box 7 
Microenterprises in Cross River State 

In Yala LGA and in 
Akpabuyo LGA (Ikot 

Nakanda village, Cross 
River State) significant 

changes in income and 
assets were observed 
through delivery of social 
assets by CBNRMP (such as 
water supply) and also a 
range of enterprises 

particularly yam minisett 
and rice enterprises and 
sewing (see photo). 
 
This resident received 
assistance to set a sewing 
business. She has paid back 

the loan and has employed 

an apprentice 

140. Whether other LGAs and village areas that were not supported by IFAD 

programmes saw rises in income or assets is not always clear. There is limited 

evidence on this point from RTEP and CBARDP, although the series of research 

studies on RTEP farmers reviewed below under agricultural impact do contain 

references to some income improvements. CBNRMP’s impact report claims 

significant differences on beneficiary income. Beneficiaries’ average household 

income from all sources was estimated at NGN 265,524 per season compared to  

NGN 170,642 observed for the non-beneficiaries and NGN 166,033 recorded at 

baseline. The CBNRMP study includes an analysis by poverty quintile which reveals 

that the “well-being within the core poor which are supposed to be the primary 

target of the programme was not superior to that of the non-beneficiaries” (p. 43). 

This implies therefore that IFAD had least impact on the poorest. 

141. Both CBNRMP and CBARDP impact data show improvements in housing quality, 

asset ownership and access to credit. The CBNRMP impact study shows that asset 

ownership improved amongst both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, but at an 

even higher rate for beneficiary households. Only in one state, housing ownership 

among beneficiaries remained behind the control group (Akwa Ibom). 

Improvements in other assets owned were lower for programme beneficiaries in 

three states (Cross River, Abia, Ondo) (table 13). It should be noted that these 

states are also among those in the South that are most affected by conflict (except 

Ondo), worsening poverty rates and increasing inequality (see table 8.3 in annex 

VI).  
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Table 13 
CBNRMP impact on household assets by state, 2007-2013 

Region State 

Difference within difference analysis beneficiaries vs. control group 

Thatch roof 

(% of 
respondents) 

Other roof 

(% of 
respondents) 

GSM (% of 
respondents) 

Motorcycles (% of 
respondents) 

South East Abia 18.3 8.4 15 -1 

South South Akwa Ibom 11.3 -4.8 15.4 7.3 

South South Bayelsa 8.3 10.7 6.7 2.4 

South South Cross River -27.5 7.3 0 -8.2 

South South Delta 0.6 4.2 8.4 8.7 

South South Edo 1.3 1.6 4.5 13.4 

South East Imo - - 2.6 0.5 

South West Ondo -11.3 8.1 2.4 -9.4 

South South Rivers 3.6 4.1 2.1 14.4 

Source: CBNRMP 2007 baseline survey; CBNRMP 2013 impact survey; plus annex VI, tables 6.1 and 6.2 below. 

142. Within some of the programme localities, there were several other development 

actors delivering improvements. The CPE field visits noted that often newer 

structures funded by other programmes such as the Millennium Development Goals 

programme, UNDP, United Nations Children's Fund and others were installed in 

CBARDP and CBNRMP areas, while the state Government also supplemented IFAD 

investments especially for schools, clinics, roads and water supplies. The 

implication is that IFAD should be cautious of claiming that the observed changes 

in the target communities are due to IFAD alone and not also partly due at least to 

other actors. 

143. Overall, while the statistical evidence from some of the impact studies is 

questionable, the evidence base generally provided from RIMS (with some 

exceptions such as RUFIN) and from field visits and interviews is sound enough for 

us to state that in those targeted locations where IFAD programmes operated, 

human and physical assets have improved.  

144. The impact could have been greater if re-design had not reduced the period for 

deeper and wider delivery. The lack of careful M&E design and statistically sound 

survey evidence that distinguishes between IFAD and non-IFAD groups limits our 

ability to say if target villages enjoyed greater asset and income changes than the 

general population. Overall the rating on this dimension is therefore moderately 

satisfactory (4). 

145. Social capital and empowerment. Under this domain, there is good evidence 

that group formation, the transferring of planning and investment decisions to 

village committees, and the principle that the under-privileged have access to 

these assets and a voice in their use, have driven forward social capital and 

empowered the poorest in the selected communities. CBARDP and CBNRMP have a 

strong record in this domain. RTEP only turned to this aspect in Phase 2 which 

lasted three years) when it delivered support through community-led initiatives, 

but there is little documentary evidence on the achievements in this domain. 

146. CBARDP’s CDD approach has made a contribution to building social capital. Prior to 

CBARDP, the communities had few social groups; not more than two or three and 

comprising only male members who only meet when the need arises. A total of 

about 8,280 farmer groups with male and female participation have been formed in 

69 LGAs across the seven states. These farmer and community groups were 



 

48 
 

formed under 207 CDAs that further identified the constraints and opportunities 

facing their community and prioritized their needs in order to prepare community 

action plans for each CDA. Having up to about forty or more groups representing 

different interests, trades and businesses in a village area makes the communities 

more able to take responsibility for their development and has increased the 

capacity for collective action.  

147. For CBNRMP, while mobilization approaches have gone through an unsteady path 

(from community-based animation teams to CADAs and from social investments to 

group and then individual enterprises), and the understanding of CDD has been 

less rounded than in CBARDP, the focus on youth empowerment has been a 

significant achievement, especially towards the later stages. Pigs, poultry, fishing 

and bee-keeping have attracted youth, while spraying kits and crop processing 

have also provided suitable ventures. The choice of investments has often 

benefited the poorer and women, through for example poultry, vegetables or 

sewing. Through increased incomes, these groups have grown in confidence and 

for some the impact has been life-changing. Important social benefits are also 

reported, as for example a reported reduction in youth migration as employment 

opportunities have risen, and less crime and vandalism. In Yala LGA, Cross River, 

the local government even reported a fall in girl trafficking, which had been a 

serious problem in the past.  

148. Overall, a rating of moderately satisfactory (4) is given for this domain based on 

CPE field evidence from CBARDP and CBNRMP.113  

149. Food security and agricultural productivity. There are positive claims from 

various programme studies demonstrating achievements in this domain. Impact 

studies from both CBARDP and CBNRMP report marked increases in production and 

productivity. The final CBARDP Supervision Mission in 2013 for example provides 

very positive figures for crop production changes (although not for livestock or fish 

production) and notes their contribution to ATA targets.114 The PPA of CBARDP 

however raises important doubts over the reliability of the impact survey results, 

after examining the original data set. It also questioned how far the changes 

observed can be attributed to CBARDP given the presence of a number of other 

development initiatives. As a result the PPA recorded an unsatisfactory rating.  

150. For CBNRMP, the survey data are more robust and show very positive changes in 

productivity for major crops between the beneficiary and control farmers, with 

maize, rice and cassava of between 50-100 per cent. Difference in difference 

analysis shows that the beneficiary farmers have seen higher increases as a result 

of the programme. CBNRMP had less significant changes in crop yields in several 

states, for example Imo, Ondo and Rivers. These data are supported by the 

programme’s self-assessment and the CPE’s own field visits. (table below and 

annex VI tables 6.1-6.3) 
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 Further justification should come from the forthcoming PCR for CBNRMP. 
114

 NGN 1.2 billion are said to have been injected into the hands of small farmers as a result (which pro rata equates to 
about US$20 per household), but no sources are given for these figures. The PCR repeats these figures as does the 
CASP design documentation. 
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Table 14 
CBNRMP impact on crop yields, 2007-2013 (kg) 

Region State 

Difference within difference analysis beneficiaries vs. control group 

Maize Rice Cassava Yams 

South East Abia 26 458 -251 229 

South South Akwa Ibom 7  32,399 67 

South South Bayelsa 11  -7,214 651 

South South Cross River 19 25 -664 422 

South South Delta 26  736  

South South Edo 109  150 4,882 

South East Imo -48  2,708 -175 

South West Ondo -10 203 -3,162 -454 

South South Rivers -121  17,280 -1,610 

Source: CBNRMP 2007 baseline survey; CBNRMP 2013 impact survey; plus annex VI, table 6.3 below. 

151. Independent evidence available from studies undertaken from 2010-2014 by 

researchers into RTEP farmers versus non-RTEP farmers shows a statistically 

significant difference in cassava adoption and production rates in Plateau, Kwara, 

Lagos and Ogun, though less so for a sample from Nasarawa and Benue: see 

annex VI, table 7 for details. For other root crops there is less evidence, although 

the PCR does claim a national doubling of sweet potato and cocoyam and 

50 per cent increase in yam production from 2000-2009, although the extent to 

which RTEP is responsible is not clear. More widely, RTEP added value to the 

knowledge of roots and tubers production technologies in West and Central Africa 

and many analytical studies, case studies and research publications have emerged 

(Supervision Mission 2009).  

152. The issue of attribution arises strongly in this domain. There are a range of other 

programmes supporting agriculture in the states where IFAD programmes have 

operated, and because these are not often discrete, visible investments (such as 

schools or clinics), it is not easy to detect or separate their influence from IFAD’s 

support. For example, the World Bank FADAMA programme operated in Kebbi, Imo, 

Ogun and Kwara States (where IFAD also operates), supporting supply of irrigation 

equipment and improved techniques and seeds, and its PCR reported sharp income 

increases for its beneficiaries.115 Also, subsidized fertilizer supplied through the 

Federal Government’s successful ATA Growth Enhancement Support Programme 

was distributed to many farmers across all the states. The high adoption rates 

given in the IFAD impact reports for fertilizer use will to some extent be due to this 

initiative.  

153. More widely, the sector has been growing strongly in the past decade, with some 

estimates stating a three-fold growth between 2002 and 2012, and an annual 

growth of 5.9 per cent.116 Roots and tubers, fish production and vegetables have 

shown the greatest growth. To some extent, IFAD’s investments will have 

contributed towards this trend, particularly in the communities supported; however 

the vast size of the sector and the fairly limited role that public expenditure 

(including both Government and foreign aid) plays in supporting such growth 

suggest that most of the rise in agricultural production has come as a result of 

investments from both large and small private investors. 

154. In summary, there are strong claims from programme sources that there has been 

a marked contribution to improved food security and agricultural productivity. 

However, in some cases the evidence base is weak and the attribution question is 
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 Implementation Completion and Results Report, Second FADAMA Development Project, July 2012. 
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 Analysis of Agricultural Public Expenditures in Nigeria, IFPRI Discussion Paper 01395, December 2014. 
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not addressed. At individual community level where IFAD has operated there have 

been marked impacts on food production and security, but the wider impact of this 

on the rural economy remains limited. Therefore, the CPE gives a rating of 

moderately satisfactory (4) for this domain. 

155. Natural resources, the environment and climate change. This has not been a 

highlight of IFAD’s portfolio during the CPE period, and the proportion of 

community funds devoted to this domain has been very small – in CBARDP’s case, 

just 2 per cent of the community development fund was devoted to environmental 

and sanitation projects. Isolated examples exist of better resource management, 

through tree nurseries, woodlots, bee-keeping, solar energy and disposal of 

cassava processing waste. CBARDP and CBNRMP included investments in water and 

sanitation, soil conservation and pasture management, and the CPE saw some 

examples in the field, but the overall impact is judged as somewhat limited. 

Indirectly, creating rural employment through intensification of production in 

enterprises such as fish farming, rice, cassava, poultry and many others, will have 

benefited the environment through reducing more destructive farm practices. But 

the shift in focus towards value chains, rural finance, processing and marketing has 

reduced the space for a sustained emphasis on a more balanced rural development 

approach. 

156. Under CASP, a detailed analysis of the implications of climate change in the Sahel 

zone is set out in the design, and greater attention is now planned on this theme 

(in particular the ASAP grant funding will explicitly support climate-related 

measures for farmers). But there is little evidence presented of what CBARDP 

achieved or lessons that should be learned in this domain (see, for example, 

working paper 7 of the CASP appraisal document). Furthermore, given CASP’s 

multiple objectives (marketing, enterprises, governance), the opportunity to 

address climate mitigation or adaptation within this competing agenda may be 

restricted. In summary, due to limited impact and paucity of evidence in this 

domain, a rating of unsatisfactory (2) is given. 

157. Institutions and services. IFAD’s programmes can claim significant impact on 

local institutions and through these, changes to a range of services benefiting the 

poor either in the form of social, production or credit support. The 

institutionalization of the CDAs as a 4th tier of government can be regarded as an 

important impact of CBARDP; while CADAs in CBNRMP, though more recently 

created, are widely accepted. To varying degrees this village-level form of 

community-based development architecture has been widely adopted within 

programme areas and beyond. Despite some level of political interference in 

selection of localities and of leaders, they act as locally-owned organs that have 

channelled resources and brought forward the views and priorities of those living in 

often remote and disempowered communities. For many of those visited by the 

CPE team, such local institutions were keeping records and accounts, and had 

made payments to contractors, and ensured the quality of services. They have 

mostly obtained formal status through registration under cooperative legislation, 

and are on the way to financial independence although the growth in their assets 

has been modest. 

158. At local and state government levels, considerable capacities have been built. 

However, limited budgets and low prioritization of agriculture have impeded 

sustained service delivery. RTEP has had less institutional impact since it operated 

through separate national and state implementation units, which have not 

survived. RTEP state offices were embedded within the ADP structures, and as the 

ADP system has seen reduced levels of support in recent years, so RTEP has 

struggled to maintain an operational presence at state level. Various research 

bodies received RTEP grants but without any institutional strengthening, while 

other bodies such as the State Agro-Processing and Marketing Expansion Group 

have been discontinued. At local level, too, there is little documentary evidence 

that community processing groups have survived. 
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159. Rural finance outreach through CBARDP’s financial service associations has been a 

notable success in the targeted 207 communities across the north of the country, 

and these have continued to provide credit, though mainly to traders and 

middlemen than to the village poor and ‘unbankable’. As noted earlier under 

Effectiveness, RUFIN is also providing support to increase credit outreach with 

some successes, though some of the figures are questionable. 

160. To conclude, developing new forms of community leadership (and in turn political 

representation) takes time. Building participatory governance at the local level may 

run counter to years of a totally different kind of political culture in Nigeria. Signs 

of replication of the IFAD-championed 4th tier of government have occurred (see 

Sustainability above), but wider impact will require new forms of trust and 

collaboration, new skills and capacities, new models of leadership and power 

sharing. The CPE rates progress in this domain as moderately satisfactory (4) 

overall.  

161. Overall poverty impact. The contribution of the lending portfolio assessed here 

(CBARDP, CBNRMP, RTEP) to poverty is assessed as moderately satisfactory (4) 

overall. But at the same time the programme had a particular impact on the poorer 

members of rural society, on women and on youth and those living in remoter 

areas. In some cases, IFAD’s programmes have made substantial differences to 

living standards, albeit in discrete communities receiving intensive support. These 

improvement appear small against the backdrop of broader poverty trends117 that 

find (i) an overall decline in poverty over the period nationally, but (ii) deepening 

poverty in the North West and North East with over half of all the poor in Nigeria 

living in these two regions, (iii) growing inequality between rich and poor in all 

regions except in the South West.  

D. Other evaluation criteria 
Sustainability 

162. For sustainability, the CPE reviewed CBARDP, RTEP and CBNRMP.118 Of these, the 

PPA for CBARDP provides an opportunity for a more in depth field verification of 

sustainability of assets, services and community institutions.119 The issue of 

sustainability should be addressed from both a government, a private sector and 

community perspective.  

163. At national level, the Federal Government’s commitment to agriculture was 

strengthened under the previous president. The ATA gave increased emphasis to 

the sector, and its pursuit of a more commercial approach to agriculture has built 

greater inclusivity so that poor farmers can increasingly join the formal sector both 

in terms of credit, input access and processing. Nevertheless public expenditure on 

agriculture has shrunk over the past five years, with federal funding for capital 

expenditure in agriculture and rural development declining from 4 to 0.9 per cent 

of the budget between 2008 and 2015, and Nigeria’s public expenditure on 

agriculture has been much lower than in other comparable economies.120 Against 

this, the production and exports arising from the sector continue to grow (chapter 

II), and private sector investments are growing. These trends, by shifting the 

responsibility for growth from the Government to private sector, in general enhance 

the sustainability of IFAD’s programmes.  

164. On the other hand, although reliance on oil revenues has been declining, the fall in 

oil prices can be expected to have an impact on the long-term sustainability of 
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 The most recent Government poverty statistics at state level compare 2004 with 2010, but these have been rebased 
(although only at regional level) following analysis by the World Bank of the General Household Surveys in 2010/11 and 
2012/13. 
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 The first two have closed and should have findings on this dimension, while CBNRMP has stopped operations at 
end September 2015 and loan closure is in March 2016. 
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 PPA of CBARDP, 2015 pp. 25-26 and annex IV. 
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 Analysis of Agricultural Public Expenditures in Nigeria, IFPRI Discussion Paper 01395, Dec. 2014. 
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IFAD’s investments particularly from lower state and LGA revenues.121 Alongside 

this, not all states place agriculture at the centre of their development planning or 

budgets, particularly in the South.  

165. Some state governments have maintained a degree of budget support for 

programme activities, particularly under CBARDP, although the use of decaying ADP 

structures indicates how limited state resources are. The political electoral cycle 

leading to the turnover of governors and LGA chairpersons every 3-4 years has had 
an effect on implementation as noted in para  127 above, but will also affect 

sustainability. Once IFAD support has ended, there is little local government 

support for maintaining programme assets or retaining staff. IFAD programme 

offices, vehicles and equipment attached to state ADPs are often left unmaintained. 

In Abia State, RTEP has remained a budget line item in the ADP since loan closure; 

however no funds have been released by the state government since 2011. 

166. Important coordinating structures that had responsibility for planning and 

supporting the sustained use of programme results in the sector have closed or 

been merged. The Federal Agricultural Coordinating Unit and the Agricultural 

Projects M&E Unit that operated since the 1980s were merged into the Project 

Coordinating Unit, for example, and where before these entities had large staff 

numbers at national, zonal and state level, these capacities grew much weaker in 

the past five years. But they have not been replaced effectively in the current 

administration leaving a vacuum in guiding how donor programmes should be 

effectively followed up. Equally the National Planning Commission’s (NPC) role in 

driving ministry and state performance had been strong during the last 

administration. This had led to the introduction of performance scorecards and to 

greater ministerial accountability for results. However with a change of minister in 

2012, the momentum has been reduced, and the leadership shown by NPC has 

been reduced in the past three years. NPC’s critical role has been handicapped by 

staff changes and reduced funds to coordinate and make field visits. 

167. In terms of private sector and community support for sustainability, PPA field 

evidence from CBARDP indicated three-quarters of the observed social and 

economic assets (schools, clinics, irrigation, roads, skill centres, etc.) were being 

maintained and in use.122 The lower cost assets had better sustainability ratings – 

often these were economic assets run by individuals as village businesses (welding, 

sewing, threshing, milling, irrigation). They had continued successfully after IFAD 

support, and had given the targeted poorer beneficiaries significant increases in 

income. Under CBNRMP, RIMS figures also report that around 60 per cent of assets 

were operational in 2014, the final year of programme operation. This evidence, 

plus the CPE field visits and stakeholder meetings, indicate positive prospects for 

sustainability, especially in many of the small and medium enterprises started 

under the programme (such as pig and fish farming, rice milling, cassava 

processing, tailoring, crop spraying). 

168. For RTEP, while the previous CPE gave a moderately unsatisfactory rating of 3, at 

closure the PCR Digest painted a better picture with a moderately satisfactory 

rating (4) on the basis that there was some likelihood of RTEP technologies being 

retained by farmers – although the evidence base in the PCR is very thin and no 

consolidated impact study was ever produced for RTEP. Since then, there is limited 

new evidence of sustainability driven by private actors. The continued use of 

improved planting materials and technologies appears to be reasonable, based on 

various independent studies discussed in the section below on poverty impact, and 

some of the cassava processing centres established by RTEP are reported to be still 
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 According to the International Monetary Fund: “with oil and gas exports representing 95 per cent of exports and 
70 per cent of government revenues, a sustained reduction in oil prices would impact significantly the external current 
account and fiscal revenues and stymie the recent growth momentum” International Monetary Fund Country Report 
14/85, March 2015. 
122

 This compares rather poorly though with the World Bank Community-based Poverty Reduction Project which had 
90 per cent still operational four years after completion including 95 per cent in Yobe. (Project Performance 
Assessment Report 2016, p. 22). 
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in operation.123 Nevertheless the final supervision noted in 2009 that there were 

still weak linkages between producers, processors and markets because the final 

phase of RTEP had not moved far enough in developing a true value chain 

approach. It noted that ‘while professing centres are still in existence, it is likely 

that only a few have any marketing or financing plan, and insufficient working 

capital to expand.’ This was partly because the request for a loan extension was not 

approved by IFAD in 2010, and this hampered sustainability of existing processing 

centres or of organizing links to RUFIN, which would have been appropriate way to 

resolve the lack of working capital.  

169. In terms of community organization, the community structures established by 

IFAD in the North continue to operate, and have been extended into new LGAs by 

state legislation. For example, CDAs supported by CBARDP maintain their 

existence, electing leaders and holding meetings. On the other hand, maintenance 

sub-committees are often weak or inactive and the formation of new associations 

within the same community is reportedly limited. Under CBNRMP, the formation of 

CADAs has occurred only since 2013, and though this is a short time frame, the 

CPE’s field visits found them to be actively engaged in implementing and 

maintaining assets and supporting enterprise groups. While they are not 

recognized as a 4th tier of government in the way that CDAs have been, de facto 

they operate as a community level body to manage funds and prioritize 

investments.124 

170. The community-based programmes were to instil the reflow of investments funds 

so that further cycles of beneficiaries would receive capital to start enterprises. 

From CPE field experience, this is yet to happen, and most groups including CDAs 

and CADAs have been unable to maintain surplus funds, and where reflows have 

happened they tend to be to existing group members rather being extended to new 

beneficiaries.  

171. As noted earlier under Relevance, the design turbulence experienced by 

programmes such as RTEP, CBARDP and CBNRMP has strongly affected 

sustainability. With the periodic substantial changes in programme direction 

introduced by MTRs or some supervision missions, the timeframe for structures to 

be understood and take root has been reduced to two-three years. CBNRMP’s 

CADAs or RTEP’s processing centres for example have not had sufficient time to 

become self-dependent. The supervision mission for CBNRMP in 2015 noted that 

the first phase of training for 146 CADAs has been completed and manuals 

prepared but handover to state/LGAs or to the Nigeria Delta Development 

Commission (NDDC) remains pending.125 The recommendations emerging at this 

point sound last minute and unrealistic, expecting huge leaps of faith for CADAs to 

become self-sufficient or brought under the wing of Government. The issue of 

revolving the community development fund under CBARDP and CBNRMP seems to 

have found limited traction. From field evidence, enterprise groups have recycled 

funds within their membership but so far not beyond this to new members of the 

community.  

172. The effect of conflict and insecurity on sustainability of assets is a mixed 

narrative. While across Northern Nigeria, in particular Borno and Yobe States, there 

has been a dramatic increase in insecurity since 2009 as a result of the Boko 

Haram movement, the effect on assets and services delivered with IFAD support 

appears to be localized. Uncertainty over the outcome of the North East insurgency 

will have an effect on CBARDP sustainability as well as CASP implementation, 

particularly given the volume of refugees and displaced people. Equally the 

implications of the farmer and pastoralist conflicts in the Middle Belt areas such as 

Nasarawa and Benue States where RTEP and now RUFIN and VCDP operate are yet 
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 At a CBNRMP workshop for the CPE in Songhai on 31 August 2015, the majority of participants from all nine States 
expressed strong support for the CADA structures and their prospects for sustainability. 
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unclear. Interviews with beneficiary groups in Benue that were displaced by the 

agro-pastoralist conflict in 2014 pointed to an international dimension in the 

conflict that might have critical implications for the sustainability of IFAD assets 

and groups.  

Summary. At national level, although President Buhari campaigned strongly in 

support of helping Nigeria’s farmers, the new government is yet to establish a firm 

position on agriculture, either in terms of continuing the ATA policy platform or 

establishing a new policy framework. At the time of this CPE, it was difficult to 

assess what resources will flow to the sector and how this will in turn affect the 

sustainability of investments from IFAD’s portfolio.126 At state level, the governors 

are mostly new as well, and have varying commitment to small-scale farmers and 

many focus on more visible large-scale investments. At local level, community 

associations are widely recognized as a sound legacy that continue to support 

assets built by IFAD’s programmes, and small and medium enterprises have 

continued to grow. But larger scale private sector actors, particularly in credit 

provision, processing and marketing, are yet to link up effectively with the 

numerous scattered farm enterprises and producer groups. These are important 

opportunities for the more recent programmes (RUFIN, VCDP and CASP) to fill, but 

these potential synergies are yet to be properly exploited. We therefore rate the 

portfolio as moderately satisfactory (4), giving due emphasis to the fact that the 

two community-based programmes have been able to build local mechanisms to 

support and continue the achievements. 

Gender equality and women's empowerment 

173. The Government of Nigeria has made several commitments at international and 

regional levels to ensure that gender equality is integrated in developing, 

implementing and evaluating Government policies and programmes. Nigeria signed 

the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women in 

2000 (ratified in 2004). In the same year, 2000, Government adopted the National 

Policy on Women which specifies the overriding principles that underpin its 

commitment to equality of women and men before the law. This was followed by 

the Gender Policy (2006) which states that gender equality is critical to the 

achievement of national development goals and objectives and must be integrated 

at all levels of policy, planning and implementation. Under NEEDS, policy 

implementation at each level entailed mainstreaming of gender into socio-political 

and economic interventions to achieve reduction in poverty levels and 

discrimination against women. The agricultural sector started targeted spending on 

girls and women in 2011 with the launch of the ATA. 

174. The CPE period covers two IFAD policies that focus on gender and women's 

empowerment, the 2003 Gender Action Plan, and its successor the 2012 Policy for 

Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment. Overall, IFAD’s approach to address 

gender equality was relevant in Nigeria. The programmes acknowledge the 

importance of women in agriculture and target women through progressive 

strategies (table 15), which are highly relevant given the levels of gender 

inequality in rural areas and in agriculture. 

175. CBARDP and CBNRMP were approved before IFAD gender policies were put into 

effect, and their gender strategies were to foster women’s participation through a 

gender-sensitive CDD approach, very much in line with the national NEEDS 

programme. Under the Gender Action Plan, RUFIN presents a second generation 

gender strategy, integrating gender equality concerns throughout the programme 

and also targeting men. RTEP, RUFIN and VCDP had specific strategies, quotas and 

targeted products and services to address gender gaps and promote participation 

of women. RUMEDP also explicitly targeted women with a proportional target, 
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though was vaguer in its design on how to achieve these targets compared to 

RUFIN.  

176. VCDP and CASP were approved under the Policy for Gender Equality and Women’s 

Empowerment which required an augmented approach to integrating economic 

empowerment, participation and voice of women into IFAD’s programmes. This is 

put into practice through the Gender Action Learning System which addresses 

gender inequality by recognizing power differentials across value chains, raising 

gender awareness and building capacities within and outside the programme. The 

Gender Action Learning System has been piloted amongst village savings and 

credit groups in RUFIN, and is fully integrated into VCDP's design. CASP (designed 

after VCDP) is only piloting Gender Action Learning System in one state. The 

effectiveness of the Gender Action Learning System has not been reviewed yet. 

Table 15 
Comparison of gender empowerment strategies across CPE portfolio 

IFAD policy 
timeline 

National 
policy 
timeline Project Strategy 

No policy National 
Women’s 
Policy 
(2000) 

RTEP Women targeted through mobilization, sensitization, capacitation and 
empowerment processes, particularly in root and tuber processing and 
research subcomponents, and through capacity-building of ADPs. No 
quotas used. 

Gender Action 
Plan (2003) 

NEEDS 
(2003) 

CBARDP Gender-sensitive CDD approach integrated nine gender and poor-specific 
strategic interventions into programme components (capacity-building, 
gender analysis and mainstreaming in CDD design, direct targeting, self-
targeting, and gender-sensitive M&E). Community-specific gender-
disaggregated CDD targets. 

CBNRMP Gender-sensitive CDD approach integrated nine gender and poor-specific 
strategic interventions into programme components (capacity-building, 
gender analysis &mainstreaming in CDD design, direct targeting, self-
targeting, and gender-sensitive M&E). Proportional quotas (40 per cent 
women beneficiaries) decided through stakeholder agreement. 

National 
Gender 
Policy 
(2006) 

RUFIN A broad gender mainstreaming strategy based on five sub-strategies 
including products targeted to women, creating gender awareness, 
capacity-building, quotas (40 per cent women beneficiaries), and gender-
sensitive M&E to be monitored by a gender and training specialist 

Policy for 
Gender 
Equality and 
Women’s 
Empowerment 
(2012) 

VCDP Three-pillar strategy using the Gender Action Learning Systems: Self-
targeting of women through specific value chain activities; proportional 
minimum (35 per cent) quotas in programme resources for women, 
women's group participation, and women participating in groups; and a 
dedicated gender/youth officer. 

CASP Gender-mainstreaming strategy-building on CBARDP's CDD approach, 
synthesizing the nine gender and poor specific strategic interventions into 
five mechanisms - informed participation and consultation, proportional 
quotas for all programme activities (between 30–50 per cent women and 
women-led group targets), gender-sensitive M&E, creating enabling 
environments through gender-appropriate communication tools, and 
recruitment of staff gender specialists.  

Source: RTEP Appraisal Report Volume I 1998; RTEP PCR 2010, p. 2; CBARDP Formulation Report Volume I 2001; 
CBNRMP Formulation Report Volume I 2001; CBARDP MTR 2007; CBNRMP President's Report 2002; RUFIN Design 
Report Volume I 2006; RUFIN Design Report Volume I, Appendix XVIII; RUMEDP Appraisal Report, Volume I: Main 
report and appendices 2007; VCDP Design Report Volume I 2012; CASP Final Programme Report (main report and 
appendices) 2013, appendix 2, tables 4 and 5. 
 

177. Levels of participation show a positive trajectory indicating that overall the 

programmes have increasingly succeeded in mobilizing women to participate. 

Across the portfolio women participated at an increasing rate, starting from RTEP's 

19 per cent, to CBARDP, CBNRMP (40 per cent and above), with RUFIN notably 

reaching 55 per cent of total beneficiaries (figure 13). At the same time, where 

gender-specific targets were included, they became less ambitious over time.  
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Figure 13 
Comparison of proportions of targeted and actual women beneficiaries per CPE programme 

Source: RTEP Loan Agreement, May 2000, p. 14; CBARDP President's Report, September 2001, p. 12; CBNRMP 
RIMS data 2015; RUFIN Supervision Report, June 2014; VCDP Design Report, volumes I and II, 2012, p. 30; CASP 
Final Project Report 2013, p. xvi; CASP President's Report 2013, p. 8; RTEP PCR 2010, p. 2; CBARDP PCR 2014, 
p. viii; CBNRMP RIMS data 2015; RUFIN Supervision Report, June 2015. 

 

178. For RTEP, although 26,800 women were reached in the crop processing component 

(92 per cent of the component), overall they only represented 18 per cent of 

beneficiaries. 73,353 women farmers used improved production technology, 

65 women's groups were involved and 54 groups were led by women. The gender-

based research component was found wanting by supervision missions127 and 

researchers and extension staff did not consider gender issues in training.  

179. CBARDP saw increased women's participation in programme activities (40 per cent 

of beneficiaries), with trainings, women-led groups and women saving activities all 

exceeding targets. CDAs were ground-breaking for many women involved, though, 

making them participants in community-wide activities for the first time. Impact 

studies for CBARDP suggest a positive impact on gender equity through women’s 

active engagement in and use of health, education and water infrastructure. There 

are many examples of women being able to generate their own income, yet still 

burdened with having to look after their homes and children with limited resources. 

The PPA field visits found that little has changed in terms of women’s role in the 

community and their use of time and labour. 

180. CBNRMP achieved a similar level of women's participation, with women 

representing an overall 41 per cent of beneficiaries. By component, the programme 

achieved considerable progress in reaching out to women. RIMS data shows 

women were 48 per cent of the direct beneficiaries in training, receiving jobs, and 

in group formation, and were a majority of the beneficiaries of agricultural 

infrastructure investments. Similarly, targets for training in enterprise development 

and job creation are close to being achieved. Low achievement rates in livelihood 

development opportunities for women, including processing activities, access to 

financial services, and groups led by women, are below 60 per cent target 

achievement, suggesting that access to inputs and actions fostering social change 

for women are having a reduced impact.  

181. RUFIN achieved significant outreach to women, particularly after the MTR, when 

2,000 women's groups were financially linked. Women constitute about 50 per cent 

of the active borrowers. Among the voluntary savers, women only represent 

37 per cent of beneficiaries. However, women constitute a majority of beneficiaries 

                                           
127

 Women as a focus in research approaches were not duly considered in processing activity research, or in extension 
agents not being empowered to contribute to helping farmers' and women's groups of their new control of inputs 
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in savings/credit groups formed/strengthened, and individuals receiving 

programme services, and a significant majority of internal borrowers (76 per cent). 

Other components targeted women through research. Nonetheless, efforts at 

mainstreaming gender issues both within the programme and within communities 

were reported in supervision missions to not be progressing as intended.  

182. Sustainable inclusion and empowerment of women is harder to ascertain. 

M&E data focus mainly on beneficiary numbers. There is little evidence to show 

how women have used the opportunities provided by the programmes to improve 

their economic and social status. Yet, women’s take up of similar activities (figure 

14) differed across programmes. Women’s participation in training plateaued across 

the programmes and overall more men participated in training than women.  

RUFIN, due to its focus on women's financial inclusion and targeting approach, has 

been particularly successful in mobilizing women savers. CBARDP's main 

achievement was the high number of groups led by women. Little is said on the 

levels of empowerment of women-led groups in CBNRMP, but numbers are low in 

comparison to CBARDP and RUFIN. RUFIN's approach is expected to increase 

Overall, RUFIN’s focus on women seems to indicate a positive trajectory and the 

number of women-led groups might even be increasing, considering it is currently 

in year 5 of the programme.128    

Figure 14 
Comparison of women to total beneficiaries in trainings received, savers, and  
outreach in groups led by women between CBARDP, CBNRMP and RUFIN 

 
Source: RIMS data (CBARDP 2012, CBNRMP 2014), RUFIN Supervision Mission 2014. 

183. Field assessments by the CPE suggest that while IFAD’s programmes have 

increased women's participation in community development activities, their impact 

on decision-making empowerment and social change is not as great. However 

focus group discussions held by the CPE team with CBARDP and CBNRMP women 

beneficiaries found that gender roles in agriculture and in the domestic 

environment remained unchanged.  

184. The issue of women's workloads did not receive sufficient attention. Although the 

programmes identify increased workloads as a result of project intervention and/or 

due to changing environment or male out-migration as a potential issue, this is not 

systematically monitored. Baseline and impact studies do not provide data for an 

assessment. Only, RUFIN reports reduced workloads against non-beneficiaries 

although it is not clear what the causal linkages with the programme’s 

interventions are.  
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185. Perhaps the most important shortcoming of the gender strategies has been the lack 

of consideration given to ethnic and religious differentiations. In both design and 

supervision reports, ethnic dimensions are not discussed, and while religious ones 

are acknowledged there are no clear strategies of how women would be targeted. 

Nigeria's religious and ethnic diversity, and the role these play in shaping gender 

roles and in socio-economic processes (i.e. value chains, financial inclusion, etc.), 

place greater demands on understanding these roles and devising specific 

approaches.  

186. Overall, programmes have by and large followed the trajectory of IFAD and 

national gender policy development, moving from quantitative gender targets to a 

mainstreaming approach to addressing gender equality gaps. While there is little 

evidence yet on the effectiveness of these strategies, overall the CPE concludes 

that effective strategies to address gender equality concerns in a country as 

heterogeneous as Nigeria will require culturally appropriate strategies that match 

the available capacities. Overall, the performance with regard to gender equality 

and women’s empowerment is assessed as moderately satisfactory (4). 

187. Youth empowerment. Nigeria's large youth population and issues that affect 

rural youth, including urban migration of youth and women trafficking, have 

received more attention in Nigeria with the launch of the National Youth Policy in 

2009.129 Objectives include, among others, the establishment of a framework to 

provide guidelines on all youth development matters, approach youth problems 

comprehensively, promote youth participation in democratic processes, and reduce 

youth unemployment. It also establishes priority groups amongst youth based on 

vulnerability, significantly female youth and rural youth.  

188. This is mirrored by the increasing attention which IFAD gives to targeting rural 

youth since 2003,130 and especially under the last Strategic Framework (2011-

2015). The Nigeria COSOP considers gender and youth a strategic focus due to 

high youth unemployment and youth restiveness in rural areas. For the recent 

programmes, strategies for targeting rural youth claim to follow the 2009 National 

Youth Policy's (2009) direction, but only CBNRMP paid sufficient attention to youth 

at design. Nonetheless, as observed by an earlier IOE synthesis,131 the monitoring 

of youth involvement is weak. Within the Nigeria portfolio, monitoring of youth 

participation is mixed, but overall there has been some progress. RTEP had one 

indicator collecting activity results for training of youth. CBARDP did not track 

youth numbers in its RIMS, though documents claim increased youth employment. 

CBNRMP tracks youth as target beneficiaries in its logframe, though RIMS does not 

contain youth-disaggregated indicators. RUFIN was far more detailed in its 

monitoring of youth-directed activities with age-disaggregated indicators. RUMEDP 

had no logframe performance indicators for youth. The final two projects, VCDP 

and CASP, also exhibit the same quota system for targeting of youth as for women 

(see tables 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3 in annex VI showing the trends in targeting and 

achievement according to gender and age by project). 

189. Results for youth are therefore not as well documented especially in the earlier 

programmes, such as RTEP and CBARDP. Across the portfolio, over 1.09 million 

direct and indirect beneficiaries were identified as youths (627,000 young men and 

460,000 young women, representing 39 per cent of beneficiaries). More youth 

were direct beneficiaries than adults, and received more jobs (54 per cent) than 

adults. They also benefitted more from social and agricultural infrastructure. For 
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RUFIN, youth constitute 18 per cent of beneficiaries. Over 21,000 jobs have been 

created for youth, surpassing targets.   

190. There is some evidence that programmes were successful in attracting rural youth. 

The CPE field visits observed some trends of educated youth (male and female) 

moving back to rural areas and becoming beneficiaries of CBNRMP. The observed 

youth profile benefitting from such programme interventions was not the poorest of 

the poor, but the better educated including university graduates.132 State 

programme officers defended the involvement of such youths by arguing that they 

would set an example and encourage other youth to replicate these enterprises in 

other communities, in collaboration with ATA's N-Agripreneur programme. Field 

interviews indicated that poorer youth are following the initiative, though it is too 

early to tell how successful the scheme will be. 

Innovation and scaling up 

191. These aspects are considered for the programmes of longer duration: RTEP, 

CBARDP and CBNRMP. 

192. There is reasonable evidence that IFAD has contributed to innovations in several 

areas. In technology, there have been useful research improvements in new 

varieties and practices, particularly under RTEP. Research at the International 

Institute for Tropical Agriculture and elsewhere has led to a number of new cassava 

and yam varieties, and processing techniques (such as High Quality Cassava Flour). 

New uses of cassava flour such as in bread making (10 per cent) was promoted. 

On the other hand, no new varieties were released for cocoyam, sweet potato or 

Irish potato.  

193. The expansion of CDD must count as the most significant innovation 

arising from IFAD’s community-based programmes. These investments 

provided the structure and principles for how CDD would work at village level and 

in the case of CBARDP how local government would work with this newly 

formalized fourth tier.133 The hierarchy of CDA committees and sub-committees and 

the authority invested in these entities by virtue of their transparent democratic 

structure, and because they were entrusted with dispensing programme funds, has 

given them credibility. As the CASP design says: “a process of grass-roots 

mobilization championed by groups and CDAs has empowered community 

members to access and use resources to improve their livelihoods”.134 The 

approach to CDD under CBNRMP has also been innovative in the way that CADAs 

have been formed with a strong focus on enterprise development by commodity 

groups. VCDP's apex value chain clusters follow a similar structure to CBNRMP's 

CADAs. 

194. In addition, the demonstration of large scale production of quality certified seeds 

from producers in Yobe and Jigawa has been a notable achievement under CBARDP. 

Other examples include windmills and use of solar panels which have improved the 

reliability of water supply and irrigation systems. Paravet clinics and small agro-

input shops are regarded as important village-level innovations run by locally-

trained entrepreneurs that provide easily accessible minor treatments and inputs. 

Finally (financial service associations) have been seen as a CBARDP innovation 

creating a locally owned and run credit facility at village level that is connected to 

micro banks.  

195. With CBNRMP, the programme can claim to be moderately innovative, especially in 

its youth initiative ‘Youth in Agriculture’, which was a deliberate strategy to address 

the problem of crime and unemployment amongst younger people in the Delta (see 

section on Youth). Also, the more successful agri-business ventures have been 

heralded as champions or models for others to follow. From a technology 
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perspective, new methods have been introduced around bee-keeping, fish farming 

and processing. 

196. On the other hand, IFAD’s success in promoting replication or scaling up of those 

innovations is rather limited. CBARDP seems to be the only programme that has 

achieved significant scaling up of the CDD approach. State legislation and funding 

have been introduced in Sokoto, Kebbi and Katsina States to support the 

replication of CDAs in LGAs not supported by IFAD, as well as in new villages within 

former IFAD-supported LGAs.135 The follow-up programme, CASP, is intending to 

build on this through ‘horizontal scaling up’, with plans to replicate further the CDD 

approach in new and existing LGAs.136  

197. Beyond CBARDP, the CPE struggles to find other solid examples of successful 

replication. Under CBNRMP, the recent focus has been on CADAs, yet there is no 

evidence of CADAs being replicated outside of IFAD areas so far. While the NDDC 

has been invited to continue funding for 2-3 years from 2016 after the IFAD loan 

ends, to extend the programme, there is no firm response yet as the Commission 

leadership is awaiting a mandate under the new federal administration. At local 

level, there has been some replication of successful enterprises, such as the fish 

clusters by Bayelsa and Delta government, groups using yam mini-sett techniques 

and vegetable groups in Cross River. For RTEP, the programme became more 

concentrated after the Tri term review, reducing coverage to selected LGAs and 

communities, and there is little evidence of any scaling up of RTEP’s activities after 

loan closure.  

198. Overall, the CPE gives a rating of moderately satisfactory (4). 

E. Overall assessment of lending programme 

199. Overall assessment of the portfolio is moderately satisfactory (4). Comparing the 

ratings with WCA from the Annual Report on Results and Impact of IFAD 

Operations (ARRI) averages, the CPE ratings are better except for relevance. This 

rather middling assessment does hide substantial variation across the different 

programmes (see table 16). The worst performing of the completed operations is 

RTEP, which is moderately unsatisfactory across most domains. It provided many 

lessons for future operations, some of which but not all were heeded. Lessons that 

were taken on board in the subsequent portfolio included reducing the number of 

states covered, reducing the proportion of funding spent on management, having 

well–designed community driven approaches and targeting the most vulnerable, 

especially women. 

200. But there were several lessons that subsequent operations did not take on board as 

well as they might have. These included: introducing substantial design changes 

without allowing sufficient time to see them through; avoiding start-up delays; 

overcoming weak state funding; tackling weak M&E; relying on Government staff to 

carry out market-driven approaches; and recognizing and mitigating conflict and 

insecurity. 

201. IFAD’s operations have covered a 26/32 states of Nigeria, an ambitious scope given 

the size of the country and IFAD’s relatively modest resources. Yet coverage 

actually is much more modest because of the tight focus on a few selected LGAs 

and communities within each of the selected states. The portfolio reflects good 

policy alignment over the period, and responded well to the last CPE 

recommendations and the current COSOP. With long timeframes and complex 

designs, the implementation challenges were considerable given the capacities 

especially at state and local levels. While the move from CDD-based approaches to 

investments that were enterprise-based, value-chain driven reflected the policy 

direction, delivery suffered from this turbulence and time-frames to achieve 

success were shortened.  
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202. The portfolio targets poverty reasonably well, especially with the programmes in 

the North and Middle Belt. Within each state, successful targeting requires strong 

support from programme teams who must work with and convince local 

government to select the remotest or most vulnerable communities. This has not 

been easy given the limited number of LGAs and villages that can be funded and 

the rapid political cycle and opportunism that exist at state and LGA level. While 

targeting has been a challenge and hampered by weak disaggregated poverty 

statistics, outreach has been good across the portfolio, and the role of women and 

youth have been recognized.  

203. IFAD’s grasp of governance issues could have been stronger and so helped to 

reduce political interference in targeting, redress funding shortfalls and ameliorate 

interference in staffing appointments or misuse of programme assets. IFAD also did 

not analyse the effects of conflict and insecurity on the portfolio or seek to mitigate 

these factors during execution other than avoiding risky locations.  

Table 16 
Summary portfolio ratings 

Criterion  Current CPE rating  

ARRI average project ratings in 
WCA 2002-2014 (48 projects 

included in ARRI 2015)  

Relevance  4  4.4 

Effectiveness  4  3.6 

Efficiency  3 3.5  

Impact  4  3.8  

Sustainability  4  3.5  

Innovation and scaling up  4  3.9  

Gender equality and women's 
empowerment  

4 4.2  

Overall assessment  4  3.8  
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Key points 

 From 2009-15, IFAD’s portfolio had a wide though reducing coverage (operating in all 
but 9 of 36 states). It evolved slowly because of delays in reach effectiveness, with 
just two new operations approved since the most recent COSOP. 

 The portfolio showed good alignment with Government and IFAD policies, but 
underwent substantial re-design and retro-fitting. This improved focus on agriculture 
and value chain approaches, and overcame counterpart funding gaps; but reduced 
the time for embedding approaches and affected local ownership. 

 Overlaps between programmes have been sub-optimal, except in the northern states. 
This was because of changes in geographical focus and delays in start-up of newer 
programmes. 

 Portfolio design and execution has not fully recognized the need to build in conflict 
analysis and mitigation. Nor has it been successful in managing aspects of weak 
governance. Designs were complex and over-estimated the willingness of local 

governments to contribute. 

 Effectiveness and efficiency was reduced by uncertainty of counterpart funding, and 
though IFAD’s disbursement rates have improved with changes in its lending rules, 
the turbulence following these re-design has also affected delivery. While beneficiary 
outreach was less than targeted at appraisal, the policy of concentrating efforts in a 
limited number of villages meant that delivery in these locations was successful, 
efficient and often sustained.  

 Decentralized fund management has supported local ownership at a cost of reduced 
efficiency in CBARDP compared to programmes were loan applications and 
withdrawals were handled by the national programme office. 

 Weak M&E reduced the accuracy of indicators, and the absence of thematic studies 
has limited understanding of effectiveness and impact.  

 Political and institutional changes have affected sustainability. Key coordinating 
mechanisms have disappeared, and the private sector has not stepped in as needed 

to build on the linkages established between producers and the market. Yet at 

community level, local programme structures have persisted and in some areas been 
replicated. 

 Impacts are recorded for empowerment, assets creation and institutions, but the 
scale remains limited given the size of the country, and poverty statistics overall 
show increasing divide between the urban and the wealthy and the rural and the 

poor. The impact could have been greater if re-design had not reduced the period for 
deeper and wider delivery of community assets in the CDD programmes. 

 IFAD’s contribution in the context of the scale of rural poverty is small. 
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V. Performance of partners 

204. Overview. The key partners affecting the formulation of the country strategy, the 

design, implementation and monitoring of the portfolio in Nigeria are IFAD and the 

federal, state and local governments. As noted in preceding sections, and indeed in 

the previous CPE, these partners are closely involved in the processes of loan 

preparation, negotiation, agreement and effectiveness and then in programme fund 

disbursement, implementation and completion.  

205. For all operations covered in this CPE, the timely execution of these different stages 

has been problematic. One operation, RUMEPD, has been suspended due to long 

delays in finalizing loan agreements, while another, Rural Agribusiness Sector 

Enhancement  Programme (RAISE), has been postponed until NDDC as a partner is 

prepared to take on another programme. All others have faced a lag of between 

two to three years from design to start-up, and have then been affected by slow 

disbursement by one or other cofinancier. Loan adjustments have been made 

towards the later stages of the loan period that have led to substantial increases in 

disbursement. 

A. IFAD 

206. The performance of IFAD has been good in several areas. The quality of 

strategy and programme design was high, with detailed technical proposals, 

analysis and implementation plans. The adjustment in programme designs 

following the MTRs and the previous CPE and the subsequent COSOP in 2010 

proved appropriate in refocusing and improving relevance to new policy priorities 

and in improving disbursement. IFAD also made commendable efforts during 

COSOP preparation to consult with stakeholders and use their views to shape the 

document.  

207. But IFAD’s programme design was not without problems. While designs were 

aligned and relevant, they were also complex and overambitious, given the known 

capacities of Government staff available to implement them. State programme 

teams were expected to deliver results across a wide range of sectors (for 

example, CBNRMP and CBARDP covered health, education, agriculture, fisheries, 

community development, environment and roads) and over immense geographical 

areas, especially in the North and the Middle Belt. A more thorough assessment of 

capacities and, as important, the governance risks at COSOP and programme 

design particularly around corruption would have been helpful.137 Conflict has been 

treated as an external risk to be avoided rather than an intrinsic feature of a fragile 

state that needs to be managed in a proactive way. 

208. The radical re-design of the past and ongoing programmes led to implementation 

confusion and short timeframes to achieve new targets. Staff in RTEP, 

CBARDP and CBNRMP had to adjust the expectations of communities and alter their 

priorities, moving, for example, from social investments serving the whole 

community to economic enterprises serving specific sets of producers. The change 

in loan conditionality at the end of the programme period that occurred with these 

older operations was a recognition that excessive demands on state counterpart 

funding were inappropriate without the means to encourage their compliance. 

209. IFAD’s portfolio has been regularly monitored with supervision missions twice a 

year. Since 2007, IFAD took direct responsibility for supervisions and this has had a 

positive effect on ensuring closer attention to IFAD’s concerns. With the 

establishment of a country office in 2008, supervision has also been better 

coordinated with Government and other partners, saving time and costs in doing 

supervision work (see chapter VI).  

210. The overall quality of IFAD’s supervision has been good in terms of regularity 

and level of detail and this improved when IFAD took direct responsibility for 
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supervisions from 2007. The establishment of the country office in 2008 also 

strengthened supervision, speeded up disbursement and helped overcome barriers 

to implementation, especially at federal level. Nevertheless, despite this presence, 

recent programmes such as RUFIN and CASP have still faced delays in approval 

and effectiveness. As noted earlier in chapter IV (Efficiency), supervision missions 

have had very varied composition, and while fresh insights are important, at times 

they have introduced too many adjustments in approach that have caused 

implementation difficulties for programme staff as well as beneficiaries. 

211. IFAD also proved ineffective in ensuring the soundness of M&E. There was 

little success in tackling data gaps and managing the high turnover of M&E staff. 

IFAD did give sufficient support to either the better design or use of the expensive 

baseline and impact surveys, and did not ensure that planned thematic studies 

were conducted. These studies could have shed light on how and why benefits were 

or were not affecting different target groups and built stronger knowledge and 

lessons. Many supervision missions commented on the problems with M&E, yet no 

solutions were found.  

212. While RIMS has provided a standardized tool for estimating beneficiary numbers 

and impacts, the selection of RIMS indicators is largely top down, and was 

found difficult to track by the programmes. There was insufficient support to the 

programme teams to set up well-defined and practical beneficiary tracking systems 

at the start of implementation, and participatory methods were not successfully 

introduced or used.138 Often the personnel responsible for M&E, especially at state-

level, did not have appropriate experience or resources, and in interviews with the 

CPE team said that they found the task overwhelming. The introduction of the 

performance monitoring plan, however, developed by the CBNMRP in 2013, has 

successfully simplified and concentrated monitoring methods. 

213. A final area of concern has been the selection of programme staff with 

inappropriate experience. Key programme staff appointments were sometimes 

not made on merit but as a result of political or local influence,139 while in other 

cases, Government staff have been seconded in preference to personnel with more 

appropriate private sector experience, especially for the rural finance and value 

chain operations. IFAD did not manage this issue effectively, for example through 

use of its no-objection authority.  

214. Strengthening ICO capacity was a recommendation of the last CPE, and the out-

posting of the CPM has clearly enabled better engagement with partners. The most 

recent addition to the ICO is a junior professional officer in charge of knowledge 

management. The role of the ICO is perceived very positively by Government and 

development partners and it has helped IFAD to confirm its leading position in the 

agriculture sector, as evidenced by the co-chairing of the Agriculture Development 

Partner Working Group (ADWG) monthly meetings since 2015.  

215. With regard to ICO capacity, the self-assessment indicates some limitations. 

While the mandate of the ICO appears to be clear within IFAD, partners do not 

fully understand its role and sometimes have unrealistic expectations that cannot 

be met, given the existing capacities. There is clear direction from WCA to focus 

ICO capacity on state-level implementation support. This focus on implementation 

is however not always understood by other development partners, who expect 

IFAD to be represented at a large number of meetings. The distinct role of the 

country programme manager, whose main role is to support programme 

implementation, differs from that of other organizations whose representative or 

director has a clear mandate to focus on donor coordination and policy dialogue. 

Other UN organizations were also disappointed that IFAD was not in a position to 

sign the UNDAF in Nigeria because of the financial implications. 
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216. The ICO staff level is on the low side, given the size of the portfolio and its wide 

geographic spread. In particular, the number of staff was found insufficient, while 

existing skills appear in line with the above mentioned focus on implementation 

support. But ICO staff indicated that there is scope to enhance and make better 

use of national staff capacities. They felt that the incentives for national staff are 

limited, through lack of recognition, restrictions on staff mobility and growth, and 

fewer opportunities for learning compared to HQ colleagues.  

217. To conclude, although there have been positive developments, IFAD’s role and 

influence is partial, as a result of limited ICO capacities, but also due to the wide 

geographic and thematic spread of the portfolio and overambitious programme  

designs, which are out of step with the existing partner capacities. IFAD’s 

performance is thus rated as moderately satisfactory (4). 

B. Government 

218. The Federal Government has been represented in IFAD’s programme mainly 

through FMARD. Their role has been to coordinate national and local involvement, 

provide funding, monitor and supervise implementation and support the 

implementation units. The task is complex given the number of states involved and 

the different modalities and tiers of implementation. Coordination at federal level 

rested with a central Projects Coordinating Unit that later was absorbed by the 

National Food Reserve Agency. Decentralized Projects Coordinating Units have also 

been set up for RTEP, CBARDP and CBNRMP, remote from the national capital. More 

recent programmes like VCDP and RUFIN have their own management coordination 

unit based in Abuja. RUFIN also has zonal offices to decentralize implementation 

support, so that it operates at national, zonal, state and community level. 

219. Financial management across the portfolio has generally seen improvements from 

the beginning of programme cycles to their end, though there is also a general 

improvement across programmes over time, as evidenced by supervision mission 

observations on RTEP and VCDP. By the end of RTEP there were inadequate 

financial management systems that could not process Withdrawal Applications and 

had difficulties in maintaining accurate state-level financial accounts. In contrast, 

VCDP in its first year already has for the most part IFAD-compliant operations in 

place. CBARDP, CBNRMP and RUFIN also saw improvements in financial 

management, though common limitations were state and LGA staff capacities in 

record keeping, long learning curves in adopting new IFAD accounting practices, 

and limitations derived from unpredictable counterpart funding. RUFIN also had the 

particular challenge of operating an accounting system that reflected multiple 

funding sources which its staff were not trained to do. Loan covenants have 

generally been observed by the programmes, except those requiring promised 

disbursement by counterparts (particularly for CBNRMP).  

220. Procurement has also performed better as the different programme staff developed 

their procedures and manuals, though the following of IFAD guidelines has been at 

times problematic and disbursement problems also led to procurement delays in all 

programmes, and documentation of decentralized community procurement has 

been poor (CBNRMP and RUFIN). Auditing also generally saw improvements over 

programme lifecycles, particularly for RUFIN, CBARDP and CBNRMP. Nonetheless 

RUFIN at its early stages had issues in compliance with IFAD standards and 

practices. RTEP had issues in applying audit recommendations and VCDP has yet to 

contract an external consultant. 

221. Federal funding has shown mixed performance, and has often been slow during 

start up, though it has improved. Overall, actual federal funding contributions have 

matched or exceeded the design for RUFIN, CBARDP, CBNRMP and RTEP (figure 

15). 
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Figure 15  
Design and actual counterpart funding across four programmes* 

 
* Yearly LGA and state government funding have been adjusted to December USD exchange rates. 

Source: Annex VI, table 4. 

222. Government has not been effective at supporting good M&E systems. Since 

the closure of Agricultural Project Monitoring and Evaluation Unit, due to 

withdrawal of funding by the World Bank and the Federal Government of Nigeria, 

the NPC takes lead responsibility yet it has had limited influence on bringing up 

standards. It was able to introduce a mandatory performance scorecard for 

ministries and agencies from 2010, which was seen as effective, but the initiative 

has foundered with ministerial changes in 2012, and NPC’s resources remain 

insufficient and its mandate relatively weak for it to play a more comprehensive 

role. At state level, the Ministries of Agriculture gave ADPs prime responsibility for 

planning and M&E of all investments including those of IFAD, but their capacities 

have declined in recent years and M&E personnel have left or retired, leaving a 

largely skeletal system with few resources. 

223. State governments have shown mixed performance, but generally have been 

poor at providing the planned counterpart funding for IFAD’s programmes on time. 

The required amounts on the other hand especially for CBNRMP were set at quite 

high levels (US$4 million per state), and in general IFAD has assumed that state 

and local government have more capacity than they do in reality. Equally, states 

are highly dependent on federal funding. 

224. State governments often place agriculture low on their agenda, especially in the 

southern states where urban development and industry make higher demands. 

This has resulted in dramatic fluctuations in year to year releases (figure 16) for 

CBNRMP in particular, and indicates how difficult implementation is with such 

funding uncertainty. In the case of CBARDP, the overall Government contribution at 

closure was higher than planned (103 per cent of target). Compared with CBNRMP, 

RUFIN and RTEP, Government performance from this perspective has been strong. 

Continuing investment in CBARDP activities has also occurred in some states such 

as Sokoto, Katsina after programme closure. 

225. After funding from Government and from the communities, the next largest 

contributor to IFAD’s operations is the NDDC. It has provided the required funding 

contributions to CBNRMP, although these represent a very small share of its overall 

budget.140 While seen at design as an appropriate partner for IFAD’s work in the 

Niger Delta, because of its role as supporting all development in the region, it has 

long been recognized as weak in capacity for developing smallholder agriculture 

and vulnerable to mismanagement and corruption. The CPE’s view is based on 

external assessments141 and past IFAD supervision missions that expressed 

                                           
140

 US$15 million over five years which is around 0.75 per cent of the NDDC’s current annual budget for 2015 of 
NGN 200 billion. 
141

 Stella I. Amadi. IFAD CPE Governance Background Paper. September 2015. 

 -
 5

 10
 15
 20
 25
 30
 35
 40
 45
 50

Design Actual Design Actual Design Actual Design Actual

RTEP CBARDP CBNRMP RUFIN

U
S$

 m
ill

io
n

s 

LGA

SG

SG & LGA

FGN

All Counterpart



 

67 
 

concerns about NDDC’s limited involvement or understanding of CDD approaches 

(it is essentially a commissioner of large infrastructure works) or how it will 

internalize the programme. The situation is one of real concern as the programme 

seeks an exit strategy before its closure in March 2016. 

226. Based on the evidence discussed above, the Government’s performance at federal 

and state based on slow loan effectiveness, weak M&E and mixed funding support 

is rated overall as moderately unsatisfactory (3). 

Figure 16 
CBNRMP Federal, State and NDDC contributions 2006-2014 

 
Source: Annex VI, table 4 – from working tables using data provided by CBNRMP Programme Officer. 

227. Communities. Given the central role of communities in IFAD’s programmes, it is 

relevant also to assess their performance. From a financial perspective, there are 

consistent references to community contributions equalling and often exceeding the 

planned percentage of investment costs in CBARDP and CBNRMP. Mostly in the 

form of labour and materials, various assets have been built with these community 

inputs. Operation of the finished assets has been then been mostly in the hands of 

village members thereafter, and the CPE field visits provided many examples of 

how these assets were being successfully run and maintained in working order.  

228. The CDAs and CADAs are registered, meeting regularly and managing the assets. 

However, it was a general finding that financial management and record-keeping 

was not in good order. Current records are either not kept or are unreliable, and 

there was little written proof of any remaining funds from the reflows from 

economic assets. 
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Key points 

 The quality of programme strategy and design was high, albeit overly complex and 
ambitious, given the known capacities. Governance issues, in particular corruption 
and conflict, were not proactively understood and managed.  

 Radical re-design of past and ongoing programmes led to implementation confusion 
and moving targets.  

 The poor performance of M&E was recognized, but no solutions were found in tackling 
data gaps and managing the high turnover of M&E staff. Support to set up a 

functioning beneficiary tracking system was insufficient.  

 The establishment of the country office in 2008 has helped to improve financial 
management. But, delays in approval, effectiveness and implementation continued to 
affect the performance of the country programme.  

 Federal Government’s financial management and levels of contribution have been 
fair, but its coordination of M&E has been weak. 

 State governments generally have been poor at providing the planned counterpart 
funding, with the notable exception of CBARDP. Agriculture is often low on the 
agenda, especially in the South.  

 NDDC has provided the required funding to CBNRMP, but there are concerns about its 
suitability as IFAD partner, mainly because of its weak capacity to promote 
smallholder agriculture and to the known risk of corruption. 

 Community contributions equalled and often exceeded the planned contributions in 

CDD programmes. The CBAs and CADAs are registered and continue to function.  
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VI. Assessment of non-lending activities 

229. Non-Lending activities comprise policy dialogue, knowledge management and 

partnerships as well as grants to support investments, research, knowledge 

generation and capacity-building through programmes, research centres and other 

development institutions. These activities are intended to enhance IFAD’s in-

country performance and the development effectiveness of its supported 

interventions. Policy dialogue, partnership-building, and knowledge management 

are discrete activities, but they should be mutually reinforcing and help advance 

the strategic objectives contained in the COSOP.142 

230. IFAD included in its 2010-2015 COSOP policy linkages, knowledge management, 

and national and international partnerships. It also invested in country-specific as 

well as global and regional grants. Together these aimed at allowing IFAD HQ and 

the country office to engage in policy dialogue, develop knowledge-based 

publications and communication products, disseminate lessons from field-based 

experiences and advocate for policy changes in Nigeria.  

231. The mix of policy dialogue, partnership-building and knowledge management, as 

outlined in the COSOP, is appropriate and relevant. However, as highlighted in the 

subsequent COSOP MTR in 2013, further efforts were needed to develop a strategy 

for policy dialogue with the FMARD planning and research department, as well as 

with the private sector. IFAD’s more recent programmes did include dedicated 

components to pursue policy dialogue and sustained partnerships, such as with 

RUFIN on national microfinance policy and VCDP on policy and regulatory issues 

around cassava and rice, but at the same time they could have explored further 

partnerships with the private sector and field-based actors including NGOs. More 

broadly, while relevant areas such as agricultural research, value chains and 

planning and management were the subject of grants and one-off partnerships, 

other areas of importance to IFAD such as women and youth, conflict resolution, 

anti-corruption, good governance, environmental protection and climate change 

received insufficient attention under the non-lending portfolio. 

232. The alignment of the non-lending activities with the COSOP strategic objectives 

was clearly presented, but there was no articulated ‘theory of change’ to link 

the expected outcomes from these activities to the ultimate country development 

objectives.143 A coherent country strategy for non-lending activities, beyond the 

IFAD-supported programmes, with a concrete action plan and dedicated resources 

including monitoring and evaluation with dashboard indicators was also missing.  

A. Policy dialogue 

233. IFAD defines policy dialogue as direct influencing of policy makers, while policy 

engagement refers to working with partner governments and other national 

stakeholders to influence or inform policy priorities that can shape the economic 

opportunities for large numbers of rural people to move out of poverty.144  

234. IFAD’s support represents a very small proportion of total development aid. 

Opportunities for policy leverage are limited, but have been improved by a long-

term engagement with the agricultural sector, by the establishment of a permanent 

country office, and by the IFAD President’s close links with the country. President 

Kanayo F. Nwanze, who was elected for a first four-year term in 2009, has played 

an important role in bringing issues of smallholder agriculture to the attention of 

high-level policy makers in Nigeria (see box below). His access to the highest 

political levels provides a unique opportunity for policy influence for IFAD. For 

example, he met President Buhari soon after he took over in April 2015.145 He also 

consistently advocates issues that are of key concern for IFAD. For example, during 

                                           
142

 COSOP Source Book 2014, p. 90. 
143

 The Approach Paper for this CPE developed a Theory of Change which attempts to do this in order to aid the 
analysis. 
144

 IFAD 2014: IFAD’s emerging approach to country-level policy engagement. 
145

 http://www.channelstv.com/2015/08/07/buhari-says-nigeria-must-cease-to-depend-on-oil-and-gas/. 

http://www.channelstv.com/2015/08/07/buhari-says-nigeria-must-cease-to-depend-on-oil-and-gas/
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his visits to Delta State and to IITA in Ibadan in 2014 he emphasized the 

importance of agriculture and advocated support for initiatives such as Youth in 

Agriculture and Youth Agripreneurs. This type of policy dialogue is instrumental in a 

country where agriculture may not always be at the top of the agenda for policy 

makers. 

"In Nigeria, we must not just make agricultural development a priority on paper, but we 

should work assiduously to make it a reality. There must, for instance, be rural roads, 
electrification, water, just as the government in Ethiopia did when it strategically decided 
to focus on agriculture for its growth and development." 

"I don’t think we have invested rightly in agriculture. You cannot expect a sector to be 

productive if you have not invested in it. What does IFAD expect, why do we invest in the 
rural population? Because we believe it will help them to grow out of poverty, so in return, 
we expect rural transformation to take place, to pave the way for agricultural 
development." 

"There is no question in my mind about the agricultural potential of our country Nigeria. 

But it has to be done as a business. We need a change in mind-set, when I am talking 
about agriculture, I am talking about agriculture business. From growing the crop to when 
it is in the market and you buy it and it becomes food. You look at agriculture as a food 
system where along that value chain, there are huge opportunities to investment." 

Source: Ogidan, Ade (The Guardian Nigeria) 'How to diversify Nigeria’s economy through agribusiness, by Nwanze, 
IFAD’s boss', 18

th
 January 2016 http://www.ngrguardiannews.com/2016/01/how-to-diversify-nigerias-economy-through-

agribusiness-by-nwanze-ifads-boss/ 

235. The 2010 COSOP included a commitment to pursue policy dialogue based on the 

experiences and lessons from the field. It stated the intention to take advantage of 

national fora such as the Federal Agricultural Development Project Executive 

Committee, the Microfinance Advisory Board (for rural finance) and the 

Consultative Committee on the National Policy on Micro, Small and Medium-sized 

Enterprises (for rural enterprise development) to influence policy and strategy on 

smallholder agriculture and to strengthen community-based and local institutional 

authority. More specific topics for policy dialogue were not mentioned nor did the 

strategy refer to any political economy analysis which would help identify the 

avenues for influence. IFAD should also have considered that key themes of its 

policy work were not under the mandate of its principle interlocutor - FMARD (such 

as rural finance, community development, gender). A concrete strategy for 

undertaking policy dialogue is thus missing in the 2010 COSOP, and what 

actually IFAD has pursued falls under the definition of policy engagement.  

236. Thus, 2013 COSOP MTR included recommendations on how to enhance country-

level policy engagement (in its appendix 5) using implementation support and 

supervision,146 and also identifies potential partners for such work. The 2010 

COSOP stated also the intention to strengthen CDD knowledge and outlined some 

broad areas of action, like media events, workshops and websites. A concrete plan 

for action however was not included, and given that this was a key 

recommendation from the last CPE, the COSOP response seems inadequate.  

237. The establishment of the IFAD country office in 2008, created better and 

more cost-effective opportunities to engage in policy discussions on development 

strategies and programme operations. The CPM took up post in Abuja in 2012 and 

this further enhanced the opportunity for policy engagement, especially during the 

implementation of ongoing programmes (RUFIN, CBNMRP) as well as the 

preparation of new programmes (VCDP, CASP). These have stimulated policy 

analysis and discussions around rural infrastructure, rural finance, agricultural 

productivity, market access and the effects of climate change on agriculture. 

However, other areas of policy such as the potential impact on the rural poor of 

                                           
146

 Including: making the link between the projects and the ATA more explicit, involving coordination units in policy 

processes, through their M&E, knowledge management and management processes, identifying possible policy issues 

arising from the implementation experience. 

http://www.ngrguardiannews.com/2016/01/how-to-diversify-nigerias-economy-through-agribusiness-by-nwanze-ifads-boss/
http://www.ngrguardiannews.com/2016/01/how-to-diversify-nigerias-economy-through-agribusiness-by-nwanze-ifads-boss/
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conflict and insecurity and of governance and transparency in managing public 

resources were not part of the policy agenda. 

238. Positive policy linkages occurred within the FMARD ATA reform framework 

through which a grant ‘Support to the design of the strategy and action plan for 

high impact commodity value chains in Nigeria’ was extended in 2012.147 This 

helped Government policymakers to engage in consultations with value chain 

stakeholders including smallholder farmers and private sector operators. The 

engagement of consultants in each of the key value chains (called the 'ATA Task 

Force') supported knowledge-sharing through workshops and other communication 

platforms, and assisted the Ministry's preparation of the ATA strategic framework 

and action plan for the transformation of key value chains.  

239. Other noteworthy IFAD contributions to policy dialogue arising through the IFAD-

supported portfolio are in microfinance (box 8), value chains and community 

development. The value chain stakeholders’ platforms formed under the VCDP 

coordination between federal and state governments provided the opportunity for a 

policy dialogue on value chain development.148 IFAD has also provided policy advice 

on how to develop the legislative framework for the establishment and 

strengthening of a fourth tier of government, using the community associations 

(CDAs) under CBARDP, as well as the establishment of commodity groups including 

their apexes associations (CADAs) under CBNRMP. So far only seven states in the 

North have adopted the legislative framework to implement this 4th tier of 

government.  

Box 8 
IFAD’s policy work on rural finance (RUFIN) 

1. The policy dialogue with the Central Bank of Nigeria has contributed to the revised 

microfinance policy and strategy and in promoting rural financial inclusion, for example 
through joint work on a MFI baseline study and the co-funding of the MFI and non-bank MFI 
apex institutions in 2010. A sub-regional investor forum for Nigerian and regional MFIs and 
policy-makers was organized by RUFIN that has highlighted the factors that have to financial 

exclusion in rural areas, including the uneven distribution of microfinance banks and the poor 
lending record of commercial banks to small farmers, the limited skills in microfinancing and 
the important role that informal microfinance institutions have to play due to inadequacy of 
funds for the formal bank sector in rural areas.  

Policies adversely affecting microfinance institutions have been revised by the Central Bank of 

Nigeria in 2010 as a result of RUFIN intervention, in order to create an enabling microfinance 
environment by strengthening MFIs along with their apex organizations. The support under 
RUFIN of the village Savings and Credit Groups using the Rural Business Plan approach is 
helping rural communities to increase their access to MFIs finance. IFAD and Central Bank of 
Nigeria pioneered the strengthening of the two APEX associations (National Association of 
Microfinance Banks and Association of Non-bank Microfinance Institution of Nigeria) and 
provided policy advice and support during the preparation of their strategy documents and 

corporate scorecards. IFAD also supported the Central Bank of Nigeria in the elaboration of its 
financial inclusion strategy.  

2. The annual policy dialogue forum for microfinance actors/investors established in 2014 

examines issues such as the high cost of lending, high capitalization requirements of 

microfinance banks, the lack of incentives for MFIs to develop branches in remoter areas and 
limited access to the Micro, Small and Medium Enterprisers Development Fund.  

3. The revision of the Cooperative Policy and Law in 2011 was conducted by the Federal 
Department of Cooperatives, alongside RUFIN's Central Programme Management Unit for the 

development of Rural Microfinance Institutions (RMFIs) and cooperatives.  

 

                                           
147

 Relevant areas of policy and institutional reform under ATA are shown in the 2013 COSOP-MTR. 
148

 VCDP included activities aiming at improving the policy and regulatory framework for value chain development in the 
country such as the assessment of existing capacity for public/private sector dialogue on agricultural value chain 
development, contribution to/co-funding of relevant discussion fora, and capacity-building of value chain organizations 
in advocacy for improved business environment. A collaboration with the UNDP-funded Facility for Inclusive Markets 
was also sought. 
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240. IFAD, through its country office, has also been active in the Agriculture 

Development Partner Working Group (ADWG), and since 2015 co-chairs the 

monthly meetings. This group allows donors to share good practices/knowledge, 

organize joint follow-up actions and /or division of work while discussing in a more 

harmonized manner policy concerns and priorities related to agriculture and rural 

development. In this respect, IFAD has contributed149 to the preparation of a joint 

policy position paper , including with the UN agencies150 on the agricultural sector 

for the incoming Minister of Agriculture and Rural Development. Nevertheless, the 

policy discussions of the ADWG have not systematically involved FMARD 

policymakers, and have yet to leverage up into concrete policy changes with the 

Government. 

241. While the above achievements are important, there are other areas where gaps in 

policy engagement exist. PBAS discussions for example could have offered an 

opportunity to engage in high level policy dialogue with the Nigerian authorities. 

The PBAS indicators (policy and legal framework for rural organizations, dialogue 

between Government and rural organizations, access to land and water for 

agriculture, research and extension services, education of women in rural areas 

and allocation and management of public resources, accountability, transparency 

and corruption in rural areas),151 are highly relevant to the COSOP and ATA 

agendas.  

242. It is also notable that very little policy analysis or advisory activities were 

undertaken at state level, for example in the areas of governance and anti-

corruption, social conflicts, or around state-level legislation to support enterprise 

growth or food security. While the feasibility of this is limited due to time 

constraints and limited ICO staff, it is still a formal avenue of engagement and 

advocacy not only to facilitate programme implementation but also for policy 

reform within the state governments’ remit. 

243. It is difficult to trace the extent to which IFAD’s policy engagement activities have 

been translated into actions in the absence of a well-structured policy 

coordination unit within FMARD. The creation of an effective donor coordination 

office in the FMARD is key to ensuring stronger better policy engagement as well as 

dissemination of results to Government systems/institutions. Similarly, the use of 

programme examples gathered from the field to inform policy discussion requires 

reliable evidence. The CPE has noted elsewhere in this report that programme 

M&E data has gaps and concerns over reliability, and as such, has to be used 

with caution for policy discourse. 

244. The level of impact of IFAD’s country presence has been constrained by lack of 

additional resources for this task and by the WCA management’s concern to 

address implementation issues as a priority - understandable given the record of 

lengthy delays in loan effectiveness. The CPM team, while respected for their 

understanding of sector issues and energetic engagement in programme delivery 

and in the ADWG, also does not have the necessary policy analysis skills or 

sufficient time to undertake more effective policy work compared to other donors 

such as the World Bank. Insufficient support from headquarters for high-level 

policy engagement152 has also undermined IFAD’s country office ability to gain 

greater visibility as a strategic policy advisor and knowledgeable development 

partner in these areas.  

                                           
149

 IFAD CPM coordinated the ADWG preparation of a policy paper for the New Administration 2015: Transforming the 
Agricultural Sector in Nigeria: Challenges and Priorities for 2015 and Beyond. June 2015. 
150

 United Nations System Engagement with the new Administration (United Nations Country Team Nigeria): Sector 
Policy Note/Synopsis: A Submission to the Incoming Administration, June 2015. 
151

 Overview of the performance-based allocation system, IFAD (EB 2014/111/INF.6), March 2014. 
152

 According to the IFAD’s emerging approach to country-level policy engagement (January 2014), it stated that where 
requested, the PTA policy advisor helps CPMs address country-level policy engagement more effectively, offering 
ideas and experience as well as resources – both in terms of technical support and funds – to help CPMs get to grip 
with policy issues. In some cases, the advisor’s role may be to assist CPMs by demonstrating to their in-country 
counterparts that there is “an institution behind the CPM.”  
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245. Overall, policy engagement within the IFAD-supported programmes has contributed 

to achievements in supporting the design of the ATA, microfinance policy, and a 

legislative framework for community associations. However, given the limited policy 

engagement in the key areas of governance and anti-corruption policies, conflict, 

food security and climate change and the absence of engagement at state level in 

order to strengthen political commitment to IFAD’s programmes the rating for 

policy dialogue is moderately unsatisfactory (3). 

B. Knowledge management 

246. IFAD has the potential to bring immense field experience into the policy 

discourse on development in Nigeria. Therefore, harnessing these experiences by 

highlighting success stories and presenting grounded analysis of what has worked 

and what has not worked are key areas for IFAD’s knowledge management.  

247. While the ICO has recently been increasing its efforts and presence in 

presenting this experience, its resources are stretched to sustain some of 

the good initiatives started. To this end, the ICO drafted a knowledge 

management and communication strategy in 2013 for IFAD-supported 

programmes, and established a Communication and Knowledge Sharing Platform 

with a dedicated staff member and website (www.nigeriaifad.org). It has also 

historically benefitted from FIDAfrique's regional website (www.fidafrique.net), 

which provides a wider platform in both French and English to present both 

regional and Nigeria-specific success stories, programme descriptions, grant 

programmes, and events. Each IFAD programme also has a website, which has 

improved over time in presenting relevant case studies, success stories, progress 

information and other products. However, to take advantage of these tools, both 

the Nigeria IFAD and FIDAfrique websites need to be continuously updated, with 

special efforts to showcasing workshops and events, particularly for FIDAfrique, 

whose most recent Nigeria-specific information dates back to 2012. Similarly, while 

it is acknowledged that the ICO website is a recent creation, more efforts are 

needed to present IFAD's Nigeria-specific knowledge, for the benefit of both local 

and international users. 

248. Building on this, the IFAD CPO has organized a range of knowledge management 

workshops for disseminating knowledge products on design, implementation, best 

practices and success stories, and has worked with capable partners such as 

Songhai in this respect. Over the past two years, the IFAD CPO has also been 

involved in workshops organized by IFAD HQ as well as other partners and 

organizations in which programme knowledge has been shared. Workshop themes 

have covered gender justice, youth employment, M&E, policy engagement, 

research coordination, and private sector service providers. 

249. Nonetheless, stronger linkages are needed with the research and capacity-

building initiatives supported by IFAD’s extended grants, such as FIDAfrique 

and the WCA Innovation Programme.153 Attention has rightly been paid to CDD 

knowledge-sharing in order to enhance dialogue on participatory approaches and to 

encourage local government to work with communities. Practical knowledge was 

shared with local communities to learn from experience and develop appropriate 

CDD procedures and these have also helped inform subsequent programmes such 

as CBNRMP and VCDP. However, considering IFAD's long trajectory in implementing 

CDD approaches in the country, little documented evidence of these knowledge 

management activities from Nigeria is publically available. 

250. Other knowledge management activities include value chain research activities, 

including extensive studies of value chains in Nigeria from RTEP to VCDP. A Central 

Communication Unit has been started, housed by VCDP, for harnessing knowledge 

products and promoting knowledge sharing among IFAD programmes, but is yet to 

be fully implemented. Supervision missions have also been used as opportunities 

                                           
153

 The WCA initiative is to capture, share and disseminate innovations that may provide practical solutions to farmers 
issues, specifically women and youths in the impoverished rural areas. 

http://www.nigeriaifad.org/
http://www.fidafrique.net/
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for disseminating programme-specific knowledge to the wider public, though 

sharing of knowledge and best practices between programmes is not well-

documented. Knowledge sharing between donors has been increasingly 

effective through a donor-programmes review meeting in 2015 and the ADWG 

meetings. An example of this was of FAO using CBARDP community seeds as a 

positive practice of seeds management during a workshop on revising the Nigeria 

seeds policy. Nonetheless these knowledge sharing events are not well-documented 

within IFAD.  

251. These various activities have been efficient from a cost perspective, since much of 

the work has not required additional funds or used programme funds. Additional 

resources would enable greater media presence, more substantive 

analysis and knowledge sharing events. Policy discussions using knowledge 

generated by research studies, project success stories, experience sharing avenues 

for horizontal communication did not take place as no specific resources were 

allocated for the country office to meet these high expectations. Finally, 

independent research has produced a wealth of information using programme data, 

particularly in RTEP (see annex VI, table 7) and CBARDP. In itself, this research 

broadcasts IFAD knowledge to interested parties, but has yet to be systematically 

collected and presented by IFAD itself. 

252. Considering the aforementioned current lack of documented evidence on 

knowledge management, the results achieved so far, as well as the recent 

knowledge management strategy, it is clear that the ICO team uses knowledge 

generated to support programmes, and shares it with interested parties and the 

media. This is due to the substantial institutional memory that rests with 

individual staff members. Systemic documentation of this knowledge is crucial for 

security and back-up, capacity-building of human resources, as well as for IFAD's 

in-house management and external collaboration through partnerships. 

253. A key area for knowledge management is the collation and use of M&E data 

from IFAD operations, since these should generate reliable evidence of the 

delivery of benefits and what factors explain the success or failure of interventions. 

Here the experience has been poor, since the baseline and impact studies produced 

by several programmes have been disappointing, as noted in the PPA of CBARDP, 

and with RUFIN where several different surveys were conducted with changes in 

coverage and methodology.154 The CPE’s verification of M&E data also highlights 

serious concerns over data reliability.155 IFAD has not paid sufficient attention to 

M&E data quality or in storing, analysing and publishing M&E results beyond RIMS 

figures. RIMS indicators are mainly for corporate needs, and programme staff have 

given these priority over undertaking thematic studies or qualitative research to 

explore how impacts affect different population groups. Although the recently 

introduced performance monitoring plan has been a positive step simplifying RIMS 

requirements. Finally, while it is beyond IFAD's mandate and resources to fund M&E 

capacity-building for the National Bureau of Statistics, the sharing of programme 

M&E data with National Bureau of Statistics state offices can help boost local M&E 

capacity. 

254. In sum, although there has been a marked increase in knowledge management 

activities instigated by the CPO team, underpinned by a strategy and efficient use 

of available resources, further knowledge management initiatives are still required. 

This will depend on dedicated resources and specialized knowledge management 

staff within the projects and at the ICO, and better use of M&E data. Working more 

closely with donor agencies and other stakeholders, research institutions and 

universities and other partners on knowledge management for scaling up and 

dissemination as well as for innovations in rural businesses may be the solution. 

The rating for knowledge management is moderately satisfactory (4). 

                                           
154

 The initial baseline study had to be repeated as IFAD requested RIMS missing indicators be included, and as a 
result a ‘pre-impact study’ was then mounted in the same year. 
155

 See chapter IV and annex VI - table 2.1, plus the PPA for CBARDP. 



 

75 
 

C. Partnership-building 

255. Under the current COSOP, partnerships were sought at all three levels of 

government, and with a range of active donors in the rural development sector. 

Nine were targeted in the COSOP MTR (USAID, World Bank, AfDB, FAO, UNDP, 

United Nations Industrial Development Organization, DFID, Gates Foundation, 

German Corporation for International Cooperation [GIZ]). In addition, private-

sector institutions (including the financial apex agencies, NGOs and commercial 

firms), community-based organizations, and farmers' and producers’ organizations 

were targeted. However neither the COSOP nor its MTR provided or referred to any 

deeper analysis or partnership strategy to help prioritize partner choices. As a 

consequence, the most active and relevant work in terms of partnerships has taken 

place at programme level and along programme-specific themes, centred around 

agricultural and microfinance research, farmer training and rural finance.  

256. IFAD’s programmes have demonstrated quite innovative partnerships, particularly 

with NGOs, government research institutes and in the credit sector. This is 

demonstrated in CBARDP and CBNRMP’s work with Songhai technology centre in 

delivering successful business and agricultural training, or with RTEP’s links with 

research bodies such as IITA and the National Root Crops Research Institute that 

produced relevant new varieties. CBARDP also worked effectively with ICRISAT 

(International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics) and IAR 

(Institute for Agricultural Research) on developing new technologies for dryland 

agriculture. RUFIN has been catalytic in building national and local partnerships 

around credit provision under the Nigerian Microfinance Policy Framework, bringing 

together the key actors in this sector such as Central Bank of Nigeria, BOA, DEC 

and supporting NIRSAL.  

257. Analysis of the number of partnerships156 sustained by IFAD illustrates a marked 

shift under the current COSOP (figure 17). While the first COSOP (RTEP, CBARDP 

and CBNRMP) mainly depended on partnerships with regional and state 

governments, which due to both the wide geographical spread resulted in a high 

number of partnerships, the second COSOP has been able to focus on fewer but 

more varied partnerships. This included international donors and, to a lesser 

degree, the private sector. Overall there are fewer partnerships with research 

institutions compared to the previous COSOP and overall partnerships with civil 

society organizations are still underrepresented, despite some positive cases like 

those previously cited.  

  

                                           
156

 The analysis involved reviewing all programme documents, including design reports, supervision missions, mid-term 
reports, and project completion reports. Any further information supplied to the mission by Programme Officers and the 
ICO was also included. Partnerships were categorized along six criteria – federal government (ministries, national 
institutions, and projects), regional/state government (states, state-level ministerial organizations, regional committees), 
international donors (multilateral and bilateral), Research institutions (international and national), civil society 
(international and national), and the private sector (international corporations, national companies, microfinance banks). 
Numerical scores were given per partnership mentioned, and these were multiplied in cases where there were multiple 
known partnerships (i.e. with state governments).  
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Figure 17  
Realized programme partnerships during the COSOP 1 and COSOP 2 periods (absolute number) 

 
COSOP 1 

 
COSOP 2 

  

Source: Figures compiled from data in annex VI, table 11. 

258. The overwhelming number of partnerships has been initiated for the purpose of 

programme implementation, which includes the 21 states covered by the country 

programme. Only for this purpose, IFAD had to sustain partnerships with 21 states. 

Partnerships for sub-contracting included the whole range of public, private, 

community and research institutions.  

Figure 18 
Realized partnerships for all programmes per category and type (absolute number) 

 

Source: Compiled from data in annex VI, table 11. 

259. On the Government side, partnerships have been largely piecemeal, 

constrained by the lack of a strong coordinating function or office in FMARD or NPC. 

Institutional coordination with IFAD may have been limited due to the 

dismantlement of NPC's project coordination unit in 2007, but other institutions 

and working groups that IFAD partnered with (such as the National Food Reserve 

Agency or the Agricultural and Rural Development Consultative Forum) have 

suffered the same fate. As such, there has been little cross-over between IFAD 

programmes and partner government institutions which may have otherwise 

deepened partnerships and prolonged institutional memory between IFAD and 

Government. Nor has there been documented evidence of intended partnerships 

materializing with other ministries besides FMARD, NPC, and the National 

Agricultural Seed Council.  

260. On the other hand, and despite institutional turbulence, useful partnerships were 

initiated with the ATA Value Chain Task Forces on Rice and Cassava, while links with 
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the Advisory Committee for Adaptation and Resilience of Nigeria is potentially 

useful to CASP as a policy platform for climate change in the FMARD. These task 

forces offer useful arenas for IFAD’s engagement, but they are essentially 

discussion groups that require ministerial leadership to turn into policy. The 

partnership with the Central Bank of Nigeria has promoted an enabling 

environment for MFIs to provide financing for smallholder farmers and enterprises 

supported under RUFIN. A strong partnership in terms of cofinancing has been 

achieved with NDDC for CBNRMP, yet this is an unusual partner for IFAD given that 

its focus is on large infrastructure investments in the Delta region and has very 

little experience with CDD and smallholder agriculture. There is a reputational risk 

for IFAD too, because of the public perception of a lack of transparency and reports 

of financial mismanagement associated with this body.157 

261. Co-funding of programmes by other donors has not been a feature of IFAD’s 

partnerships in Nigeria and is a significant gap, considering this was a key 

recommendation of the COSOP MTR. The Federal Ministry of Finance and state 

governments co-funded all programmes, while the LGA disbursement issues 

encountered in CBARDP and CBNRMP saw subsequent programmes either severely 

reduce or eliminate that funding source. RUFIN sought to broaden funding from 

other sources even further, namely through four other Government or national 

institutions,158 as well as foreign funding through the Ford Foundation. These either 

had low disbursement rates or did not materialize. Instead partnership-building 

with other development partners has achieved more around co-implementation and 

knowledge sharing as detailed elsewhere in this chapter.  

262. Partnerships in support of the COSOP Strategic Objective 1 involve national 

and international agricultural research institutes (IITA, International Centre for 

Agricultural Research in the Dry Areas, International Centre of Insect Physiology 

and Ecology and Africa Rice Centre). These were relevant in aiming to develop 

affordable and appropriate technologies to raise smallholder productivity. 

Continued use of research outputs from these partnerships in earlier programmes, 

particularly RTEP's, were applied in the newer programmes. With the move towards 

market-led investments, collaborations on value chain research have been pursued 

especially with the World Bank, AfDB, FAO and USAID. Microfinance and policy 

formulation research was spearheaded by the Central Bank of Nigeria and 

associated institutions (NIRSAL) within RUFIN.  

263. Farmer training has been successfully supported in CBARDP and CBNRMP with 

specialist agencies like the Songhai Institute. Equally on rural finance under 

RUFIN, there has been relevant and effective joint work with the World Bank, UNDP 

and Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation to reform rural finance policy and key 

institutions such as the BOA. Most effective has been IFAD’s partnering with credit-

based NGOs, which have provided rapid credit outreach to IFAD’s target groups 

(especially women savings and credit associations) in several states. The most 

effective were DEC and Lift Above Poverty Organization, which had already been 

partners in CBARDP and CBNRMP respectively.  

264. A missing partner, particularly in the earlier portfolio, has been the private sector, 

crucial given the move towards markets and processing across the portfolio. Past 

partnerships centred on sub-contracting agro-inputs as seen in Notore Chemical 

Group for CBARDP and Dizengorff in CBNRMP. Links are currently being made with 

some major national and international processors and industries (such as Nigeria 

Starch Mill, Onyx Rice, Unilever, Syngenta, and Chevron) focusing on 

subcontracting agro-inputs, training, investment funds and technology, but these 

are still at an early stage. 
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 The NDDC has long been the subject of calls for investigation into financial and procurement mismanagement. The 
Economic and Financial Crimes Commission in Nigeria is involved in an investigation into procurement irregularities, 
and the Auditor General’s has issued a report over the misappropriation of NGN 183 billion in NDDC accounts. 
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 These were the National Poverty Eradication Programme (NAPEP), The Federal Department of Cooperatives, the 
CBN, and the Bank of Agriculture. 
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265. Partnerships in support of Strategic Objective 2 included local government 

councils, considered as key to the CDD approach, as well as NGOs and community-

based organizations involved in community mobilization, and farmers and 

producers’ organizations. In selected states and LGAs, IFAD has been working for 

more than 10 years and has built up a strong history of partnership based around 

joint programme delivery and building of Government staff capacity. Furthermore, 

CDAs (under CBARDP) and CADAs (under CBNRMP) have provided effective 

structures to build partnerships with local groups and NGOs. Yet overall 

partnership-building at state level has had varying degrees of success, due to 

weak capacity within the ADP structures and state planning commissions, 

unrealistic funding expectations on the part of IFAD, and frequent changes in 

political leadership. While there have been some instances of cross linkages 

between IFAD’s programmes (for example between CBARDP and RUFIN in Zamfara 

and Katsina), this area of partnership-building also needs further attention. 

266. There are also active partnerships with some regional and global grants to facilitate 

knowledge-sharing in youth engagement on agribusiness (Creating Opportunities 

for Rural Youth, as well as in the Cassava Value Chain under VCDP (Increasing the 

Performance of the Cassava Industry in West and Central Africa [IPCI) and Nestle). 

The role of the ICO was to improve common understanding by both parties (grant 

and loan) of activities, facilitate communication, endorse agreement on the key 

areas that the grants would focus on, and then follow up on the implementation 

progress. Being the first year of VCDP partnership implementation with delays 

during the launching, this appears as a work in progress. However, some difficulties 

have already appeared in accompanying local NGOs in facing their operational costs 

and overheads in support of these partnerships.  

267. In terms of global partnership, IFAD, through its country office, is making efforts 

to implement Paris Declaration principles, with, however, limited success, 

particularly in harmonizing policies and strategies and using country systems such 

as for M&E. Moreover, IFAD country office’s engagement seems to be minimal with 

limited reporting on concrete actions undertaken towards harmonization, coherence 

and alignment. Furthermore, strategic partnerships with NGOs active in women and 

youth empowerment, conflict resolution, governance and anti-corruption, 

displacement and resettlement, post-conflict and climate change are yet to be put 

in place.  

268. Partnerships with other United Nations organizations increased with the newer 

cohort of IFAD programmes (RUFIN, VCDP and CASP). Other partnerships included 

UNDP, UNOPS and UNIFEM, and planned activities sought with the United Nations 

Industrial Development Organization under CASP. IFAD’s collaboration record with 

other Rome-based Agencies is mixed. IFAD has interacted with FAO in several 

fields, including food security, seed policy, value chain and climate change work. 

FAO collaborated in RTEP with its Special Programme for Food Security. Recent 

attempts at reviving the partnership include utilizing farm data methodologies for 

policy formulation in VCDP and exploring collaboration with CASP. Other 

interactions are in co-chairing the food security working group and an attempt at 

formulating a rapid response programme for emergency food distribution efforts in 

North Eastern Nigeria. There has been no documented partnership with the World 

Food Programme. 

269. Among the multi-lateral organizations, the most active partnership was with the 

World Bank, which was the cooperating institution for RTEP, CBARDP, CBNRMP and 

RUFIN until 2007, and cooperated with all programmes through capacity-building 

and sharing resources from its own programmes (i.e. FADAMA).  

270. With the out-posting of the CPM, increased efforts to initiate partnerships with a 

wide array of stakeholders, but in the absence of a partnership strategy, 

engagement has been somewhat opportunistic and ad hoc, and built around the 

needs of individual programmes rather than at a more strategic level. At local level, 

partnership between IFAD-assisted programmes themselves is very limited, and 
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despite the long presence in certain states and LGAs, there is limited partnering in 

the sense of a joint, co-funding relationship. At national level, IFAD’s progress in 

developing partnerships has been hampered by a shortage of resources for this 

area and the need to devote a great deal of energy to overcoming delays in 

programme implementation. The absence of a strong coordinated response from its 

main partner, Government, has led to limited results mainly at programme level, 

and more concrete actions could be undertaken towards harmonization, coherence 

and alignment. The partnership-building is therefore rated moderately 

unsatisfactory (3).  

D. Grants 

271. Under the CPE period, 20 grants received an overall amount of US$39.19 million 

amongst all type of IFAD grants. Of these, US$22.8 million (or 7.2 per cent of the 

loan portfolio) was committed to 13 grants under the Global/Regional grant 

window, in support of the COSOP strategic objectives as well as to contribute to the 

WCA national and regional development results including the grants cofinanced by 

WCA or directly managed by the Policy and Technical Advisory Division. Eight 

grants (with a value of US$15.6 million) constituting 60 per cent of the grants 

portfolio value were committed to the IITA, a CGIAR Consortium member based in 

Ibadan, Nigeria. The IITA is the main CGIAR partner in Sub-Saharan Africa, 

conducting research for development on key tropical food crops, such as banana 

and plantain, maize, cassava, soybean, cowpea, tree crops, and yam. A further 

amount of US$16.4 million for grants related to ongoing and yet-to-be disbursed 

IFAD-supported projects were provided as loan-component grants for RUFIN, 

RUMEDP, VCDP and CASP, the last of which included one ASAP grant with a value of 

US$15.0 million (see list in annex III). 

272. The grants revolve around key themes within the Nigeria portfolio that broadly 

align with the Theory of Change developed in the CPE Approach Paper –improved 

food crops and value chains to reduce rural poverty and vulnerability– but the 

results and synergies have not yet been systematically reviewed. The focus of the 

grants has also progressed under the current COSOP, from the development of new 

varieties and technologies to the support of value chains for selected food crops. 

Hence, the grants are classified according to the following themes: (i) access to 

new technologies, processes and pro-poor cropping systems supporting pro-poor 

investment; (ii) value chain development including capacity-building and agri-

business entrepreneurship development; and (iii) support to rural policy and 

strategy.  

273. The research for development grants, although they revolve on important 

themes like access to new technologies, processes and pro-poor cropping 

systems and may have created some impact nationally, their 

capitalization, cross-fertilization and knowledge for immediate use and 

application through IFAD-supported country projects, either in terms of 

technological or processes innovation or scaling up, did not effectively 

materialize. These include six grants totalling US$14.7 million extended to IITA 

for intensifying of pro-poor cropping systems based on cassava, yams and 

legumes. Two of these grants are still ongoing while five have closed. Though the 

grants had a global research focus for the selected crops, they were also highly 

relevant to IFAD-supported interventions in Nigeria such as RTEP, CBNMRP and 

CBARDP. They were expected to have an impact on technology development, 

productivity and nutrition for smallholders. The objectives of the grants are highly 

relevant to COSOP Strategic Objective 1 in seeking to overcome production 

constraints for poor farmers, including women and youth, using integrated soil 

fertility management approaches. Their effective use would depend on extension 

services delivering these technologies, yet there are capacity and budget 

constraints in this system following the decline in the ADP system and reduced 

Government funding. Nevertheless, the technical programme staff seconded to 



 

80 
 

IFAD’s operations would provide a channel for dissemination in those localities 

supported. 

274. The partnership between IITA and IFAD in Nigeria had a particular focus on 

improving cassava varieties. In the past, cassava was characterized by low average 

yields per hectare and it was prone to disease. IITA and the Nigerian National Root 

Crops Research Institute developed several improved varieties of cassava, which 

were disease-resistant, and had higher yields. This in turn led to an improved 

quality. Between 1987 and 1996 the IFAD-supported Roots and Tubers Expansion 

Programme distributed enhanced varieties, which are now widespread throughout 

the country. 

275. A wide range of stakeholders in different countries are involved in conducting the 

research and sharing the results. Research papers have been delivered and 

published and some field assessments undertaken. However for the completed 

grants, there is limited evidence of the outcomes anticipated in the grant 

proposals. For the older grants, such as the Yam Systems grant (GIR 704) and 

Cowpea (GIR 975), only financial statements and audits are available, so it is 

difficult to assess results. For others targets were very ambitious (and probably 

unmeasurable). For example, for the “intensification of pro-poor cropping systems 

based on cassava, yams and legumes” grant, the targets for a two-year research 

grant of €2 million. They included raising cassava and yam yields by 100 per cent, 

legume yields by 700 kg/ha and household income by US$400 for 50,000 

households in Nigeria, Benin, D.R. Congo (North and South Kivu Provinces), 

Rwanda and Kenya. 

276. Grants to support value chains could potentially inform IFAD operations. 

These include two grants to IITA for improving quality and use of cassava flour in 

bread in West Africa that build on RTEP’s achievements and will contribute to VCDP. 

Another regional grant is led by the Natural Resources Institute (2014-2017) and 

also aims to improve the performance of the cassava industry. It builds on RTEP’s 

experience and will research and share innovative and best practices for cassava 

processors to be taken up by IFAD programmes in the WCA.  

277. Building on this success of the past, the programme for Enhancing the 

Competitiveness of High-Quality Cassava Flour Value Chains in West and Central 

Africa (HQCF) aims at developing new uses and marketing options beyond the 

national market to increase competitiveness of the cassava sector in Nigeria. The 

transformation of cassava roots into high quality edible flour is a relatively new 

technology. The grants to IITA aim to increase cassava-based household incomes, 

contribute to employment creation and a reduction in wheat import expenditure.  

278. The grant supports the Government’s flagship programme to develop the cassava 

bread subsector which is coordinated by the Ministries of Trade and Investment and 

FMARD and cofinanced by the Bank of Industry and Nigerian Agriculture and Rural 

Development Bank. The aim is to implement the Government policy on the 

10 per cent replacement of wheat flour with High-Quality Cassava Flour in bread as 

part of an effort to stabilize basic food prices. The grant has supported training for 

over 350 bread bakers, caterers, extension and research staff on High-Quality 

Cassava Flour so far. Most of the studies are under implementation. Follow on 

activities for replication and dissemination have yet to take place.  

279. The programme is expected to be linked to several ongoing IFAD initiatives, such 

as VCDP, RUFIN and the CBNRMP. The CBNRMP provides support for new small-

scale entrepreneurs in the cassava sector to purchase the necessary technical 

equipment. RUFIN supports local organizations to access rural microfinance. 

However, the synergies between the grant and the loans are not documented. 

280. Only few grants were used to build partnerships with NGOs, but they 

provide positive examples of learning and linkages with operations. The 

Songhai-Benin for Rural Youth and Agricultural Business Development has 

valuables links with CBARDP and CBNRMP; while the grant for Creating 
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Opportunities for Rural Youth (CORY) seeks to build youth capacity in agri-

business. Songhai-Benin has successfully provided access for rural youth to 

entrepreneurial, leadership and management skills required for investing in 

commercially-viable small-scale agribusinesses. On the basis of good results, 

Songhai has turned into a regional centre of expertise, with approximately 3,000 

young women and men trained and 15 similar centres have opened in Nigeria, 

Benin, Liberia, Sierra Leone and Côte d’Ivoire.  

281. The grant extended to national NGOs for creating opportunities for rural youth in 

West and Central Africa (CORY) is in its second year of implementation, and aims 

to enable young rural women and men to create sustainable farm and non-farm 

businesses by building their entrepreneurial capacities through peer 

learning/coaching and access to complementary business development services. 

The programme has already targeted 120 youths involved in CBNRMP and VCDP 

and has training for trainers. However, covering administration costs and overheads 

is an issue.  

282. As noted earlier, the ICO has worked with VCDP and CBNRMP to support the 

sharing of results and cross-fertilization of CORY, Songhai and other capacity-

building grants to good effect. These linkages demonstrate the value of 

networking between grant and loan activities, and that greater in-country 

awareness of the whole grants portfolio could help achieve better integration, 

combining both technical and capacity-building skills for agribusiness development.  

283. Grants were successfully used to generate policy-level recommendations, 

but the mechanisms for learning policy relevant lessons are weak. This 

include a flagship grant valued US$0.5 million to FMARD to support the design of a 

strategy and action plan for high impact commodity value chains in Nigeria. The 

action plans cover value chains of rice, cassava, cocoa, sorghum, cotton, fisheries 

and aquaculture. Participatory meetings and consultations with value chain 

stakeholders including smallholder farmers and private-sector operators, and 

engagement of consultants in each of the key value chains (called the 'ATA Task 

Force'), took place to develop specific strategies and implement their actions plans 

for each of those crops. The grant created a platform for stakeholder interaction 

and was seen as an important contribution to operationalize the ATA. However, a 

key lesson from the grant completion report was that FMARD has not yet learned 

the operational lessons from value chain projects supported by IFAD and other 

development partners and Government bureaucracy really has hindered ATA’s 

performance in the last four years. One recommendation from the report was that 

Government should discontinue to finance ATA’s value chain activities, but rather 

attract private sector investment by demonstrating that there can be positive 

returns on investments into agriculture. 

284. The portfolio also included a grant (US$1.0 million) to improve IFAD project 

performance in West and Central Africa (through West Africa Rural Foundation-

Senegal) by reinforcing the project management and implementation capacity of 

staff in IFAD-funded projects in the region, and enhance exchange of experiences 

and good practices by setting up a hybrid continuing-education formula that 

combines distance-learning with direct project support. There has been good 

delivery of outputs, but there is some evidence (from CBARDP PPA and Portfolio 

Performance Report 2010) to suggest that, at least for M&E, the training is rather 

generic and has not helped improve performance in this area significantly. 

285. Links between grants and loans continue to be weak. Although the 

(potential) links between grants and loans are alluded to in most grants 

documents, it is difficult to detect tangible linkages on the ground, with the 

exception of Songhai. The COSOP Operational Strategy and Policy Guidance 

Committee minutes (2010) recommended that based on the past success stories, 

IFAD’s intervention should strengthen links between grant-funded innovations and 

investment loans through successive PBAS cycles. This raises the issue of strategic 

linkages of these grants to the COSOP and mainstreaming the grant allocations into 
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the country PBAS while ensuring their potential impact on the country development 

results. 

286. The learning and knowledge generated by the capacity-building grants have - from 

the evidence available so far - not all benefited the IFAD-supported operations, 

with the notable exception of Songhai, CORY and HQCF. Furthermore, some HQ-

managed grants (global or regional) seem to be off the country office radar screen 

even though some of their activities were happening in the field, such as the grant 

to the World Bank for gender equality and productivity and the grant to IITA for 

youth agribusiness development. 

287. In fact, grant allocations for the regional programme were not sufficiently 

streamlined and their intended impact on the country development results was 

not fully anticipated or reflected in the COSOP, while their progress was not 

followed up by the country office as part of the COSOP management activities. 

Without a clear reporting line and mainstreaming of these grants into the country 

office work plan, these grants were not anchored into the country strategy and 

programme.  

288. Loan component grants. A new feature is the emergence of loan component 

grants, worth between 260,000 and 330,000 SDR, during the 2nd COSOP period. 

These were to cover consultancy services, workshops and partnerships. 

Significantly, CASP will be accompanied by an ASAP grant worth SDR 9.8 million, a 

fifth of the CASP loan itself. Innovative solutions were also sought in areas of 

support to the strategic objectives, taking advantage of IFAD’s grant window. These 

included improving farmer productivity and production in response to soaring 

commodity prices; developing appropriate technologies and identifying innovative 

approaches to sustainable agricultural development; limiting the negative effects of 

weather and climate change; strengthening public-private partnerships benefiting 

smallholders; and improving institutional coordination and collaboration within 

Government and development partners. Ongoing grants to international research 

institutions and regional organizations aim to facilitate research, communications, 

innovation, learning, capacity-building and interactions with ongoing projects and 

Government. 

289. Summary. The grants have been relevant as they contribute directly to the 

achievement of the WCA high-level development objectives and results, as well as 

to the COSOP specific strategic objectives. However, as also highlighted by the IOE-

corporate-level evaluation on grants,159 not all the grants included in IFAD-

supported programmes (VCDP, CASP, RUFIN) were for innovation and capacity-

building as some were used to finance project management activities or project 

components (such as consultancy services) or activities that should be funded by 

the administrative budget. This raises the question of consistency and compliance 

to IFAD’s grant policy. In terms of results, completed/closed grants have achieved 

most of their immediate objectives (most IITA grants, Songhai), while the ongoing 

grants such as CORY and HQCF have implemented most of their activities and 

started to yield immediate results. The major difficulties facing these grants relate 

to their synergies, first among themselves, and second with IFAD-supported 

projects and programmes. Hence, the rating of the grants portfolio is moderately 

satisfactory (4). 
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E. Overall assessment 
Table 17 

 Assessment of non-lending activities 

Non-lending activities Rating 

Policy dialogue 3 

Knowledge management 4 

Partnership-building 3 

Overall 3 

 

Key points 

 The 2010 COSOP did not include a strategy for undertaking policy dialogue. The 

action plan developed in the follow-up of the 2013 MTR is judged as tardy and 
inadequate, given that this was a key recommendation from the last CPE. 

 The out-posting of the CPM in 2012 led to positive linkages with the FMARD ATA 
reform framework and IFAD co-chairing the Agricultural Development Partner 
Working Group (since 2015). Other noteworthy IFAD contributions to policy dialogue 
are in microfinance, value chains and community development. 

 On the other hand, opportunities to engage in high-level policy dialogue were missed, 
such as the PBAS discussions. At state level, little policy analysis or advisory activities 
were undertaken, for example in the areas of governance and anti-corruption, social 
conflicts, or around state-level legislation to support enterprise growth or food 
security.  

 A major constraint for effective policy engagement is the absence of a well-structure 
policy coordination unit within FMARD. Also, the CPM team does not have the 

necessary policy analysis skills or sufficient time to undertake more effective policy 
work, and there is insufficient support from headquarters for high level policy 
engagement. 

 IFAD has the potential to bring immense field experience into the policy discourse.  
Attention has rightly been paid to CDD knowledge sharing and value chain research. 
M&E should have provided lessons from the field, but here the baseline and impact 
studies produced by several programmes failed to deliver. 

 Partnerships have mainly taken place at programme level and along programme-
specific themes, such as agricultural and microfinance research, farmer training and 
rural finance. On the Government side, partnerships have been largely piecemeal, 
constrained by the lack of a strong coordinating function or office in FMARD or NPC. A 
missing partner, particularly in the earlier portfolio, has been the private sector, 
crucial given the move towards markets and processing across the portfolio. 

 Co-funding of programmes by other donors has not been a feature of IFAD’s 
partnerships in Nigeria and is a significant gap, considering this was a key 
recommendation of the COSOP MTR. 

 The main recipient of IFAD grants has been the IITA, a CGIAR Consortium member 
based in Ibadan, Nigeria. The research has been relevant and new technologies have 
been shared and published. However dissemination to farmers, at least within 
Nigeria, has been of mixed success, given the weak extension system under ADPs. 

 Grants were successfully used to support federal level policy implementation, for 
example on promoting High-Quality Cassava Flour in bread or strategies to 
operationalize value chains within the ATA. 

 But, some grants were used to finance project management activities or project 
components (such as consultancy services) or activities that should be funded by the 
administrative budget. 
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VII. COSOP performance and overall partnership 

assessment 

A. COSOP performance 

290. The assessment of COSOP performance focuses on the last COSOP (2010-15), as 

the previous CPE examined the performance of the previous COSOP (2001-07). 

The discussion on relevance covers seven elements: alignment of the strategic 

objectives, geographic priority, sub-sector focus, partner institutions, the mix of aid 

instruments (loans, grants and non-lending activities), the targeting approach, and 

country programme and COSOP management. The chapter then examines 

effectiveness and the extent to which the strategic objectives have or will be 

achieved. 

291. Preparation of the 2010 COSOP was both inclusive and extensive, with 

consultations and workshops in Nigeria and in IFAD from 2008-09. Through these 

interactions, a wide cross-section of stakeholders gave their views and validated 

the approach. 

Relevance 

292. The COSOP was broadly aligned with the Nigeria Government’s policy priorities 

that emerged under the last political dispensation in 2010. The strategy built on 

the existing NEEDS/SEEDS framework and the seven point agenda for poverty 

reduction. These were precursors to the Government’s new policy framework for 

the country, the Vision 20:2020, and within that for agriculture, the ATA, which 

from 2011 has been the main blueprint for the COSOP period. The ATA emphasizes 

rural finance, market deregulation, building value chains, treating agriculture as a 

business and building private sector partnerships and investments.  

293. The two COSOP Strategic Objectives were well-balanced and built on IFAD’s twin 

strengths: supporting agricultural growth and technology for the poor with an 

emphasis on local participatory development. Strategic Objective 1 prioritizes 

smallholder agriculture through value chains, job creation and a focus on women 

and youth and as such fits well with the ATA priorities. The focus of Strategic 

Objective 2 on community development matches the Government’s view that there 

needs to be a decentralized approach to the development and implementation of 

pro-poor programmes (Vision 20:2020, p. 8),160 but is less of an area of focus 

under the ATA. Nevertheless it remains relevant in terms of ensuring sustainability 

of IFAD’s investments at local level. 

294. The COSOP also responded to the last CPE recommendations by returning 

IFAD towards a prioritization on agriculture, especially on employment and food 

security through a market-led approach, while maintaining an emphasis on 

community-led development. The need to work more strongly through different 

partnerships was recognized and greater in-country presence correctly supported. 

Yet the actual means to build more strategic partnerships (other than those arising 

through in country presence and for specific programme design and 

implementation needs) were not specified. 

295. The COSOP MTR in 2013 adjusted the Results Management Framework (RMF) to fit 

more closely with the ATA’s priorities (which emerged after the COSOP was 

released), and so added indicators around value chains, delivery mechanisms for 

improved technology, jobs, and private sector engagement. The RMF was expanded 

in a relevant way, therefore, but the MTR failed to address the question of how to 

collect these additional indicators, including who would do the work and what 

resources would be made available. 

296. The MTR highlights two important gaps that existed in the COSOP and in the view 

of this CPE are still to be addressed by IFAD’s programmes: private sector 

engagement and land reform. Neither within the programmes, which largely 
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engage with Government entities at federal and local level, or in its policy work, 

has there been sufficient attention to providing support for private sector 

engagement in the agriculture sector. Yet the Government’s scorecard and ATA 

reports highlight a range of public-private partnerships around fertilizer, seeds and 

processing. In land reform, there is a similar story, with limited scope outlined in 

the COSOP either for policy dialogue or programmatic action. 

297. The COSOP fits well with several elements of IFAD’s own policy guidance, 

though not in all areas. It has reflected IFAD’s policy evolution around 

community-driven development, gender, rural finance, climate change and value 

chains. RUFIN, CASP, VCDP are vehicles that adhere well to these areas, and 

provide investments to reinforce them. In some policy areas there is less clear 

alignment. The COSOP’s approach to conflict is only weakly aligned with 

IFAD’s policy at the time (the Policy on Crisis Prevention and Recovery 2006). This 

policy committed IFAD to develop new instruments for analysing (e.g. using conflict 

risk assessments) and strategically assisting in crisis-prone and crisis-affected 

countries. While the COSOP recognizes the presence of conflict and targets areas 

affected (such as the Niger Delta), it does not provide any further analysis or 

specific engagement strategy other than through supporting participatory 

community development and promoting the role of women. Matching grants are 

another example of weaker policy fit, as illustrated by the VCDP design (see 

chapter IV).  

298. While the Vision 20:2020 and the ATA call for innovative as well as less 

discrete/projectized approaches to sector support, IFAD’s choice of aid 

instruments has remained conventional – project loans and grants. The 

COSOP did not envisage uptake of alternatives such as joint funding, SWAps or 

basket-funding modalities as is the case elsewhere (e.g. Tanzania) to reduce the 

transaction costs for its partners in line with the aid effectiveness agenda, although 

opportunities in Nigeria are restricted. Yet the COSOP has been more aligned in its 

innovative approach to financial inclusion under RUFIN, in targeting a limited 

number of priority value chain crops (rice and cassava), and in its increasing focus 

on youth and women. 

299. Geographical and poverty focus has increased, with a reduction in the number 

of states covered over time from 31 (with RTEP, CBARDP, CBNRMP, RUFIN) in 2010 

to what will be 21 from 2016 with (CASP, RUFIN, VCDP). This also shifts the focus 

towards the markedly poorer North East and North West regions as well as the 

poorer states in the Central region, although there is still engagement in the less 

poor states in the South South and South West regions under RUFIN and VCDP. 

300. The shift to a value-chain oriented approach has been embedded in the 

COSOP, although the practicalities were not further elaborated in the document 

itself. That this presents a substantive shift of approach, in particular within the 

ongoing CDD programmes, was not mentioned, either in the COSOP or in the 

COSOP MTR (2013). The value-chain oriented CDD approach only emerged from a 

process of learning by doing under CBNRMP. In the original design, CBNRMP was 

expected to implement the CDD approach using traditional forms of community 

organizations, which had worked well in the North. As it turned out, this approach 

met some resistance in the South, in particular within the local government. 

Following the 2013 Supervision Mission, the CBNRMP started to promote a new 

form of organization - the commodity apex development association - which was 

outside of the traditional structure, as the main vehicle for the CDD approach in the 

South. 
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Box 9 
 CBNRMP value-chain oriented CADAs 

CADAs are commodity apex associations that are 
formed by a number of production and enterprise 

groups. Since the refocusing of CBNRMP activities 
towards agriculture and agri-related infrastructure, 
CADAs channel resources to their constituent groups. 
These and the CADAs themselves are advised 
by Community Development Units, CDAs or by 
traditional rulers. By 2015 there were 146 CADAs 

created by the programme across the same number 
of communities, representing 2,215 individuals. 
CADAs cover 20 commodities, including staple food 
crops, commercial crops, vegetables, fruits, insect 
and animal rearing, and aquaculture. One example of 
a group within a CADA was the Youth initiative for Sustainable Agriculture of tropical blossom 
honey producers in Abia State. They were constituted in 2013 and made up of 13 young male 

graduates and 2 young female undergraduates. This group has trained a further 50 people in 

bee-keeping, who had replicated the model in other communities. Group members report 
making a good income from the sale of honey and wax. 

301. Coherence. The COSOP had a fairly coherent approach in terms of the choice 

of sectors, regions and target groups. In the North, IFAD promoted community 

institutions and services with an agricultural focus. As this is the area of the 

country with the least reach by Government services and infrastructure, 

investment in community empowerment and infrastructure was the right strategy. 

In the Niger Delta, population densities are high and market access is better, hence 

rural employment creation for the large youth population and the women remaining 

in rural areas, as well as the promotion of on- and off-farm enterprises was 

appropriate. In the middle belt, where there are large tracts of under used land and 

access to markets is good, enhancing yields through technologies, inputs and credit 

also makes sense.  

302. The COSOP’s identification of these major regional challenges and opportunities 

was relevant, reflecting a coherent if ambitious agenda, but given the limited 

resources available to IFAD in such a large country, the broad multi-region 

coverage also created gaps. Synergies between different programmes could 

have been explored further in the COSOP, especially in terms of the need for 

greater geographical overlap between programmes, and more sharing of lessons 

and expertise. IFAD’s desire to maximize outreach came at the expense of looser 

coherence across the programme. 

303. The relationship between the lending and non-lending arms of the COSOP 

shows only partial coherence. The involvement of national and CGIAR research 

agencies through grants to develop relevant crop technologies fits well with the 

programme loans that depend on improved varieties and cropping practices. 

Informing policy through field-based evidence from IFAD’s programmes is an 

important link, but only if the quality of the evidence stands up to scrutiny, and 

here the COSOP did not critically address or provide support for stronger M&E 

beyond its own programme and RIMS needs. This is indicated by the ambitious list 

of RMF indicators and the absence of any support for state or national planning and 

statistical systems that would generate and use much of the required data. 

304. Greater synergies between loans and grants were recognized as an important 

lesson from the evaluation of the previous COSOP. Yet while the desire is captured 

in the 2010 COSOP, it is hard to see how such synergies were to be 

operationalized; while the MTR provides a more detailed assessment of where 

such links could be made but only in relation to other development partners. The 

need to build links between IFAD’s regional grant-making and the Nigeria portfolio 

is not sufficiently analysed for example. Not foreseen in the COSOP is the 

emergence of the largest planned synergy between loan and grant resources, at 

least in value terms, which is the integration of the ASAP grant of US$15 million for 
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CASP, which will provide additional financing for communities to build climate 

resilience measures. 

305. In terms of the relevance of approach to country programme management 

under the COSOP, the formation and strengthening of the ICO was relevant to 

bringing greater engagement in partnership and policy work. Equally, continuing 

direct supervision by IFAD would correctly maintain understanding of programme 

activities and ensure closer alignment. Nevertheless, given the size of the country 

and the complexities of the federal system, the level of capacity provided by IFAD 

to the ICO team to achieve the ambitious multiple roles of programme 

implementation support, policy dialogue and partnership-building is insufficient. 

306. The proposed measures to strengthen programme implementation were only 

partially sound. They addressed the need to build coordination at federal level and 

were appropriate in seeking to simplify designs and concentrate on smallholder 

agriculture. But there was a gap in not addressing well known issues of weak 

ownership and capacity at state and LGA level, so that programme implementing 

teams continue to be vulnerable to unpredictable and weak counterpart funding. 

307. Overall, the 2010 COSOP provides a balance response to Nigeria’s poverty 

reduction challenges given the comparative advantages that IFAD brings. It built on 

the previous COSOP experiences and the last CPE findings, and aligned reasonably 

well with national as well as IFAD policy frameworks, albeit with some gaps. Given 

the gaps in coverage, and IFAD’s resources, stronger attention to co-funding would 

have been helpful, as well as clearer links between lending and grants. The overall 

relevance of the COSOP is rated moderately satisfactory (4). 

Effectiveness 

308. Our assessment of the COSOP’s effectiveness covers the achievement or the 

likelihood of achieving the strategic objectives through both lending and non-

lending activities and the extent to which the RMF indicators have been met. As 

noted in chapter IV, the ability to assess IFAD’s effectiveness depends mainly on 

the quality of M&E data, supported by CPE field observation, interviews and 

secondary data.  

309. The COSOP RMF contains a set of quantified yet broad indicators specifying desired 

targets for changes in income, production, food security, credit and employment, 

but does not indicate how the indicators will be tracked and aggregated or by who. 

The RMF also states that a baseline survey will provide a means for comparing 

progress achieved against the COSOP starting year. Yet there are no funds or 

arrangements mentioned for conducting this baseline. Without this benchmark, 

tracking the actual achievements of the COSOP is not feasible. 

310. The result of the absence of an overarching mechanism to incorporate the results 

of lending and non-lending investments into a national-level COSOP information 

system, guided by a sound Theory of Change such as the one developed by this 

CPE in its Approach Paper, means that the CPE’s assessment of COSOP 

effectiveness must be based on a more qualitative analysis supported by 

quantitative evidence, where available, of the main interventions. The MTR 

recognized this evidence gap but does not offer a remedy, and indeed increases the 

measurement challenge by adding several ATA-compliant indicators (as noted 

above), without reducing any of the existing ones. It is not surprising therefore 

that the annual COSOP reviews do exactly this, drawing out the achievements 

programme by programme based on a patchwork of performance results from the 

three main programmes in operation during the COSOP timeframe (CBARDP, 

CBNRMP and RUFIN). 

311. IFAD’s four programmes spanning the COSOP period (RTEP, CBARDP, CBNRMP and 

RUFIN) (table 5 in annex VI) have reached 9.2 million beneficiaries out of the 

14.2 million targeted. Performance is mixed with CBARDP and RTEP severely under 

target while CBNMRP met and RUFIN exceeded their targets (although there are 

concerns over the RUFIN data as already noted in chapter IV). Nevertheless, this 



 

88 
 

total roughly represents some 10 per cent of the estimated 98 million rural 

population, the majority moreover falling into the most poor category often 

residing in remote and resource poor areas. 

312. The most recent statistics on poverty are for 2012/13 capturing national and 

regional trends. As noted in chapter IV the figures show reduced poverty levels 

overall, but a growing disparity between northern and southern states. The CPE’s 

qualitative judgement is that IFAD’s contribution has been effective in helping 

support this overall trend in lowering poverty, and that in the poorer northern 

states, IFAD’s operations have helped maintain or improve livelihoods at least in 

those specific communities assisted. As noted in chapter IV effectiveness could 

have been even stronger if a number of implementation deficiencies had been 

addressed, including weak M&E, re-designs that reduced the period for achieving 

impact, and funding delays and shortfalls. 

313. Table 18 sets out the CPE’s assessment of the achievements by COSOP objective 

and RMF indicator. A more detailed analysis is presented in annex VI. 

Table 18 
Results for selected RMF indicators by COSOP objective 

Strategic Objective 1: Improving access of rural poor to economically, financially, and environmentally sustainable 
production, storage and processing techniques, markets and support services (in line with ATA, focus on value chains, 
job creation and a focus on women and youth). 

Indicator Result over COSOP period 

 25 per cent increase in both 
household income and in food 
security 

CBARDP/CBNRMP – evidence suggests significant rises of 50-60 per cent in 
income and over 100 per cent in production depending on crop (drawing from 
impact studies, PCR and CPE field visits) in the 450 communities targeted. 
Within the context of the wider population and farm area the impact is so far 
modest and there is limited analysis on IFAD’s contribution. 

RUFIN – strong claims for outreach leading to reduced poverty (39 per cent rise 

in income), but the NISER impact studies have methodological flaws
a
 and the 

evidence is that while outreach has been strong, impact on incomes is yet to be 
reliably established. 

 25 per cent increase in credit 
leveraged 

CBARDP has increased credit access for financial credit associations, while 
RUFIN has enabled improved credit delivery through different formal and informal 
channels and their 2014 results claim to have reached their target of 347,000 
borrowers. 

 30 per cent adoption of 
sustainable improved 
agriculture practices 

If this means 30 per cent of the target population then it is likely this has been 
achieved. CBARDP, RTEP and CBNRMP have all increased adoption of 
agricultural practices amongst their target farmers. Figures are hard to find but for 
CBNRMP it is given as 75 per cent.  

 50,000 jobs created in 
production and processing 

On- and off-farm employment is reported in CBARDP and CBNRMP that exceed 
this figure. (CBARDP alone claims 140,800 off-farm jobs, while CBNRMP 82,544 
and RUFIN 27,300 to date). 

 7,000 viable enterprises 

established
b
  

This target has been met. CBNRMP reports that 6,841 enterprises have been 
established of which 1,000 are ‘champion’ or model examples, while CBARDP 
recorded 9,061. RTEP also contributed here but numbers are not available. 

 30 per cent farmers and 
fishers adopt conservation 
measures 

For the groups targeted, there has been increasing use of agro-forestry, waste 
treatment and other measures. CBNRMP reports 384 ha of land brought under 
sustainable management. Overall however this target which implies some 
3 million farmers adopting is unlikely to have been reached given the available 
evidence. 

Strategic Objective 2 : Strengthening community involvement in local planning and development, and promoting 
support for rural infrastructure 

Indicator Result over COSOP period 

 30 per cent of rural 
communities participating in 
planning implementation and 
maintenance of 
infrastructure  

For CBARDP and CBNMRP, within their 450 communities this has been achieved, 
and most of the CDAs and CADAs are implementing and maintaining the 
infrastructure and other assets financed under the programmes, except where LGAs 
have responsibility as in the case of roads or schools. RUFIN also has met its target 
of strengthening 10,000 savings groups with internal lending rising from 
NGN 30 million to over NGN 6 billion. 

a
 NISER made a presentation to the CPE team of their ‘mid-term impact study’. Sampling method is not clear, and 

analysis does not compare beneficiaries with non-beneficiaries, and for beneficiaries what kind of benefit received 
(training, credit or other). 
b
 Revised COSOP RMF MTR Report 2013. 
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314. Despite the last CPE’s concerns over administrative complexity that led to funding 

delays and weak counterpart support, the more recent operations have not 

successfully tackled this challenge. Equally there has also been limited progress in 

achieving cofinancing of IFAD’s operations. However the in-country presence has 

been largely an effective measure to improve implementation efficiency and build 

local partnerships particularly within programmes. Senior IFAD Management 

regularly visited Nigeria during the CPE period, and provided critical engagement 

with the highest levels of government around solving loan effectiveness and 

implementation issues. Supervision has been regular and well-resourced to tackle 

technical and administrative issues, even though the composition of missions has 

been highly varied as noted in chapter IV. 

315. In terms of the country programme management effectiveness, the overall 

view is of a positive result from the decision to set up an in-country presence. The 

office has improved IFAD’s profile at central, state and even local level through 

more intensive engagement in Government and donor structures, supervision work 

and ongoing improvements in knowledge management. RUFIN especially has led to 

new areas of interaction beyond FMARD to Central Bank of Nigeria and other 

financial partners. Yet there are still important gaps related to limited capacity and 

funding for strengthening engagement beyond programme issues. Policy dialogue 

is still an area where IFAD falls behind other donors, for example working more 

closely with the new administration to influence the new Minister’s agenda. Equally, 

there is scope for the ICO to integrate the non-lending operations with the lending 

side to build in greater synergies. Reaching beyond Government to work with NGOs 

and private sector actors - not just as service providers but as partners - remains a 

challenge. Finally there is also room to improve the way the performance of the 

ICO team is measured – choosing better indicators and deliverables that can inform 

WCA how effectively they are working. 

316. The COSOP’s performance is being tracked carefully on an annual basis using the 

Annual Impact Review process, and this provides detailed results on the Strategic 

Objectives and the RMF. However, they do not specifically compare the RMF 

outcome targets systematically, and where percentage targets are stated, it is not 

always clear whether these refer to changes within the whole population or just the 

target population residing in the selected communities. 

317. At federal level, the FMARD has tracked progress of the ATA against a selected set 

of key performance scorecard indicators. These cover food security, rural income 

growth, exports and imports, employment and planning and policy. Latest results 

are for 2013, and show strong growth in production and productivity for cassava, 

maize, rice and others.161 Fifteen million tons of food collectively had been added 

under ATA by 2012 reaching 77 per cent of the 20 million tons targeted by 2015. 

The report claimed 1.4 million jobs were created in nine commodities, particularly 

rice and maize. IFAD’s operations have been contributing to this achievement both 

through its programmes but also through its grants and other channels such as by 

membership of the Eminent Persons Group seeking to promote the ATA and crowd 

in global and national private sector investors. Based on this level of food 

production, Nigeria has met the Millennium Development Goal of halving the 

number of hungry people two years ahead of the 2015 deadline. 

318. Overall, therefore, despite the measurement problems and lack of a baseline, from 

the programme information available the COSOP is likely to reach the targets set 

for the two Strategic Objectives. We therefore rate it as moderately satisfactory 

(4). 

                                           
161

 FMARD ATA Scorecard Report 2013. 
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Table 19 
Overall COSOP assessment  

  

Relevance 4 

Effectiveness 4 

Performance 4 

B. Overall partnership assessment  

319. The Government-IFAD partnership has grown stronger over the current COSOP 

period. The 2010-15 COSOP provided a reasonably aligned and coherent 

instrument to guide the IFAD lending and non-lending programme in Nigeria, with 

strong points around the balance approach, building on previous experience, a 

growing geographical focus and the fit with IFAD and Nigeria policy frameworks. 

Greater synergies could have been sought between grants and lending, and 

between the different programmes, and also between partners in terms of co-

funding. Given the fragile nature of the rural areas where IFAD chose to work, a 

closer conflict analysis and inclusion of mitigation measures was needed.  

320. The IFAD-supported portfolio has become better focused on Government priorities 

in agriculture. The CPE judgement on what was achieved over the period is 

handicapped by poor data availability, making a collective assessment of impact 

difficult. But across the portfolio a not insignificant proportion of the rural poor 

have been reached, their production systems strengthened and their livelihoods 

improved. IFAD’s overall contribution is largely observed in this arena, because of 

the rather weaker delivery around policy engagement and on partnerships. 

321. Overall, the Government-IFAD partnership is rated moderately satisfactory (4). 

Table 20 
Overall assessment of Government-IFAD partnership  

  

Portfolio performance 4 

Non-lending activities 3 

COSOP performance 4 

Overall Government-IFAD partnership 4 
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Key points 

 The COSOP returned IFAD towards a prioritization on agriculture, while building on its  
twin strengths in Nigeria: supporting agricultural growth and technology for the poor 
with a community-led development. It was broadly aligned with Government’s policy 
priorities since 2010, in particular the ATA which has been the main blueprint for the 
COSOP period. 

 The COSOP reflects also IFAD’s policy evolution around CDD, gender, rural finance, 
climate change and value chains. But the COSOP’s approach to conflict is only weakly 

aligned with IFAD’s policy at that time (2006). Matching grants are another example 
of weaker policy fit.  

 Neither within the programmes nor in its policy work IFAD has been giving sufficient 
attention to the support for private sector engagement in the agriculture sector. 

 While Government’s policies call for less projectized approaches to sector support, 
IFAD’s choice of aid instruments has remained conventional.  

 The COSOP had a coherent approach in terms of the choice of sectors, regions and 

target groups. Geographic and poverty focus has increased, with a marked shift 
towards the poorer North. Still, the multi-region coverage remained broad, creating 
gaps and prevented synergies between different programmes. IFAD’s desire to 
maximize outreach came at the expense of less coherence across the programme. 

 Greater synergies between loans and grants, as recommended by the last CPE, are 
yet to be operationalized.  

 The strengthening of the ICO brought greater engagement in partnership and policy 
work, but given the size of the country and the complexities of the federal system, 
the level of capacity still seems inadequate to cover multiple roles of programme 
implementation support, policy dialogue and partnership-building.  

 IFAD’s contribution has been effective in helping support the overall trend in lowering 
poverty. In the poorer northern states, IFAD’s operations have helped maintain or 
improve livelihoods at least in those specific communities assisted. 

 IFAD’s operations have not been successful in tackling the administrative complexity 
that led to funding delays and weak counterpart support, key concerns raised by the 
last CPE. There has also been limited progress in achieving cofinancing. The in-
country presence has been largely an effective measure to improve implementation 
efficiency and build local partnerships particularly within programmes. 

 The in-country presence has been largely an effective measure to improve 

implementation efficiency and build local partnerships particularly within 
programmes. The strengthening of the ICO also led to moderately greater 
engagement in partnership and policy work, but given the size of the country and the 
complexities of the federal system, the level of capacity is inadequate to cover 
multiple roles of programme implementation support, policy dialogue and 
partnership-building. 
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VIII. Conclusions and recommendations 

A. Conclusions 

322. Storyline. There is no doubt that for any development partner, Nigeria presents a 

complex and immense challenge. While the newly elected government represents a 

striking democratic achievement and national economic growth continues to be 

robust, tackling increasing inequality and growing rural poverty while working 

within a context of social and climate insecurity is no easy task. Yet it is one that 

IFAD is especially well placed to support given its record of engagement in Nigeria 

and its global mandate to reduce poverty through rural development. 

323. Overall, the Nigeria country programme is relevant and it addresses the priorities 

of Government and the beneficiaries. The portfolio targets poverty reasonably well, 

especially with the programmes in the North and Middle Belt. The grants directly 

contributed to the achievement of the WCA high-level development objectives and 

results, as well as to COSOP strategic objectives. The overall performance of the 

portfolio is moderately satisfactory (4). There are some notable successes and 

achievements at the level of operations, in particular with regard to the CDD 

programme in the North. But across the different evaluation criteria performance 

has not dramatically improved over the COSOP period. While the effectiveness of 

the early operations was limited because of the broad outreach (RTEP), the most 

recent operations suffered from unrealistic expectations with regard to counterpart 

contributions and flaws around the value chain design (RUFIN, VCDP).  

324. Programme designs were complex given the known capacities for implementation, 

and they over-estimated the willingness of local governments to contribute. State 

governments generally have been poor at providing the planned counterpart 

funding, with the notable exception of CBARDP. A main reason is that agriculture is 

often low on the agenda of state leaders, especially in the South. Uncertainty of 

counterpart funding has reduced programme effectiveness and efficiency, and 

though IFAD’s disbursement rates have improved with changes in its lending rules, 

the turbulence following these re-designs has also affected delivery.  

325. Meanwhile, there has been limited success in managing aspects of weak 

governance. Political uncertainties caused by changing governments and the 

institutional complexities within the federal system were major factors that affected 

the performance of the programme. Key coordinating mechanisms have 

disappeared, and the private sector has not been able to step in as needed to build 

on the linkages established between producers and the market. IFAD’s continued 

engagement with the Government as the lead implementer of its market-based 

programmes has crowded out private sector involvement. 

326. The establishment of the country office in 2008 and the following out-posting of the 

CPM in 2012 have brought some improvements in implementation efficiency. But, 

delays in approval, effectiveness and implementation continued to undermine the 

performance of the country programme.  

327. A major success has been IFAD’s support of CDD, in particular in the North were 

several states have continued to support the community driven approaches. Local 

programme structures have persisted and in some areas been replicated. The CDAs 

and CADAs are registered and continue to function. More systematic links with 

grass-roots initiatives and stronger engagement at state level would be needed to 

effectively scale up the positive experiences. 

328. Islands of results. IFAD’s contribution has been effective in helping support the 

overall trend in lowering poverty. In the poorer northern states, IFAD’s operations 

have helped maintain or improve livelihoods at least in those specific communities 

assisted. While beneficiary outreach was less than targeted at appraisal, the policy 

of concentrating efforts in a limited number of villages meant that delivery in these 

locations was successful, efficient and often sustained. Impacts are recorded for 

empowerment, assets creation and institutions, but the scale remains limited given 
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the size of the country, and poverty statistics overall show an increasing divide 

between the urban and the wealthy and the rural and the poor.  

329. The CPE Nigeria found a clear trajectory of an evolving country programme 

that reflects deliberate efforts to adapt to changing priorities, realities and 

needs. The second COSOP has built on the strengths of IFAD in Nigeria, while 

refocusing the programme on agriculture, in line with Government’s policy priorities 

(as manifested in the ATA). CDD has been a trademark feature of IFAD’s portfolio 

(under the first COSOP) and this has been continued through the community-based 

programmes (CBARDP, CBNRMP) throughout the second COSOP period. Focus on 

agricultural productivity and strong engagement with research institutions has been 

another defining feature of the portfolio even before first COSOP, although it has 

retreated to the background under second COSOP, given the new focus on value 

chains. The second COSOP saw a successful transition to the support of value-

chains in ongoing and new operations and with this a strong alignment with the 

ATA. 

330. Under the second COSOP IFAD’s portfolio has improved geographic and poverty 

focus, but the broad multi-region coverage (of all but 9 out of 36 states) created 

gaps and prevented synergies between the programmes. Better geographical 

overlap in the states supported by different IFAD programmes would make efficient 

use of trained staff, build on capacitated local governments and sustain already 

existing community assets and cadres. 

331. IFAD’s portfolio evolved slowly because of delays in loan effectiveness. Only two 

new operations have been approved since the last CPE (2008) which means that 

changes at the level of the portfolio have been rather incremental and overall 

progress in addressing strategic issues has been slow. However, efforts to better 

align the ongoing operations with the policy priorities resulted in substantial re-

design and retro-fitting, which caused implementation confusion and affected local 

ownership.  

332. The strengthening of the ICO brought greater engagement in partnership 

and policy work, but given the size of the country and the complexities of the 

federal system, the level of capacity still seems inadequate to cover multiple roles 

of programme implementation support, policy dialogue and partnership-building. At 

state-level, little policy analysis or advisory activities were undertaken on 

contextual issues that affect portfolio performance, for example in the areas of 

governance and anti-corruption, social conflicts, or around state-level legislation to 

support enterprise growth or food security. Partnerships have mainly taken place at 

programme level and along programme-specific themes, such as agricultural and 

microfinance research, farmer training and rural finance. The failure to build strong 

partnerships with other influential players (World Bank, DfID, USAID) through co-

funded programmes has limited IFAD’s leverage at federal and state levels.  

333. The country programme has been moderately successful in addressing the 

key issues noted by the last CPE (2008) (see annex VIII). Above all, IFAD’s 

operations have not been successful in tackling the administrative complexity that 

led to funding delays and weak counterpart support. Nor has it been successful in 

managing aspects of weak governance. Lending to state governments did not solve 

the issue of counterpart funding due to the lack of ownership and responsibility at 

state level. The choice of the NDDC as a financially potent partner to overcome 

counterpart funding issues has been questionable for other reasons, noted 

elsewhere in this report. The issue of counterpart funding is fundamental and, 

unless a solution is found, will continue to seriously hamper the performance of the 

Nigeria portfolio. A related issue is the thin geographical spread across a large 

number of states and the resulting low financial clout that limit IFAD’s influence.  

334. Capacity issues and weak coordination functions continue to exist at 

Federal level. The previous CPE recommended stronger attention to skills, 

competencies and experiences in the selection of federal partners. Despite the 
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proliferation of partners at federal level, limited progress has been made in 

expanding the implementation and coordination structure beyond FMARD, NPC, and 

the National Agricultural Seed Council. The absence of a well-structure policy 

coordination unit within FMARD is a major constraint for effective policy 

engagement as well as dissemination of results to Government systems/ 

institutions. The lack of a strong coordinating function or office in either FMARD or 

NPC has also limited the development of strategic partnerships. At the level of 

individual programme staff, insufficient progress has been made in the mix of 

experiences and skills in line with the changed thematic focus. For example, a 

sufficient number of personnel with more private sector experience would be 

required to manage the rural finance and value chain operations.  

335. Greater synergies between loans and grants, as recommended by the last 

CPE, are yet to be operationalized. Some grants were successfully used to 

support federal-level policy implementation. The majority of grants continued to 

have a regional focus and therefore linkages between the main recipient of IFAD 

grants, IITA, and IFAD supported operations were not systematically promoted. 

The use of matching grants to subsidize one-off investments is unsustainable and 

not aligned with IFAD’s technical guidance and good practices documented 

elsewhere.  

336. Effective knowledge management is hampered by poorly performing M&E 

systems. IFAD has the potential to bring immense field experience into the policy 

discourse, based on systematic collection of evidence from operations. Yet the 

observed data gaps and lack of sound empirical impact assessment, programme 

M&E data can only be used with caution for policy discourse. The baseline and 

impact studies produced by several programmes were disappointing and as such 

have not been widely used. The absence of thematic studies has limited the 

understanding of the effectiveness and impact of IFAD-supported programmes.  

337. The programme did not create sufficient opportunities for the private 

sector to participate. Involvement of the private sector in implementation is 

crucial given the move towards markets and processing across the portfolio. Even 

the ATA reports highlight the need to mobilize a range of public-private 

partnerships around fertilizer, seeds and processing. The private sector has been 

increasingly engaged with, particularly under RUFIN and VCDP. However, through 

their implementation structure these programmes continued to heavily rely on 

Government entities at federal and local level. Failure to include private investors 

as cofinanciers seems a missed opportunity. Even in the policy work there been 

sufficient attention to providing support for private sector engagement in the 

agriculture sector.  

338. The move towards larger programmes made it even more difficult to 

address issues of local governance, fragility and cultural diversity. Neither 

did it improve overall implementation efficiency as expected, because programme 

coordination and funds were spread over a larger number of states. This 

was compounded by the political and cultural diversity which made engagement 

with issues of local governance more challenging. Critical aspects of weak 

governance, including fragility and conflict, have been virtually ignored in portfolio 

design and execution. The inclusion of states into the programmes has been done 

without a deeper analysis of local governance issues. While the selection of states 

is done by the Federal Government, IFAD could have provided some clearly defined 

criteria that would have served as a proxy for the commitment and political will to 

support a joint programme, such as political stability, shared priorities (e.g. 

community development, smallholder agriculture), track record (e.g. public service 

reform, financial performance, accountability to development results). In addition, 

strong local ownership appears to be closely linked to smaller geographic units and 

more homogeneous programme areas, as they have been the case in the earlier 

programmes in the North. With sufficient attention to governance related issues 

IFAD could have developed a more adaptive approach at state level: An approach 
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that involves nourishing partnerships, strengthening local ownership, sustaining 

commitment, and responding to crisis and disruptions in a proactive way.  

B. Recommendations 

339. Beyond what have been the recommendations of the last CPE, this CPE offers the 

following most critical recommendations. 

340. Recommendation 1. Increase geographic focus, transform state-level 

partnerships and identify realistic levels of counterpart funding. The 

following possible options should be explored:  

(a) Develop a transparent mechanism for selection of states through adoption of 

clear selection criteria that consider poverty and governance-related 

indicators based on a robust analysis. 

(b) Conduct a proper assessment of the governance and public finances of the 

state as part of the institutional assessment during design, before drawing 

conclusions on the commitment and the ability to contribute (“know your 

client”). 

(c) Adopt strategies to get the attention and commitment of state governors, 

such as (i) pressure from federal partners (ii) increasing the size of 

investment in fewer states (iii) have rewards for better performing states, 

(iv) increasing IFAD presence in key states, (v) keeping counterpart funding 

at feasible levels, e.g. % to minimum or zero, and making beneficiary 

contribution the trigger for release. 

(d) Develop strategies for strengthening local ownership, for example by creating 

programmes focused on fewer states covering a smaller and more 

homogeneous geographic area. 

(e) Strengthen policy engagement at state level, to make sure that IFAD-

supported programmes get on the top of the political agenda. 

341. Recommendation 2. Increase leverage and presence in operations. There is 

scope for IFAD to gain traction on effectiveness and efficiency by changing the way 

it delivers implementation support.  

(a) There are opportunities to link programmes with each other and with non-

lending activities in a more cohesive way for example linking rural finance 

initiatives under RUFIN with value chain work under VCDP especially at local 

level. These linkages need to go along with a more integrated coordinating 

set-up at state level. 

(b) Supervision missions should improve the consistency of recommendations 

and progressive understanding, for example by keeping a core team with 

changes in subject matter specialist as appropriate. Any recommendations for 

changes in approach should take due cognisance of their impact on existing 

programme commitments and community understanding.  

(c) IFAD should dedicate technical capacities to strengthen engagement with key 

states. A suitable arrangement should be explored for decentralizing the 

posting of IFAD staff in key states/regions, whose role would be to focus on 

policy and strategic dialogue with state governments and LGAs. 

(d) To strengthen ICO leverage, IFAD also needs high level engagement with 

incoming government key people (e.g. new ministers) for dialogue on policy 

direction. 

(e) IFAD should also use its performance-based allocation system discussions on 

rural sector performance and the portfolio performance as an opportunity for 

high-level policy engagement. 

342. Recommendation 3. Dedicate resources to cross-cutting issues that 

require further analysis and focus for sustainable programme results. 
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Because of the complexity and difficulty of the context, the understanding of cross-

cutting issues requires more and deeper analysis. The analysis should be built up 

through studies and lessons-learning within programmes and grants. It should aim 

at identifying opportunities for more effective engagement on cross-cutting issues 

outside day-to-day implementation. Important cross-cutting issues include: 

(a) Youth - Valuable initiatives have been started, e.g. in CBNRMP, which should 

be built on. The initiatives themselves need to be sustained. Also the 

experiences should be documented and shared. 

(b) Gender – Adopt culturally appropriate gender strategies: Address gender 

roles and issues within the local context (e.g. trafficking, social constraints on 

public roles, land ownership) and in a way that is tailored to existing 

capacities. 

(c) Conflict – Integrate conflict analysis into the programme design and progress 

reporting, both at operational and COSOP levels.  

(d) Pastoralism – Pastoralists are among the poorest and most vulnerable groups 

in Nigeria, and IFAD should explore ways to address farmer-pastoralist issues 

and integrate pastoralists into programme delivery. 

(e) Natural resource management/environment - bring more dedicated analysis 

and identify more substantial and explicit investments in this field through 

ASAP.  

343. Recommendation 4. Expand existing and develop new partnerships 

particularly outside of Government. 

(a) IFAD should link with civil society actors to widen opportunities for achieving 

on-the-ground sustainability and empowerment (e.g. young farmers in 

CBNRMP; rural finance associations in the North). Building more strategic 

partnerships with Civil society organizations rather than only for service 

provision would encourage sustainability and extend their engagement 

beyond a programme’s duration. IFAD grants should also explicitly support 

this endeavour, such as with CORY, while ASAP could be used to work with 

key Civil society organization actors under CASP in this way. Where feasible 

such roles should be identified at design and written into the loan agreement 

or subsidiary memorandums of understandings. 

(b) IFAD needs to facilitate the private sector in agriculture much more 

effectively. This requires measures such as hiring from the private sector as 

well as from Government for programme implementation, and using private 

sector advisors as mentors for existing Government staff. It also requires 

implementing tripartite agreements between private sector/farmers/IFAD in 

programmes such as VCDP and CASP, so that IFAD funds are used to crowd 

in private investors, as envisaged by IFAD’s technical guidance note on 

matching grants.  

(c) IFAD needs to seek co-funding arrangements with its major partners (World 

Bank, USAID, DFID, etc.) in order to improve leverage especially around 

policy dialogue, counterpart funding, and increasing levels of delivery in 

IFAD’s priority sectors. 

344. Recommendation 5. Continue to build on IFAD’s knowledge management 

strategy by improving the quality of evidence from the field. This first 

requires improving evaluability during design - developing clear and logical theories 

of change, and designing practical M&E frameworks matching staff capacity (such 

as the CBNMRP performance monitoring plan and key performance indicators), 

while minimizing RIMS indicators. It then requires greater effort and rigour for 

evaluation. IFAD should support use of improved technology (such as computer-

assisted personal interviewing, use of mobile phones and web tools), and also 

participatory methods. It should ensure rigorous survey design and analysis for 
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major baseline or impact studies, and also follow up on the commissioning of 

thematic studies to ensure they are conducted in a way that reveals underlying 

factors as to how and why impact occurs, and how these affect particular 

vulnerable groups. To strengthen the country M&E system within the overall move 

to improved development effectiveness, IFAD should consider providing support to 

building institutional mechanisms and capacities within FMARD. 
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Ratings of IFAD-funded project portfolio in Nigeriaa 

Evaluation criteria 

Pre-COSOP First COSOP Second COSOP  

RTEP CBARDP CBNRMP RUFIN VCDP CASP RUMEDP Overall 

Project performance         

Relevance 3 5 3 4 3 5 4 4 

Effectiveness 3 5 4 4    4 

Efficiency 3 4 3 4    3 

Project performance
b
 3 4.7 3.3 4    3.7 

Rural poverty impact         

Household income and assets 4 3 4     4 

Social capital and empowerment 3 4 4     4 

Food security and agricultural productivity 4 2 4     4 

Environment and natural resource management 2 2 2     2 

Institutions and policies 3 5 4     4 

Rural poverty impact
c
 4 2 4     4 

Other performance criteria         

Sustainability 3 4 4     4 

Innovation and scaling up 3 5 3     4 

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

Overall project portfolio achievement
d
 3 4 4 4 3 5 4 4 

        

Partner performance
e
        

IFAD 3 4 4 4    4 

Government 3 4 2 4    3 

a
 Rating scale: 1 = highly unsatisfactory; 2 = unsatisfactory; 3 = moderately unsatisfactory; 4 = moderately satisfactory; 5 = satisfactory; 6 = highly satisfactory; n.p. = not provided; n.a. = not 

applicable. 
b Arithmetic average of ratings for relevance, effectiveness and efficiency. 
c
 This is not an average of ratings of individual impact domains. 

d 
This is not an average of ratings of individual evaluation criteria but an overarching assessment of the project, drawing upon the rating for relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, rural poverty impact, 

sustainability, innovation and scaling up, and gender. 
e
 The rating for partners’ performance is not a component of the overall assessment ratings. 
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IFAD-financed projects in Nigeria 

Project 
Id Project name Project type 

Total cost 
(in US$ 
million)* 

IFAD 
financing Cofinancing 

Government 
funding Cofinancier 

Board 
approval 

Loan 
effectiveness 

Project 
completion 

Current 
status 

177 Multi State Agriculture 
Development - Cassava 
Multiplication Project  

Agriculture 
dev 

256.4 12 162 82.4 World Bank 05/12/1985 25/09/1987 31/03/1998 Closed 

236 Artisanal Fisheries Development 
Project 

Fisheries 19.7 15 0.5 4.2 UNDP 30/11/1988 05/04/1991 18/09/1998 Closed 

273 Katsina State Agricultural and 
Community Development Project 

Agriculture 
dev 

28.81 12.19 11.1 5.32 UNDP, 
Domestic 

institutions 

12/12/1990 08/07/1993 31/01/2003 Closed 

307 Sokoto State Agricultural and 
Community Development Project 

Rural dev 17.24 9.62 4.68 2.63 European 
Union, 
UNDP 

08/09/1992 04/11/1994 31/03/2002 Closed 

339 Benue and Niger States 
Agricultural Support Project 

Agriculture 
dev 

 27.77   AfDB 02/12/1993  31/12/2002 Cancelled 

1016 Roots and Tubers Expansion 
Programme 

Research/ext
ension/trainin
g 

36.1 23.05   13.03   09/12/1999 31/07/2001 26/06/2012 Closed 

1196 Community-Based Agricultural and 
Rural Development Programme 

Rural dev 81.5 42.9 3.2 31.5 To be 
Determined 

12/09/2001 31/01/2003 27/06/2014 Closed 

1260 Community-Based Natural 
Resource Management 
Programme 

Rural dev 78.4 15 15 44 NDDC** 11/12/2002 06/07/2005 31/03/2016 Ongoing 

1212 Rural Finance Institutions Building 
Programme 

Credit and 
financial 
services dev 

40 27.57 5.26 6.18 Ford 
Foundation, 

Domestic 
institutions 

14/09/2006 20/01/2010 30/09/2017 Ongoing 

1337 Rural Microenterprise 
Development Programme 

Agriculture 
dev 

57.9 43.16   14.4   13/12/2007   20/05/2010 Cancelled 

1594 Value Chain Development 
Programme 

Agriculture 
dev 

104.73 74.9 2.8 24.6 To be 
Determined 

03/04/2012 14/10/2013 30/09/2013 Ongoing 

1692 Climate Change Adaptation and 
Agribusiness Support Programme 
in the Savannah Belt 

Rural dev 93.55 85.46 0.92 5.77 To be 
Determined 

11/12/2013 25/03/2015 30/06/2020 Approved 

*  Discrepancies between total cost and IFAD, cofinancing and Government funding is accounted for by beneficiary contributions to total programme costs. 
** NDDC = Niger Delta Development Commission. 
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IFAD-funded grants in Nigeria 

Grant number Recipient Approval date Programme name Type of grant 

Grant amount 
(US$ at 
design) 

Country specific grant     

G-I-R-1350- Ministry of Agriculture - Nigeria 20/01/2012 Support to the Design of a Strategy and Action Plan for High Impact 
Commodity Value Chains in Nigeria 

 500 000 

Global-regional grants    

2000000473 University of Greenwich Natural 
Resources Institute - UK 

13/09/2014 Increasing performance of the cassava industry (IPCI) Global/Regional - 
Large 

1 582 978 

2000000467 International Institute of Tropical 
Agriculture - Nigeria 

17/12/2013 Achieving development impact and environmental sustainability 
through intensification of pro poor cropping systems based on cassava, 
yams and legumes. 

Global/Regional - 
Agricultural Research 
for Development 

3 241 875 

2000000289 International Institute of Tropical 
Agriculture - Nigeria 

28/11/2013 Improving Quality, Nutrition and Health Impacts of Inclusion of Cassava 
Flour in Bread Formulation in West Africa (Nigeria and Ghana) 

Global/Regional - 
Small 

458 745 

2000000216 International Institute of Tropical 
Agriculture - Nigeria 

22/10/2013 Youth Agribusiness Development Iniative (YADI) A Private-Public 
Partnership to Advance Participation of Youth in Agriculture 

Global/Regional - 
Small 

402 500 

2000000180 Centre for Entrepreneurship, 
Education and Development - 
Canada 

27/12/2013 Creating Opportunities for Rural Youth in West and Central Africa 
(CORY) 

Global/Regional - 
Large 

1 950 000 

2000000175 International Institute of Tropical 
Agriculture - Nigeria 

09/12/2013 Integrated Systems for humid tropics Global/Regional - 
Agricultural Research 
for Development 

2 500 000 

G-I-R-1443- International Bank for 
Reconstruction and 
Development - USA 

18/12/2011 Gender Equality and Productivity - Identifying Opportunities for 
Agricultural Growth in Sub-Saharan Africa 

Global/Regional - 
Small 

329 292 

G-C-ECG-57- International Institute of Tropical 
Agriculture - Nigeria 

17/12/2013 Achieving Development Impact and Environmental Sustainability 
through Intensification of Pro-Poor Cropping Systems based on 
Cassava, Yams and Legumes 

Global/Regional - 
Large 

1 301 790 

G-I-R-1245- Songhai - Benin 05/12/2010 Rural Youth and Agricultural Business Development in West and 
Central Africa 

Global/Regional - 
Large 

1 800 000 
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Grant number Recipient Approval date Programme name Type of grant 

Grant amount 
(US$ at 
design) 

G-I-R-1247- WARF - Senegal 05/12/2010 Support to Improve IFAD Project Performance in West and Central 
Africa 

Global/Regional - 
Large 

1 000 000 

G-C-ECG-28- International Institute of Tropical 
Agriculture - Nigeria 

18/12/2008 2008 EC Contribution to the Consultative Group for International 
Agricultural Research 

Global/Regional - 
Large 

5 017 292 

G-I-R-975- International Institute of Tropical 
Agriculture - Nigeria 

12/09/2007 Participatory Development, Diffusion and Adoption of Cowpea 
Technologies For Poverty Reduction and Sustainable Livelihoods in 
West Africa 

Global/Regional - 
Large 

1 200 000 

G-I-R-704- International Institute of Tropical 
Agriculture - Nigeria 

09/09/2004 Productive and Competitive Yam Systems - Phase II Global/Regional - 
Large 

1 500 000 

Loan component grants    

2000000727 Nigeria 06/06/2014 Climate Change Adaptation and Agribusiness Support Programme Loan Component 
Grant 

480 000 

2000000725 Nigeria 06/06/2014 Climate Change Adaptation and Agribusiness Support Programme Adaptation for Small-
holder Agriculture 
Grant 

15 000 000 

G-I-C-1358- Nigeria 03/04/2012 Value Chain Development Programme Loan Component 
Grant 

500 000 

G-I-C-995- Nigeria 13/12/2007 Rural Microenterprise Development Programme Loan Component 
Grant 

400 000 

G-I-C-870- Nigeria 14/09/2006 Rural Finance Institutions Building Programme Loan Component 
Grant 

400 000 

Other types of grants     

2E+11 Rainforest Resource and 
Development Centre - Nigeria 

28/11/2013 NFC 1313 RRDC  23 961 
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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 Policy1 and follows the core methodology and 

processes for CPEs outlined in IOE’s Evaluation Manual.2 This note describes the 

key elements of the methodology. 

2. 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. 

3. 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),3 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. 

4. 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. 

5. 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. 

6. 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. 

                                           
1
 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. 

3
 On climate change, scaling up and gender, see annex II 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. 

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
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7. 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.  

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

sources. 

9. 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.  

10. 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 a 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. 

11. 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.  

12. 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.  

13. 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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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. 

14. 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. 

15. During the report writing, comments and communication of results stage, IOE 

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 round table 

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. 

16. 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 round table workshop. 

17. 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
a
 

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. 

Effectiveness The extent to which the development intervention’s objectives were achieved, or are 
expected to be achieved, taking into account their relative importance. 

Efficiency A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are 
converted into results. 

Rural poverty impact
b
 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.  

Household income and assets 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. 

Human and social capital and 
empowerment 

Human and social capital and empowerment include an assessment of the changes 
that have occurred in the empowerment of individuals, the quality of grassroots 
organizations and institutions, and the poor’s individual and collective capacity. 

Food security and agricultural 
productivity 

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. 

Natural resources, the 
environment and climate change 

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. 

Institutions and policies 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. 

Other performance criteria  

Sustainability 

 

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.  

Innovation and scaling up 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. 

Gender equality and women’s 
empowerment 

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. 

Overall project achievement This provides an overarching assessment of the project, drawing upon the analysis 
made under the various evaluation criteria cited above. 

Performance of partners 

IFAD 

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.  

a
 These definitions have been taken from the Organisation 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). 
b 

The 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 chapters IV and VI 

Table 1 

Background and context of pastoralism in Nigeria, with a case study of pastoralist/farmer 
conflict Benue State 

Pastoralism is a common livelihood approach in sub-Saharan Africa, with about 50 million people rely on 
pastoralism for their only or a main part of their livelihoods. About half are located in the Sahel and the 
Saharan fringes, and of these about 70 per cent are poor. In Nigeria, there are an estimated 12 million 
Fulani pastoralists, whose pastoral activity provides sectoral employment and added value in different 
livelihoods such as the sale, transport, processing and marketing of Fulani livestock products, which 
include meat, milk, skins and draught power. 

Pastoral economies and lifestyles are characterized by their non-sedentary, mobile nature. In dryland 
climates that have sporadic, uneven rainfall, cattle-rearing is a form of low-input asset creation that 
nonetheless does not readily translate to high income generation. The mobile nature of the pastoral 
economy and lifestyle permits variable choices in an unpredictable climate and which also is 
characterized by pastoralist communities crossing borders and developing regional interactions. This 
mobility also makes pastoral communities being historically relatively isolated from public 

administrations, and incidentally with resource governance. This is most evident when resource 
governance is shared with sedentary farmers. 

The dynamics of pastoral resource governance in Nigeria, but more particularly in the North Central 

Region, go back to the 1960s. Fulani pastoralists have been present in Nigeria since the 19th century, 
but pushed southwards to greener, more productive pastures, at the time that control of the tse-tse fly 
was possible. At the same time, sedentary farmers pushed northwards, and claimed land ownership 
rights over previous official stock migration routes. Within this setting, policy contradictions set the 
stage for subsequent conflict between the Fulani pastoralists and sedentary farmers. The 1978 National 
Land Use Decree allowed state and local governments to decide how to assign and lease land, which led 
to (more literate) farmers obtaining land certificates rather than the Fulani. The 1988 National 
Agricultural Policy aimed to protect 10 per cent of all national land for grazing reserves, but was not 
enforced. This latent conflict led to a surge of violent events happening in the Middle Belt since 2009. 

With this backdrop, the interactions between farmers and pastoralists eventually erupted in conflict in 
Benue State/Middle Belt. 

Benue is located in the North Central region of Nigeria, sharing borders with Nasarawa State to the 

North, Taraba to the East, Cross River, Enugu and Ebonyi to the South, and Kogi to the West. The 
State’s capital is Makurdi. Created in 1976, the predominant languages spoken in the State are Tiv, 
Idoma, Igede and Etulo. As of 2006 Benue State has a population of 4,253,641 people. It has 23 local 
governments, and its predominant ethnic groups are Tiv, Idoma and Igede. Benue is largely an 
agricultural and rural state. About 80 per cent of the population derives its income from agriculture. 

Conflict between Fulani pastoralists and Tiv farmers in Benue erupted in 2006, though it goes back to 
the 1980s. Its epicentre is in Gwer West Local Government Area, though also affects Makurdi and Guma 
Local Government Areas, and involves Nasarawa State. The nature of the conflict is described as a 
struggle over ‘the green of the land’, where on the one hand there has been increasing demand for 
farmland following increased farmer settlement in productive areas, and on the other an increasing 
influx of cattle for pasture. Cattle influx from Nasarawa to Benue is on the increase at a rate of  
3–4 per cent annually, 1.5–2 per cent leave the valley every year, while 0.5–0.8 per cent is consumed 
as meat in abattoirs. Fulani pastoralists would pay Tiv traditional rulers for the right to pasture, but the 
increasing size of farms and number of farmers in the 1980s limited cattle ranging opportunities, 
leading to ranging on farmland. Tiv attacks on Fulani cattle in the 1980’s is consequently seen as being 
avenged by the Fulani in the current conflict. The outcome of the current conflict has displaced 10,000 
and large tracts of farmland have been abandoned. In the most recent incursion from Gwer East, the 
conflict resulted in an estimated 16 people dead and several more injured. Reports of the perpetrators 
of the incursions also point at military involvement. Socioeconomic impacts include increased 
subsistence farming lower educational attainment of the displaced, and greater erosion rates in land 
farmed intensely by the displaced. The conflict broke inter-community relations, with Fulani pastoralists 
considering Gwer West a ‘no go zone’. 

IFAD is present in Benue through RUFIN and VCDP. Beneficiaries of the projects are amongst those 
displaced by the conflict. Though IFAD has analysed pastoralist-farmer conflicts in design papers for 
RTEP, it did not do so for either RUFIN or VCDP. Furthermore, while there are projects that incorporated 
conflict resolution in their design and components (i.e. CBNRMP), the portfolio fails to take into 
consideration the historical nature of most of these conflicts; their capacity to spread into areas formerly 
designated as ‘non - conflict’ areas; and also the possibility of direct and/or indirect effects of these 
conflicts in IFAD intervention areas. IFAD in general pays poor attention to pastoralists, and needs to do 
far more to include both pastoralist communities and conflict analysis, resolution, and mitigation 
strategies if it wants to succeed in reaching out to the poorest of the poor.  
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Table 2 
Average status report ratings by IFAD for five indicators across the Nigeria portfolio 2008 - 2014 

Ratings 

Programmes 

RTEP CBARDP CBNRMP RUFIN VCDP 

Counterpart funds 3.0 3.8 2.9 3.4 3.0 

Performance of M&E 3.7 3.7 3.6 3.8 3.5 

Gender focus 4.0 4.3 4.5 4.2 4.0 

Overall implementation progress 4.0 4.7 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Likelihood of achieving the development objectives 4.3 4.7 4.1 4.2 4.0 

Source: IFAD PSRs between 2008 and 2015. 
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Table 2.1 
Comparison and analysis of RUFIN indicators on savings, loans and groups at appraisal, MTR, supervision missions, and with Benue State data 

Indicators 

Programme 
revised 

appraisal 

RUFIN total Benue State 

MTR 2013 
Supervision 

Mission 2014* 

Programme actual 
(implementation 
mission) 2015* 

Benue May 2015 
(M&E officer) 

Benue August 
2014 RIMS** 

Voluntary savers***   54 996  44 660   668 240  447 892  45 283  4 253  

volume of savings mobilized (NGN)   275 113 500  165 188 547   12 028 306 831  13 428 946 550  80 828 399  13 479 199  

Average savings per saver (NGN)   -    3 699   18 000  29 983  1 785  3 169  

Active borrowers   20 000  10 741   301 747  377 404  14 754  778  

Amount of whole credit disbursed by formal Banks (NGN)   930 000 000  377 024 392   1 370 000 000  4 741 530 000    15 339 750  

Volume of credit leveraged for beneficiaries  Individual 150 000 000    
 

90 000      

  Groups 600 000 000    
 

24 188 760 400      

Amount of loan extended to Savings and Credit Groups        21 188 760 400    105 520 628    

Average credit per borrower (NGN)   46 500  35 101   4 540  12 564  7 152  19 717  

People in credit/savings groups   252 500  166 507   252 000  400 200  20 842  17 835  

Ratio of savers per people in credit/savings groups   21.8% 26.8% 265.2% 111.9% 217.3% 23.8% 

Ratio of borrowers per people in credit/savings groups   7.9% 6.5% 119.7% 94.3% 70.8% 4.4% 

Credit to deposit ratio   3.38  2.28   0.11  0.35  -    1.14  

Credit demand (50,000 NGN/HH for 25% of group 
members)   3 156 250 000  2 081 337 500  1 375 000 000  5 002 500 000  260 525 000 -    

Ratio of credit supply/credit demand   29.5% 18.1% 99.6% 94.8% 40.5%   

Number of groups linked     4 022 
 

    399 

Number of groups served   7 500 7 139  7 900  10 005  412    

Ratio of people in groups to number of groups linked   33.67  23.32   31.90  40.00  50.59  44.70  

Cells in grey are RUFIN data. Cells in blue are CPE Team analysis. 

* Stated figures come from text. Italicised numbers refer to figures not corresponding with RIMS indicator figures, which are higher in the same document. 

** People in credit savings group comes from Benue Key Performance Indicator tracker.  

*** Figure in red refers to a decrease in beneficiaries rather than an increase. 

Source: RUFIN MTR Report, 2013; RUFIN Supervision Mission 2014; RUFIN Implementation Support Mission June 2015; RUFIN M&E data - Benue State updated MFI performance template and 
BOA Report, August 2014; Benue Key Outcome Indicators August Monthly Report, 2015; RUFIN M&E Officer Report for CPE Mission, September 2015. 
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Table 2.2 
Benue State MFI performance template analysis - savings 

Name of microfinance bank 
(MFB)/non-governmental organization 
microfinance institution 
(NGOMFI),financial coop. (pls specify 
the state) 

LGA 
covered 

N
o
. of 

groups 
linked % 

OUTREACH 

VOLUNTARY SAVERS (No.) SAVINGS (DEPOSIT) MOBILIZED (NGN) 

Male % Female % Total % Male % Female % Total % 

OTUKPO MFB, BENUE Apa 87 21.8  306  21.2 495  17.6 801  18.8 955 025  32.9 1 544 974  14.6 2 499 999  18.5 

GBOKO MFB, BENUE Logo 148 37.1  293  20.3 1 238  44.0 1 531  36.0 1 072 634  36.9 4 527 366  42.8 5 600 000  41.5 

ZION MFB, BENUE Gwer West 50 12.5  389  27.0 257  9.1  646  15.2  228 732  7.9  151 268  1.4  380 000  2.8 

PILLAR MFB, BENUE Apa 3 0.8  33  2.3  29  1.0  62  1.5  7 982  0.3  7 018  0.1  15 000  0.1 

APA MFB, BENUE Apa   0.0                         

DEC OTUKPO, BENUE Apa 1 0.3      14  0.5  14  0.3      280 000  2.6  280 000  2.1 

DEC ZAKI-BIAM, BENUE Logo 13 3.3      231  8.2  231  5.4      1 685 200  15.9  1 685 200  12.5 

DEC MAKURDI, BENUE Gwer West 4 1.0      78  2.8  78  1.8      1 059 000  10.0  1 059 000  7.9 

Bank of Agriculture (BOA) ZAKI - 
BIAM 

Logo 78 19.5  420  29.1  470  16.7  890  20.9  640 000  22.0  1 320 000  12.5  1 960 000  14.5 

BOA MAKURDI Gwer West 5 1.3                         

BOA OTUKPO Apa 10 2.5                         

TOTAL TOTAL 399 100.0  1 441  100.0  2 812  100.0  4 253  100.0  2 904 373 100.0  10 574 826  100.0  13 479 199  100.0 

N.B. totals modified to reflect real addition, not stated 
source: Benue State updated MFI performance template and BOA report, August 2014 
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Table 2.3 
Benue State MFI performance template analysis – credit 

Name of microfinance bank 
(MFB)/non-governmental 
organization microfinance 
institution (NGOMFI),financial 
coop. (pls specify the state) 

LGA 
covered 

N
o
. of 

groups 
linked % 

OUTREACH 

ACTIVE BORROWERS (No.) LOAN DISBURSED (NGN) 
Loan 
paid 

Outstanding 
loan balance 

(NGN) 

Male % Female % Total % Male % Female % Total %   % 

OTUKPO MFB, BENUE Apa 87 21.8 5  2.7 20  3.4 25  3.2 100 000  5.3 400 000  3.0 500 000  3.3 200 000     -    0.0 

GBOKO MFB, BENUE Logo 148 37.1 180  97.3 250  42.2 430  55.3 1 800 000  94.7 2 500 000  18.6 4 300 
000  

28.0 3 804 510  495 490  
7.7 

ZION MFB, BENUE Gwer 
West 

50 12.5                             

  

PILLAR MFB, BENUE Apa 3 0.8                               

APA MFB, BENUE Apa   0.0                               

DEC OTUKPO, BENUE Apa 1 0.3     14  2.4 14  1.8     280 000  2.1 280 000  1.8 280 000    -    0.0 

DEC ZAKI-BIAM, BENUE Logo 13 3.3      231  39.0 231  29.7     5 929 250  44.1 5 929 250  38.7 2 045 000  3 884 250  60.7 

DEC MAKURDI, BENUE Gwer 
West 

4 1.0     78  13.2 78  10.0     4 330 500  32.2 4 330 500  28.2 2 311 000  2 019 500  
31.6 

BOA ZAKI - BIAM Logo 78 19.5                               

BOA MAKURDI Gwer 
West 

5 1.3                             
  

BOA OTUKPO Apa 10 2.5                               

TOTAL TOTAL 399 100.0 185  100.0 593  100.0 778  100.0 1 900 000 100.0 13 439 750  100.0 15 339 750  0.0 8 640 510  6 399 240  100.0 

N.B. totals modified to reflect real addition, not stated. 

Source: Benue State updated MFI performance template and BOA Report, August 2014.  
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Table 2.4 
Savings by MFIs and LGAs in Benue State 

Overall MFI 

             

LGA 
covered  

No. of 
groups 
linked  % 

OUTREACH 

VOLUNTARY SAVERS (No.) SAVINGS (DEPOSIT) MOBILIZED (NGN) 

Male % Female % Total % Male % Female % Total % 

MFB            288  72.2         1 021  70.9         2 019  71.8         3 040  71.5    2 264 373  78.0       6 230 626  58.9       8 494 999  63.0 

DEC               18  4.5                -    0.0            323  11.5            323  7.6                   -    0.0       3 024 200  28.6       3 024 200  22.4 

BOA               93  23.3            420  29.1            470  16.7            890  20.9        640 000  22.0       1 320 000  12.5       1 960 000  14.5 

Total            399  100.0         1 441  100.0         2 812  100.0         4 253  100.0    2 904 373  100.0    10 574 826  100.0    13 479 199  100.0 

Source: compiled from Benue State updated MFI performance template and BOA report, August 2014. 
     

               Overall LGA 

             

LGA 
covered  

No. of 
groups 
linked  % 

OUTREACH 

VOLUNTARY SAVERS (No.) SAVINGS (DEPOSIT) MOBILIZED (NGN) 

Male % Female % TOTAL % Male % Female % TOTAL % 

Apa            101  25.3            339  23.5            538  19.1            877  20.6        963 007  33.2       1 831 992  17.3       2 794 999  20.7 

Logo            239  59.9            713  49.5         1 939  69.0         2 652  62.4    1 712 634  59.0       7 532 566  71.2       9 245 200  68.6 

G/West               59  14.8            389  27.0            335  11.9            724  17.0        228 732  7.9       1 210 268  11.4       1 439 000  10.7 

TOTAL            399  100.0         1 441  100.0         2 812  100.0         4 253  100.0    2 904 373  100.0    10 574 826  100.0    13 479 199  100.0 

Source: compiled from Benue State updated MFI performance template and BOA report, August 2014. 
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Table 2.5 
Credit by MFIs and LGAs in Benue State 

Overall MFI 
                

LGA 
covered  

No. of 
groups 
linked  % 

OUTREACH 

ACTIVE BORROWERS (No.) LOAN DISBURSED (NGN) 

Loan paid 

Outstanding loan 
balance (NGN) 

Male % Female % Total % Male % Female % TOTAL %   % 

MFB  288  72.2  185  100.0  270  45.5  455  58.5 1 900 000  100.0  2 900 000  21.6  4 800 000  31.3 4 004 510   495 490  7.7 

DEC  18  4.5   -    0.0  323  54.5  323  41.5   -    0.0 10 539 750  78.4 10 539 750  68.7 4 636 000  5 903 750  92.3 

BOA  93  23.3  -    0.0  -    0.0 -    0.0  -    0.0  -    0.0  -    0.0  -     -    0.0 

Total  399  100.0  185  100.0   593  100.0  778  100.0 1 900 000  100.0 13 439 750  100.0 15 339 750  100.0 8 640 510  6 399 240  100.0 

Source: compiled from Benue State updated MFI performance template and BOA report, August 2014. 

        

                  
Overall LGA 

                

LGA 
covered  

No. of 
groups 
linked  % 

OUTREACH 

ACTIVE BORROWERS (No.) LOAN DISBURSED (NGN) 

Loan paid 

Outstanding loan 
balance (NGN) 

Male % Female % Total % Male % Female % Total %   % 

Apa  101  25.3   5  2.7  34  5.7  39  5.0 100 000  5.3  680 000  5.1 780 000  5.1  480 000  -    0.0 

Logo  239  59.9 180  97.3  481  81.1  661  85.0 1 800 000  94.7  8 429 250  62.7 10 229 250  66.7 5 849 510  4 379 740  68.4 

G/West  59  14.8  -    0.0  78  13.2  78  10.0   -    0.0  4 330 500  32.2  4 330 500  28.2 2 311 000  2 019 500  31.6 

TOTAL 399  100.0  185  100.0  593  100.0 778  100.0 1 900 000  100.0 13 439 750  100.0 15 339 750  100.0 8 640 510  6 399 240  100.0 

Source: compiled from Benue State updated MFI performance template and BOA report, August 2014. 
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Table 3 

Benue Case Study on financial inclusion 

Financial inclusion statistics sets Nigeria above average for sub-Saharan Africa, and close to the average for lower 
middle income countries, with 34 per cent of women, 35.7 per cent of young adults (15-24 years old), and 39.4 per cent 
of adults in rural areas having accounts. The Nigerian financial sector has recently emerged from a crisis in 2009, 
following consolidation of the main actors into 20 banks, though the sector is still limited in providing access to finance 
to small and medium-sized businesses, thereby limiting development of small and medium-sized enterprises. This is 
captured in the table below, which details number of bank locations per 10,000 people in each state, and which 
highlights regional variations, with there being some levels of correlation between decreasing bank establishment 
density per inhabitant and increasing poverty severity in the Northern Regions: 

 
Nigeria Bank locations per 10,000 inhabitants per state in 2014, with RUFIN states in brown 

 
  

Region State
Bank Locations/10,000 

people (2014)

Severity of poverty 

(2003-04)

Average 2.2 14.4

FTA 8.5 8.0

Kogi 1.9 16.7

Nassarawa 1.5 15.9

Niger 1.2 7.7

Benue 0.9 20.3

Plateau 0.7 17.4

Kwara 0.6 15.0

Average 0.9 20.2

Taraba 2.3 12.9

Gombe 0.9 29.4

Bauchi 0.8 20.1

Adamawa 0.7 23.9

Yobe 0.3 24.6

Borno 0.3 10.2

Average 0.7 19.4

Kaduna 1.3 13.2

Sokoto 1.0 23.8

Zamfara 0.9 13.9

Kebbi 0.6 13.7

Kano 0.3 20.4

Jigawa 0.3 34.3

Katsina 0.3 16.2

Average 1.8 7.6

Enugu 2.2 12.6

Ebonyi 1.9 27.2

Anambra 1.9 15.0

Abia 1.6 6.8

Imo 1.4 6.3

Average 1.1 11.5

Delta 1.9 10.6

Rivers 1.3 13.8

Edo 1.2 12.7

Cross River 0.9 10.6

Bayelsa 0.9 8.2

Akwa Ibom 0.5 6.6

Average 1.0 12.2

Lagos 2.5 9.1

Osun 0.8 11.9

Ondo 0.7 11.6

Ogun 0.6 8.3

Oyo 0.6 6.4

Ekiti 0.5 4.3

National Average 1.1 14.6

Calculated from Mixmarkets (2014 data); NBS Population (2006) and poverty 

Severity data (2003-4) from NBS Annual Abstract 2012

South West

North Central

North East

North West

South East

South South
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Table 3 continued 

Benue Case Study on financial inclusion 

Benue is statistically just below the national average in terms of bank establishment density per inhabitant, and the 
state that suffers the most severe poverty in the Middle Belt, though at the national level it places 8th on the most 
severe poverty scale. It was selected as one of the RUFIN states, despite it's close to average level of bank/population 
density. Benue sits just below the national average of 431 MFI locations, with 403 locations itself. With an estimated 
population of 4.25 million people in 2006, there are 0.95 locations per 10,000 people in Benue, just above the national 
average of 0.92. RUFIN's presence in Benue State is represented through support given to 11 Microfinance Institutions 
(MFIs): 5 microfinance banks (MFBs), 3 Development Exchange Centre (DECs) chapters, and another 3 Bank of 
Agriculture (BOA) chapters. All three are present in the three LGAs (Apa, Gwer-West, and Logo) that RUFIN operates 
in within Benue State. In terms of performance and outreach, Logo LGA achieved the highest rates of outreach in group 
linkage, savings and loans out of all the LGAs. 

By August 2014, RUFIN linked 399 groups to these institutions, with the MFBs having linked 72.2 per cent, the BOAs 
23.3 per cent and DEC 4.5 per cent (see annex VI – table 2.5). There were 4,253 voluntary savers, of which 
66.1 per cent were women, saving for the most part (71.8 per cent) in MFBs. Total savings mobilized were 
NGN 13.5 million, with women (78.5 per cent) once again saving the most, and depositing 58.9 per cent of their savings 
in MFBs (58.9 per cent), followed by DECs (28.6 per cent). There were 778 people who took out loans, worth 
NGN 15.3 million  in total. Once again women (76.2 per cent) were the largest recipients of loans, and MFBs lent out to 
slightly more women (59.3 per cent), and DEC did not lend out any loans to men whatsoever. Furthermore, DEC lent 
out NGN 10.5 million (68.7 per cent of all Benue loans emitted) to women. Despite the outreach, DEC also has the 
lion's share of outstanding loans (92.3 per cent). In this respect, the MFB's proportion of outstanding loans is 
10.3 per cent, compared to DEC's 56 per cent. Outstanding loan patterns also follow the proportion of outreach at the 
LGA level, with MFIs in Logo having 68.4 per cent (or NGN 4.4 million) of outstanding loans. Testimonials from Logo 
LGA show that beneficiaries use credit for goat-rearing, borehole drilling, and commerce in fabrics.  

Out of the MFIs involved in Benue, DEC is the only one that explicitly provides service to women through financial 
support, microcredit, savings mobilization, and other loans products namely: on lending loans, loans insurance, micro 
enterprise support and equipment loans. As of 2013 it had 90 offices and NGN 924.6 million in deposits and in 2014 it 
had provided NGN 13,8 million in loans and had 120,413 borrowers. It also provides pre-disbursement training before 
disbursement, apart from other trainings in record keeping, loan utilization and business development. Overall, DEC 
has been the most successful institution in reaching out to women and in providing loans, though taking on 
considerable risk, as evidenced by a worrying loan to savings ratio of 349 per cent, compared to the MFB's ratio of 
57 per cent. The impact is nonetheless limited when regarding the number of savers (4,253) and borrowers (778) 
compared to the total population of the state (4.25 million). 

Despite attempts at outreach, Gwer-West was an LGA that experienced the agro-pastoralist conflict and displacement 
of beneficiaries, especially during the dry season. This is evidenced by the low number of groups linked compared to 
the other LGAs (59, or 14.8 per cent in Benue), as well as having the lowest number of savers and savings. 
Interestingly, there were no men borrowers, but there were more women borrowers than in Apa LGA, and they took out 
NGN 4.3 million (or 28.2 per cent of total) in loans. There are no testimonials regarding how women used these loans. 
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Table 4 
Design and actual funding commitments by financier per programme (US$) 

Financier 
RTEP CBARDP CBNRMP RUFIN VCDP CASP 

Design Actual Design Actual Design Actual Design Actual Design Design 

IFAD 23 047 937 14 115 670 42 900 001 42 250 000 15 000 000 16 471 450 27 575 300 15 999 133 74 900 000 85 456 027 

All government counterparts*  -  - 

 

39 890 000 - - - - - 

 Federal Government of Nigeria 7 187 069 9 719 022 2 900 000 - 3 800 000 6 636 000 6 176 568 4 159 062 9 900 000 5 774 691 

State governments and local government 
councils** 

  

28 600 000 

       State governments 

 

6 516 727 - - 8 200 000 2 078 541 - 2 062 043 10 400 000 

 Local government councils 5 845 972 

   

32 000 000 4 740 131 - - 4 300 000 

 Beneficiaries 8 455 

 

3 837 500 - 4 400 000 - 985 100 - 2 100 000 1 405 400 

Other* 

  

3 200 000 - 15 000 000 9 637 733 5 262 211 1 971 000 2 800 000 922 928 

TOTAL 36 089 433 30 351 420 81 437 501 82 140 000 78 400 000 39 563 854 39 999 179 24 191 238 104 400 000 93 559 046 

N.B. Yearly Government, state, local government council and Niger Delta Development Commission actual payments for CBNRMP and RUFIN were received by the mission from Programme Officers in 
NGN. These were exchanged to USD using exchange rates from the 1st of January of the given year. 
* The 'All government counterparts' financier category is the sum of Federal Government of Nigeria, state governments, and local government councils. 
** The 'state governments and local government councils' financier category is the sum of state governments and local government councils. 
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Tables 5 - Beneficiary targets and achievements in CPE period 

Table 5.1 
Comparison of beneficiary targets at design and achieved in portfolio 

Project 

Overall Men Women Youth Male youth Female youth 
Physically 
challenged 

Women and 
youth 

Design Actual Design Actual Design Actual Design Actual Design Actual Design Actual Design Actual Design Actual 

RTEP 5 200 000  1 004 999   -     772 244   -     180 955   -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -    

CBARDP 2 500 000  1 207 909   -     724 749   -     483 160   -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -    

CBNRMP 2 800 000  2 782 859   640 000   1 003 412   471 000   692 483   1 689 000   1 087 004   984 000   626 957   705 000   460 047   -     -      -    

RUFIN 2 070 000  4 167 001   1 035 000   1 171 586   1 035 000   2 995 
414  

 1 519 000   1 607 274   -     -     -     -     41 400   -     -     -    

VCDP 87 400   -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -    

CASP 1 592 000   -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     -     997 000   -    

TOT 14 249 400  9 162 768   1 675 000   3 671 991   1 506 000   4 352 
012  

 1 689 000   2 694 278   984 000   626 957   705 000   460 047   41 400   -     997 000   -    

Source: RTEP Loan Agreement, May 2000, p. 14; CBARDP President's Report, September 2001, p. 12; CBNRMP RIMS data 2015; RUFIN Supervision Report, June 2014; VCDP Design Report, 
volume I, 2012, p. 30; CASP Final Programme Report 2013, p. xvi; CASP President's Report 2013, p. 8; RTEP PCR 2010, p. 2; CBARDP PCR 2014, p. viii; CBNRMP RIMS data 2015; RUFIN 
Supervision Report, June 2015. 

N.B. For CBNRMP, the 'Youth' column is the sum of male/female youth. 'Overall' is the sum of adult men and women, and male and female youth. 

Table 5.2 
Achievement against targeted beneficiaries for RTEP, CBARDP, CBNRMP, and RUFIN 

Project Overall Male Female Youth Male youth Female youth 

RTEP 19.3%      

CBARDP 48.3%      

CBNRMP 99.4% 156.8% 147.0% 64.4% 63.7% 65.3% 

RUFIN 201.3% 113.2% 289.4% 105.8%   

TOTAL 64.3% 219.2% 289.0% 159.5% 63.7% 65.3% 

Table 5.3 
Proportion of total beneficiaries for RTEP, CBARDP, CBNRMP, and RUFIN 

Project Male Female Youth Male youth Female youth 

RTEP 77% 18% - - - 

CBARDP 60% 40% - - - 

CBNRMP 36% 25% 39% 23% 17% 

RUFIN 28% 72% 39%   

TOT 40% 47% 29% 7% 5% 
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Tables 6 - Comparison of change between baseline and impact surveys in CBNRMP across 3 socioeconomic indicators, contrasted with General Household Surveys 
regional results 
 

Table 6.1 
Difference within difference analysis of roof type differentiated by beneficiary and non-beneficiary households per state (percentage of respondents with roof type)  

Region State 

Thatch Aluminium/Ordinary Zinc/Zinc/Long Span Other (unspecified) 

Baseline 
2007 
(A1) 

Impact 
2013 
(B1) 

Difference 
(C1=B1-

A1) 

Difference 
within 

difference 
(C1 Be - 
C1 Nbe) 

Baseline 
2007 (A2) 

Impact 
2013 
(B2) 

Difference 
(C2=B2-

A2) 

Difference 
within 

difference 
(C2 Be - 
C2 Nbe) 

Baseline 
2007 
(A3) 

Impact 
2013 
(B3) 

Difference 
(C3=B3-

A3) 

Difference 
within 

difference 
(C3 Be - C3 

Nbe) 

South 
East 

Abia 
Beneficiary (Be) 12.7 3.2 -10 

18 
87.3 87 -1 

-26.6 
0 10.3 10 

8 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 34.3 6.5 -28 63 89 26 2.8 4.7 2 

South 
South 

Akwa-Ibom 
Beneficiary (Be) 36.5 3.5 -33 

11.3 
57.6 84.7 27 

-9 
5.9 9.4 4 

-4.8 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 60.8 16.5 -44 26.8 62.9 36 8.2 16.5 8 

South 
South 

Bayelsa 
Beneficiary (Be) 14.7 2.9 -12 

8.3 
76.5 67.6 -9 

-20 
8.8 29.4 21 

10.7 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 25 4.9 -20 66 76.9 11 7.6 17.5 10 

South 
South 

Cross River 
Beneficiary (Be) 33.9 0.9 -33 

-27.5 
59.8 82.1 22 

20 
4.5 13.4 9 

7.3 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 8.6 3.1 -6 88.3 90.6 2 3.1 4.7 2 

South 
South 

Delta 
Beneficiary (Be) 0 0 0 

0.6 
73.5 63.5 -10 

-6 
16.3 25 9 4.2 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 3.4 2.8 -1 85.2 80.8 -4 7.4 11.9 5   

South 
South 

Edo  
Beneficiary (Be) 7.7 1.7 -6 

1.3 
88.9 94.9 6 

-1 
0.9 2.5 2 

1.6 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 27 19.7 -7 61.5 68.9 7 10.7 10.7 0 

South 
West 

Ondo 
Beneficiary (Be) 14.7 2 -13 

-11.3 
75.5 73.5 -2 

-3 
4.9 13.7 9 

8.1 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 2.8 1.4 -1 89.6 90.3 1 6.2 6.9 1 

South 
South 

Rivers 
Beneficiary (Be) 7.7 7.7 0 

3.6 
72.3 52.3 -20 

-11.2 
15.4 29.2 14 

4.1 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 13.3 9.7 -3.6 63.7 54.9 -8.8 8 17.7 9.7 

Source: CBNRMP 2007 Baseline survey; CBNRMP 2013 Impact survey. 
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Table 6.2 
Difference within difference analysis of asset ownership differentiated by beneficiary and non-beneficiary households per state (percentage of respondents owning 
asset) 

Region State 

GSM Bicycle Motorcycle 

Baseline 
2007 
(A1) 

Impact 
2013 
(B1) 

Difference 
(C1=B1-

A1) 

Difference 
within 

difference 
(C1 Be - 
C1 Nbe) 

Baseline 
2007 
(A2) 

Impact 
2013 
(B2) 

Difference 
(C2=B2-

A2) 

Difference 
within 

difference 
(C2 Be - 
C2 Nbe) 

Baseline 
2007 
(A3) 

Impact 
2013 
(B3) 

Difference 
(C3=B3-

A3) 

Difference 
within 

difference 
(C3 Be - 
C3 Nbe) 

South East Abia 
Beneficiary (Be) 

31.1 
82 51 

15 25.1 
24 -1 

-19.8 16 
21.9 6 

-1 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 67 36 44 19 22.9 7 

South South 
Akwa-
Ibom 

Beneficiary (Be) 
27.2 

82.4 55 
15.4 45.3 

65.9 21 
4 26.8 

58.8 32 
7.3 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 67 40 61.9 17 51.5 25 

South South Bayelsa 
Beneficiary (Be) 

35.2 
62.9 28 

6.7 4.4 
2.9 -2 

0.1 6 
11.4 5 

2.4 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 56.2 21 2.8 -2 9 3 

South South 
Cross 
River 

Beneficiary (Be) 
31 

81.2 50 
0.0 33.2 

25.9 -7 
7.1 25.2 

34.8 10 
-8.2 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 81.2 50 18.8 -14 43 18 

South South Delta 
Beneficiary (Be) 

24 
82.1 58 

8.4 22.2 
10.7 -12 

-0.5 8.7 
23.2 15 

8.7 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 73.7 50 11.2 -11 14.5 6 

South South Edo  
Beneficiary (Be) 

49.5 
87.3 38 

4.5 44.2 
39.8 -4 

9.5 38.9 
56.8 18 

13.4 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 82.8 33 30.3 -14 43.4 5 

South East Imo 
Beneficiary (Be) 

34.5 
77 43 

2.6 52 
57.4 5 

2.7 21.7 
47.5 26 

0.5 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 74.4 40 54.7 3 47 25 

South West Ondo 
Beneficiary (Be) 

31.2 
72.5 41 

2.4 11.1 
11.8 1 

-16 25.6 
39.2 14 

-9.4 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 70.1 39 27.8 17 48.6 23 

South South Rivers 
Beneficiary (Be) 

47.8 
75.4 28 

2.1 57.5 
35.4 -22 

10.4 28 
30.8 3 

14.4 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 73.3 25.5 25 -32.5 16.4 -11.6 

Source: CBNRMP 2007 Baseline survey; CBNRMP 2013 Impact survey. 
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Table 6.3 
Difference within difference analysis of crop yield differentiated by beneficiary and non-beneficiary households per state (kg) 

Region State 

Maize Rice Cassava Yam 

Baseline 
2007 
(A1) 

Impact 
2013 
(B1) 

Difference 
(C1=B1-
A1) 

Difference 
within 
difference 
(C1 Be - 
C1 Nbe) 

Baseline 
2007 
(A2) 

Impact 
2013 
(B2) 

Difference 
(C2=B2-
A2) 

Difference 
within 
difference 
(C2 Be - 
C2 Nbe) 

Baseline 
2007 
(A3) 

Impact 
2013 
(B3) 

Difference 
(C3=B3-
A3) 

Difference 
within 
difference 
(C3 Be - 
C3 Nbe) 

Baseline 
2007 
(A4) 

Impact 
2013 
(B4) 

Difference 
(C4=B4-
A4) 

Difference 
within 
difference 
(C4 Be - C4 
Nbe) 

South East Abia 
Beneficiary (Be) 

                         
352  

                     
613  

                    
261  

26 

                      
1 247  

                  
2 038  

                    
791  

458.00 

                         
801  

                  
2 625  

                 
1 824  

-251 

                      
1 203  

                  
1 717  

                    
514  

229 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 
                         
276  

                     
511  

                    
235  

                         
967  

                  
1 300  

                    
333  

                         
700  

                  
2 775  

                 
2 075  

                      
1 083  

                  
1 368  

                    
285  

South 
South 

Akwa-
Ibom 

Beneficiary (Be) 
                         
205  

                  
1 988  

                 
1 783  

7 
      

  

                    
13 950  

                
36 769  

               
22 819  

32399 

                         
280  

                  
1 176  

                    
897  

67 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 
                         
130  

                  
1 905  

                 
1 776        

                    
12 024  

                  
2 444  

-                
9 580  

                         
260  

                  
1 090  

                    
830  

South 
South 

Bayelsa 
Beneficiary (Be) 

                           
13  

                       
28  

                      
15  

11 
      

  

                      
1 703  

                  
1 388  

-                   
315  

-7214 

                         
881  

                  
2 246  

                 
1 365  

651 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 
                           
22  

                       
26  

                        
4        

                      
1 600  

                  
8 500  

                 
6 900  

                         
636  

                  
1 350  

                    
714  

South 
South 

Cross 
River 

Beneficiary (Be) 
                         
112  

                     
186  

                      
74  

19 

                         
111  

                     
159  

                      
48  

24.86 

                         
456  

                  
2 112  

                 
1 656  

-664 

                      
1 266  

                  
1 853  

                    
587  

422 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 
                         
107  

                     
162  

                      
55  

                         
105  

                     
128  

                      
23  

                         
400  

                  
2 720  

                 
2 320  

                      
1 323  

                  
1 488  

                    
165  

South 
South 

Delta 
Beneficiary (Be) 

                         
165  

                     
298  

                    
133  

26 
      

  

                      
1 316  

                  
2 099  

                    
784  

736 
      

  

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 
                         
161  

                     
268  

                    
107        

                         
884  

                     
931  

                      
48        

South 
South 

Edo  
Beneficiary (Be) 

                      
1 333  

                  
1 522  

                    
189  

109 
      

  

                      
3 677  

                
11 961  

                 
8 284  

150 

                      
4 448  

                
21 
444  

               
16 996  

4882 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 
                      
1 310  

                  
1 390  

                      
80        

                      
2 696  

                
10 831  

                 
8 135  

                      
2 220  

                
14 
335  

               
12 114  

South East Imo 
Beneficiary (Be) 

                         
847  

                  
1 077  

                    
230  

-48 
      

  

                      
6 056  

                
10 157  

                 
4 101  

2708 

                      
2 200  

                  
3 310  

                 
1 111  

-175 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 
                         
750  

                  
1 028  

                    
278        

                      
7 805  

                  
9 198  

                 
1 393  

                      
1 503  

                  
2 788  

                 
1 286  

South West Ondo 
Beneficiary (Be) 

                      
1 139  

                  
1 427  

                    
288  

-11 
  

                  
1 104  

                 
1 104  

203.20 

                      
6 427  

                  
8 537  

                 
2 110  

-3162 

                      
2 212  

                  
5 791  

                 
3 580  

-454 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 
                         
873  

                  
1 172  

                    
299    

                     
901  

                    
901  

                      
5 465  

                
10 738  

                 
5 273  

                      
1 519  

                  
5 552  

                 
4 033  

South 
South 

Rivers 
Beneficiary (Be) 

                      
1 454  

                  
1 651  

                    
197  

-122 
      

  

                    
15 974  

                
49 936  

               
33 962  

17280 

                      
5 686  

                  
5 726  

                      
40  

-1610 

Non-beneficiary (Nbe) 
                         
966  

                  
1 285  

                    
319        

                      
9 761  

                
26 443  

               
16 682  

                      
4 076  

                  
5 726  

                 
1 650  

Source: CBNRMP 2007 Baseline survey; CBNRMP 2013 Impact survey 
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Table 7 
Overview of various independent RTEP impact studies (2010-2014) 

Location  Sample Result Source 

Plateau State 1 020 farmers in sample frame in 5 LGAs: sample of 
102 RTEP and 102 non-RTEP. 

RTEP farmers showed high production and productivity in all indicators Journal of Agriculture and Veterinary 
Science 

Oyo State 100 farmers RTEP has contributed to the level of production of cassava and yam famers as well as 
their income level through processing and marketing 

Journal of Agriculture, Forestry and 
the Social Sciences 

Ondo and Ogun 
States 

157 farmers (no control group) High adoption rates shown New York Science Journal 2013;6(2) 

Benue State 204 farmers (no control?) No link in sample to participation in RTEP so its effects cannot be determined Management and Administrative 
Sciences Review 

Nasarawa State 60 RTEP and 60 non RTEP sampled in 3 ADP 
zones. 

No significant difference found between farmers in productivity terms, but RTEP 
farmers were more ‘technically efficient’ 

Nasarawa State University 

Kwara State 60 RTEP and 60 non RTEP sampled in 1 ecological 
zones. 

RTEP farmers have higher adoption rates and productivity Journal of Agriculture and Social 
research 

Lagos and Ogun 
States 

200 farmers  RTEP technologies had significant impact on productivity OIDA International Journal of 
Sustainable Development 
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Tables and figures 8 - State-disaggregated poverty indicators for 2003-2004 and 2009-2010 
 

Table 8.1 
Severity of poverty by state with IFAD presence between 2003-2004 and 2009-2010 

State Region Projects present 

Severity of poverty 

2003-04  2009-10 
Difference between 

2009-10 and 2003-04  

Abia South East RTEP, CBNRMP 6.4 7.6 1.2 

Adamawa North East RUFIN 21.6 23.9 2.3 

Akwa Ibom South South RTEP, CBNRMP, 
RUFIN 

10.6 10.6 0 

Anambra South East RTEP, RUFIN 4.8 6.8 2 

Bauchi North East RUFIN 24.1 20.1 -4 

Bayelsa South South RTEP, CBNRMP 7.3 6.6 -0.7 

Benue North Central RTEP, RUFIN 12.5 20.3 7.8 

Borno North East CBARDP 10.8 10.2 -0.6 

Cross River South South RTEP, CBNRMP 15.2 13.8 -1.4 

Delta South South RTEP, CBNRMP 15.3 12.7 -2.6 

Ebonyi South East RTEP 12.8 27.2 14.4 

Edo South South RTEP, CBNRMP, 
RUFIN 

9 11.5 2.5 

Ekiti South West RTEP 11.5 11.9 0.4 

Enugu South East RTEP 7.6 15 7.4 

FCT (Abuja) North Central RTEP 9.5 8 -1.5 

Imo South East RTEP, CBNRMP, 
RUFIN 

8.2 6.3 -1.9 

Jigawa North West CBARDP 35.4 34.3 -1.1 

Kaduna North West RTEP 7.7 13.2 5.5 

Katsina North West CBARDP, RUFIN 15.6 16.2 0.6 

Kebbi North West CBARDP 25 13.7 -11.3 

Kogi North Central RTEP 45.3 16.7 -28.6 

Kwara North Central RTEP 37.7 15 -22.7 

Lagos South West RTEP, RUFIN 22 4.3 -17.7 

Nassarawa North Central RTEP, RUFIN 11.7 15.9 4.2 

Niger North Central RTEP 11.2 7.7 -3.5 

Ogun South West RTEP 9 12.2 3.2 

Ondo South West RTEP, CBNRMP 12 11.6 -0.4 

Osun South West RTEP 6.9 6.4 -0.5 

Oyo South West RTEP, RUFIN 4.4 8.3 3.9 

Plateau North Central RTEP 16.1 17.4 1.3 

Rivers South South RTEP, CBNRMP 11.4 8.2 -3.2 

Sokoto North West CBARDP 19.1 23.8 4.7 

Taraba North East RTEP 11.1 12.9 1.8 

Yobe North East CBARDP 22.8 24.6 1.8 

Zamfara North West CBARDP, RUFIN 22 13.9 -8.1 

All state average 15.2 14.0 -1.3 

Note: Per capita measure. 

Source: National Bureau of Statistics, Harmonized Nigeria Living Standard – National Bureau of Statistics Annual Abstract 2012.
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Figure 8.1 
Severity of poverty by state with IFAD presence between 2003-2004 and 2009-2010, in descending order by difference between 2003-2004 and 2009-2010 

 
Source: Compiled from National Bureau of Statistics, Harmonized Nigeria Living Standard – National Bureau of Statistics, Annual Abstract 2012. 
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Table 8.2 
Severity of poverty by region with IFAD presence between 2003-2004 and 2009-2010 

Region 
Number of projects 

present 

 Severity of poverty 

 2004 2010 Percent change from 2004 to 2010 

North Central 9  20.6 14.4 -6.1 

South West 9  11.0 9.1 -1.9 

North West 8  20.8 19.2 -1.6 

South South 14  11.5 10.6 -0.9 

North East 5  18.1 18.3 0.3 

South East 9  8.0 12.6 4.6 

Source: Compiled from National Bureau of Statistics, Harmonized Nigeria Living Standard – National Bureau of Statistics 
Annual Abstract 2012.  
 

Figure 8.2 
Severity of poverty by region with IFAD presence between 2003-2004 and 2009-2010, in descending order 
by difference between 2003-2004 and 2009-2010 

 
Source: Compiled from Nigeria Poverty Profile 2009/2010, National Bureau of Statistics.  
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Table 8.3 
Income inequality by state with IFAD presence between 2003-2004 and 2009-10 

State Region Projects present 

Income inequality 

2004 2010 
Per cent change from 

2004 to 2010 

Abia South East RTEP, CBNRMP 0.43 0.40 12.6 

Adamawa North East RUFIN 0.44 0.43 -1.7 

Akwa Ibom South South RTEP, CBNRMP, RUFIN 0.36 0.44 20.2 

Anambra South East RTEP, RUFIN 0.35 0.38 7.6 

Bauchi North East RUFIN 0.47 0.33 -28.9 

Bayelsa South South RTEP, CBNRMP 0.33 0.34 1.1 

Benue North Central RTEP, RUFIN 0.39 0.41 4.6 

Borno North East CBARDP 0.36 0.38 6.7 

Cross River South South RTEP, CBNRMP 0.40 0.44 9.8 

Delta South South RTEP, CBNRMP 0.36 0.47 31.1 

Ebonyi South East RTEP 0.36 0.43 18.1 

Edo South South RTEP, CBNRMP, RUFIN 0.37 0.42 11.6 

Ekiti South West RTEP 0.37 0.48 30.7 

Enugu South East RTEP 0.40 0.43 7.5 

FCT(Abuja) North Central RTEP 0.41 0.51 26.0 

Imo South East RTEP, CBNRMP, RUFIN 0.38 0.43 10.6 

Jigawa North West CBARDP 0.34 0.40 18.1 

Kaduna North West RTEP 0.37 0.40 9.2 

Katsina North West CBARDP, RUFIN 0.42 0.37 -10.4 

Kebbi North West CBARDP 0.30 0.33 7.0 

Kogi North Central RTEP 0.49 0.41 -15.7 

Kwara North Central RTEP 0.48 0.36 -25.9 

Lagos South West RTEP, RUFIN 0.50 0.37 -26.2 

Nassarawa North Central RTEP, RUFIN 0.35 0.34 -2.7 

Niger North Central RTEP 0.37 0.37 0.3 

Ogun South West RTEP 0.40 0.41 2.3 

Ondo South West RTEP, CBNRMP 0.33 0.39 18.2 

Osun South West RTEP 0.35 0.39 10.7 

Oyo South West RTEP, RUFIN 0.33 0.39 19.1 

Plateau North Central RTEP 0.42 0.40 -5.8 

Rivers South South RTEP, CBNRMP 0.41 0.46 13.9 

Sokoto North West CBARDP 0.36 0.36 -0.7 

Taraba North East RTEP 0.37 0.52 43.0 

Yobe North East CBARDP 0.33 0.52 59.3 

Zamfara North West CBARDP, RUFIN 0.35 0.34 -3.1 

All state average 0.38 0.41 7.9 

Source: Nigeria Poverty Profile 2009/2010, National Bureau of Statistics. 
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Figure 8.3 
Income inequality by region with IFAD presence between 2003-2004 and 2009-10, in descending order by difference between 2003-2004 and 2009-10 

 
Source: Nigeria Poverty Profile 2009/2010, National Bureau of Statistics.  
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Table 8.4 
Income inequality by region with IFAD presence between 2003-2004 and 2009-2010 

Region 
Number of 

projects present 

Income inequality 

2004 2010 
Percent change 

from 2004 to 2010 

North East 5 0.39 0.44 15.68 

South South 14 0.37 0.43 14.62 

South East 9 0.39 0.41 11.28 

South West 9 0.38 0.4 9.13 

North West 8 0.36 0.37 3.35 

North Central 9 0.42 0.4 -2.74 

Source: Compiled from Nigeria Poverty Profile 2009/2010, National Bureau of Statistics (see table X). 
 

Figure 8.4 
Income inequality by region with IFAD presence between 2003-2004 and 2009-2010 

 
Source: Compiled from Nigeria Poverty Profile 2009/2010, National Bureau of Statistics. 
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Table 9 
Comparison of gender and youth empowerment strategies across CPE portfolio  

IFAD Policy 
timeline 

National 
Policy 

timeline Programme 

Strategy 

Gender equality and women's empowerment Youth empowerment 

No policy 

National 
Women’s 

Policy 
(2000) 

RTEP 

 Women's groups involved in root and tuber processing 

 Research on gender-specific roles in processing 

 No gender mainstreaming 

 No strategy 

 School Youth Project activity 

NEEDS 
(2003) 

CBARDP  9 Strategic interventions mainstreamed into project components through 
CDD approach 

 

CBNRMP 
 9 Strategic interventions mainstreamed into project components through 

CDD approach 

 Community-based animation teams later replaced by CADAs 

 Target differentiated youth by socioeconomic status 

 1 Strategic intervention mainstreamed into project components 
through CDD approach 

Gender Action 
Plan (2003) 

National 
Gender 
Policy 
(2006) 

RUFIN 

 Emphasize participation of rural women and youth in capacity-building of new and existing RMFIs 

 Women targeted through microfinance as a tool to improve their status 
and lead to higher incomes outside the home 

 Gender perspective in IFAD operations incorporated at design 

 Trainings in groups and RMFIs would cover gender roles and needs, and 
empowerment 

 HIV/AIDS training and awareness  

 

RUMEDP  Target women-headed households and youths from vulnerable and poor families, stating these as a special target (60% of beneficiaries) 

Policy for 
Gender 
Equality and 
Women’s 
Empowerment 
(2012) 

VCDP 

 Target women/youth groups as producer/processor clusters, with women and youth emphasized as smallholders and small-scale 
processors/traders. 

 Rural microenterprise business development services to provide vocational training for self-employment opportunities 

 Matching grant schemes, prioritise women (35%) and youth (25%) 

 Gender Action Learning Systems to reinforce gender mainstreaming and recognizing power differentials across value chains 

 Reinforce women's roles in value chains to facilitate access to assets, 
strengthen groups, and ease workloads 

 Encourage production, processing and marketing enterprises 

CASP 

 Capacity-building of enterprises and provision of starter packs 

 Gender Action Learning Systems to be piloted in only one northern state 

 Targeting: expand economic and decision-making opportunities and 
tackle unequal workloads through five mechanisms - informed 
participation, quotas, gender-sensitive M&E, gender-appropriate 
communication tools, and recruitment of staff gender specialists.  
 

 Targeting through entrepreneurial activities: 
Economic empowerment through inclusive finance and 
entrepreneurial opportunities, supported by sensitization and 
outreach, increased voice in decision-making in community 
investment decisions, supported by youth-sensitive M&E and 
policy advocacy. 

Source: RTEP Appraisal Report, volume I 1998; RTEP PCR 2010, p. 2; CBARDP Formulation Report, volume I 2001; CBNRMP Formulation Report, volume I 2001; CBARDP MTR 2007; CBNRMP 
President's Report 2002; RUFIN Design Report, volume I 2006; RUFIN Design Report, volume I, appendix XVIII; RUMEDP Appraisal Report, volume I: Main report and appendices 2007; VCDP 
Design Report, volume I 2012; CASP Final Programme Report (main report and appendices) 2013, appendix 2, tables 4 and 5. 
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Table 10.1 
Programme partnership matrix by partner type and programme 

Realized partnership type 

Main implementation period 

COSOP 1 COSOP 2 

RTEP CBARDP CBNRMP RUFIN VCDP 

  Ministry government 2 10 12 3 2 

  Government institution 4 2 4 9 2 

  National programme 2 0 2 2 0 

Federal Government 8 12 18 14 4 

Regional/State government 46 14 19 12 7 

  Multilateral donor 2 5 3 3 1 

  Bilateral donor 0 1 2 3 0 

International donors 2 6 5 6 1 

Research institutions 8 6 6 0 2 

  International NGO 0 0 0 3 1 

  Civil society 0 2 6 1 0 

Civil society 0 2 6 4 1 

Private sector 0 3 3 15 1 

Sum of all partnerships 64 43 57 51 16 

Source: Design reports, President's Reports, supervision missions, mid-term reviews, project completion reports from RTEP, CBARDP, CBNRMP, RUFIN, VCDP, CASP, Rural Agribusiness Sector 
Enhancement  Programme (RAISE); self-assessments from ICO. 
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Table 10.2 
Programme partnership matrix broken down into implementation, service provision, collaboration, dialogue and co-funding typologies 

Partnership type 

Partnership category 

Implementation Service Provision Collaboration Dialogue Co-funding 

Realized Planned 
Not 

realized Realized Planned 
Not 

realized Realized Planned 
Not 

realized Realized Planned 
Not 

realized Realized Planned 
Not 

realized 

All partnerships 140 23 4 45 21 9 19 18 9 19 5 0 10 1 1 

Federal Government 25 3 4 12 9 3 1 1 0 14 0 0 6 1 0 

Regional/State government 95 14 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

International donors 8 4 0 5 1 0 4 9 7 4 4 0 1 0 0 

Research institutions 9 2 0 2 3 0 9 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Civil society 0 0 0 5 3 1 5 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 

Private sector 3 0 0 19 5 5 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: Design reports, President's reports, supervision missions, mid-term reviews, project completion reports from RTEP, CBARDP, CBNRMP, RUFIN, VCDP, CASP, Rural Agribusiness Sector 
Enhancement  Programme (RAISE); self-assessments from ICO. 
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Table 10.3 
IFAD's engagement in partnerships 

Project Partnering institutions  Purpose of the partnership 

IFAD engagement (policy 
dialogue, institutional 
capacity-building, research 
grant, knowledge 
management, etc.) 

Assessment (relevance, 
effectiveness, sustainability) 

Potential for future 
engagement and partnership 
development 

Community-Based 
Natural Resource 
Management 
Programme 
(CBNRMP) 

Songhaï Regional Centre To facilitate training of youth and women 
on hands-on agriculture and enterprise 
management. 

(a) Regional grant through the 
United Nations Industrial 
Development Organization 
initially 

 

(b) Knowledge-sharing  

(a) Effective for the women 
and youth farmers that have 
been trained on various 
business and enterprise 
areas. An indicator based 
memorandum of 
understanding that guided 
and provided focus on the 
operation and implementation 
of the partnership.  

 
(b) Sustainability of 
smallholder agribusiness.  

(a) Other IFAD supported 
projects can also partner with 
the Songhai Regional Centre 
for women and youth 
entrepreneurship training. 

 

(b) Increasing interest by 
youth in agribusiness. 

 

(c) Establishing of Songhai 
Centre in other states 
provides good opportunities to 
replicate the success of 
partnership in other states. 

 

(d) States like Delta have 
shown interest on using the 
CBNRMP model to engage 
idle/unemployed youth in 
gainful jobs. 
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Project Partnering institutions  Purpose of the partnership 

IFAD engagement (policy 
dialogue, institutional 
capacity-building, research 
grant, knowledge 
management, etc.) 

Assessment (relevance, 
effectiveness, sustainability) 

Potential for future 
engagement and partnership 
development 

 USAID funded MARKETS 
II project 

To enhance productivity, processing and 
marketing of selected commodities, taking 
a market based approach in the Niger 
Delta areas. 

Knowledge sharing and 
institution-building on 
implementation and capacity-
building for IFAD programme 
target group. 

Effective, CBNRMP has 
signed a results-oriented 
memorandum of 
understanding to improve 
market access for fish 
producers in the Niger Delta. 
 
Economic and financial  
suitability has been achieved 
by some enterprises that are 
making over NGN 1 million 
net profit per annum and 
linked to financial institutions. 

Other IFAD-supported 
projects like VCDP can also 
partner and scale up the 
technologies of Markets-II as 
the orientation and approach 
are similar and there are 
complementarities. 

NDDC is keen in continuing 
with the principles of 
CBNRMP agro-business 
model and this is an 
opportunity to upscale the 
proceeds of Songhai 
partnership. 

 

 LAPO Microfinance Bank 
through Rural Finance 
Institution-Building 
Programme (RUFIN) 

To improve farmer access to credit and 
enhance the capacity of rural savings and 
credit groups to access funds for 
operations. 

Providing microfinance 
services to IFAD programme 
target group. 

Effective, CBNRMP farmer 
groups have been able to 
leverage credit to their 
members. Through a RUFIN 
supported microfinance 
banking, access to credit was 
provided to CBNRMP project 
beneficiaries.  

 

Economic and financial 
sustainability of some 
enterprise groups that are 
benefiting from the services of 
Lift Above Poverty 
Organization. Those groups 
will continue to leverage credit 
to finance their businesses 
after CBNRMP. 

This is a positive example of 
synergy between IFAD 
supported projects. This 
needs to be up-scaled or 
replicated by encouraging 
other IFAD projects to use the 
RUFIN model to engage 
financial providers in their 
effort to improve credit access 
by poor rural farmers.  

 

Emerging agribusiness will 
have opportunity to leverage 
financial credit without relying 
on development partners. 
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Project Partnering institutions  Purpose of the partnership 

IFAD engagement (policy 
dialogue, institutional 
capacity-building, research 
grant, knowledge 
management, etc.) 

Assessment (relevance, 
effectiveness, sustainability) 

Potential for future 
engagement and partnership 
development 

 National Root Crops 
Research Institute (NCRI) 
Umudike 

To supply improved cassava varieties to 
CBNRMP farmers. 

 

Increase productivity at farm level 

Access to higher quality 
inputs 

 

Linkage facilitation  

CBNRMP farmers were able 
to record 40 tons/ha using  
new varieties against 15 
tons/ha, which represents a 
160 per cent increase in 
output level per hectare. 

 

Efficiency: Development of 
farmer groups as out-growers 
to reduce distance between 
farmers and source of 
planting material.  

 

Sustainability after 
programme life as famer and 
farmers' groups will continue 
to access high yielding 
planting material even after 
programme life. 

 

The Government policy of 
25 per cent cassava inclusion 
in confectionaries is 
expanding investors' interest 
in the cassava subsector and 
provides opportunity for more 
engagement with the research 
institutes. 

 

The VCDP is another 
opportunity for the partnership 
with the research institutes by 
benefiting states.  

 

 

 Cocoa Research Institute 
of Nigeria (CRIN), Forest 
Research Institute of 
Nigeria (FRIN) and the 
National Institute for Oil 
Palm Research (NIFRO) 

To facilitate farmer access to reliable 
planting material.  

 

Productivity increase 

Access to higher quality 
inputs. 

Effective but not formalized as  
memorandum of 
understandings were not 
signed, hence in some cases, 
operationally inconvenient. 

Depending on the value chain 
that is being promoted, a 
linkage between the Project 
and the appropriate Research 
Institution needs to be 
strengthened.  
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Project Partnering institutions  Purpose of the partnership 

IFAD engagement (policy 
dialogue, institutional 
capacity-building, research 
grant, knowledge 
management, etc.) 

Assessment (relevance, 
effectiveness, sustainability) 

Potential for future 
engagement and partnership 
development 

Rural Finance 
Institution-Building 
Programme (RUFIN) 

Central Bank of Nigeria To create a conducive policy and 
institutional framework for microfinance 
institutions (MFIs) to thrive in rural areas 
so that financial services are made 
available to the rural populace. 

 

 

Policy dialogue 

 

Knowledge-sharing  

 

Capacity-building and 
promotion of rural 
microfinance initiatives. 

 

 

Effective for support to the 
National Microfinance Policy 
and Guidelines. RUFIN is also 
supporting NIRSAL, an 
insurance and refinancing 
initiative of the Central Bank 
of Nigeria.  

 

Institutional sustainability 
among key players in the 
microfinance sector is being 
achieved. 

There is potential for 
improvement of the 
partnership to ensure 
sustainability and continued 
validity of ongoing policies 
and institutional framework for 
MFIs. 

 Bank of Agriculture (BOA) To strengthen the BOA's management 
and practices to enable them to provide 
sustainable access to financial services in 
the rural areas through the Bank of 
Agriculture Rural Business Initiative 
(BOARBI). 

Policy dialogue 

 

Knowledge-sharing  

 

Capacity-building and 
promotion of rural 
microfinance initiatives.  

Not yet effective, 
management support has 
been strong; there have been 
little results on the ground of 
rolling out the BOARBI. 

If the 3 incubation units of 
BOARBI are a proven model 
of rural financial service 
delivery, it will create a 
fundamental shift in the way 
BOA works in rural areas and 
the clientele that it is able to 
reach.  

 USAID funded MARKETS 
II project and UNDP 

To train groups capacity in rural finance 
and access to services. 

Knowledge sharing on 
implementation and capacity- 
building for IFAD programme 
target group. 

Effective, RUFIN has 
benefited from the technical 
assistance of USAID funded 
MARKETS II, and UNDP. 

 

Institutional sustainability of 
the savings and credit groups 

There is a need for a stronger 
coalition in the microfinance 
space by the projects and 
development partners through 
the anchor of the Central 
Bank of Nigeria. 
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Project Partnering institutions  Purpose of the partnership 

IFAD engagement (policy 
dialogue, institutional 
capacity-building, research 
grant, knowledge 
management, etc.) 

Assessment (relevance, 
effectiveness, sustainability) 

Potential for future 
engagement and partnership 
development 

 Microfinance Banks Improve credit delivery and financial 
liquidity in the rural communities.   

Policy dialogue 

 

Knowledge-sharing 

 

Refinancing  

Capacity enhancement  

 

Effectiveness in terms of 
improvement in loan size, 
number of loans and volume 
of money accessed as loan by 
rural people. 

State government have 
developed interest in RUFIN 
activities. 

 

RUFIN is working with about 
74 MFBs. Nigeria has more 
than 800 MFBs. 

Value Chain 
Development 
Programme  

African Development 
Bank (AfDB) funded 
Agricultural 
Transformation Agenda 
Support Programme – 
Phase I (ATASP-1)  

To promote Value Chain development and 
capacity-building for producers’ 
organizations, cooperatives, value chain 
actors in production, post-harvest 
reduction methods, processing and 
entrepreneurship. 

Complementarities in 
implementation for greater 
impact and results. 

 

Knowledge-sharing 

Not yet effective, as the 
partnership is developing 
between the Programme 
Management Units of the 
ATASP-1 and VCDP.  

As the ATASP-1 has a focus 
and funds for rehabilitation of 
irrigation water conveyance 
canals, feeder roads, 
community markets and 
storage facilities, etc., VCDP 
has great potential for 
complementarities in 
promoting the priority value 
chains.  

 World Bank-supported 
FADAMA and 
Commercial Agriculture 
Development Programme 
(CADP) and West Africa 
Agriculture Productivity 
Project (WAAPP) 

To promote Value Chain development and 
capacity-building for producers’ 
organizations, cooperatives, value chain 
actors in production, post-harvest 
reduction methods, processing and 
entrepreneurship. 

Complementarities in 
implementation for greater 
impact and results. 

Effective, partnership has 
started around inputs (high 
quality varieties), guidelines 
for implementation 
(memorandum of 
understanding for contract 
farmers, business plan 
development, etc.).  

Partnership with FADAMA, 
WAAPP and CADP has great 
potential for 
complementarities in 
promoting the priority value 
chains.  

 Japan International 
Cooperation Agency 
supported Rice Post- 
Harvest Processing and 
Marketing Pilot Project  

To upscale proven technologies on post-
harvest and processing techniques 
through VCDP. 

 

Knowledge sharing and 
scaling up proven lessons. 

Not yet effective, the 
partnership is focused in 
Niger State and discussions 
under way.    

Potential for strong 
partnership given that the 
farmers groups are being 
capacitated on the methods 
for scaling up. 

 Organized Private 
Investors (Nigeria Starch 
Mills Anambra State, 
Onynx Rice Mills Niger 
State, etc. 

Provision of reliable market outlets for 
small cassava and rice producers. 

Institutions development 

 

Knowledge-sharing  

The partnership is still in its 
first year but effectiveness, 
efficiency and sustainability of 
farmers operation are 
expected. 

Increasing private sector 
interest in rice and cassava in 
Nigeria; Government policy 
support for the two 
commodities.  
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Project Partnering institutions  Purpose of the partnership 

IFAD engagement (policy 
dialogue, institutional 
capacity-building, research 
grant, knowledge 
management, etc.) 

Assessment (relevance, 
effectiveness, sustainability) 

Potential for future 
engagement and partnership 
development 

 The German Corporation 
for International 
Cooperation (GIZ) 
supported Competitive 
African Rice Initiative 

To expand economic opportunities through 
connecting farmers to off-takers and 
increasing commercialization through 
private-sector led and market-driven 
growth and development. 

 

Complementarities in 
implementation for greater 
impact and results and 
support for the programme 
beneficiaries. 

Currently the partnership is 
focused in Niger State. Being 
the first year of 
implementation for VCDP, 
there have been some delays 
in smooth partnership.  

Potential for partnership is 
there. VCDP needs to ensure 
that it can deliver in a timely 
manner to the Competitive 
African Rice Initiative groups.  

IFAD Country Office 
(ICO) 

FAO, World Bank, USAID, 
DFID, Japan International 
Cooperation Agency, GIZ, 
European Union, AfDB, 
Agence Française de 
Développement 

To promote evidence based policy 
dialogue around implementation of rural 
development targeting smallholder 
farmers, particularly women and youth. 

Consensus around priority 
topics in agriculture. 

Effective, ICO is co-chairing 
the Agriculture Development 
Working Group (ADWG) 
where topics are discussed.  

Potential for partnership 
around policy issues requires 
that the Government 
establishes a strong receptive 
mechanism in the future. 

 Federal Government of 
Nigeria, NDDC and State 
Government 

Poverty reduction through agriculture and 
rural development in Nigeria 

Policy dialogue, institutional 
capacity-building, and 
knowledge-sharing. 

Relevance, effective and 
sustainability.    

Ongoing programmes, 2016 
RB-COSOP and new 
programmes in 2017. 

Source: IFAD country office, September 2015 for CPE mission. 
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Table 11 
COSOP effectiveness: a synthesis assessment of achievement 

Strategic Objective Key expected results Synthesis assessment of achievement 

Strategic Objective 1 : 
Improving access of 
rural poor to 
economically, 
financially, and 
environmentally 
sustainable 
production, storage 
and processing 
techniques, markets 
and support services 

Household income 
increased by 25 per cent  

RTEP 
The increment in total revenue ranged from 27.3 per cent for 
yam/cowpea enterprise to 3l per cent for yam/cassava/maize 
enterprise. 
CBRNMP 
88 per cent of beneficiaries affirmed an improvement in their income 
status compared to 65 per cent under the non-beneficiary group. Daily 
net income per capita derived from the net annual income reported by 
the programme beneficiaries across the various enterprises promoted, 
averaged US$9.02. This ranges from US$7.05 among plantain 
enterprise beneficiaries to US$12.69 among aquaculture enterprise 
beneficiaries in targeted communities. 
CBARDP 
No credible data available. Up to 50- 60 per cent increase in income 
has been reported by the benefiting households according to CPIS. 
RUFIN 
73.8 per cent of the programme beneficiaries recorded income 
increase.  

Household food security 
increased by 25 per cent 

RTEP 
Food insecurity reduced from 65 per cent to 45 per cent. 
CBNRMP 
85 per cent of the households interviewed affirmed that their nutritional 
status changed compared to 68 per cent that reported for the non-
beneficiaries. 
CBARDP 
Impact assessment not credible: (expected agricultural productivity 
enhancement through the introduction and distribution of seeds of 
improved crop varieties (rice, sorghum, millet, maize, cowpea and 
soya beans) and fertilizers. 
RUFIN 
69.1 per cent of the programme beneficiaries recorded improvement in 
food security.  

Production of priority 
commodities increased by 
25 per cent 

RTEP 
The RTEP intervention had positive impact on the production of the 
major roots and tubers. From the crop production enterprises analysis.  
 

Productivity of priority 
commodities increased by 
25 per cent  

RTEP 
The incremental rate for the beneficiary farmers ranged from 3.3 to 25 
tonnes. 
CBRNMP 
Direct average productivity impact on the programme beneficiaries’ 
yields stood at an average of about 62 per cent while it varied from 
about 45.3 per cent for plantain to 103.5 per cent for cassava. Overall, 
86.6 per cent of the beneficiaries reported that the enhanced 
productivity recorded is as a result of the trainings received from 
CBNRMP. 
CBARDP 
Up to 98,505 farmers adopted improved technologies. 

50,000 Jobs created in 
production and processing 
enterprises (disaggregated 
by women and youth) 

CBRNMP 
Over 9,500 agro-enterprises representing 63,858 (20,462 male youth, 
14,903 female youth, 14,244 Men, 14,249 women. Deliberate policy of 
targeting at least 40 per cent women membership in group formation 
and leadership positions and at least 60 per cent male and female 
youth composition amongst programme beneficiaries. Data on job 
creation for instance shows that from a total of 63,858 jobs created 
29,091 (45.5 per cent) were women beneficiaries while 35,261 
(55.2 per cent) were male and female youth beneficiaries. On 
beneficiary outreach also, a total of 626,957 male youth and 460,047 
female youth have benefitted from programme interventions. 
CBARDP 
Some 140,800 jobs are reported to have been created in off-farm 
enterprises. Processing activities are reported to be the leading off-
farm income generating activity, and this improvement was especially 
effective in reaching and benefitting women.  
RUFIN 
A total of 27,300 jobs created by the programme since inception. 
These consist of 10,920 jobs in on-farm agricultural activities, 9,555 
jobs in off-farm agricultural activities and 6,825 jobs in off-farm non-
agricultural activities. 
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Strategic Objective Key expected results Synthesis assessment of achievement 

7,000 viable enterprises 
established in priority 
commodity value chains 

RTEP 
Some 7,790 individuals were gainfully engaged in cassava processing 
activities, 95 per cent of them women. 
CBRNMP 
Over 9,500 agro-enterprises representing 63,858 (20,462 male youth, 
14,903 Female youth, 14,244 Men, 14,249 women. 

Volume of commodities 
marketed by rural 
enterprises increased by 
25 per cent 

CBARDP 
2,547 income generating activities were implemented by the 
programme out of which 51 per cent are females and 10 per cent 
vulnerable male. 
VCDP 
Priority clusters under which Value Chain Action Plans are being 
promoted. 

Volume of credit leveraged 
disaggregated for farmers 
and rural enterprises 
increased by 25 per cent 

RTEP 
Development Fund (90 per cent RTEP, 10 per cent other 
stakeholders). 
CBARDP 
The number of people that were linked to financial institutions 
increased from 5127 in 2004 to 78,825 in 2012. In addition, the amount 
of loans given increased from N2 million in 2004 to N74 million in 
2012. 
RUFIN 
Average credit per individual borrower increased from 6,000 in May 
2011 to 100,000 in May 2015. 

Sustainable and improved 
agriculture practices 
adopted by at least 
30 per cent of farmers and 
fishers 

RTEP 
The major contributory factor to the increased yield and total 
production is the use of improved crop varieties and improved 
management practices. Higher productivity is expected with adequate 
provision for requisite production inputs, especially inorganic fertilizers; 
good weed control and price incentives. 
CBNRMP 
8,617 rural small and medium individual enterprises and 662 group 
enterprises operating within the on, off and non-farm sub sectors. A 
total of 1,827 community groups and associations involved in the 
management of rural infrastructures, natural resource management , 
savings and credit and marketing were also formed and strengthened 
with 1,189 (65 per cent) of them operational and functional. 

Key milestone indicators 
 

Number of productive and 
processing infrastructures 
are 
established/rehabilitated 
 

RTEP 
A total of 354 cassava processing sheds/centres had been 
established/upgraded and at different stages of 
completion/functionality. 166 centres were functional, processing a 
cumulative total of 2,034,150t of cassava roots and generating about 
490,715t of products. 

Farmers groups 
established and functional 
in priority commodities 
 

RTEP 
Groups have been formed and beneficiaries have learned to work 
together for common benefits. Dynamism and savings mobilization has 
been inculcated in about 354 RTEP groups. 

Improved seeds and agro-
inputs made available to 
smallholder farmers 
 

RTEP 
In many cases the ADPs and research institutes have not been able to 
meet their approved targets in AWPB. This is often due to fund 
limitation as a result of late/non-release of their share of counterpart 
fund contributions by the Federal Government of Nigeria and state 
governments. 
There is under-utilization of inputs owing to non-availability and high 
cost. 

Linkages created and 
established between 
smallholders, farmers 
organizations, processors, 
traders, research institutes 
and financial services 
 

RTEP 
ADPs and research institutes have not been able to meet their 
approved targets in AWPB. This is often due to fund limitation as a 
result of late/non-release of their share of counterpart fund 
contributions by the Federal Government and state governments. 
RUFIN 
As at the end 2013 a total number of 100 MFIs are in the various 
communities in the participating LGAs with all the LGAs having 
between 2-3 MFIs each. 
72,316 number of loans have been extended to rural poor target 
beneficiaries with 95-100 per cent recovery rate thereby establishing  
high-level confidence between the MFIs and the rural poor 
beneficiaries. This has resulted in many success stories of many 
beneficiaries lifted out of poverty. 
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Strategic Objective Key expected results Synthesis assessment of achievement 

Improved production, 
postharvest and 
processing technologies 
and management 
practices are made 
available and accessible 

RTEP 
12 varieties of cassava with excellent yield qualities (average 36.8t/ha 
potential/research, as against 16t/ha presently obtainable by farmers, 
12.9t/ha projected at appraisal and only 9t/ha baseline yield level prior 
to RTEP) and acceptable characteristics for both culinary and 
industrial uses; 13 varieties of yam (29.8t/ha potential/research, 12t/ha 
average yield presently obtainable by farmers); three (3) sweet potato 
varieties (7.7t/ha average yield); and (d) three (3) Irish potato varieties 
(5.7t/ha average yield. Collaborating research institutions: National 
Root Crop Research Institute and Institute for Tropical Agriculture 
(IITA) relating to germplasm collection, breeding and selection; zonal 
research institutes for farming systems coverage, adaptive field 
testing, as well as multiplication and distribution of planting materials; 
and Nigerian Stored Products Research Institute for storage and post-
harvest handling. 
 

Improved environmental 
management practices are 
available to enhance 
climate resilience 

CBRNMP 
Use of organic manure, cover crops, crop rotation, contour farming, 
mixed-farming, minimum tillage, plantation crops, agro-forestry were 
promoted to protect degrading land resources. The programme also 
contributed to the reforestation of forests corresponding to about 567 
ha of land 
 

Strategic Objective 2 : 
Strengthening 
community 
involvement in local 
planning and 
development, and 
promoting support for 
rural infrastructure 

At least 30 per cent of 
rural communities in 
participating local 
government participate in 
planning, development 
and maintenance of village 
rural infrastructure 

CBRNMP 
The target of establishing 154 operational commodity apex 
development associations (CADA) has been met with up to 1000 
champion enterprises identified out of the over 9,500 established and 
being used as expansion and replication models 
CBARDP 
Commodity groups, and financial service associations, which represent 
pathways for rural development. 207 CDAs, 108 financial service 
associations and 7,302 commodity groups have been formed and 
strengthened by the CBARDP. There has been scaling up of the CDD 
approach to other local governments by the states governments. 

At least 50 per cent of 
participatory plans 
implemented 

CBRNMP 
A total of 1,180 community action plans against a target of 1,180 
representing 100 per cent were established (RIMS) 

Key milestone indicator 
 
Training is provided to 
community groups on local 
development planning  
 
 

CBRNMP 
68 per cent of targeted population trained (8,917 against 13,000) 
CBARDP 
3,475 training and awareness raising events are recorded over the 10 
years of the programme, as against a target of 2,975. Of this number, 
509 classified as community training accounting for 13 per cent of the 
cost of this component, while the others were for workshops and 
conferences (25 per cent of the cost), in house training (31 per cent), 
study tours (7 per cent), as well as media campaigns, reviews and 
linkages. Training provided under the various sub-components, 
according to the impact survey, had a significant outreach, reaching 
between 20 per cent and 56 per cent of the respondents in sample 
communities. Some 7,000 staff and service providers were trained 
RUFIN 
10,005 village savings and credit groups consisting of 400,200 people 
(22.5 per cent male, 40.2 per cent female, 37.3 per cent male and 
female youth) have been formed and strengthened by programme 
since inception 
VCDP 
Farmers' organizations are helped to develop business plans 

Source: Portfolio performance, RIMS, CPIPs, project units' self-assessments. 
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2010-2015 Results-based COSOP Theory of Change  

Final Outcomes  Intermediate Outcomes Assets Used & maintained   Assets created   Inputs 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Improved local 

governance and 

service provision 

in remote rural 

areas 

Increased farm and 

non-farm incomes for 

rural poor 

Empowerment of poor 

smallholders, youth 

and women; economic, 

financial and social 

inclusion  

 

Sustainable NRM & climate 

adaptation practices adopted  

Access to services: Farm inputs & 

support; markets, rural finance, 

security of tenure & ownership 

Productive and processing 
infrastructure created/rehabilitated 

(water, road, health, education,..) 

Community ownership and 
leadership in planning, managing & 
maintaining community assets  

Enhanced implementation support, 

partnerships and policy dialogue  

Investment Projects: 

RTEP-RUFIN-

CBARDP-CBNRMP-

VCDP-CASP  

Capacity Building 

and partnerships: 
Empowering local 

communities - 

Strengthening 

Smallholders agriculture, 

CBOs, CDAs, and local 

institutional authorities -

Action plan for high impact 

commodity value chains - 

Linking smallholders, 

farmers organizations, 

processors, agro-input 

suppliers, research 

institutes and financial 

services (financial NGOs); 

MFBs, training extension 

providers, and PPPs- 

Environment   Mgt ; Value 

Chain Development 

Programme; Climate 

change initiatives 

Non-lending activities 
(Policy Dialogue;    

Knowledge Mgt’ 

Partnerships( 

Demand-oriented service provision 

and improved accountability of local 

government agencies, Farmers 

Groups and service provider 
Scaling-up innovations and 

good practices 

Rural Poverty 

and Vulnerability 

reduced in the 

poorest areas of 

Nigeria 

Sustainable and more 

productive use of assets and 

increased productivity; market 

 

Increased yields and 

sustainable food production  

Sustainable resource 

base and improved 

food security in fragile 

areas; reduced conflict 

Greater Policy influence (ATA, microfinance) and 

leverage, Improved coordination with sector 

ministries and DPs and Strategic positioning  

Enhanced climate change 

adaptation and natural assets 

resilience   

SO1 

SO2

Employment opportunities created 

Improved & sustainable agricultural 

production technologies 

Access to value chains & markets 

Strengthened country 

presence 

Sustained employment and job 

creation 

Sustainable and improved 

agricultural practices 

Sustainable 4
th

 tier, CBOs, 

CDAs 

Enabling policy framework  
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2008 CPE recommendations and follow up 

2008 CPE main 
recommendations Specific recommendations/suggestions Follow up 

1. Renew focus on 

agricultural development 

for rural poverty 

reduction 

 

 

i. Adopt value-chain approach. 

ii. Address needs of both subsistence and market-

oriented farmers. 

iii. More narrowly defined geographic concentration 

of IFAD operations. 

iv. Balance engagement at federal and state levels. 

v. Rural poverty and gender inequality examples of 

criteria for choosing the intensity of support to 

states and LGAs.  

i. COSOP renewed focus on agriculture; value chain. CBARDP and CBRNMP projects were refitted to 

align with COSOP strategic objectives; new projects and grants with focus on value chain. 

ii. Broader targeting group (up to 5 ha); Rural poverty, Gender and Youth confirmed by COSOP as main 

criteria for selection of states and LGAs.   

iii. Geographic focus reduced: before 24 states; focus through new projects: VCDP (6 states); CASP 

(northern states). 

iv. Limited progress on improving the engagement at state and local levels due to lack of clear 

approach, effective modalities and tools for state-level engagement. 

v. See (ii) 

2. Adaptation of institutional 

framework and 

partnerships 

 

vi. Increased lending to state governments under 

the Subsidiary Loan Agreements with the 

Federal Ministry of Finance. 

vii. Select federal partners according to skills, 

experience and competencies. 

viii. Mutual understanding on pending institutional 

issues (coordination, division of labour and 

implementation).  

vi. Lending to state government increased but did not solve the issue of shortage of counterpart funding 

due to lack of ownership of states. New modalities introduced for less stringent state counterpart 

funding. 

vii. New partnerships with selected research institutions; federal partners in value chain; consolidated 

relationship with microfinance partners in RUFIN (Central Bank of Nigeria, National Association of 

Microfinance Banks, ANBMFI); VCDP: facilitation at federal level; at state level, still depends of ADPs 

with weak capacities; VCDP uses service providers, including for extension (still with limited capacity 

enhancement); lack of private sector skills in programme management teams. 

viii. Institutional issues for coordination, division of labour and implementation have been an ongoing 

challenge in CBNRMP. At federal level, issues of coordination (on lending and non-lending activities) 

are yet to be resolved.  
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3. Promote pro-poor 

innovative solutions 

 

ix. More systematic approach to finding and piloting 

innovations. 

x. Greater attention to policy dialogue, knowledge 

management and development of strategic 

partnerships. 

xi. Link grants to loan-funded investment projects 

xii. More attention to private/public sector 

partnerships, donor coordination and policy 

dialogue. 

xiii. Consider partnering with National Food Security 

Programme. 

ix. Limited progress. 

x. Through donor project review meetings at federal level, e.g. CADA as platform for sharing 

innovations. Limited progress in developing strategic partnerships for increased leverage (co-

funding); role of private sector and civil society limited; some progress on knowledge management, 

but limited progress on effective policy engagement. Cross-fertilization and learning (across states) 

mainly within projects. 

xi. Project component grants used for projects to take off, reach implementation readiness and  

compensate for low counterpart funding commitment. Not all the grants included in IFAD-supported 

projects were for innovation and capacity-building. Synergies between investment projects and 

regional or global grants are still insufficient. 

xii. See (x). 

xiii. Not followed up. NFSP was the umbrella for all programmes (7-8 years ago); then all Development 

Partners programmes were moved to National Coordinator of Rural Development within FMARD. 

4. Strengthen local 

governance 

 

xiv. Attention to positioning CDD within broader local 

governance framework. 

xv. Reinforce grassroots and local government 

capabilities in development planning, delivery 

and improvement of service provision. 

xvi. Policy dialogue and knowledge management to 

support empowerment and progressive 

devolution. 

xvii. Strengthen farmer's association. 

xiv. CDD platform in CBARDP has been taken up by some states and legally recognized as a fourth tier. 

CADA in CBNRMP is very new and while accepted in targeted communities has had limited wider 

effect on local governance at this stage. 

xv. CASP and VCDP to continue institutional capacity-building at grass-roots level. 

xvi. Policy dialogue still insufficient at state level. Knowledge management to support empowerment and 

progressive devolution is starting to take place through communication and dissemination of success 

stories (dedicated knowledge management CPO). 

xvii. At local level through VCDP and CASP. 

5. Adapt IFAD’s operating 

model 

 

xviii. Strengthen country presence 

xix. Financing fewer projects with larger loan 

amounts 

xviii. Country presence strengthened. Out posting of CPM increased opportunities for engagement with 

other development partners at federal level. IFAD is member of the donors ADWG and engaged in 

policy dialogue with, however, limited influence Government policies due to a lack of FMARD 

coordination capacity and commitment to meeting the provisions of the Paris Declaration on Aid 

Effectiveness.  

xix. Fewer projects with larger loan amounts financed under second COSOP. 
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List of key people met 

Government 

Akinwumi Ayodeji Adesina (HMA), Honorable Minister, Federal Ministry of Agriculture and 

Rural Development 

Sunday T. Echono, Permanent Secretary, Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 

Development 

Kanya Williams, Research Department, Central Bank of Nigeria 

B.A.G. Amoo, Research Department, Head of Rural Sector Division, Central Bank of 

Nigeria 

C.N. Anyanw, Research Department, Assistant Director, Central Bank of Nigeria 

Godwin Emefiele, Governor, Central Bank of Nigeria 

J.A.A. Attah, Head, Strategy Coordination Office, Financial Inclusion Secretariat, 

Development Finance Department, Central Bank of Nigeria  

Aisha M. Liman, Financial Services, Central Bank of Nigeria 

Adedeji J. Adesemoye, Assistant Director, Financial Services, Central Bank of Nigeria 

Tony Bello, Senior Agribusiness Advisor and member of the Agribusiness Team, Federal 

Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development 

Joseph Attah 

A. A. Adeleke, Microfinance Management Office, Development Finance Department, 

Central Bank of Nigeria 

I.S. Usoro, Head Development Finance Officer, Central Bank of Nigeria  

Nemi Okujagu, Technical Advisor to the Statistician-General of the Federation, National 

Bureau of Statistics 

G. C. Amadi, Director, Agricultural and Fisheries Directorate, Niger Delta Development 

Commission 

Damilola Emmanuel Eniaiyeju, Director, Federal Department of Agriculture, Federal 

Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development 

Martin Fregene, Chief Technical Advisor to the Agricultural Transformation, Federal 

Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development 

Michael Kasu, Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development 

A.G. Aubokar, Director, Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development 

Aniefiok Udo, Director, General Services, Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 

Development 

M. Olasaju Akeju, Director, Engineering and Mechanization, Federal Ministry of 

Agriculture and Rural Development 

Ayodeji Balogun, Country Manager, AFEX Commodities Exchange Limited 

Rabi Adamu, Director, Planning and Policy Coordination, Federal Ministry of Agriculture 

and Rural Development 

Muyiwa O. Azeez, Director, Federal Department of Rural Development; Programme 

Coordinator, Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development; IFAD RUFIN 

Programme 

Ademola Abiri, Director Special Duties, Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 

Development 
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Babangida, Acting Director, Federal Ministry of Agriculture HQ, Federal Ministry of 

Agriculture and Rural Development 

Jide Olumeko, Director of Strategic Grain Reserve Department, Federal Ministry of 

Agriculture and Rural Development 

Victor Ajieroh, PhD, Senior Advisor on Food Security and Nutrition, Federal Ministry of 

Agriculture and Rural Development 

Asabe Asmau Ahmed, Permanent Secretary, Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 

Development 

Rita Rakiya Ibrahim, Director, Reform Coordination, Federal Ministry of Agriculture and 

Rural Development 

Alh. Haruna Mohammed, Director, International Economic Relation Department, Federal 

Ministry of Finance 

Olalekan Quadri, Deputy Director, International Economic Relation Department, Federal 

Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development 

Aisha Omar, Deputy Director, International Economic Relation Department, Federal 

Ministry of Finance 

Aisha Ndayako-Mohammed, Assistant Director, International Economic Relation 

Department, Federal Ministry of Finance 

Walter Ahrey, Consultant, Central Bank of Nigeria/IFAD 

Benjamin Egem-Odey, Federal Ministry of Finance 

Ngozi-Okonjo-Iweala, Coordinating Minister of the Economy and Honourable Minister, 

Federal Ministry of Finance 

Anastasia Mabi Daniel-Nwaobia, Permanent Secretary, Federal Ministry of Finance 

Emuesiri Ojo, Special Adviser, National Bureau of Statistics 

Yemi Kale , Statistician General of the Federation and Chief Executive Officer, National 

Bureau of Statistics 

Toya Wale, Special Assistant, National Bureau of Statistics 

Ejuma Akpa, Assistant, National Bureau of Statistics 

Bassey O. Akpanyung, Secretary to the Council, National Economic Council 

Abubakar O. Sulaiman, Minister, National Planning Commission 

Lawal Zakariah, Director, Monitoring & Evaluation National Planning Commission 

I.O. Adegun, Director, Economic Growth, National Planning Commission 

Oladimeji Shogbuyi, Assistant Director, National Planning Commission 

Aso Patrick Vakporaye, Assistant Director - International Cooperation, National Planning 

Commission (NPC) 

Nwodo Isaac Chika, Political Economist, National Planning Commission 

Ahmed Mohamed Kelso, Deputy Governor, Niger State 

National Directorate for Employment 

Ministry of Health - HIV/AIDS Programme Development Project 

 

International and donor institutions 

Enrique Delamonica, Chief of Social Policy and Gender Equality, United Nations Children's 

Fund - Nigeria Country Office 
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Denis Jobin, Chief Monitoring and Evaluation Officer, United Nations Children's Fund -

Nigeria Country Office 

Xavier Preciado, Agriculture and Food Security Officer, USAID 

Doreen Magaji, Orphans and Vulnerable Children Program Manager, USAID 

Children of Hope Project, USAID 

Mairo Mandara, Country Representative Nigeria, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 

Indira Konjhodzic, Acting Country Director, World Bank - Nigeria Country Office 

Bayo Awosemusi, Acting Country Manager, World Bank - Nigeria Country Office 

Olojoba Africa, Task Team Leader for CBNRMP, World Bank 

Louise Setshwaelo, Representative, FAO 

Chuma Ezedinma, Acting Head, Regional Office in West Africa; Programme Officer, 

United Nations Industrial Development Organization 

Kate Kanebi, Project/International Coop. Officer, European Union 

Yawar Naeem, Private Sector Development Advisor, DFID 

George Mavrotas, Programme Leader - Nigeria Strategy Support Program, International 

Food Policy Research Institute 

Chude Okafor, Task Team Leader for CBARDP, World Bank 

Elh. Adama Touré, Lead Agricultural Economist, World Bank 

Daouda Touré, Resident Coordinator, UNDP 

Robert Asogwa, Team Leader for Inclusive Growth, UNDP 

Rabe Mani, Assistant Representative, Programmes, FAO 

Patrick Kormawa, Head, Regional Office in West Africa, United Nations Industrial 

Development Organization 

Carola Jacobi-Sambou, Country Director, German Corporation for International 

Cooperation 

Sylvie Hoster, Deputy Head of Program, German Corporation for International 

Cooperation 

Horst Bauernfeind, Head of VCD Unit, German Corporation for International Cooperation 

Solomon Enebi Agamah, Operations Manager, German Corporation for International 

Cooperation 

Stefan Kachelriess-Matthess, Programme Director, German Corporation for International 

Cooperation - Competitive African Rice Initiative 

Eamon Cassidy, Country Director, DFID 

Alefia Merchant, Agric. Officer, USAID 

Sabiu Auwal, Senior Agricultural Economist, USAID 

Nduka Okaro, Agriculture and Environment Specialist, USAID 

Roland Oroh, Trade Project Officer, USAID 

Kayode Faleti, Markets, USAID 

Pascal Medieu, First Secretary, Department Of Foreign Affairs Trade And Development 

Ian Masias, Country Programme Manager - Development Strategy and Governance, 

International Food Policy Research Institute 
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Margaret Adesugba, Senior Research Assistant, International Food Policy Research 

Institute 

Sumi Yoshitaka, Resident Representative, Japan International Cooperation Agency 

Masako Yamamoto, Japan International Cooperation Agency 

Chie Shimodaira, Assistant Representative, Japan International Cooperation Agency 

Hiroshi Kodama, Senior Representative, Japan International Cooperation Agency 

Ibrahim A. Amadou, Chief Agricultural Economist, AfDB 

Ousmane Dore, Resident Representative, AfDB 

Danladi Ebbah, Agricultural Engineer, AfDB 

Joseph Kaltungo, Consultant, AfDB 

Mairo Mandara, Country Representative, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 

James Nyoro, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 

Jacob Mignouna, Senior Program Officer, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 

Nteranya Sanginga, Director General, IITA 

Robert Asiedu, Director West Africa, CGIAR/IITA- Research for Development 

Adam Suleiman, President, African Evaluation Association (AfrEA) 

Mandisa Mashologo, Deputy Country Director – Programme, UNDP 

S.B. Audu, Regional Manager - South-South, Bank of Agriculture 

Babatunde O.A. IGUN, Executive Director, Bank of Agriculture  

Eke Okoro, National Root Crops Research Institute 

Isaiah Foby, FADAMA III Project - South-South 

Nigerian Institute for Oil Palm Research 

Small and Medium Enterprise Development Agency of Nigeria 

Femi Jegede, Managing Director/CEO, Excel Microfinance Bank Ltd 

Onyeaka Kelechi, Deputy National Coordinator, Youths Initiative for Sustainable 

Agriculture, Nigeria 

Nnameka C. Ikegwuonu, Executive Director, National Program Coordinator- Creating 

Opportunities for Rural Youth in West and Central Africa -Smallholders Foundation 

Chukwudi Anyanaso, Program Manager, Smallholders Foundation, Owessi, Imo State 

 

Non-governmental organizations and associations 

Tunde Ojei, Country Programme Manager, Oxfam Great Britain 

Abdulazeez Musa, Research Policy and Advocacy Coordinator, Oxfam Nigeria 

Okeke Anya, Senior Program Officer, Regional and International Institution, Civil Society 

Legislative Advocacy Centre 

Kolawole Banwo, Senior Program Officer, Extractive, Environment and Security, Civil 

Society Legislative Advocacy Centre 

Salaudeen Hashim, Program Officer, Security, Human Rights/Migration, Agriculture/ 

Livelihood, Civil Society Legislative Advocacy Centre 

Lovelyn Agbor, Monitoring and Evaluation Officer, Civil Society Legislative Advocacy 

Centre 
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Abimbola S. Okoilu-Miro, Secretary/Assistant Program Officer, Civil Society Legislative 

Advocacy Centre 

Ken Ukaoha, President, National Association of Nigerian Traders 

Alexander Ayodeji Coker, Susman & Associates 

Professor Joseph Yayock 

Valentine Whensu, President, National Association of Microfinance Banks 

Abdel-Rahman M, Ag. ES, National Association of Microfinance Banks 

Ken Ukoaha, President, National Association of Nigerian Traders 

Umogbai Favour, Association of Non-bank Microfinance Institution of Nigeria 

Chilota Regina, Head of Administration, Association of Non-bank Microfinance Institution 

of Nigeria  

Ochi Godwin, Head of Account, Association of Non-bank Microfinance Institution of 

Nigeria 

Godbless Safugha, Executive Secretary, Association of Non-bank Microfinance Institution 

of Nigeria 

Maryam Yaro, Assistant Director, Nigeria Incentive-Based Risk-Sharing System for 

Agricultural Lending/Central Bank of Nigeria 

Abisoye Onikori, P.A. to the Executive Officer, Association of Non-bank Microfinance 

Institution of Nigeria 

Emmanuel Iyaji, Association of Non-bank Microfinance Institution of Nigeria/RUFIN 

Nnaemeka Ikegwuonu, Imo State, Smallholder Foundation 

Jaia, Songhai Integrated Farming Center, Bunu Tai. Port Harcourt. Rivers State, Songhai 

Lawrence Ega, Consultant, Impact study 

Alfred Tambe, Development Economist, MOET 

Mezuo Nwuneli, MD, Sahel Capital 

Senator (Alhadji) U. K. Umar, Chairman, Lanyo Luggage & Travelling Bags Ltd. 

Emmanuel Aneke, Dizengoff West Africa 

News Agency of Nigeria 

 

IFAD country office 

Atsuko Toda, Country Programme Manager, WCA 

Benjamin Odoemena, Country Programme Officer, WCA 

Thokozile Newman, Associate Programme Officer, WCA 

Patricia Wills-Obong, Country Programme Assistant, WCA 

 

IFAD project staff 

Mohammed Lawal Idah, Acting Programme Coordinator, IFAD CBARDP Programme 

Irene I. Jumbo-Ibeakuzie, Programme Coordinator, IFAD CBNRMP Programme 

Nurudeen Mohammed Lawal, Programme M&E Advisor, IFAD VCDP Programme 

Ibrahim M. Bello, State Programme Officer, IFAD CBARDP Programme - Kebbi Support 

Office 
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Ikponmwosa Ian Gbinigie, Programme M&E Specialist, IFAD CBNRMP Programme 

Jerus Uvieghara, Programme Analyst, IFAD CBNRMP Programme 

Friday Ameh Onoja, National Programme Coordinator, IFAD VCDP Programme 

Esinulo Basil Kennedy, Marketing and Enterprise Development Advisor (MEDA), IFAD 

VCDP Programme 

Sanni Abiodun, Procurement Officer, IFAD VCDP Programme 

Unamma Victor Chyka, Agricultural Production Advisor (DPA), IFAD VCDP Programme 

Kabir Rabe Charanchi, State Programme Officer, IFAD CBARDP Programme - Katsina 

Support Office 

Hussaina Yusuf Mashi, State Gender and Vulnerable Group Development Officer, IFAD 

CBARDP Programme - Katsina Support Office 

Mohammed Sa’idu Mohammed, State Capacity-Building Management and Training 

Officer, IFAD CBARDP Programme - Katsina Support Office 

Dikko Sirajiddeen, State Sustainable Agricultural Development Officer, IFAD CBARDP 

Programme - Katsina Support Office 

Suleiman Umar, State Programme Accountant, IFAD CBARDP Programme - Katsina 

Support Office 

Ibrahim Idah State Community Infrastructure Engineer, IFAD CBARDP Programme - 

Katsina Support Office 

Hussaini Shehu Shema, State Community Driven Development Officer, IFAD CBARDP 

Programme - Katsina Support Office 

Abdulkarim Abdu, Assistant Capacity Building Management and Training Officer, IFAD 

CBARDP Programme - Katsina Support Office 

Hauwa Gambo, Assistant State Gender and Vulnerable Group Development Officer, IFAD 

CBARDP Programme - Katsina Support Office 

Binta Tukur Umar, Assistant SREDFLS Officer, IFAD CBARDP Programme - Katsina 

Support Office 

Kasim Muhammad Sada, Former State Programme Officer, IFAD CBARDP Programme - 

Katsina Support Office 

Ibrahim Yusuf Saulawa, Former SREDFLS Officer, IFAD CBARDP Programme - Katsina 

Support Office 

Abdurraham A.A, Former State Monitoring and Evaluation Officer, IFAD CBARDP 

Programme - Katsina Support Office 

Abubakar Abdullahi Saulawa, Former State Community Driven Development Officer, 

IFAD CBARDP Programme - Katsina Support Office 

Mainasara Shehu Bakura, State programme Officer, IFAD CBARDP Programme - Zamfara 

Support Office 

Umaru Othman, State programme Officer, IFAD CBARDP Programme - Borno Support 

Office 

Prof. Ahmed L. Ala, Programme Support Office, IFAD CBARDP Programme - Katsina 

Support Office 

Umar Madaki Abubakar, State Programme Officer, IFAD CBARDP Programme - Jigawa 

Support Office 

Joel Aiki, State Programme Officer, IFAD CBARDP Programme - Kebbi Support Office 
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Aminu Aliyu Dogon Daji, State Programme Officer, IFAD CBARDP Programme - Sokoto 

Support Office 

Mainasara Shehu Bakura, State Programme Officer, IFAD CBARDP Programme - Kebbi 

Support Office 

Mohammed Koro, Program Analyst, IFAD RUFIN Programme 

Edwin Uche, Training Specialist, IFAD RUFIN Programme 

Taye Agboola, M&E Officer, IFAD RUFIN Programme 

Jide Oyebanji, M&E Officer, IFAD RUFIN Programme 

Uneku Ufaruna, Programme M&E Specialist, IFAD RUFIN Programme 

 

Farmers' organizations, Benue State (VCDP) 

Aondover Tortis, Rice Professor, Giner East 

Killiam Uvertse, Cassava production, Guma 

Maria B. Ojobi, Cassava processing, Okpokwu 

Juliet Ukura, Rice production, Guma 

Uta Ronald N., Rice production, Logo 

Albert Aligba, Rice production, Logo 

 

Visit to Government of Benue State 

David Olofu, Honourable Commissioner 

Samuel Ortom, Executive Governor 

Hon. Dorcas Ukpe, Director General, Economic Planning 

Mwuese Mnyim, Commissioner, Ministry of Women Affairs and Social Development 

Isaac Shaapera, Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture 

Tsenongo Hiam Abancha, Special Advisor 

Emmanuel Igbaukum, State Programme Coordinator, VCDP 

 

Visit to the Deputy Governor of Niger State 

Alh. Ahmed Muhammed Ketso, Deputy Governor 

Muhammadu Danlami Ibrahim, Perm. Sec. Agric. 

Mathew Ahmed, State Programme Coordinator IFAD-VCDP  

Audu Usman, State Programme Accountant 

Danladi Zubairu Isah, Deputy Chief of Staff 

Rt. Rev. Jonah G. Kolo, Bida 

Oluwole Oluranti 

Tim I. Jiya 

Rev. J. N. Adams 

Ezra Kolo Abel, IFAD/VCDP Extension Officer  

Adamu Mamman Chado, Liaison Officer Bida LGA 
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Tabawa Ahmed, Laison Officer Katcha LGA 

Peter Hassan Sheshi, Onyx Rice Mill, Bida 

Mamudu Suleiman Danlami, Gbakogi Cluster Katcha Local Government 

Fatima Abdullahi, Soko Enyaya o Women CMPS, Lokogoma 

Aisha Y. Faruk, NATA Women CMPS, Shabawoshi - Kpaya 

 

Edo State 

Ogbeifun Peter, Dmo, Benin   

Nse Inyang, Zonal Co-ordinator, Owerri   

Erhunmwonsere Sunday, Smfo, Benin   

Adeyoyin O.A., AGM Trustfund MFB, Benin   

Oviawe I.M, Admin./clo, Benin   

Ikponmwonsa Eghosa, Lapo, Benin   

Evbaymo Margaret, Lapo, Benin   

Osaro Oneshije, Lapo, Benin   

Oviawe I.M, admin./Clo, Benin 

Osemwengie Moses, Ecf Savings & Credit Loan, Orhionmwon 

I. Obayagbona, Permanent Secretary, Benin 

M.I Anogie, dir. Agric. Services, Benin 

Erhunmwonsere Sunday, SMFO, Benin 

Obigho Thompson, Dir. Finance & Account, Benin 

Joseph Okaka, Amfo, Uromi 

Helen Okoruwa, Data Clerk, Uromi 

Born Ebosele, Brec (Chairman), Uromi 

Cecilia Ebosele, Brec (Member), Uromi 

Peter Iyoha, Brec (Member), Uromi 

Helen Okoruwa, Data Clerk, Uromi 

Okhudeighe Friday, Ozoghughu, Uromi  

Felix Omoifoh, Ozoghughu, Uromi  

Nse Inyang, Zonal Co-ordinator, Owerri 

Christopher Okoh, Ozoghughu, Uromi 

Raymond Azegbeobor, Ozoghughu, Uromi 

Edward Ehizokpowor, Ozoghughu, Uromi 

Sunday Izeih, Ozoghughu, Uromi 

Anthony Ebhohinmhen, Ozoghughu, Uromi  

Ejonomhonehi Saturday, Odozoghughu, Uromi 

Dennis Oko, Odozoghughu, Uromi  

Isaac Ibhalainekemal, Ozoghughu, Uromi  
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Felix Okoh, Ozoghughu, Uromi  

Ejonobneih Anthonia, Ozoghughu, Uromi  

Joseph Okaka, Amfo, Uromi 

Ezeigbebe Ivie, Icta, Benin   

Ojiomwan Ezekiel, Anmfin Chairman, Benin   

Osha E.A, Central Bank of Nigeria DFO, Benin   

Osemwengie Moses, Cf Savings & Loan, President/Ceo   

 

Epe and Ikorodu Local Governments (Lagos State) 

Isoko Women Group, Ikorodu, Lagos 

Friday Patience, President 

Ogunneye Oluwaseun, Secretary  

Taiwo Edega, Treasurer , 

Samuel Patience, Assistant Treasurer  

Joy Obiaku, Member   

Eze Chinyere, Member 

God Is Able Farmers Group  

Omolara Obasi, President  

Joseph Ososanya, Secretary General  

Lofo Women Group 

Kafayatu Yekini, President 

Agbeloba Cams 

Adenike Charles 

 

CBARDP 

Jigawa State 

Idris Danzomo, Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture, Dutse 

Umar Madaki Abubakar, State Programme Officer, SSO Dutse 

Isa Mohammed, HPFMU, Federal Ministry of Finance 

Ainau Ibrahim, State Gender and Vulnerable Groups Officer, IFAD 

Ado Nasiru, SCIE, SSO Dutse 

Isyaku Hamza Taura, Programme Officer, Taura Local Government 

Muhammed Ahmed G, Programme Officer, Guri Local Government 

Muhd B. Birniwa, Programme Officer, Biniwa  

Isyaku Garba Mohd, Programme Officer, Buji Local Government 

Ahmed Zakar Auyo, Programme Officer, Auyo Local Government 

Kabiru Haruna Garki, Programme Officer, Garki Local Government 
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Saidu Ali Garki, Media, JARDA 

Lawan B. Ahmed , PO, Kiyawa 

Magaji Galadima, SCDDO, SSO Dutse 

Muhammad I Alhaji, I.A, SSO 

Aliyu Saleh , STS, Dutse 

Muazu Abdulmumini, Programme Officer, Gwiwa  

Mohd Uba, SADO, SSO Dutse 

Shayau Umar, Cashier, SSO 

Yakubu Sule, Programme Officer, Dutse Local Government 

Yahaya Buba, SREDFLSO, SSO Dutse 

Alhaji M. Garba, DPRS, MO Env. 

Bashir Isah , SPA, SSO Dutse 

Yau Nuhu Katanga, State Monitoring and Evaluation Officer, SSO Dutse 

Mohammed Idris Hdj, DD, Dutse 

Abdullahi Ayuba K., DPO, SSO Dutse 

Adamu Bala Isa, SCBMTO, SSO 

Gambo Ibrahim Aliyu, MD-JARDA, Dutse 

Village areas 

Dan Gambo, Dutse, Kwadiya 

Maimuna, Dutse, Kwadiya 

Amina, Dutse, Kwadiya 

Muhammad Maishago, Auyo, Auyokayi 

Hudu Magaji, Auyo, Auyakayi 

Danladi, Auyo, Shawara-Auyakay 

Garba Hassan, Auyo, Kwadiya 

Hamza Kofa, Taura, Bardo 

Umar Mohamed, Taura, Bardo 

Sokoto 

Aminu Aliyu D/Daji, IFAD-CBARDP-Sokoto 

Prof. A. L. Ala, Usman Dan Fodiyo University Sokoto 

Sani Abubakar Zaki, Feed The Nation Future 

Muhammad Kabir Sani, IFAD-CBARDP-Sokoto 

Bello Malami, IFAD-CBARDP-Sokoto 

Yahaya Hassan Gangara, IFAD-CBARDP-Sokoto 

Abdullajhi Asada, AgroChemical Agency Ltd 

Ya’u s. Baki, Elmihien Ltd 

Nura Garba k., Ministry For Rural Development 

Olaniyi Idowu Femi, Premier Seeds Nigeria Ltd 



Annex IX 

152 
 

Muhmmmad Abdullahi Janzomo, IFAD-CBARDP-Sokoto 

Lydia k. Musa, IFAD-CBARDP-Sokoto 

Mansur Sa’idu Kilgori, IFAD-CBARDP-Sokoto 

Abubakar Naiya Muhammad, Ministry for Local Government & Community Development 

Ishaq M.K Jabo, Sokoto Agricultural Development Project 

Bello Mode Jabo, IFAD-CBARDP, Sokoto 

Prof. Bello Zaki Abubakar, Usman Dan Fodiyo University, Sokoto  

Shehu M. Sifawa, IFAD-CBARDP, Sokoto 

Aliyu A. Garba, IFAD-CBARDP, Sokoto 

Sani Salihu, IFAD-CBARDP, Sokoto 

Musa Abdullahi Kajiji, Agricultural Transformation Agenda (ATA) 

Bello Shehu Yabo, IFAD-CBARDP, Sokoto 

Ibrahim Muhammad Babangida, IFAD-CBARDP, Sokoto 

Jamilu Mani Isa, Rep. Ministry of Agriculture, Sokoto 

Aminu Alhassan, IFAD-CBARDP, Sokoto 

Abubakar Sama’ila, IFAD-CBARDP, Sokoto 

Umar Abu Dagawa, FADAMA III, Sokoto 

Galadima Bagodu, chairman all famers association Nigeria (CAFAN) 

Bashir A. Gagi, IFAD-CBARDP, Sokoto 

Village areas 

Halima S. Rima, Goronyo 

Garba Marafan Awakala, Goronyo 

Abdulsalam, Rimawa 

Ummi Sirajo, Rimawa 

Bashir Bala Zango, ADP 

Iyal Abdulkadir, ADP 

Salisu Yusuf Daura, KSACDP 

Kasim Sada, former State Programme Officer, CBARDP 

Tukur Auwalu Bindawa, KSACDP 

Lawal Idah, CBARDP/IFAD 

Ahmed Gaiwa, Department of Fisheries  

S. Dara, Ministry of Works 

Kabir Rabe, State Programme Officer, CBARDP 

Yahaya Yunusa, CBARDP 

Salisu M 'Ya-Aduwa, CADP 

Magaji Abubakar Bakori, FADAMA 

Iyal Nasir, CBARDP/IFAD 

Hauwa Gambo, CBARDP 
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Amina Yusuf Mashi, Ministry of Women's Affairs 

Husaina Y Mashi, CBARDP/Gender 

Binta Fatima Tukur, CBARDP 

Zainab Abdulrahman, CBARDP 

Ibrahim Idah, CBARDP/Engineer 

Suleiman Umar, CBARDP/Accountant 

Abba S Jamu, ADP 

Dikko Sirajidden, CBARDP/IFAD 

Tunde Abdulhakkem, CBARDP/IFAD 

Alhassan Hashimu, ADP 

Iyal Nasir, CBARDP/IAF 

Ammani Dahiru, Kaita, Abdallawa 

Alh Hassan Kaita, Abdallawa 

Rabi, Kaita, Abdallawa 

Dahara, Kaita, Abdallawa 

Mama Hadiza, Kaita, Abdallawa 

Hore Sani, Kaita, Yanhoho 

Hussaini Abashi, Kaita, Yanhoho 

Zainab, Kaita, Yanhoho 

Ramatu, Kaita, Yanhoho 

Iya, Kaita, Yanhoho  

Maryam Hamisu, Jibiya, Daga 

Saadatu Audu, Jibiya, Daga 

Baraka, Jibiya, Gaiwa 

Yahanasu Hassan, Bindawa, Gaiwa 

Duduwa Badamasi, Bindawa, Gaiwa  

Atiku Kado, Bindawa, Gaiwa  

Muhamed Nasiru , Bindawa, Gaiwa  

Masaudu Ismail, Bindawa, Gaiwa  

Mal Jamilu, Bindawa, Yanhoho 

Lawal Abubakar, Kaita, Yanhoho 

Rabe Sani, Kaita, Yahoho 

Adamu Bello, Kaita, Yahoho 

Sani Abdul, Kaita, Yahoho 

Sani Abdu, Kaita 

Kebbi 
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