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Overall targets and achievements to date, for 49 projects in Implementation, including CGIAR 

    

 Target Results to date 
% 

Achievement 

All smallholders benefiting (male and female) 129,955,106 22,523,529 17% 

Female smallholders benefiting 2,724,003 3,445,596 126% 

All smallholders benefiting financially (male and female) 105,136,986 4,702,004 4% 

Female smallholders benefiting Financially 724,245 1,117,620 154% 

All smallholders benefiting from improved climate 
resilience (male and female) 12,419,699 10,536,541 85% 

Female smallholders benefiting from improved climate 
resilience 18,000 11,925 66% 

All smallholders benefiting in other ways (male and 
female) 12,398,421 7,284,984 59% 

Female smallholders benefiting in other ways 558,928 907,876 162% 

All smallholders with increased productivity or access to 
markets (male and female) 104,516,976 7,919,727 8% 

Female smallholders with increased productivity or access 
to markets 939,039 2,519,518 268% 

All smallholders with improved access to land rights (male 
and female) 11,561,268 5,230,496 45% 

Female smallholders with improved access to land rights 1,262,290 1,793,781 142% 

Net attributable income £274,903,363 £184,313,657 67% 

Agricultural linked SMEs who increased their productivity 
or customers 186,191 664,451 357% 

New Jobs created 214,166 140,144 65% 

News Jobs created for women 12,993 20,222 156% 

New businesses created 2,157 2,388 111% 

Investment stimulated £10,434,421,506 £14,016,318,471 134% 
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h) The use of disaggregated data, for male and female farmers, for both targets and results achieved is 

not yet common, let alone standard.  At least 35 programmes include at least one sex-disaggregated 

target.  

i) There is significant variation in the scope and contents of annual reviews.  Financial reports - prepared 

as part of Annual Review processes ς are not publicly available.   

j) There is a significant delay in the preparation and publication of some of the documentation on which 

a portfolio review of this nature has to be based.  Only 13 out of 19 ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƛƴ άtƻǎǘ-ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘƛƻƴέ ƘŀŘ 

a PCR available and for some projects in implementation, the most recent Annual Report Available 

was the same as that available for the 2017 Portfolio Review. 

Regarding design and process of the portfolio review  

k) A significant amount of subjective judgement is required, for categorisation of projects, as a result of 

an absence of data on, for example, allocation of funds to different sectors and / or components. 

l) There is a difficulty in separating out projects which have a longer-term approach, by means of 

research or policy-level work, from more direct, direct development projects.  They have significantly 

different time frames and salience of impact. 

m) A small number of projects with very large budgets can lead to distortion of the results of, especially, 

financial analysis of the portfolio.  To avoid such distortion, better and more comprehensive data and 

particular care are needed.   

n) Investment projects (for example CDC and AgDevCo) and development projects use a different 

ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ǘƻ άǳǎŜέ ŦǳƴŘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǾŜǊȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ 

assets, while the latter do not.   

o) The combination of many of the factors above ς regarding project oversight and review design and 

process - makes a robust review and analysis of the portfolio very challenging.  There is clearly a danger 

of reading more into the results than can be justified by the quality of the data, and by the number 

and type of variables affecting the results. 

p) Ensuring that any sub-ǎŜǘ ƻŦ 5CL5Ωǎ overall portfolio, such as the commercial agriculture projects, can 

be robustly and reliably analysed will require gradual evolution of many ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ 5CL5Ωǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ 

design, oversight, monitoring and reporting processes. A valuable start has been made and the 

requirements have become clearer as a result of this 2018 Review. 

Regarding aspects of GESI: 

q) Most projects report that they are applying 5CL5Ωǎ principle, but some of this appears to be post-

design retro-fitting and it is unclear if projects have dedicated gender experts and apply gender 

strategies to their work. 

r) The most commonly pursued empowerment ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǿŀǎ άƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴέΣ ƛƴ он ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΦ  

s) Only 20 projects are reporting the number of women farmers who have increased productivity or 

increased access to customers. 

t) Few projects report on other aspects of social inclusion. 

u) A small number of projects (12) appear to seek to be gender transformative (addressing gender 

specific barriers) in public data reviewed. 

v) The broad analysis in the database corroborates work done independently on gender ratings by DFID. 

However, some of these ratings are based on project business cases e.g. CASA where the programme 

is only in its first few weeks of implementation. 

− In future reviews of the Commercial Agriculture Portfolio, it would be prudent to refine the 

ǘŜǊƳƛƴƻƭƻƎȅ ǘƻ ΨǎŜȄ ŘƛǎŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜƴ ΨƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŘƛǎŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ Ŏlear 

guidance to programme managers and socialisation beyond simply including women in 

project activities. 
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3 The 2018 Portfolio – Results from the Inception Phase  

When considering the results of this review, it is important to differentiate between projects which: 

• Include commercial agriculture ς in which some part of the funds applied are used to achieve 

objectives which relate to commercial agriculture, but other parts ς sometimes the great majority ς 

of the funds are used for other sectors, or for cross-sectoral objectives;  

and those for which: 

• all - or the great majority - of the funds are applied to objectives which relate specifically to commercial 

agriculture. 

¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴŦƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƛǎ ǳƴƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ 5CL5Ωǎ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ-related 

activity. 

The first part of this section reports on the results and analysis across the whole portfolio of 70 projects (and 

programmes) which include a significant component on commercial agriculture. The second part of the section 

reports on the further results and analysis across the 37 projects for which the budget committed to 

commercial agriculture specifically can be identified. 

 

 Scale and composition of the Portfolio 

This section summarises the changes to the projects within the portfolio, and presents the high-level data on 

its scale. 

3.1.1 Project changes to the Portfolio 

The criteria used to determine inclusion in, or exclusion from the portfolio database are summarised in Section 

2 and described in full in Annex III. 

For the 2018 update of the Commercial Agriculture portfolio, the following changes to the projects contained 

in the portfolio database were made: - 

• 3 projects were removed from the Portfolio, because there were no supporting documents available 

on DevTracker; and, 

• 1 project was removed because it did not meet the technical scope criterion for inclusion. 

A list of 10 new projects ǿŀǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ άǎǘŀǊǘŜŘέ 

after the date of the 2017 Review, and / or they were included within a list of ICF-funded projects provided by 

DFID.  Of those 10 projects: - 

• 2 did not have supporting documents available on DevTracker, and were therefore excluded; and, 

• 6 were included in the portfolio database. 
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The overall breakdown by status is as shown in the chart below:  

Graph 2: Breakdown of project status within 2018 Commercial Agriculture Portfolio 

 

 

 Overview of the main data on the portfolio 

The 2018 Commercial Agriculture Portfolio consists of a wide diversity of projects, in terms of general structure 

(geographical focus, length, overview), financial composition (source of funding, general budget and budget 

allocated to commercial agriculture), components and impact for smallholder farmers. Each of these elements 

will be analysed more in depth in this Report but some key figures and comments are useful to have an 

overview of this portfolio both regarding its construction and the information it provides.  

The projects included in the 2018 Commercial Agriculture Portfolio have a total budget of £4.7 billion (for the 

66 projects for which a total budget is available). This is 10% lower than the total budget for projects included 

within the 2017 portfolio, which had a total budget of £5.2 billion. This difference is due to the effects of a) 

adding new projects, and b) correcting some budget data, that previously did not correspond to the budget 

reported in the formal documentation.   

As part of the early client engagement for the 2018 CAPR, it was agreed that, in the event of any incompatibility 

of data, that from the documents available in DevTracker should be considered as more accurate than the 

data on the DevTracker screen. The rationale for this is that the DevTracker database ς which contains the 

Řŀǘŀ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ άŦǊƻƴǘ-ŜƴŘέ ǎŎǊŜŜƴ - may not be as up-to-date as the documents in the repository. The one 

exception to this is the Spend to date, for which the DevTracker screen appears to be driven by the entry of 

actual individual transactions. 

The 2018 review found that a substantial volume of financial data on budgets that was included in the 2017 

review was taken from the DevTracker screen data and did not appear in the documents published. There are 

differences ƛƴ Řŀǘŀ ƻƴ ōƻǘƘ 5CL5Ωǎ ƻǿƴ ōǳŘƎŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻƴ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ōǳŘƎŜǘǎΦ 

Another potential source of confusion is any attempt to compare ς across the whole portfolio ς the target 

numbers of beneficiaries with the actually achieved number of beneficiaries. In fact, this comparison can only 

be meaningfully made for completed projects. Given that project spend always leads ς in time ς the occurrence 

and visibility of results achieved, and given the wide variation in project duration (from 1 to 16 years), any 

Not started, 2, 
3%

Implementation, 
49, 70%

Completion, 0, 
0%

Post-completion, 
19, 27%

Not started Implementation Completion Post-completion
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 Geographic distribution  

For geographic distribution, the 49 projects that include a Commercial Agriculture component ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ άƛƴ 

LƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴέ have been analysed in the 2018 review. The high-level categorisation of geography uses the 

following:  

- Africa; 

- Asia; 

- Americas; 

- Oceania; 

- Europe; 

- Multi-regional -project focusing on more than 1 region; and, 

- Global ς projects which are intended to have an impact wider than multi-regional.  

In fact, within this portfolio, there appear to be no projects that aim specifically at the Americas, Oceania or 

Europe, but some global projects will achieve benefits for countries in some of those regions. Those three 

categories are not mentioned again.  

Graph 3: Geographic distribution of projects by number  

 

 

Africa is the predominant region of projects that include a Commercial Agriculture component and represents 

59% of the number of projects of the whole portfolio. Asia represents 17% of the portfolio and the 

combination of Global and Multi-regional projects accounts for the remaining projects.   

If we look at the number of projects in Africa, we can see that 4 main locations account for 49% of the number 

of projects in Africa: Nigeria, Rwanda, Tanzania and cross-Africa projects. The majority of the projects coincides 

ǿƛǘƘ 5CL5Ωǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŦƻŎǳǎΥ !ƴƎƭƻǇƘƻƴŜ West and East Africa.  
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Nonetheless, an analysis shows that there is only limited correlation between the % of projects by number for 

a region, with the % budget by region. Africa (representing 59% of the number of projects) represents only 

32% of the DFID budget, and Asia (17% of the number of projects) has 24% of the total DFID budget.   

However, this point shows the potential effect that a small number of very large projects can have on an 

analysis, and that this can be misleading, especially if the proportion of those large budgets which is actually 

applied to commercial agriculture is not clear. This is illustrated by the very high value of one project in 

Afghanistan, the Afghanistan Reconstruction Trust Fund, for which no good data was available on the funds 

applied to commercial agriculture, but which represents almost half of the DFID financial commitment in Asia.  

The rest of the Asian projects are of lower values.   

The proportion of DFID budget applied to global projects is similar to the number of projects (14% of DFID 

Budget).  

Graph 6: Geographic distribution of DFID Budget to projects including Commercial Agriculture 

 

 

The Table below provides a more detailed summary of the amount of DFID budget country and region. A more 

detailed financial analysis of DFID financial commitments to Commercial Agriculture will be conducted in a 

later section of this report.  
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Table 5 - Distribution of 49 projects by specific geographic location  

Geographical focus - specific # of 
Programmes 

Total DFID 
Budget (£) 

Average DFID 

Budget per 
project (£) 

Africa 4  64,150,000 16,037,500 

Africa, Asia 3  886,000,000 295,333,333 

Asia, Africa 1  4,900,000 4,900,000 

Global 7  457,924,099 65,417,728 

    

Afghanistan 2  458,000,000 229,000,000 

Burma 2  119,509,400 59,754,700 

DRC 1  102,500,000 102,500,000 

Ethiopia 2  137,403,424 68,701,712 

Ethiopia, Kenya, Uganda, Rwanda (India) 1  19,000,000 19,000,000 

Ghana 1  15,430,000 15,430,000 

Ghana, Burkina Faso, Nigeria, Niger 1  15,000,000 15,000,000 

Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Rwanda, 
Sierra Leone, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia. 1  99,500,000 99,500,000 

India 1  10,000,000 10,000,000 

Kenya 2  77,981,805 38,990,903 

Kenya, Uganda 1  15,000,000 15,000,000 

Malawi 1  17,390,000 17,390,000 

Myanmar, Malawi, Nigeria 1  32,279,000 32,279,000 

Nepal 2  91,040,295 45,520,148 

Nigeria 2  73,000,000 36,500,000 

Pakistan 1  68,000,000 68,000,000 

Rwanda 4  108,650,000 27,162,500 

Somalia 1  13,000,000 13,000,000 

Tanzania 4  77,460,000 19,365,000 

Uganda 1  48,000,000 48,000,000 

Zambia 2  41,000,000 20,500,000 

    

Grand Total 49  3,052,118,023 62,288,123 

 

 Project duration  

For project duration, the 49 projects that include a commercial agriculture component and that are in 

Implementation have been analysed in this 2018 review. The project duration is another illustration of the 

diversity of the Commercial Agriculture Portfolio: the range of duration of projects is 15 years with a minimum 

duration of 1 year and a maximum duration of 16 years. A majority of the projects ς 35 out of 49 (70%) - have 

a duration between 4 and 7 years. Six years represents both the average and median duration of projects and 

the 6 years duration category has the highest number of projects, with 12 projects (24%).  
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Graph 12: DFID bilateral and co-funded contribution by region in GBP 

 

 

3.6.2 ICF funding 

The 2018 Commercial Agriculture Portfolio includes 14 projects (28% of the projects which are In 

Implementation) which received ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ¦Y DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ International Climate Fund (ICF). The total 

DFID commitment to those 14 projects is £882m.  

The categorisation of the types of climate action supported in the ICF-funded projects which include 

commercial agriculture can be seen in the chart which follows. 
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that the diversity of the portfolio includes multiple multi-sector projects and multiple projects which include 

agriculture components without being exclusively άcommercialέ agriculture.  

However, focusing only on the budget reported for commercial agriculture, to analyse more precisely the 

financial characteristics of the portfolio regarding exclusively commercial agriculture, has been a challenge 

because of a lack of information available about the different components of each project. Only a few multi-

sector projects, such as the Private Sector Development Programme Malawi, included data on the budget 

allocated specifically to Commercial Agriculture. 

For this reason, the financial parts of the analysis of the Commercial Agriculture portfolio will focus on the list 

of projects for which the budget allocated to commercial agriculture is known.  While the total portfolio 

includes 70 projects which have a significant component on commercial agriculture, for only 37 of those 

projects (53% of the portfolio, by number) have we been able to identify with confidence the amount of funds 

committed to Commercial Agriculture. The aggregate amount of that commitment to Commercial Agriculture 

is £1,273 m representing some 36% of the total DFID commitment to the whole portfolio.  

If we first analyse the geographical distribution of this Commercial Agriculture Commitment, we see that the 

proportion of the commitment to Global and Multi-regional projects is greater than that for the whole 

portfolio of 70 projects.  Similarly, the share of the commitment to projects in Asia is much lower, compared 

to the result previously shown for the whole portfolio.   

Graph 15: Geographical distribution of the DFID commitments to Commercial Agriculture 

 

 

Data on the full list of primary subsets is shown in the chart which follows.  
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We do not think it is possible to assess the actual cost per beneficiary across the whole portfolio, because only 

a minority of the projects (19 out of 70) are reported as completedΣ ŀǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ǉƻƛƴǘ άŀŎǘǳŀƭέ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ 

available. Any attempt to assess such aggregate unit costs, and changes to that over time, are more like to 

reflect changes in the mix of projects, and of their stage of implementation, than a real change in actual unit 

cost. 

 

 Types of project  

3.8.1 Commercial agriculture focus of the projects 

After assessing the general composition of the portfolio, the 2018 Commercial Agriculture Portfolio Review 

also analysed the composition and characteristic elements of the projects. The first criterion of differentiation 

has been to identify the projects focusing exclusively on commercial agriculture (Mono-sector) as opposed to 

those which include commercial agriculture as just one of several sectors of the economy which a project 

covers (Multi-sector). This differentiation is a priority for the deeper analysis of the components of the 

projects.  

With regard to the projects in the portfolio which are In Implementation phase, the 2018 Review found 22 

mono-sector projects (45% of the projects), representing some 23% (£722m) of the DFID-committed budget 

to those projects.  

The first results show the difference in average size of the Mono and Multi-sector projects: the average DFID 

budget for the mono-sector projects identified above is £35 million, around one third of the average DFID 

budget per multi-sector project which is £91 million.  Commercial Agriculture is used as just one sector among 

others in most of the relevant DFID development projects and there is a minority of exclusively Commercial 

Agriculture projects.  

 

3.8.2 Market Focus 

For many projects, the market focus is not explicitly stated in the documentation and a judgement has to be 

made based on other parts of the text descriptions.   

From the data available, it appears that the majority of the interventions focus on the domestic market alone 

(59% by number of the projects in Implementation). On the other hand, none of the projects analysed were 

focusing exclusively on export markets. We also see a small number of projects focusing exclusively on 

Regional market and that all these projects are located in Africa. The high number of projects which focus on 

domestic markets in Africa and the observation of regional markets corroborates the hypothesis raised earlier 

about projects in Africa and Asia: the African commercial agriculture sector seems more favourable to the 

implementation of regional projects and, in a majority of cases, projects in Africa and Asia target key countries 

through their domestic market. This element also confirms the characteristic noticed earlier in this report 

about the diversity of the Asian market compared to the African agricultural market.  

It is also important to notice that a significant number of projects are focussed on multiple markets: they 

include 2 or more of the 3 types of markets analysed in this review (Domestic, Regional, Export). Altogether, 

they represent 41% of the projects in Implementation, and are particularly linked to Multi-regional and Global 

Programmes, perhaps more favourable to a cross-markets impact. 
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3.8.4 Preferred crops 

Regarding crop type, 19 projects (39% - out of the 49 projects that ŀǊŜ άLƴ LƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴέ) are not crop 

specific, whilst all the others include at least 1 type of crop as a focus. Once again, to allow a better analysis of 

the types of crops, after discussion with DFID, we have used a categorisation of crop types which focuses on a 

smaller number of wider categories. It is also important to note that in the case of a focus on 2 crops within 

the same category, this category has only been counted once (e.g. Corn and Maize would only be counted 

once as Cereals).  

We can see that Cereals and Livestock are the 2 main άcropέ types included in the portfolio.  It is also important 

to notice the significant number of ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άOtherέ ŎǊƻǇ types. These mainly cover 

Dairy, Cotton and Horticulture, which individually would not have a high share of the portfolio.  

Graph 20: Incidence of crop types / groups as focus of projects in implementation 

 

 

 Cross-cutting issues – climate, GESI and nutrition 

Climate, Gender and Social Inclusion and Nutrition are the three cross-cutting issues which have been analysed 

for the 2018 Commercial Agriculture Portfolio Review.  

Within the 49 projects In Implementation: 

• 24 projects (49%) include a specific aspect of Climate Smart Agriculture 

• 47 projects (96%) include aim to integrate a GESI consideration, and  

• 35 projects (71%) aim to achieve nutritional benefits. 

All the projects include at least one of the three cross-cutting components, demonstrating the prioritisation 

given to these issues by DFID in its Commercial Agriculture projects.  

3.9.1 Climate 

Climate change is often included with commercial agriculture through encouragement to the practice of 

Climate Smart Agriculture (CSA). CSA aims to transform and reorient agricultural development to the new 

realities of changing climate. As mentioned, 24 of the projects in Implementation include a CSA component: 
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Climate Smart Agriculture Category  Associated KPI  

Clean Energy KPI 2 - Number of people with improved access to clean 

energy 

Climate Resilient Crops KPI 1 - Number of people supported by DFID 

programmes to cope with the effects of climate change 

KPI 4 - Number of people whose resilience has been 

improved 

Improved ecosystem management 

and biodiversity 

NA 

Preservation of genetic resources NA 

Water harvesting and use  KPI 1 - Number of people supported by DFID 

programmes to cope with the effects of climate change 

KPI 4 - Number of people whose resilience has been 

improved 

 

It should be noted that ICF uses quite specific definitions of the KPIs and guidance on the measurements of 

targets.  While good progress has been made in general aligning of projects with the implications of changing 

climate, it cannot be said at the momeƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƛƴ 5CL5Ωǎ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ǇƻǊǘŦƻƭƛƻ ŀǊŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ 

the exact definition and target measurement that ICF has applied.  

3.9.2 Gender and Social Inclusion 

Regarding the second cross-cutting component, nearly all the projects in Implementation ς 47 projects out of 

the 49 - include a Gender and Social Inclusion (GESI) aspect. Even though GESI is reported as the main cross-

cutting component within the portfolio, this view needs to be considered carefully in the light of the reality of 

the portfolio. In practice, the application of different approaches is more variable and many projects (including 

both those which do, and do not, claim to be applying a GESI approach) do not disaggregate their results by 

gender.   

To analyse the GESI component, we used the following interpretation of four main GESI categories:  

• Inclusion - these include female participation, incentivising women training participation, ensuring 
both women and men have access to project services, training for improved practices, etc; 

• Access - employment generation for women, making agricultural inputs more accessible to women, 
enabling participation in non-traditional sectors, financial services that target women;  

• Agency - supporting women to organise economically, increasing women representation in decision-
making, strengthening women land tenure security; and, 

• Transformation - women in work, grants to improve economic opportunities, quality of the workplace, 
appropriate farm mechanisation suitable for women, gender relations in commercial agriculture, 
addressing the root causes of gender inequality14. 

                                                           
14 The projects adopting the transformation approach were as follows: Africa Agricultural Development Company (AgDevco), Agriculture Policy Research in Africa 

(APRA, Beira Agricultural Growth Corridor (BAGC), CDC Programme of Support in Africa and South Asia (2015-2018), CGIAR 2017 -20: Support to develop and agriculture 

technology to support poor farmers by the CGIAR, Climate Smart Agriculture in Africa, Development of Agricultural Rural Markets Project in Zambia, Livelihoods and Food 

Security Trust Fund for Burma (NUTSEM) phase 2, MSINGI - Developing Competitive Industries in East Africa, Northern Uganda: Transforming the Economy through 

Climate Smart Agribusiness (NU-TEC), Rwanda Agriculture delivery grant Trade in global value chains initiative. 
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gender rating No4 there are a few projects that were included in this review as Transformative 
for women or Gender Responsive Plus. 

 
Without further analysis it would be difficult to separate the DFID categories No3 and No4 with the 
definitions here of advancing Agency and Transformation because the publicly available data do not 
provide adequate detail to make assertions that its one or the other category and it may be the case 
that both categories are included in a single project in varying capacities.  
 

3.9.3 Nutrition  

Nutrition is the third cross-cutting element analysed for Commercial Agriculture programmes and projects and 

is included within 35 of the 49 projects in Implementation (71%). Nutrition is taken to cover both the quantity 

and the quality of food available to a smallholder (and her / his family), to improve their food security. To 

address the diversity of nutrition characteristics, we have considered it under four categories (dietary diversity, 

increase in income leading to improved consumption, increased productivity and consumption, and reduction 

of stunting in children under 5 years).  

The main vectors for better nutrition are increasing either the incomes to increase household consumption 

levels and thus food security (30%) or the productivity-driven increases in household consumption (28%). The 

high number of projects using Income as a source of improvement for nutrition can be explained by the fact 

that incomes do not only have external positivity for nutrition in the commercial agriculture sector. This also 

partly explain the high number of projects within the portfolio that integrate this nutrition component: by 

impacting production and income, they indirectly impact nutrition and food security. We can then differentiate 

dietary diversity and reduction and stunting as specific focus on nutrition and impact on production and 

income as direct and/or indirect sources of impact on nutrition. ImpactiƴƎ ǎƳŀƭƭƘƻƭŘŜǊ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ƛǎ 

then a way to impact not only their productivity, and / or access to new inputs and services, but also their 

consumption and nutrition. On the other hand, we can see that the reduction of stunting, requiring specific 

health-oriented programming and perhaps a higher budget, represents a less-frequent approach within this 

portfolio. 

An analysis of the nutrition elements within use in the projects within Implementation is shown in the 

following chart. 

 

 

Dietary Diversity, 7, 20%

Increase income and 
consumption, 13, 37%

Increase productivity 
and household 

consumption, 9, 26%

Other, 3, 8%

Reduction of stunting in 
children under 5, 3, 9%
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 Analysis of Targets and Results  

An earlier review sought to analyse the level of achievement of targets (i.e. actual results achieved as a 

percentage of target), and unit cost of reaching targets, across the whole portfolio. However, given that only 

completed projects have full data on actual results achieved, such an analysis of projects which are still in 

implementation will be distorted by the άǘƻ ŘŀǘŜέ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƻƴ in-progress projects, some of which will be in 

their early stages. There is a multiplicity of different stages of implementation of projects and little consistency 

in their indicators. Even the use of new, more specific indicators as developed for the 2018 review, does not 

allow us to make useful judgements about the overall impact of the portfolio on Smallholder Farmers.   

Accepting the limitations of this date, an analysis of the overall state of achievement of the main targeted 

results is shown below: 

• for the whole portfolio of 70 projects; and then  

• for the subset of 49 projects in Implementation phase. 
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One of the requirements of the 2018 portfolio ToR was to include data on access to land rights. None of the 

projects focusing on this element were completed, and only 3 of them (out of 7) reported on improvements 

in land rights for men.  One project reported on improvements in land rights for women: that project reported 

an achievement to date of 54% of the target.   

This results needs to be treated with caution, because of the small number of projects reporting on this target.  

3.11.1 Overall scale of targets and results to date  

The overall scale of the portfolio can be seen in the table below, which presents a summary of the aggregate 

targets for, and the aggregate results reported to date, for the 49 projects which are in implementation phase.   

It should be noted that one project ς Support to CGIAR ς has a target to reach 100 m beneficiaries.  There are 

two potential challenges with that target.  Firstly, as noted elsewhere, the nature of the beneficial impact on 

beneficiaries from this type of project is likely to be further ahead in time and less direct than that of other 

types of projects.  Secondly, the large number within that one project can easily distort understanding of the 

targets and results for the whole portfolio.  For that reason, we include two versions of this table, the first 

including the data from the CGIAR project, and the second excluding the data for that project. 

Table 8 : Overview table Target and Results ï Excluding CGIAR ï 49 projects 

    

 Target Results to date 
% 

Achievement 

All smallholders benefiting (male and female) 29,955,106 22,523,529 75% 

Female smallholders benefiting 2,724,003 3,445,596 126% 

All smallholders benefiting financially (male and female) 5,136,986 4,702,004 92% 

Female smallholders benefiting Financially 724,245 1,117,620 154% 

All smallholders benefiting from improved climate resilience 
(male and female) 12,419,699 10,536,541 85% 

Female smallholders benefiting from improved climate 
resilience 18,000 11,925 66% 

All smallholders benefiting in other ways (male and female) 12,398,421 7,284,984 59% 

Female smallholders benefiting in other ways 558,928 907,876 162% 

All smallholders with increased productivity or access to 
markets (male and female) 4,516,976 7,919,727 175% 

Female smallholders with increased productivity or access to 
markets 939,039 2,519,518 268% 

All smallholders with improved access to land rights (male 
and female) 11,561,268 5,230,496 45% 

Female smallholders with improved access to land rights 1,262,290 1,793,781 142% 

Net attributable income 274,903,363 184,313,658 67% 

Agricultural linked SMEs who increased their productivity or 
customers 186,191 664,451 357% 

New Jobs created 214,166 140,144 65% 

News Jobs created for women 12,993 20,222 156% 

New businesses created 2,157 2,388 111% 

Investment stimulated 10,434,421,506 14,016,318,471 134% 
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3.11.2 Performance analysis of completed projects 

To have a more useful analysis of the performance of the projects, we now focus our analysis on the group of 

completed projectǎΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ άŀŎǘǳŀƭέ Řŀǘŀ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ƛǘǎ 

targets. Out of all 70 projects in the portfolio, 19 were reported as having άtƻǎǘ-completƛƻƴέ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ, of which 

13 had PCRs (project completion reviews) available. 

An analysis of results actually achieved against targets for those 13 projects shows that the actual performance 

against 6 specific targets, at the post-completion stage, ranges from 14% of target to 334% of target, with an 

unweighted average across all six targets of 108%. This average is distorted due to the data for number of 

women smallholder beneficiaries, for which some results were separated out by sex, but corresponding 

targets were not so disaggregated.  
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enterprises (including multi-national companies) and their relative ability to roll out or apply policies that seek 

to create equity, equality and parity in good working conditions for both men and women. 

 

4.2.3 Beneficiaries  

One of the larger aspects of project design and targeting in which we see a variety of definitions is that of the 

beneficiaries. The definitions of beneficiaries used include farmers, households, small holder farmers (SHFs), 

SME owners, families, individuals and youth. The data on categories of beneficiaries is varied, and in some 

instances, estimated and / or aggregated for the purpose of reporting actual numbers. This suggests 

inaccuracies in reported outputs and outcomes. Some programmes - for which the project completion reports 

or excerpts of evaluations are available - allude to quality assessments and sometimes to assurance of self-

reported data, its consistency, and the relationship of this data with logframes.  

It has been suggested that the collection, collation and analysis of data on the socio-economic status of the 

beneficiaries may help improve understanding of the people being reached, the level of inclusiveness being 

achieved  and of the improvements to their livelihoods which are being supported.  In principle, we agree with 

that proposition.   

However, there are higher-order challenges with the data at the moment.  As we have reported earlier, there 

are very significant challenges to achieving consistent use, collection and reporting of even the existing 

categories of data required.  Without significant improvement to those, the addition of more categories of 

required data may not add effectively to the understanding. 

 

4.2.4 Logframe Outputs and Outcomes  

A major limitation in the commercial agriculture portfolio is the dependence on reported data and results that 

is variable, in terms of its quality, in the use of common or harmonized indicators, in the consistency of data 

collection methods, in the consistency of reporting timelines and in relating in clear ways directly to logframes.   

From the review of documents for this assignment, it is clear that the use of a common set of logframes 

ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǊǘŦƻƭƛƻ ƛǎΣ ŀǘ ōŜǎǘΣ άǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎέΦ CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎǊŜŘƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ 

data mentioned above, it appears that greater standardisation of data, and more careful specification of data, 

will be needed. Similarly, as noted in the data results, the use of disaggregated data, for male and female 

farmers, for both targets and results achieved, is not yet common, let alone standard. Out of the 49 in 

Implementation, 35 projects include at least one sex-disaggregated target number. In addition to not helping 

with aggregation and credibility of data, the absence of good data about the opportunities for, and results for 

women in DFID projects is almost certainly ƘƻƭŘƛƴƎ ōŀŎƪ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ŜƳǇƻǿŜǊƳŜƴǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

DFID aims to achieve. 

It is also clear from the review there are very varying levels aspiration and rigour in design, as evidenced in the 

targets that are set. Some projects clearly have demanding and very specific objectives and robust systems in 

place for MRV, including 3rd party verification. However, others seem to lack ambition and are worded in ways 

ς or become worded in ways ς which appear to be intended to make it as easy as possible to achieve targets. 

It is clear that projects may need flexibility and some adaptive programming may sometimes be required. Such 

flexibility may sometimes be used to scale back the level of aspiration of a project, to the advantage of the 

implementers but probably not of the beneficiaries.  

More attention seems to be needed to the optimum duration of project, for its context, approach and 

methodology, and to suitable budgets.  If the portfolio is split into groups related to duration of support, there 
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that the ratings of different programmes consider multiple factors, including the beneficiaries reached, the 

annual review rating exercise appears to be subjective, because the link to an examination of the outputs and 

outcomes is not apparent and not explained. 

 

4.3.3 Targets and Results Achieved 

From the 2018 portfolio review analysis there is a significant difference in the gap between the target numbers 

of smallholder beneficiaries for the programme and the actual numbers of smallholder beneficiaries reported: 

the achievement rate is about 20% of the target. However, this primarily reflects the fact that many projects 

are in implementation phase, during which achievement of the results inevitably takes some time. As noted 

elsewhere, if considered across the whole portfolio, this analysis is unlikely to produce meaningful data.   

As already identified, the absence in the 2017 portfolio of an interrogation of smallholder beneficiary 

categories prevents a comparison in specific terms between the portfolio reviews. It is also the case that there 

is a significant disparity between men and women in terms of figures of actual beneficiaries, with those for 

women being much lower ς the disparity rate is as high as 88% when considering women specifically. The 

latter point may be further exacerbated because the extent to which, and the consistency with which data is 

disaggregated by sex is unclear but believed to vary considerably. In some cases, actual indicator values are 

cited: in others, a proportion or share is reported, suggesting that proportions of women and men are 

standardized across the value chain in commercial agriculture. 

Building on an earlier point regarding project duration, a question arises on the methodology employed for 

setting targets and whether they are set appropriately, particularly corresponding to what is achievable within 

the duration of the programme. Current analysis on the 2018 portfolio suggests, in general terms, that the 

targets are overly optimistic and may be set in different ways. Target numbers for new jobs created are alluded 

to in 14 of the 70 projects, but actual reporting of jobs created is found in only 15 projects. one programme in 

particular (CDC) has no allocated target for number of new jobs created but reports 1.2m actual jobs created. 

The lack of disaggregation of targets by sector, in multi-sector projects, leads to great difficulty in any sector-

specific review or analysis. The proportion of the CDC portfolio dedicated to agriculture is not specified but is 

unlikely to be above 10% and this suggests that not all the 1.2m new jobs reported are likely to be in the 

agriculture sector or relate to more commercially sound agriculturally related employment. 

One assumes that if targets were identified for numbers of smallholder farmers influenced and for new jobs 

created, then data on the actual number would be collected and reported, but this is not the case.  The variable 

schedule for annual reviews and the confusion in comparing the results with outputs in Log Frames (often the 

figures are inconsistent) may be the reason for this. A further observation is that there is a random pattern to 

both under-achievement and over-achievement of targets suggesting that approaches to target setting seem 

to vary considerably in both quality and reliability. 

This 2018 portfolio review has elaborated on, and added granularity to indicators reported, based on the 

diversity within the commercial agriculture portfolio, rather than simply on άbeneficiariesέ, or farmers or 

individuals or a conflation between these three categories. This elaboration of indicators is likely to encourage 

natural clusters of programmes where information can be aggregated and compared reliably, but which are 

also more reflective of the goals and objectives of the commercial agriculture programming itself. The different 

categories of target on which the 2018 CAPR has sought to extract data have been reported earlier in the 

previous section. 
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4.3.4 Gender, Empowerment and Social Inclusion Principles and Women’s Economic Empowerment 

Regarding Gender, Empowerment and Social Inclusion (GESI), a majority of projects reported inclusion of GESI 

principles. More than 94% of programmes actively reported that principles were being applied. In simple 

terms, from public information, GESI principles were employed, but it appears that in a significant number 

they may not have been addressed at the design phase in the development of these programmes. It seems 

more likely that the principles have been applied somewhat retrospectively in many programmes, and / or 

that they have been applied more recently and without the requisite foundational work to ensure success in 

ŀƭƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŜƳǇƻǿŜǊƳŜƴǘ. Those aspects would cover inclusion, to active targeting of 

women to change their access to services and products, to changes in ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ organisation and agency and 

ultimately towards transformational changes in norms and gendered roles in which women are involved at 

both household and community levels. Further detail is provided in the section on WEE below. 

There is much less coverage of other aspects of social inclusion. Few projects report on participation of 

minorities, including the disabled, and there is significant scope for greater attention. Of course, absence of 

data does not automatically mean absence of effort or activity, but a Review of this type can only report on 

what is documented. 

Across the 2018 portfolio, a total of 35 projects cite figures related to smallholder farmers who have increased 

productivity or increased access to new customers. Against a portfolio of 70 projects, this reflects a 50% share 

of the portfolio. Only 20 projects show actual figures of the number of women smallholder farmers who have 

increased productivity or increased access to new customers.  

Alongside these figures and in the analysed portfolio of 70 projects, 68 reported the application of GESI 

principles which may be applied by a number of different strategies, usually described by DFID as follows: - 

a.      Inclusion ς including these include female participation, incentivising women training participation, 
ensuring both women and men have access to project services, training for improved practices, etc. 

b.      Access ς including ensuring access for women to employment, employment generation specifically for 
women, making agricultural inputs more accessible to women, enabling participation in non-
traditional sectors, financial services that target women. These being measures that can be reported 
on by the number of women reporting increased access, as a proportion of the number of men 
reporting access. 

c.       Agency ς covering supporting women to organise themselves economically, increasing women 
ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƳŀƪƛƴƎΣ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴƛƴƎ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ƭŀƴŘ ǘŜƴǳǊŜ ǎŜcurity. This is usually 
reflected in the number of trainings for women specifically, or the increase in women playing a role in 
representation or decision-making and land tenure. 

d.      Transformation - women in work, grants to improve economic opportunities for women, quality of the 
workplace culture (equality of opportunity), appropriate farm mechanisation suitable for women, 
gender relations in commercial agriculture, addressing the root causes of gender inequality. These 
indicators could be reflected both in sex-disaggregated data around incentives for economic 
opportunities, ensuring that there is proactive targeting of women specifically to change agency and 
norms. Change in agency and norms would be adopting improved practices and playing empowered 
roles in their communities, e.g. actually taking milk to the point of sale and picking up the money as a 
result of sales in person. 

 

Within the 47 projects which were in Implementation Phase and which reported on GESI principles: 

• 34 (69҈ύ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ƘŀŘ άƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǘƻ D9{L;  

• 7 (15%) ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƘŀŘ ŀ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ άǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴέ ƻŦ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ƴƻǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ 

empowerment;  

• 7 (15%) focused on achieving improved access by women to products and services; and,  
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5 Results and Insights from the Qualitative Research Phase  

¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǇƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎǎƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ǘǿƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ 5CL5Ωǎ ǇƻǊǘŦƻƭƛƻ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ 

agriculture projects and programmes: 

• the way in which the portfolio addresses jobs in terms of: i) job definition and targets; ii) approaches 

to job creation; and, iii) standards and approaches to decent work and labour standards; and, 

• approaches to the monitoring data gathered and methods used by programme implementers from 

private sector companies and investors that are beneficiaries of programmes, in order to identify gaps 

left where we need to know more about poverty impacts when committing ODA and useful 

ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ Řŀǘŀ ƎŀǘƘŜǊƛƴƎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ άƭŜŀƴ ŘŀǘŀέΦ 

Following detailed methodology proposals for this phase to DFID, and approval by DFID, the Review team 

undertook semi-structured interviews with, initially, four people (DFID staff and consultants involved) with 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ 5CL5Ωǎ ƻǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ with a group of people with detailed knowledge of 

16 specific projects (23%) within the total portfolio. Those people were mainly SROs but also lead advisors, 

programme managers and individuals responsible for M&E / MRV. The full methodology is set out in Annex 5 

and the rationale for the methodology was set out in the Inception Report for the assignment. 

 

 Job creation and quality of jobs 

We set out below a description of some of the requirements established by DFID, including on definitions for 

reporting, and then comment on what we found from the qualitative research conducted.  

5.1.1 Definitions and Measurement – Jobs and Employment 

DFID publishes a methodology note17 that is circulated to programmes with criteria specified (see points 1&2 

below) for provision of information. Results contributed are aggregated in the DFID Single Department 

framework and Annual Report.  

• The indicators reported should be focused on job-rich activities with the objective of increasing 

beneficiariesΩ incomes from economic activity, or to get beneficiaries into more productive and/or 

better quality employment and to provide a clear rationale of why and how the programme is doing 

this. For the purpose of Departmental reporting, the indicator is on the number of people rather than 

the number of jobs, and those indicators measuring the number of jobs require conversions to the 

number of people using suitable and robust conversion methods. There is no specification on what 

these conversion methods are and the numbers should relate to the percentage corresponding to 

DFID funding provided only. 

• Furthermore the relevant jobs/income related effects should be measured at least twice during the 

lifetime of the programme (e.g. within the logframe or regular surveys), within the existing 

programme monitoring framework, and there is (should be?) a clear line of sight between the 

programmeΩs activities and the aim of increasing beneficiariesΩ incomes or getting beneficiaries into 

more productive and/or better quality jobs (e.g. clearly described within the programmes theory of 

change). 

In reporting against these categories, spending departments are requested to provide a brief statement of 

assurance, including evidence that both the above conditions have been met. The note also highlights that 

                                                           
17 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/dfid-results-methodology-notes-2017-to-2018 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/dfid-results-methodology-notes-2017-to-2018
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there is potential to double count beneficiaries that may be engaged with different programmes. In these 

contexts, the guidance suggests that these people should only be counted once, e.g. count the programme 

with the highest number of beneficiaries in the reporting period, unless programme data enable more 

accurate monitoring of unique people from different programmes. 

The methodology note specifies some key principles: 

“The two criteria listed above must be satisfied in order for beneficiaries of the interventions to be included. 

There are no other stipulations on the exact programme activities, except for the exclusion criteria above.  

The job/income indicator for programme monitoring is part of the existing monitoring framework and is 

aligned with the programme objective. Existing monitoring information should be used for the basis for 

estimating this indicator and should not require new data generation: and we are not expecting any 

additional indicators for programme monitoring if it’s not programme relevant.  

Each person should be counted only once even if they have benefitted from multiple interventions over the 

reporting period. 

The number of beneficiaries are those that are attributable to DFID, calculated based on a suitable robust 

attribution method appropriate for the programme. As a minimum, results should be adjusted to report 

numbers to reflect the percentage of programme funding that was provided by DFID.  

This is a people measurement not a jobs measurement, so any number provided should be a people 

number. 

Results should only be for direct beneficiaries of the programme. Indirect beneficiaries are those benefitting 

through multiplier effects.” 

 

5.1.2 Indicators in use  

Within the CAPR 2018, each programme researched in this investigation uses its own indicators in relation to 

jobs, and there is significant variation in terminology and an absence of clear definitions used including18: 

• Jobs (unspecified) 

• New jobs (Created) 

• Sustained jobs or maintained jobs (Existing and Improved) 

• Increased incomes (from jobs, from productive gains in agriculture, from sales of products and 

services, from participation in micro or SMEs, by self-employed smallholder farmers) 

• Full time jobs (employed/headcount) 

• Full time equivalent jobs (FTE) 

• Part time jobs 

                                                           
18 Examples of initiatives that increase incomes and create employment/jobs include the following categories:  

• Agriculture programmes that increase productivity of agribusinesses or individual farmers.  

• {ƪƛƭƭǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ǎƘƻǊǘŀƎŜǎΣ ŜΦƎΦ ƴƻǘ ƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ǎǳǊǇƭǳǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŀǎ ŜǾƛdence by 
un/underemployment of people with those skills.  

• Business development programmes that increase the size or number of businesses.  

• Businesses that aim to lead to higher Incomes/employment.  

• Value chain/working conditions/trade facilitation or Regional integration programmes with explicit jobs/income component. 

• Market development programmes that are not covered elsewhere.  

• Any of the above specifically targeting vulnerable groups or regions, e.g. women, youths, disabled people, deprived. 

• Business environment reform or industrial policy.  





https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/664563/industrial-strategy-white-paper-web-ready-version.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/664563/industrial-strategy-white-paper-web-ready-version.pdf
https://www.enterprise-development.org/wp-content/uploads/DCEDIndicatorHarmonizationApr16.pdf




http://www.cardf.gov.af/
https://beamexchange.org/uploads/filer_public/ae/85/ae8526f2-6a25-4b2b-a5cc-86102055c4b5/gems_results_measurement_handbook.pdf
https://beamexchange.org/uploads/filer_public/ae/85/ae8526f2-6a25-4b2b-a5cc-86102055c4b5/gems_results_measurement_handbook.pdf
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• West African Regional Food Markets Programme (WARFMP) provides matching grant funding and 
technical assistance to agribusinesses involved in cross-border trade and value chains of maize, 
sorghum, millet and cassava with the potential to grow and create impact through scalable models. 
The programme approach is to help agribusinesses to launch projects to increase staple crop food 
production, processing and marketing to enhance cross-border trade. The challenge fund co-invests 
in projects that expand businesses and strengthen smallholder supplier networks, national and 
regional markets.  Although the fund is working with 12 agribusinesses in Ghana, Burkina Faso, Nigeria 
and Niger, it does not have a logframe target for jobs, although the number of jobs has been measured 
at 426. It is not clear how the number of jobs is defined and collected but the data is collected by the 
programme management unit. 

 

• Pro Poor Growth Programme Zimbabwe was aimed at commercialising agricultural activities and 
providing microfinance or wholesale finance for agribusinesses to accelerate. This programme worked 
with large corporate businesses selling financial products to villages and districts and experimenting 
with low cost distribution system for their products. The main model was a revolving fund for 
individuals and banks to provide capital to rural borrowers, mainly agricultural farmers but also other 
small-scale traders and manufacturers of cotton clothing. The jobs target was removed for this 
programme because it was difficult to define jobs and how to measure them effectively. Interventions 
in this programme did not necessarily create new jobs in a household but made the household more 
productive and often increased incomes through a range of economic opportunities created. These 
included selling something, buying something from a programme or accessing credit where they did 
not have the opportunity before to do so. SMEs had a relatively short turn around time, headcount 
and turnover were measured but it was difficult to measure net growth. Due to the political situation 
in Zimbabwe, by the end of the programme some SMEs had experienced negative growth due to the 
pressures of continuous downsizing with waves of downturn in the economy.  

 
3) The third key category which the portfolio can be segmented into includes creating new jobs and 

improving employment. E.g. There are a group of programmes in this category that either take a 
wholesale approach to creating jobs such, as PEPE in Ethiopia, or which are much more commercially 
oriented in collecting information on new jobs created and increasing employment in the key investee 
businesses within their portfolio, such as AECF and AgDevCo. In general terms, these programmes have a 
much more sophisticated understanding of jobs and income and usually measure this information through 
fund managers who have direct oversight of the performance and growth of investee businesses and 
SMEs. 

• PEPE Ethiopia is using a market systems approach to achieve impact in Ethiopia. Enterprise Partners 
identifies key constraints and works to develop socially and environmentally responsible strategies 
working with industry actors to introduce new business models. This is leading to better enabling 
environments, better employment standards in conjunction with policy makers and investment 
generation in Ethiopia. The key pillar is agro industry strengthening of market systems in cotton, 
textiles, leather and horticulture. The second pillar is strengthening financial systems, for increased 
financial inclusion of the poor into formal financing systems and enabling investments for small 
medium and large enterprises. The programme measures the creation of jobs through self reported 
means. It also distinguishes between formal and informal (utilising multipliers related to seasonal 
labour to calculate part time or seasonal jobs) and measures increased incomes. Although new jobs 
are not included in the threshold, targets include 12,000 jobs with 65,000 people with increased 
incomes. Although this programme uses an M4P approach, its work in the labour sector and its 
wholesale approach have contributed to it being placed in this category of projects measuring job 
creation and employment. 

 

• African Enterprise Challenge Fund (AECF). Over the past 10 years, the AECF has conducted 27 
competitions, received over 10,000 applications and approved funding to 266 business projects. AECF 



https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_emp/---emp_ent/---multi/documents/meetingdocument/wcms_179279.pdf
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there are specific indicators monitoring jobs rather than people, a 1:1 ratio assumption is usually made, in 

which 1 job supports 1 person.  

5CL5Ωǎ {5C ŀƴŘ !ƴƴǳŀƭ wŜǇƻǊǘ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ ƻƴƭȅ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ 

do not take into account indirect beneficiaries or induced benefits, derived through income spent by direct 

beneficiaries through a multiplier effect.  

The variation also makes it difficult to aggregate for jobs at the overall DFID level. It has been reported that 

only 30 projects from the Commercial Agriculture portfolio are included in the 2015-18 DFID SDF. 

 

5.1.4 Decent Work – Definitions and Measurement 

DFID Increasingly believes that, for sustainable development to be achieved, it is important to require efficient, 

honest and effective labour standards that protect and respect the rights of citizens, workers and their 

ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {5D Dƻŀƭ у ǘƻ ΨtǊƻƳƻǘŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŜŘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 

ƎǊƻǿǘƘΣ Ŧǳƭƭ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŎŜƴǘ ǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭΦΩ  

The UN L[h Dƭƻōŀƭ /ƻƳǇŀŎǘ [ŀōƻǳǊ tǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎΣ ά! DǳƛŘŜ ŦƻǊ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎέΣ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ 

principles, including: 

• protection of human rights and ensuring that operations do not lead to human rights abuses; 

• upholding labour principles where the freedom of association and recognition to collective bargaining;  

• elimination of forced or compulsory labour; and, 

• the abolition of child labour including the elimination of discrimination in respect of employment.  

In addition, businesses should promote greater environmental responsibility and work against all forms of 

corruption, extortion and bribery 25. Sustainability of business is linked in part to the sustainability of society 

and there are a number of Compacts and Conventions upholding these principles and embedding them into 

good practice.  

DFIDΩs own more recent work, including the DFID-funded WB Jobs Multi-Donor Trust Fund, has developed a 

toolkit for M&E for Jobs, highlighting indicators and key results across job creation, job quality and job access. 

This has formed the foundation of the effort by the WB to identify the number of project beneficiaries reached 

by jobs-focused WB Group of more than $5M. The availability of indicators of this nature enables better 

definition and guidance to encourage a more systematic and consistent assessment of outcomes related to 

jobs and particularly throughout the project cycle as well as supporting the implementation and reporting 

against these projects at the outset. These resources have helped to inform the questions posed in the 

qualitative analysis phase to provide insights on the basis of decency in work related to working conditions, 

income levels, the predictability of employment and access to sustained jobs or improved livelihoods.  

Additionally, there is consideration given to income distribution, gender, disability, age of workers and 

common approaches to promoting decent work.   

In reviewing the programmes within the qualitative analytical phase of the CAPR 2018, key informants were 

questioned about their understanding of decent work and how and to what extent these principles were being 

applied to the implementation of programmes which sought to create, sustain and track jobs and employment 

in the Commercial Agriculture Portfolio. 

Across the projects that formed a part of the Phase II analysis, three main groups could be identified. 

                                                           
25 https://www.unglobalcompact.org/docs/issues_doc/labour/the_labour_principles_a_guide_for_business.pdf 

https://www.unglobalcompact.org/docs/issues_doc/labour/the_labour_principles_a_guide_for_business.pdf
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1. A proportion of projects sought to comply with local labour and minimum wage requirements but 

ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳƛƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ ΨŘŜŎŜƴǘ ǿƻǊƪΩΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǳƴŎƭŜŀǊ ŀǎ to the 

detailed standards being promoted, their definitions, their relationship to the agriculture sector more 

specifically and how these should be measured. Many of these projects do not define or directly 

consider the quality of jobs. These all reported figures disaggregated by sex and age (some reporting 

on % against targets in the areas of implementation rather than actual figures) and some programmes 

sought beneficiary feedback, but this was not done in a structured way or meet scientific rigor 

assurances. (This groups includes MAP, MOST, MICF, and NUTEC). 

2. A second proportion of projects, particularly those focusing on investing in micro and SMEs, reported 

following DFID guidance related to gender and the inclusion and participation of women and girls, but 

this was the extent of their understanding of decent work and standards. Figures they are tracking do 

sometimes include youth and disaggregation of data by age (usually between ages 15 to 35). Some 

projects also track the number of widows and disabled people. The guidance available to them is felt 

to be insufficient and not detailed enough to provide for programmatic direction, however a 

safeguarding approach is advocated, and unintended consequences are mentioned, as are benefits 

for the poorest, most vulnerable and underrepresented or disabled groups. In some of these projects, 

there are internal systems tracking how the appropriateness are affordability of outcomes. However, 

these definitions are not universally understood across the portfolio and would benefit from greater 

elaboration and communication. (SEED, LEAD, PEPZ, CARD-F, GEMS) 

3. The third group identified includes projects focused on job creation that take a more commercial 

approach, which had a much greater awareness of the principles of decent work, a more intimate 

relationship with local legislation, have either done work on this aspect themselves or are aware of 

the work of the ILO, and have and use definitions (but these may not have been used in other projects). 

Most of these organisations recognise and track the number of hours in a day of work, the number of 

days worked per year, jobs that have statutory contributions to health, paid leave days, jobs 

safeguarded with appropriate policies against sexual harassment and bullying, and collected data 

disaggregated by sex, age (youth) and disability. Some mentioned that a proportion of their SMEs are 

owned or run by women, but screening processes do not necessarily capture this information early. 

Some of these organisations are also engaging with labour as a sector, in their interventions and 

provide advice and support to government agencies responsible for policies and regulations in labour 

laws (PEPE). However, many of the members of this category agree that improvements are necessary, 

and they are still wanting to illustrate through evidence that competition driving benefits to 

smallholders in agriculture leads to economic growth that also benefits farmers (AgDevCo, PEPE, 

GAFSP, AECF). 

Very few other initiatives were mentioned by project teams in relation to other frameworks and approaches 

being used by other donors or implementers. However, some mentioned the guidance provided by supervising 

entities such as FAO, IFAD, IFC and WB. 

There are resources that DFID is both aware of and investigating in aiming to create some consistency as to 

how jobs are measured and defined. The WB Jobs MLE Toolkit provides indicators (see below) to measure key 

results on job creation (direct and indirect, short or long term jobs, new enterprises, existing and new 

enterprise owners employing at least one non family worker), job quality (labour force participation, 

balancing supply and demand, access to employment by disadvantaged groups) and job access (gross value 

added, total hours worked, conditions, insurance, protection improved incomes) and provides good examples 

that could be adopted and mainstreamed. In addition to the indicators chosen for any specific intervention, 

the WBG operations also calculates the number of project beneficiaries reached by jobs-focused WBG 

interventions, which is part of their Corporate Results Indicators.  
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The World Bank Jobs MLE Toolkit 

 

WBG Corporate Scorecard 

Number of project beneficiaries 

reached by jobs-focused WBG 

interventions  

X X 

Job Creation 

Job creation 

Number of (self- and/or wage) 

employed project beneficiaries (*) 

1 ς*disaggregate by self- and 

wage-employed project 

beneficiaries 

X  

Number of full-time equivalent 

(FTE) jobs in beneficiary firms  

 X 

New enterprises 
Number of newly established firms 

with more than one paid employee  

 X 

Entrepreneurs/Self-

employed 

Number of self-employed project 

beneficiaries  

X  

Job Quality 

Worker 

productivity 

Average output per worker among 

beneficiary firms  

 X 

Working conditions 

and benefits 

Number of project beneficiaries 

covered by social security 

insurance  

X  

Share of project beneficiaries 

reporting satisfaction with their job  

X  

Average number of hours worked 

per project beneficiary per week  

X  

Earnings/ 

Livelihoods 

Average annual earnings of project 

beneficiaries  

X  

Job Access 
Labour force 

participation 

Labour force participation rate 

among project beneficiaries  

X  

https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator1.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator1.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator1.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator2.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator2.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator3.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator3.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator4.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator4.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator5.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator5.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator6.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator6.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator7.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator7.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator7.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator8.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator8.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator9.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator9.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator10.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator10.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator11.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator11.pdf


https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator12.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator12.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator12.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator13.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator13.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator14.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator14.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator14.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator15.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator15.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator17.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator17.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator18.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator18.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator19.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator20.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator20.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator20.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator21.pdf
https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/indicator21.pdf


https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/toolkit/
https://www.genderingermandevelopment.net/custom/images/contentBilderGalerie/bilderGalerie1000512/GIZ-Full-and-productive-employment-and-decent-work-for-all-2016-EN.pdf
https://www.genderingermandevelopment.net/custom/images/contentBilderGalerie/bilderGalerie1000512/GIZ-Full-and-productive-employment-and-decent-work-for-all-2016-EN.pdf
https://www.sida.se/contentassets/2abf4cfc69a74c13ab2d6f2f4d31ce65/21970.pdf
https://www.idhsustainabletrade.com/sectors/










https://assets.cdcgroup.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/25150849/Methodology-for-measuring-total-employment-effects.pdf
https://assets.cdcgroup.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/25150849/Methodology-for-measuring-total-employment-effects.pdf
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project completion reports on businesses which have received grants for early or late stage industrial support 

for commercialization. It is however difficult to answer how well they are doing, given the nature of DFIDs Jobs 

strategy, and the levels of evidence that are in the public domain, without a much greater effort of research 

and in the absence of digging into much broader approaches for measuring jobs that may fall outside the 

Agriculture sector.  

Other example approaches include AcumeƴΩǎ [Ŝŀƴ 5ŀǘŀ !ǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ (already mentioned)Σ wƻƻǘ /ŀǇƛǘŀƭΣ DLLbΩǎ 

IRIS, ESG indices (there is a proliferation of these approaches28) in use in commercial agriculture private equity 

investment portfolios, and the Future Fit29 approach which looks potentially interesting as a model, because 

it links to SDGs.  

DFID is already supporting work on some of the above, and the Impact Measurement Project (IMP), which 

aims to bring a more harmonised approach to thinking about, and measuring the impact of investments, both 

ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǳƴƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭΦ ¢ƘŜ Lat ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ άŜŀǊƭȅ ŀŘƻǇǘŜǊǎέ ŀƳƻƴƎǎǘΣ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƭŦ-

ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ άƛƳǇŀŎǘέ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊǎΦ Lǘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ōǊƻŀŘŜƴ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ 

framework to a greater number of, more conventional, investors, which control a much greater investment 

portfolio and thus whose investments are likely to have substantially greater impact. DFID is also supporting 

work on other tools for collection and analysis of impact data. 

5CL5Ωǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǊƻƭŜ ƛn these initiatives is to be applauded.  As our research has found, there is a significant need 

ŦƻǊ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ŜǾŜƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 5CL5Ωǎ ƻǿƴ ǇƻǊǘŦƻƭƛƻΣ ŀƴŘ ƘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǿƻǊƪ-in-progress for 

some time. 

Guidance on PE from DFID and other approaches. 

DFID advocates the use of the Development Impact Grid30 to incentivize PE efforts including CDC to make 

investments in more countries with challenging contexts31 and in sectors32 with the highest propensity to 

create jobs. This DIG tool helps to shift investments to those that are more impactful and likely to attain 

results at the level of the SDGs. 

DFID investments through CDC and Private Infrastructure Development Group (PIDG) activities support the 

growth of businesses and new infrastructure projects in Africa and South Asia that would otherwise go 

unfunded33. DFID reports include two key figures: for PIDG, includes total commitments to private sector 

investment reaching financial close in 2015-2017; and for CDC , private investment mobilized by CDC in 2015 

and 2016, based on the latest OECD methodology.34 

There are several initiatives on-going that seek to standardize tools and methods that can lead to private 

sector-led job investments, and it allows international financial institutions, fund managers, development 

practitioners, and governments to build on existing knowledge to develop solutions. The Let’s Work 

                                                           
28 CDC have a toolkit on Agriculture and aquaculture https://toolkit.cdcgroup.com/sector-profiles/agriculture-and-
aquaculture/ 
29 http://futurefitbusiness.org/resources/sustainable-development-goals/ 
30 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/540181/CDC-development-
impact.pdf  
31 Categories are A-D include market size, income level, ability to access finance, and ease of doing business (using the WB Doing 
Business rankings) excludes India. 
32 Propensity of each sector to generate employment through i) potential to generate employment directly (measured by the 
employment skilled and unskilled), ii) the potential to create employment through backward linkages in the supply chain (measured 
by the local procurement to capital ratio) and iii) the potential for investment into essential infrastructure to remove business 
constraints and build an environment for jobs. 
33 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/722395/Methodology-Note-
Private-investment-mobilised.pdf  
34http://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-standards/DAC-Methodologies-on-
Mobilisation.pdf 

http://futurefitbusiness.org/resources/sustainable-development-goals/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/540181/CDC-development-impact.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/540181/CDC-development-impact.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/722395/Methodology-Note-Private-investment-mobilised.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/722395/Methodology-Note-Private-investment-mobilised.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-standards/DAC-Methodologies-on-Mobilisation.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-standards/DAC-Methodologies-on-Mobilisation.pdf
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initiative35 is a partnership of 30 institutions tracking the number of jobs generated from private sector 

institutions and from private sector-led interventions, the quality of those jobs, and how inclusive those jobs 

are in a standardized way. Their work is based on the indicators developed by the WB (included on page 

77/78). Their efforts in developing a handbook include experience across results of comprehensive value 

chains (including across different firms, direct and indirect jobs created within the value chain and jobs 

destroyed), tracer studies (documenting changes in employment and wages and high-quality jobs creation 

over time in former beneficiaries or participants in a project) for measuring past interventions, and macro-

simulation impact evaluation pilots (the most comprehensive assessment tool for simulating indirect effects 

of supply chains and distribution networks  and induced effects of an intervention) conducted in eighteen 

countries over the past three years including 30 case studies to estimate the job impact of investments focused 

on skills training, better working conditions, financial markets, and sectors such as agribusiness, construction, 

small and medium enterprises finance and infrastructure. DFID are a key partner in this initiative.   

Several other attempts to develop standardized systems for measuring impact as well as practices and codes 

of conduct to adhere to include: 

• Impact Reporting and Investment Standards (IRIS) and the Global Impact Investing Rating System 
(GIIRS) 36 developed by the Global Impact Investing Network (GIIN) 

• BACO37 Ratio by the Acumen Fund 

• SROI (which calculates social return on investments) created by the American philanthropic fund 
REDF38 

 

 

 

                                                           
35 https://www.jobsanddevelopment.org/lets-work/ 
36 http://b-analytics.net/content/giirs-fund-rating-methodology 

37 https://acumen.org/wp-content/uploads/2007/01/BACO%20Concept%20Paper_01.24.071.pdf 

38 https://redf.org/learn-category/sroi/ 

http://b-analytics.net/content/giirs-fund-rating-methodology
https://acumen.org/wp-content/uploads/2007/01/BACO%20Concept%20Paper_01.24.071.pdf
https://redf.org/learn-category/sroi/
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A more standardised approach may need to include: 

• Defining more clearly the minimum data that DFID needs from all relevant projects and programmes. 

• Ensuring that those requirements are consistent with those required for the Single Department 

framework or amending the guidance for the SDF to encompass guidance for the inclusion of results. 

• Greater allowance for, and requirement for data additional to that required for logical frameworks.  

• Ensuring that all the benefits achieved by DFID projects, including indirect and induced benefits such 

as job and work creation, are captured in the minimum data requirements, provided that they can be 

ς and will be - robustly measured.   

• Strengthening the adherence to the standardised approach to data, across all relevant portfolios and 

at all stages in project management, from identification and design through to post completion 

reviews. 

• Reducing the level of flexibility ς regarding quality, comprehensiveness and timeliness - in data 

reporting which is observed.   

• Not finalising decisions on the above until the implications of rapidly changing technology have been 

considered, and where possible, anticipated. 

• Greater allocation of resources to the requirements of the data management approach. 

The more standardised approach recommended above, and the clearer guidance sought from DFID in relation 

to measuring jobs and to standards of decent work, also mentioned above, will then have a direct influence 

on the nature and types of private sector monitoring data required. That data will undoubtedly include some 

standardised data requirements and also some more project-specific metrics, tailored to suit projects that may 

include M4P approaches, direct and indirect investment, other approaches to SME development, or 

combinations of these.  

DFID is recommended to take advantage wherever possible of the clearer learning opportunities between 

AECF, AgDevCo and CDC and other externally supported initiatives such as Acumen Lean Data, Root Capital, 

users of IRIS and ESG approaches and indexes, and potentially anyone using the Future Fit model and to 

ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭƛǎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ƘŀƴŘōƻƻƪ ōȅ ǘƘŜ [ŜǘΩǎ ²ƻǊƪ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜΦ 

 Project identification and design  

If DFID is to be able to have good data, analysis and thus information about its portfolio, the requirements of 

that need to taken account of all the way through the project cycle, starting at project identification and 

design. 

Project design should take account of the requirement to be able to analyse the portfolio by sector. 

tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǘŀƪŜ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦΣ 5CL5Ωǎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀƴŘ 

Framework. 

There should be a clearer relationship between expected and reported results, aggregated metrics based on 

robust harmonized systems and up-to-date, relevant reviews and log frames. 

Project design should require disaggregation of targets and results by either gender or sex. DFID should decide 

which of these forms of disaggregation is its standard practice. 

DFID should make sure that the actual target set for reaching female beneficiaries, in each project or 

programme, is sufficiently ambitious to meet its policy objectives. 
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The contractor is expected to conduct the portfolio review across all ongoing DFID commercial 

agriculture programmes using publicly available information from https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/ 

such as business cases, annual reviews, logframes etc along with other public document such as 

evaluations and reports. A parallel process will be undertaken by DFID staff in relation to programmes 

for which conceptualisation or a full business case is currently under preparation. 

An existing list of the programmes that are within scope for this analysis will be taken from the 

previous portfolio review.  

For the deep dive analysis, the contractor will be expected to interview lead advisers and staff in head 

office departments.  

The services related to this contract are expected to be performed in the contractor's home country 

and no international travel is anticipated. 

 

3 Approach 

The assignment is expected to include the following stages. 

Inception Stage and preliminary update – 4 weeks 

During this stage the contractor will mobilise their team and engage with key DFID counterparts in the 

Growth and Resilience Department for this assignment.  

During this phase the contractor is expected to update the existing information on commercial 

agriculture programmes using publicly available information (from https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/ 

and elsewhere) in the following ways: 

General update: 

• Add complete information relating to new programmes 

• Update information on all programmes relating to budgets, targets, results and other 

information 

• Propose more granular sub-sectors of commercial agriculture (e.g. beyond the current 

headings of agribusiness investment, input value chain development etc) that could be used 

for the analysis of the portfolio; 

Targets and results: 

• Review and revise information for all projects relating to the targets and results achieved. This 

will require proposing a more nuanced approach to categorising targets, obtaining agreement 

from DFID and gathering data against the revised categories. For example, instead of having a 

ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŦƻǊ άǎƳŀƭƭƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘέ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǾƛǎŜŘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 

programmes which improve access to services/markets and those which seek to increase 

smallholder iƴŎƻƳŜǎΦ !ƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ άǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƭŀƴŘ ǊƛƎƘǘǎέ 

should also be incorporated and analysed for relevant programmes. 

• Conduct a more rigorous analysis of the targets and results reported to ensure that numbers 

are aggregated more consistently to give an accurate picture of the true impact of the 

portfolio - this may be done on a proportionate basis with closer attention paid to the more 

significant results. 

²ƻƳŜƴΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŜƳǇƻǿŜǊƳŜƴǘΥ 
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the findings from the 2017 report and should identify further gaps and areas for engagement by 

DFID and should consider the DFID portfolio in the light of other approaches to commercial 

agriculture development used by other donors. 

• An analysis of new trends and emerging lessons from the portfolio in order to identify 

recommendations for how the design and implementation of commercial agriculture 

programmes, including CASA, can be improved. 

In addition to the qualitative review the supplier should conduct two deep dive assessments as 

follows: 

1. Jobs/decent workΥ 5CL5Ωǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƻǊƪ ǎŜŜƪǎ ǘƻ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴ Ƨƻōǎ ŀƴŘ ǊǳǊŀƭ ƭƛǾŜƭƛƘƻƻŘǎ 

and promote decent work for all. The commercial agriculture portfolio contributes significantly to 

this by sustaining jobs in agribusinesses and their supply chains, by sustaining the incomes 

livelihoods of smallholders and by contributing to human development outcomes. The objective 

of this deep dive analysis is to understand how jobs and livelihoods are measured in the current 

portfolio and consider the extent to which these are the most appropriate ways of measuring the 

success of commercial agriculture. 

The purpose of the deep dive is to: 

• Understand how DFID agriculture programmes define and measure ƛύ άƧƻōǎέ  ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ 

support for formal jobs, self-employed farming and wage labour sustained in supply chains 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƛŘŜǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƛύ άŘŜŎŜƴǘ ǿƻǊƪέ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ income levels, 

predictability of employment etc  and iii) equity of access to sustained jobs or improved 

livelihoods (who benefits most from this new work), including consideration of how income 

distribution, gender, disability, age and geography of beneficiaries is currently measured; 

• Understand the common approaches to sustaining jobs and promoting decent work across 

the agriculture portfolio, quantifying the impact of different approaches, assessing their 

relative value for money and identifying any gaps ƛƴ 5CL5Ωǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎǳƛǘŜ ƻŦ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ 

compared to other organisations; 

• Assess the relevance of common jobs/livelihoods measurement methodologies to measure 

results and impacts from commercial ag interventions and propose alternative methods for 

defining and measuring jobs, livelihoods and decent work in agriculture programmes that are 

in line with DFID policy  

• Propose alternative approaches to sustaining jobs and livelihoods and decent work in 

agriculture that have been proven to be effective elsewhere. 

2. Private sector monitoring dataΥ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭ ŦƻǊ 5CL5Ωǎ 

commercial agriculture work. Companies and investors that use DFID funds must gather data on 

a range of development impacts which may not be central to their primary business objectives 

and DFID is unsighted on the cost of collecting this data. This creates variation in the data that is 

gathered by implementing partners and the purpose of this deep dive is to better understand: 

• What data companies and investors receiving DFID funds are required to report to DFID in 

terms of both commercial results and development impacts (building on the review 

conducted by IDS in this area in Annex 6). Where possible, the analysis should also identify 

development data that companies are being asked to report by other organisations such as 

ǘƘŜ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ {5D ƛƴŘŜȄΦ 

• What data DFID-supported companies collect but do not share that could be relevant for 

5CL5Ωǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y !ƛŘ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΣ ǘƘŜ DFID SDF and its core mandate of 

reducing poverty.  

• What approaches companies and investors use to gather and validate the monitoring 

information required by DFID and the challenges and benefits of these approaches. 
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• Recommendations for other data and approaches (supported by evidence of application 

elsewhere) that DFID and its partners can use to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of 

the data gathering on its commercial agriculture projects. 

The output of this analysis stage will be a draft portfolio review report including: 

• In-depth analysis and recommendations for DFID practice in the two deep dive areas; 

• Overall analysis of the commercial agriculture portfolio and identification of gaps within the 

portfolio; 

 

Validation and conclusions phase – 2 weeks 

The draft portfolio review report will be reviewed by the DFID Senior Commercial Agriculture adviser 

and will then be presented by the contractor to the Agriculture Team within the Growth and Resilience 

Department. Following this analysis the contractor will review the report, make necessary changes 

and produce a final portfolio review report. 

The outputs of this validation and conclusions phase are the final portfolio review report and a 

presentation of the findings from the review to DFID staff and other invited parties, including a 

PowerPoint presentation summarising the report. 

 

4 Outputs and timeframe 

The key outputs of the assignment are as follows: 

• Within 4 weeks: Inception report including the preliminary portfolio review data and report. 

• Within 8 weeks: Draft Portfolio review Report 

• Within 10 weeks: Validation workshop with DFID staff and Final Portfolio review Report. 

 

5 DFID Coordination 

The contractor will report to Simon Calvert, Senior Commercial Agriculture Adviser in the Growth and 

Resilience Department, who will sign off all outputs following consultation within DFID. The contractor 

is expected to work closely with the named DFID advisers in each country office and key head office 

departments. 

A peer review group will be established comprising the Senior Commercial Agriculture Adviser, lead 

advisers from DFID country offices, representatives from Africa Regional Department and relevant 

Heads of Profession. The peer review group will review the draft and final portfolio report. 

 

6 Required Expertise 
The contractor is expected to have the following expertise: 

• Good overall understanding of agricultural development and the full range of approaches to 

commercial agriculture in the moment, including awareness of the evidence base relevant to 

commercial agriculture;  

• Strong analytical skills and ability to identify clear trends and generate recommendations from 

large volumes of data; 
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Targets for 

×ÏÍÅÎȭÓ 

engagement 

• ¢ŀǊƎŜǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ 

engagement in Logframe 

at output, outcome 

and/or impact level 

• ¢ŀǊƎŜǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ 

engagement that go beyond the 

current engagement of women 

in a specific sector or activity   

M&E • Sex-disaggregated data 

collected in ongoing 

monitoring 

• Baseline survey includes 

sex-disaggregated data 

and a gender perspective 

• Further M&E work to capture 

outcome/impacts on WEE 

Project 

management staff  
• Presence of gender 

specialist/gender focal 

point in team 

• Staff skills on WEE developed in 

order strengthen their ability to 

mainstream gender and promote 

WEE across programme 

components 

Partners  

 

• Partners commitment to 

WEE 

• Capacity development of private 

sector and other actors to 

mainstream gender and promote 

WEE 

Field activities • Examples of gender 

mainstreaming in 

programme activities 

• More innovative gender 

transformative approaches 

Progress on 

reaching targets 
• Targets met in numerical 

terms 

• Targets met in percentage terms 

as well as absolute numbers 

Knowledge 

management and 

sharing * 

• Specific studies 

undertaken with gender 

focus 

• Sharing of evidence, advocacy, 

networking 
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Annex 5 - List of Programmes with ICF Funding 

Project Title 

Africa Division funding to the African Agriculture Development Company (AgDevCo) 

African Agriculture Technology Foundation (AATF) Phase III (2015-2020) 

Building Resilience and Adaptation to Climate Extremes and Disasters 

Building Resilience and Adaptation to Climate Extremes and Disasters 

Support to Consultative Group for International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) 

Building Resilience Through Asset Creation and Enhancement II ς South Sudan (ICF Programme) 

Building Resilience Through Asset Creation and Enhancement II ς South Sudan (ICF Programme) 

Support to the West and Central African Council for Agricultural Research and Development 

(WECARD/CORAF) 

Combating Infectious Diseases of Livestock( CIDLID) 

Building Resilience Through Asset Creation and Enhancement II ς South Sudan (ICF Programme) 

Arid Lands Support Programme 

Global Network of Climate Technology Innovation Centres 

Enhancing Community Resilience Programme 

Improving Market Systems for Agriculture in Rwanda (IMSAR) 

African Agricultural Technology Foundation (AATF) Phase 2 of DFID Funding, 2010 ς 2013 

Enhancing resilience in Karamoja Uganda 

Livelihoods and Food Security Trust Fund for Burma (NUTSEM) 

Market Development in Northern Ghana 

Enhancing resilience in Karamoja Uganda 

Research Into Use Programme - Scaling Up Outputs From DFID's Natural Resources Research 

Research Into Use Programme - Scaling Up Outputs From DFID's Natural Resources Research 

Market Development in Northern Ghana 

Northern Uganda: Transforming the Economy through Climate Smart Agribusiness (NU-TEC) 

Productive Safety Net Programme Phase 4 

Productive Social Safety Net Programme 

Programme of Support to Agriculture in Rwanda 

Care Adaptation Learning Programme 

Programme of Support to Agriculture in Rwanda 
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• Project components aiming to improve the enabling environment for business are often 

scoped to address all sectors of the economy; very few aim to only improve some agriculture-

specific parts of the enabling environment; 

• Multi-component projects, which may contain some components on commercial agriculture 

and some on other aspects of agriculture, often do not separate funding and results for each 

component; 

• Other more basic challenges such as confusing, inconsistent, poorly-defined or absent data; 

and, 

• SMART rules for Annual Reviews, for example, do not require some of the data required for 

this review to be included, or prompt its inclusion. 

 

Analysis  

The analysis aims to assess the overall scope, scale, and fund allocation of the portfolio, to identify the 

types of projects being implemented; and to address a number of questions about use and suitability 

of measures for targets and results. 

For any particular piece of analysis, projects will only be included if there is suitable data available. A 

challenge identified in the 2017 results is that the amount of money being applied to commercial 

agriculture was significantly overstated, because it was assumed that the entire budget for some 

multi-sector projects, including some very large projects, was allocated to commercial agriculture, 

even though agriculture was only a small part of overall activity. Similarly, some of the more policy-

oriented projects will benefit commercial agriculture but, in many instances, they are also intended to 

improve policy for subsistence farmers.  Hence, they cannot really be considered to use 100% of their 

funding for commercial agriculture.  Nor can projects which are aiming to improve the overall system 

of land registration, titles and tenure: these do, of course, apply to commercial agriculture but they 

also apply to urban land 9which is probably of much greater overall economic value, and to land 

ƻŎŎǳǇƛŜŘ ōȅ ǎǳōǎƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΣ ǘƘŜ άƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ƛƴέ ƎǊƻǳǇΦ 

The data required for the results of the CAPR is available in the Excel file. The results of the analysis 

will be in the Excel file, written up in the CAPR report, and presented in a Power BI file. 

 

Software 

For the 2018 Review the database was maintained in an improved version of the 2017 Excel file. Data 

was analysed and presented using either Power BI, or Excel, as was appropriate. However, the DFID 

wish to have increasingly granular data and analysis mean that the limits of Excel as data handling 

software are rapidly being reached. Assuming this requirement continues, we recommend that, for 

future portfolio reviews, the data should be transferred into a database application, such as MS 

Access.  This will require some additional time within the ToRs for the next review, to specify, develop 

and then transfer the data to an Access database.  

 

Database fields, definitions and terminology 

The following sections lists all the fields used in the 2018 CAPR database and provides a definition and 

/ or explanation for each as appropriate. 

 







2018 Commercial Agriculture Portfolio Review – for DFID 

Final Report – Page 111 

Budget allocated to CA Budget allocated to the commercial agriculture components of the 

project. If the project is only focusing on CA, this budget should be 

equal to the project’s budget. 
ICF Funding Identifies whether or not the project has received funding from the 

International Climate Fund, through a YES/NO selection. 
Mono/Multi-sector Identifies if the project is addressing only Commercial Agriculture or if 

other sectors (of the economy) are also addressed, through the selection 

of 2 options: 
- Mono-sector (Commercial Agriculture only) 

- Multi-sector (Commercial Agriculture and other sectors) 

Share of CA If the allocation of funds to Commercial Agriculture is not known, this 

field allows an estimate of percentage to Comm Ag to be made. 

 

Rating and indicators  

Year of the most recent review 

rating 
States the year of the last rating available in the documents on 

DevTracker 
Most recent review rating result States the result of the last rating available on DevTracker through the 

selection of the result in a list from A++ to C 
Annual Review Ratings Indicates the ratings given in each Annual Review available, in order, 

through the selection of the result in a list from A++ to C (including the 

most recent year already put in the previous column) 
PCR rating Indicates the rating given in the Project Completion Review, from A+ 

to C. This cell will automatically show N/A if the projects is not started 

or under implementation.  
Risk (at outset) Risk stated at the start of the project selected through the following 

options: 
- Major 

- High 

- Moderate 

- Medium 

- Low 

 

Project components 

Primary Subset Identifies the main areas of focus of the project, based on the scope of 

the project through the selection of the main subset within the following 

list (only one subset can be selected).  The selection of subset is usually 

subjective and based on the text description of the project, in the 

summary description, in the logframe and / or the PCR or AR.  Note 

that the selection of “primary” is also subjective.: 
- Agribusiness investment – used for projects, in which a DFID-

controlled organisation is providing debt and / or equity capital 

to an agribusiness. 

- Enabling environment 

- Improving access to finance for farmers – used for projects in 

which farmers receive loans / debt, but indirectly from DFID, 

eg though a financial services company. 

- Infrastructure 

- Land Tenure 

- Value Chain Development Inputs 

- Value Chain Development Outputs 

- Research 

- Other comm ag development 

Primary sub-bullet Based on the selection of the primary subset, only the corresponding list 

of sub-bullets will be available to be selected within a list (only one sub-

bullet can be selected): 
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- Other (including flowers, fuel crops, etc) 

 
Some projects are designed with a specific focus on a crop, eg cotton, 

oil seeds, whereas others undertake activities which are not specific to 

any crop group.  
Tools ï 1 to 3 Identifies the main tools used in the project through the selection of 1 

tool/column within the following list: 
- Catalytic fund (Bus Plan competition) 

- Challenge fund 

- Direct project delivery and / or facilitation – including for eg 

TA. 

- Grants  

- Provision of loans / equity 

- Research  
Market Focus Identifies the main areas of impact of the project in terms of market 

within the following list of options: 
- Domestic 

- Export 

- Regional 

- Domestic & Export 

- Export & Regional 

- Domestic & Regional 

- Domestic, Export & Regional 

 

NB 1 - “Export” refers here to export from the continent. 
NB 2 - For many projects, this information is not clearly stated and is 

deduced from other data.  The default chosen, in the absence of better 

data, is domestic and regional. 

Climate Change Identifies if there is a climate change focus within the project, with the 

options YES or NO 
CSA Identifies if there is a Climate Smart Agriculture (CSA) focus within 

the project answering YES or NO 
CSA Category If YES answered to the previous, select within the following list the 

main type of CSA addressed by the project: 
- Agroforestry 

- Clean energy 

- Climate resilient crops 

- Improved ecosystem management and bio-diversity 

- Livestock production efficiency 

- Preservation of genetic resources 

- Soil and nutrient management 

- Water harvesting and use 

- Weather forecasting  
CSA Type Based on the selection in CSA Category the cell will show the 

corresponding type of CSA: 
 
Adaptation for: 

- Climate resilient crops 

- Weather forecasting 

- Water harvesting and use 

- Preservation of genetic resources 

 
Mitigation for: 

- Preservation of genetic resources 

- Soil and nutrient management 

- Livestock production efficiency 

- Clean energy 

 
Adaptation and Mitigation for: 
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- Improved ecosystem management and biodiversity 

- Agroforestry 

 
If Other selected in CSA category, it is possible to select the CSA 

category manually. 
Climate - Other If a project includes a climate focus that is not Climate Smart 

Agriculture, this free entry cell allows more information to be given. 
KPI 1 target and KPI 1 achieved These columns – and the following 24 columns – allow the entry of a 

performance target which is – or which aligns with – each of the relevant 

ICF KPIs, and for the entry of the result achieved against that target. 
Nutrition Identifies if there is a nutrition focus within the project answering YES 

or NO 
Nutrition element  If YES answered to the previous, select from the following list the main 

type of nutrition element addressed by the project: 
- Dietary diversity 

- Increased productivity and household consumption 

- Increased income and consumption 

- Reduction of stunting in children under 5 

- Other 

GESI  Identifies if there is a GESI focus within the project, by selection of 

YES or NO 
GESI element  If YES answered to the previous, selection within the following list of 

the main focus of the GESI element in the project: 
- Inclusion 

- Access 

- Agency 

- Transformation 

 

Targets and results  

Target / actual numbers of 

smallholder farmer (SHF) 

beneficiaries 

Allows entry of data for categories of benefit which SHFs are intended 

to achieve, plus a total of all types of SHF beneficiaries, plus a sub-total 

for women SHFs for each category: 
 - Number of smallholder farmers (SHFs) benefiting financially 

from the project, in terms of increased income.  (Financial 

would include productivity improvement, which is assumed to 

lead to an improvement in income.) 

- Number of women SHFs benefiting financially from the 

project. 

- Number of SHFs with improved climate resilience as a result 

of the project. 

- Number of women SHFs with improved climate resilience as 

a result of the project. 

- Number of SHFs receiving other benefits as a result of the 

project. (e.g. with improved access to markets, finance, or 

inputs) 

- Number of women SHFs receiving other benefits as a result of 

the project. 

- Total number of SHFs who received benefits – automatic 

calculation of the above three categories 

- Total number of women SHFs who received benefits – 

automatic calculation from the above. 

Second set of targets  Allows entry of a series of other targets and then the results achieved 

against each of those targets.  In order, these additional targets are as 

follows: 
• Number of SHFs which will show increased productivity and / or 

access to new customers 
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• Number of women SHFs which will show increased productivity 

and / or access to new customers 
• Net Attributable Income Change – to small holders 
• Number of agriculture linked SMEs which have increased 

productivity, and / or access to new customers, and / or access to 

finance. 
• Number of smallholders with improved land rights. 
• Number of women smallholders with improved land rights 
• Number of new jobs created 
• Number of new jobs created for women 
• Number of new businesses created 
• Amount of investment stimulated 
 
 

 

Additional information 

SRO Name of DFID person responsible for oversight of the project (the 

Senior Responsible Owner) 
Lead Adviser technical focus Role / function of DFID’s lead advisor  
Date of the Most recent report Date of the last annual review report available on DevTracker, in the 

format: DD/MM/YYYY 
Source Type Selection of the sources used for filling the information on the project 

within the following list: 
- PCR 

- Annual Report 

- Logframe 

- Business Case 

- Other 

Implementer Free entry of the entity responsible for implementation of the project, 

as copied from the DevTracker screen data. 
Comments Free text entry for notes about each project, including reference to the 

qualitative analysis phase of the 2018 CAPR. 

 

The order of preference of documentary sources from which data is extracted is as follows: 

o PCR 

o The most recent Annual Review 

o The most recent version of the Logframe 

o (If updated, the most recent version of the) Business Case 

o Other sources 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





http://www.artf.af/images/uploads/home-slider/artf-scorecard-2016-final-web.pdf
http://www.artf.af/images/uploads/home-slider/artf-scorecard-2016-final-web.pdf
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Project Name – from 

DevTracker 

Climate Smart Agriculture in Africa  

Aries No 202541 

  

2018 CAPR DevTracker accessed 09 Nov 2018 

Public document source: AR(4) dated Oct 2016, for Climate Resilient Agriculture in Africa; CSAA 

logframe – May 2017.   

Notes: DevTracker screen shows this project’s status as “post completion” and 

Spend to Date as £31.3m.  The AR(4) remains the most recent Review and 

hence no new data is available. 

 

Programme Value is shown in the AR4 and on the DevTracker screen as 

£38m. 

 

Data on budgets from the list of ICF-funded projects is completely different 

to any of the figures on budget or spend from DFID.  Not yet clear what the 

definition of the ICF data is. 

 

CSAA has four components, implemented by three different organisations, 

over three different time periods.  The Outcome Indicators are not aligned 

with those used for the 2017 CAPR. 

 

Only one of the Output and Outcome indicators aligns closely with those 

tracked in the 2017 CAPR, that for investment.  (For the 2017 CAPR, data 

for another output was selected, but this did not align with the CAPR 

indicator.  “More climate resilient” is not necessarily “more productive”, 

especially in the short term.)  The logframe of this programme was amended 

several times and it is not clear what source was used for the targets. 

 

Private sight of the final Close Out report for the two components most 

recently ended suggests that the actual number of smallholder farmers 

supported, linked to the requirements of the CAPR indicator, could be more 

than 10x the interim number reported in the 2017 CAPR.  Based on the Close 

Out Report data, a more accurate cost per beneficiary would be between 

1/10th and 1/40th of that shown in the 2017 CAPR. 

 

  

2017 CAPR By 2018 CAPR Review team 

Public document source: AR dated 31/10/2016 

  

Notes: In order to reach an estimate of ñcost per beneficiary targetò, the 2017 

CAPR takes target data for one (out of a total of 14) Output Indicators (from 

one of the four components) and compares that with the total budget, for all 

four components of the programme.  Admittedly, the closest output indicator 

to that wanted for the CAPR has been chosen.  However, the calculation is 

likely to be very misleading, and unhelpful for understanding what is most 

cost effective in DFIDôs portfolio. 

 

This part of the 2017 CAPR report uses ñsmallholder farmerò and 

ñbeneficiaryò as if the two are synonymous: in the case of this programme, 

at least, they are not.  One family was considered to have one ñsmallholder 

farmerò (if smallholder was appropriate) but the number of beneficiaries in 

that family was considered to be the number of people in the average family 

size. 

 



2018 Commercial Agriculture Portfolio Review – for DFID 

Final Report – Page 122 

Conclusion 

In the absence of closely aligning Outcome Indicators, trying to calculate a cost per target using only 

ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ŦƻǊ ƻǳǘǇǳǘ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ōǳǘ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ǾŜǊȅ 

misleading about costs.  This is further complicated by projects and programmes with multiple 

components, implemented over extended periods of time, during which sensible adaptive 

programming led to significant changes to the logframe and targets. 
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Project Name – from 

DevTracker 

Supporting Nutrition in Pakistan (SNP) 

Aries No 204023 

 

2018 CAPR  

Public document source: Annual review (1) 204023 (Published - August, 2017) 

Notes: This project is mainly focusing on nutrition and sees commercial agriculture 

as a tool to reach a better nutrition in Pakistan. The programme Supporting 

Nutrition in Pakistan (SNIP) consists of two components: (i) support to 

improved food fortification (£46 million, January 2016 to April 2021); and 

(ii) non-health sector interventions under a World Bank Multi-Donor Trust 

Fund (MDTF) (up to £20 million, May 2015 to December 2020). A further 

£2 million is allocated to an independent evaluation of the food fortification 

component. 

The project seems to primarily focus on basic nutrition and sanitation and 

agricultural development is another component of the overall project. This 

share doesn’t appear in the calculations of the 2017’s CAPR 

Even though the information is quite recent. There is a lack of information 

regarding the results of the log frame in terms of actual number of 

beneficiaries to date.  

 

2017 CAPR 31/6/2016 (AR) 

Public document source:  

 

Notes: The 2017ôs review is quite confusing because the ñSupporting nutrition in 

Pakistanò is ticked as ñnoò in the nutrition criteria. Moreover, the document 

used is from 2016 while the 2017ôs annual review was already available by 

that time. Once again it also appears that it is very difficult to provide 

information on the criteria about the targeted beneficiaries and the impact of 

the project since both for the 2017 and the 2018 database most of the 

information of the column cannot find an answer in the available document. 

This would probably mean that a new definition of the column is necessary 

to gather more information and deliver consistent results.  
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The ASAP is a big, complex programme, managed by IFAD.  The data shown in, and used in the 2017 CAPR is likely to be 

misleading for the results of the CAPR.  The phases of this project ASAP I have inconsistencies in project expenditure 

compared to the impacts and inconsistencies on project end date of ASAP II and the total amounts committed by DFID. 

1. The model of combining ASAP grant funding with regular IFAD loan-based projects seems to be working well and 
should increase impact on resilience and its outreach to target communities. 

 
2. The model also requires flexibility to cater for the priorities ƻŦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƘƻǎǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩΦ 

ASAP sometimes has to make compromises so can detract from a wholly strategic approach to accommodate 
these priorities. A result is that it is sometimes more of a niche player rather than being at centre stage in climate 
smart agriculture initiatives at country level.  

 

3. Gender is well integrated with relevant indicators, but more could be done in terms of identifying specific 
opportunities for female empowerment at the design and implementation stages. 

 
4. In spite of a demanding target at goal level in project logframes, integration of nutrition in project design and 

implementation is weak. 
 

5. There is scope to strengthen engagement of the private sector in ASAP-supported projects, through engaging 
small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in service provision and by stimulating markets for agricultural products, 
benefitting both the producers and others along the value chain. 

 
6. It is essential now to assess progress against gender targets, assess the real impact on reducing land degradation 

and improving productivity in the teeth of climate change, determining if infrastructure really is climate resilient, 
and assessing how human capacity is really being enhanced beyond the simple measure of group membership.  

 

As of September 2016, 36 projects have been approved by IFAD. Of these:  

• 21 are at Implementation stage 

• 13 are at start-up stage 

• 2 are at design stage 
In addition  

• 10 more projects are at the scoping stage 

• 1 (Yemen) has been suspended due to the ongoing conflict in that country.  

With a target of 43 projects to be approved by the end of 2017, this target is well on track to be achieved, and indeed 
exceeded, by that date. Given total projects are now expected to be 47 this needs to be amended.  

The reasons for low ASAP disbursement rates are: i) low disbursement during the inception phase in development 
projects in low income countries and delays on governments signing agreements after Board approval; ii) lead time 
necessary to develop an initial ASAP investment pipeline and integrate it operational processes; iii) direct disbursement 
to government agencies and fulfilment of fiduciary requirements and safeguards; iv) comparatively lower absorption 
rates in recipient countries with high climate vulnerability and low adaptive capacity; v) IFAD is not alone in controlling 
all of the spending dynamics in each of the 47 ASAP supported projects and v) emergency situations in five ASAP 
investment countries that led to design and disbursement delays. IFAD is aiming to finalise all ASAP disbursements my 
mid-2018.  

As there is not a specific milestone for the end of 2016, and the output has been reached for the target at the end of 
2015 (but not yet exceeded) this output is rated A (output meets expectations) 

 

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress   

Number of hectares of land managed under 
climate-resilient practices 

2017 2023 

1,733,330 hectares 
(plus 15 
watersheds) 
 

 

1,000,000 hectares targeted  1,000,000 hectares   
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Key Points 

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress   

2.1 No. of households, production and processing 
facilities with increased water availability. 

2017 2023 
179,049 households (plus 
2587 facilities) 
 

 
Key Points 

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress   

Number of individuals (including women), 
community groups and institutions engaged in 
climate risk management, ENRM or DRR activities 

2015 2020 
613,767 individuals 
(plus 8,734 
community groups) 

 

600 groups programmed 1,200 groups   

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress   

4.1 Value ($USD) of new or existing rural 
infrastructure made climate-resilient 

2015 2023 
US$ 133,810,000 
plus 827 kilometres 
of roads 

 

US$ 28 million programmed  US$80 Million   

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress   

5.1.No. of international and country dialogues on 
climate issues where ASAP-supported projects or 
project partners make an active contribution 

2015 2020 51 dialogues 

 

16 programmed  40 dialogues   

 

VfM performance compared to the original VfM proposition in the business case  

Four elements define the VfM of an investment: Economy, Efficiency, Effectiveness and Equity: 

Economy. In relation to benefits to costs ratio (BCR), for a dollar spent in a project or programme that has an ASAP 
component, expected benefits will be $1.59 and on average equals to $2.06; with a minimum BCR of $ 1.05, and maximum 
of $ 6.53 and $ 6.49.  
 
Equity. For every dollar invested in IFAD programmes, a net extra worth of $ 0.59 to $ 1.06 on average is generated and 
redistributed to project beneficiaries. 
 
Effectiveness. The BCR review of the 32 ASAP-supported investments suggests that investments are worth the costs, and 
ASAP components slightly outperform the overall investment in terms of worth generation and redistribution capacity. 
 
Efficiency: ASAP is comparable to climate funds at a similar stage where country implementation is slow to start. Similar 
climate finance funds have disbursed between 1% and 16% of funding after three years. ASAP in relation to its 
administrative costs of 7% compares favourably to other funds (see ASAP workbook).  
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Project Name – from 

DevTracker 

Support to the Global Agriculture and Food Security Programme (GAFSP) 

Aries No 202572 

Geographic Focus Global  

 

GAFSP is implemented as a Financial Intermediary Fund for which the World 

Bank serves as Trustee. The vehicle is a Multi Donor Trust Fund under external 

governance.  

 

Total DFID Budget £136,000,000 fund  

 

£76M originally from 2012-2018 and Cost extension of £60M (Established in April 

2010 with 40% Climate Finance) 

 

Following a £60 million cost extension to GAFSP in November 2015, an indicative 

50:50 split has been allocated across the two windows. Up to 40% of this finance 

will come from the UK’s climate finance budget, recognising the strong synergies 

between building climate resilience in agriculture and improving food security, and 

ensuring that GAFSP demonstrates well evidenced delivery on climate resilience. 

 

AR(3) Dec 2015 states that GAFSP public sector window has grown to $1,222 

million with projects in 36 countries and 58% funds channelled to Africa. Private 

sector funding window of $107.6 million 

 

Total Spend to date £127,500,000 (93.75%) 

Duration 2 Oct 2012 to 31 Dec 2026 (Costed Extension from Dec 2015) rated A (2013), 

A(2014), A (2015) 

Sectors Agricultural Development, Agricultural Services, Basic Nutrition 

2018 CAPR  

Public document source: Annual Review (3) (Dec, 2015), Logframe (Dec 2016) Business Case (Sept 2015) 

Addendum to the Business Case (Nov 2015) 

Summary To improve agricultural productivity in developing countries and to increase 

farmers' access to markets whilst increasing the economic resilience of poor people 

globally. 

 

GAFSP supports governments implement their agriculture and nutrition national 

strategies via the public sector window – competitive grant financing allocated 

based on an assessment of need (levels of poverty, hunger, and technical rigour). 

Governments can chose between seven supervising entities to support them 

implement their project proposals: the World Bank, the African Development Bank 

(AfDB), the Asian Development Bank (AsDB), the Inter-American Bank (IADB), 

the International Fund for Rural Development (IFAD), the World Food Programme 

(WFP), and the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO).  

Famers and agri-businesses are supported directly with concessional finance via 

GAFSP’s private sector window, concessional finance, blended with 

commercial finance in partnership with the IFC. This blended finance solution 

allows investments into risker and hard to reach areas, such as sustainable oil palm 

for smallholders in Liberia and Sierra Leone 

Together, these windows pool donor resources and work with recipients to increase 

rural household income, support viable businesses, develop sustainable and 

resilient food systems, empower marginalised farmers, and increase access and 

availability of safe, nutritious foods. The World Bank provides the administrative 

support for the PuSw, and the IFC acts as the secretariat for the PrSw. 

 

GAFSP’s central aim is to improve the incomes and food and nutrition security of 

those in low-income countries by boosting agricultural productivity. GAFSP 
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financial institutions and the remaining 40% through direct agri-business 

investments. GAFSP funding was able to mobilize $50M IFC financing in 2014 

and another $160M from other private financiers in the same year. The PrSw 

investment and advisory services have reached over 3M farmers (commercial, semi 

commercial or subsistence), 23,000 participants have been trained, 10,000 

provided with direct employment, 23,000 metric tonnes of food processed in 2014 

and although early, the funds non performing loans remain at zero. 

 

The projects are implemented by UN agencies (called supervising entities SEs): 

the AfDB, the ADB, the IFAD, WFP, FAO, WB, and the Inter-America 

Development Bank. 

Building on experiences during GAFSP’s first 5 years of operation (2010-2015), 

the fund is moving into its second phase (2016-2020). The main areas of focus will 

be: embedding a stronger results framework across the fund so that a better 

understanding of what is working can be collected and disseminated across the 

agriculture community; stronger collaboration between the PuSw and the PrSw, 

recognising the importance of both public and private sector finance to bring about 

food and nutrition security goals; and stronger integration of the cross-cutting 

issues (gender, climate change and nutrition).  

The UK has recently approved an additional £60 million to GAFSP to support the 

integration of these issues. Up to 40% of this finance will be climate finance 

reflecting the fund’s ability to contribute demonstrably to climate resilient 

agriculture also recognizing GAFSPs role as a multilateral facility which can 

deliver against DFIDs multiple interrelated objectives for agriculture. 

Anomalies in 

DevTracker 

The DevTracker shows the first Annual Review was published in September 2015 

and the second in September 2015, the third in December 2015. The business case 

summary is dated September 2015 and the logframe published December 2016. 

The first five years is over, second phase was approved 2016 or 2017 but unclear 

if also for 5 years, the new logframe is being employed and was produced end 2016 

bit unclear if targets refer to whole initiative of just the extension. 

 

To assess these results against expected progress, GAFSP has undergone several 

reviews. The Meridian Institute conducted a mid-term review in 2014; the World 

Bank’s Development Impact Evaluation (DIME) team is conducting impact 

evaluations on 30 percent of the public sector window projects; and DFID has 

completed two annual reviews – both of which scored A – project meets 

expectations. The private sector window, which started 2 years later than the public 

sector window, has commissioned an evaluation of their portfolio. The findings of 

this review will be made available by the end of 2016.  

 

Notes: Food Security and Incomes 

 

DFID tracks 2 indicators to measure GAFSP’s outcome:  

(i) Agricultural productivity in selected GAFSP countries (in metric tonnes) and  

(ii) Financial rate of return (FRR) or return on investment capital (ROIC).  

 

Both the public and private sector window report on the first indicator. Only the 

private sector window reports on the second indicator. On the private sector side, 

projects are relatively early in their implementation, but are now starting to report 

on production, with 3 projects doing so in FY15 (World Bank financial year, which 

starts in June). On the public sector side production data is available for select 

projects.  

 

Annual outcome assessment  

Indicator(s) 2015 target Progress 

Agricultural productivity in 
selected GAFSP countries 
measured in metric tonnes 

ω 9ǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ¢ŀǊƎŜǘ ǾŀƭǳŜ 
(PuSW) = 23.81 million MT 

(8 projects) in 2015 ω 

Estimated Target value 

PuSW:[GAFSP confirms 
that data will be available 
in early December. We will 
follow up closely.] 
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(PrSW) = 0.14 million MT 

(5 projects) in 2015 • 

TOTAL: Estimated Target 
value is 23.95 million MT  
 

PrSW: 23,333 MT (only 3 
projects started reporting 
on production in FY15 
because most projects 
were still too young to 
report. More projects are 
expected to start reporting 
in FY16) 

Financial Rate of Return 
(FRR) or Return on 
Investment Capital (ROIC) 
Private Sector Window 
only to report 

Return for loan and RSF 
projects: 2.7% p.a. 

 Return for equity 

projects:  Africa Juice ς 

Preferred dividends 7% 

 Probiotech ς IPO at 15% 
IRR or Put option;  IRR 
6.5% or 7.5% if exit after 3 
or 5 years  

The overall financial return 
for loan and RSF is 3%. This 
is broken down as follows: 
Return for Loan: 4% p.a. 
Return for RSF: 1.4% p.a.  
 
Return for equity projects 
is on track as per the June 
2015 target.  

 

In GAFSP there is substantial variation among output indicators. Some indicators 

have seen very strong performance, while others have not. Only the World Bank 

currently provides annual targets to the Coordinating Unit. This has meant the 

targets for DFID’s annual reviews are based on estimates from the other SEs.  

 

For output 1 – productivity and technology improvements – aggregate results 

are broadly on track for farmers adopting technology, training, and hectares 

covered by new technology. The gender disaggregated component for the private 

sector window is however below target. This is due to the low uptake of gender 

disaggregated data.  

Output 2 measures progress against market access and infrastructure 

(irrigation, roads, rural market centres). Tajikistan has started reporting against 

the irrigation indicator, which has meant indicator 2.1 has been massively 

exceeded. By the year end, indicator 2.2 on roads (all-weather) is expected to be 

reached. The indicator on rural markets is below expectations, partly due to the 

Ebola crisis in Sierra Leone and Liberia and partly due to political instability in 

Burundi. 

Output 3 measures indicators on the functioning of the market – loans, 

organisations and agri-processing facilities. There has been a strong 

performance on Agri-loans, particularly in Asia and Latin America (Nicaragua). 

The indicator looking at strengthening producer organisations is low but is 

expected to ramp up as results materialise in Ethiopia (Agriculture Growth 

Programme). Agro-processing centres are below expectations.  

Output 4 measures resilience and nutrition. Resilience is captured by social 

protection measures, mainly cash transfers. The Cambodia project continues to 

perform above expectations. Resilience is also covered by projects focusing on 

ownership rights. Progress against the nutrition target, which looks at how widely 

nutrition is covered under both the PuSw and PrSw, is on track.  

Output 5 is a qualitative indicator tracking progress against a joint PrSw and 

PuSw results framework that captures gender disaggregated data.  

The PrSw’s gender reporting remains a challenge. This output therefore scores B. 

of 1:6.9 which is above target. This is not only new funding but existing IFAD 

funding that was leveraged to make those actual funds more climate smart. 

 Indicator(s) 2015 target1 Progress* 

1.1 Number of farmers 
benefiting from improved 
agricultural technology, 
improved agricultural processes 
and financial services 

PuSW: 520,523 farmers (28% 
women) 
 
PrSW: 820,000 farmers (19 
projects) (15% women) 
 
Total: 1,340,523 farmers 
(23% women) 

PuSW: 658,806 farmers (28% 
women) 
 
PrSW: 757,700 farmers 
(15.7% women) 
 
Total: 1,416,506 (21.4% 
women) 
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explore synergies with a DFID funded trust fund in the World Bank 

Group, which covers “Mainstreaming Gender In Agribusiness” (FIAS 

trust fund) as well as push at the IFC board level to encourage better 

gender reporting.  

 
Infrastructure to support agriculture in place and operational (in GAFSP funded countries) 

Indicator(s) 2015 target Progress* 

2.1 Area with new and 
rehabilitated irrigation and 
drainage services (ha) 

12,696  ha PuSW: 139, 282 ha 

2.2 Km of roads constructed and 
rehabilitated (disaggregated by 
all-weather or seasonal) 

1,341 km 
PuSW: 947 km (all, all 
weather| 

2.3 Number of rural 
markets/market centres 
constructed and rehabilitated 

457 PuSW: 121 

*Data as of June 2015 

 

Most smallholder farmers in GAFSP target countries trade within their small 

communities. GAFSP projects enable these connections through infrastructure, 

such as roads and market centres. Only the PuSw reports against this output. 

For indicator 2.3, the target is unlikely to be met. The original target was based on 

a linear projection of disbursement profile, which arguably over-estimated the 

2015 target.  

 
Indicator(s) 2015 target Progress  

3.1 Number of agri-loans given in selected GAFSP 
Private Sector Window projects (Private Sector 
Window only) 

19,812 agri-loans 
34,025 agri-
loans 

3.2 Number of targeted clients who are members of 
an association including producer association, 
cooperative, water user association etc. (Public Sector 
Window only) 

224,988 105,284 

3.3 Number of private or public-private agro-
processing and quality control facilities installed 
(Public Sector Window only) 

129 7 

 

Output 3 assesses programme activities centred on access to finance; effective 

producer organisations and water associations; and the establishment of agro-

processing and control facilities. Both downstream and upstream agriculture 

stakeholders are covered under these programmes. 

The quantity of agri-loans under the PrSw has far exceeded expectations. Strong 

progress has come mainly from projects in Asia and Latin America. Three projects, 

through microfinance institutions, are expected to provide 21,460 SME loans to 

women for a total value of $730 million, and 262,000 micro loans to women for a 

total value of $394 million.  

While the progress to date under indicator 3.2 looks low relative to the target, the 

projects tracking this indicator are expected to report by the year end – with strong 

results expected from Ethiopia’s Agriculture’s Growth Programme. The 2015 

target is expected to be reached. 

Indicator 3.3 is below expectations, with only 7 facilities (in Malawi) recorded 

compared to what now looks to be an aspirational target of 129. Nearly 200 

additional facilities are expected to be financed in Burundi, Cambodia, and the 

Gambia but not by the time frame indicated in the logframe. Rating of B.  

The other issue raised was the lack of data for indicators 3.1 and 3.3. Data for 

indicator 3.1 has become available and is showing good progress while reporting 

for indicator 3.3 is albeit behind schedule.  

Recommendations 

The current indicators used to track market access may not by the most appropriate 







2018 Commercial Agriculture Portfolio Review – for DFID 

Final Report – Page 144 

Significant issues related to target setting and the reporting against indicators in the DFID logframe.  

In the absence of closely aligning Outcome Indicators, trying to calculate cost per target using partial data for targets but 

ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ǾŜǊȅ ƳƛǎƭŜŀŘƛƴƎΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŎŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ 

multiple components, implemented over extended periods of time, during which sensible adaptive programming led to 

significant changes to the logframe and targets. 

Gender disaggregated results remains a key issue for the private sector window. Uptake of female farmers reached 
remains low, although higher than the core IFC agribusiness projects. DFID has raised this issue through various channels 
ς comments on the IFC strategy, at a project level when projects are being discussed at the board and through a related 
DFID programme working on gender in agribusiness in the IFC. DFID have also discussed gender with donors on the donor 
committee, to garner views on how to strengthen this component of PrSw reporting. DFID are also pushing for better 
gender disaggregated data through the M&E working groups. The IFC are making some headway, albeit rather slowly, as 
covered under the key points in Output 1.  

On the public sector window, over 70% of current GAFSP projects address all three elements of: gender analysis, gender-

related actions and gender-disaggregated monitoring and evaluation (with all projects addressing at least one element). 

GAFSP projects expect between 20% and 70% of beneficiaries to be women, with, on average, 28% of current 

beneficiaries female farmers 

1(Public Sector Window: PuSW; Private Sector Window: PrSW) *Data as of June 2015 

Indicator(s) 2015 target1 Progress* 

1.1 Number of farmers benefiting from improved 

agricultural technology, improved agricultural 

processes and financial services 

PuSW: 520,523 farmers (28% women) 

PrSW: 820,000 farmers (19 projects) (15% 

women) 

Total: 1,340,523 farmers (23% women) 

PuSW: 658,806 farmers (28% women) 

PrSW: 757,700 farmers (15.7% women) 

Total: 1,416,506 (21.4% women) 

1.2 Number of additional hectares which have 

adopted the technology being promoted (Public 

Sector Window only) 

PuSw: 94,786 ha  PuSW: 79,808 ha 

1.3 Number of clients reached to raise 

agricultural productivity provided to scientists, 

extension agents, agro-dealers, farmers, 

community members etc. (disaggregated by 

gender) 

PuSW: 220,994 trainees  (17 projects) (35% 

women) 

PrSW: 23,157 trainees (7% women) 

Total: 244,151 trainees  

(33% women) 

PuSW: 211,544 trainees (25% women) 

 

PrSW: 23,242 trainees (3.5% women) 

Total: 234,786  trainees  

(23% women) 

 

The PuSw has exceeded expectations on reaching farmers ςgender disaggregated targets are on track by end 2015. Those 

projects performing particularly well are the Ethiopia Agriculture Growth Project (AGP) and Bangladesh Integrated 

Agriculture Productivity Project (IAPP). The gender target, however, will not be met due to the low uptake of the female 

ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ǊŜŀŎƘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊΦ  

An historical challenge has been that, from among the GAFSP SEs, Full SE buy-in and agreement is needed to set annual 

targets across GAFSP (only the World Bank sets ex ante, multiyear annual project level targets for its operations. The IFC 

does not have annual project level targets either. While the SEs self-report project implementation status, an assessment 

of aggregate progress across the portfolio is extremely difficult).   

*Data as of June 2015 

Indicator(s) 2015 target Progress* 

2.1 Area with new and rehabilitated irrigation and drainage 

services (ha) 
12,696  ha PuSW: 139, 282 ha 
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2.2 Km of roads constructed and rehabilitated (disaggregated 

by all-weather or seasonal) 
1,341 km PuSW: 947 km (all, all weather| 

2.3 Number of rural markets/market centres constructed and 

rehabilitated 
457 PuSW: 121 

 

Indicator(s) 2015 target Progress  

3.1 Number of agri-loans given in selected GAFSP Private Sector Window 

projects (Private Sector Window only) 

19,812 agri-

loans 
34,025 agri-loans 

3.2 Number of targeted clients who are members of an association including 

producer association, cooperative, water user association etc. (Public Sector 

Window only) 

224,988 105,284 

3.3 Number of private or public-private agro-processing and quality control 

facilities installed (Public Sector Window only) 
129 7 

 

Output 3 assesses programme activities centred on access to finance; effective producer organisations and water 

associations; and the establishment of agro-processing and control facilities. Both downstream and upstream agriculture 

stakeholders are covered under these programmes. 

The quantity of agro-loans under the PrSw has far exceeded expectations. Strong progress has come mainly from projects 

in Asia and Latin America. Three projects, through microfinance institutions, are expected to provide 21,460 SME loans 

to women for a total value of $730 million, and 262,000 micro loans to women for a total value of $394 million. In 

Nicaragua, the PrSw is supporting an underdeveloped banking sector through support to Fondo de Desarrollo Local (FDL) 

ς an MFI targeting financial services to rural smallholders.  

1(public sector window: PuSW; private sector window: PrSW)  

Indicator(s) 2015 target1 Progress  

4.1 Number of households benefiting from direct transfer 

programmes (Public Sector Window only) 

17,431 (cash 

transfers) 

27,927 (cash 

transfers) 

4.2 Number of target population with use or ownership rights 

recorded (disaggregated by gender) in a manner recognized by 

national or customary law (Public Sector Window only)  

218 (no gender 

disaggregation) 

117 (no gender 

disaggregation) 

4.3 Share of projects with a nutrition focus 

PuSW: 56% (18 

projects with nutrition 

focus)   

PrSW: 10% (3 projects 

with nutrition focus)  

Total: 34% of projects 

in the GAFSP portfolio 

with nutrition focus  

PuSW: 59% (19 

projects with 

nutrition focus) 

PrSW: 15% (2 out of 

30 projects approved) 

Total: 33.8% of 

projects in the GAFSP 

portfolio with 

nutrition focus 
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4. Flexible funding: Complementing and contributing to these pillars is a 

flexible programme management pillar. This covers programme 

development and management and monitoring and evaluation 

(independently managed by a separate technical service provider 

- a consortium headed by Palladium). 

 

AR2015 

 

May 2017 Update 

In terms of overall programme needed to simplify and better align the 

results targets with the programme logic, improved coordination between 

PEPE components and strengthened value for money (VFM) analysis (e.g. 

declining cost per job created over time).  

The review team found that VFM analysis could be further strengthened 

among implementers. EP has made good progress by using VFM data in 

their quarterly sectoral review (QSR) meetings and other decision making 

processes.  

In terms of green growth3, Green growth is now better embedded within 

the EP processes and there is a stronger voice for environmental experts 

within the decision making process. Some further clarity on environmental 

risk mitigation, for firms that EP is working with would be helpful to 

ensure reputational risks. Green growth is not explicitly promoted through 

ECF nor IFC though it should be. PEPE is in compliance with the 

International Development (Gender Equality) Act 2014, with good 

progress against overarching impact targets contributing to women’s 

economic empowerment.  

1. The review found that EP’s women’s economic empowerment 

(WEE) is influencing its portfolio. Several of the new 

interventions benefited from this analysis. But the WEE 

framework needs to be implemented throughout the project 

cycle, beyond the design stage of intervention, into 

implementation and monitoring and evaluation (M&E).  

2. IFC made limited efforts to integrate WEE in its work to date, 

though this is somewhat addressed in the second phase proposal, 

including reports of diagnosis of gender related investment 

climate constraints, a public private dialogue forum for women 

owned businesses, etc.  

3. The ECF’s due diligence around WEE is based on a self-

disclosure form and a field visit among clients but little active 

engagement with firms or beneficiaries on the issue, though sex 

disaggregated data are reported wherever possible. 

Enterprise partners have developed a coherent and credible green growth 

strategy so that firms are deterred from and/or held accountable for any 

damage that they cause to the environment, including pollution/green 

house gas (GHG) emissions/effects on watershed management etc. 

The finance group targets the base of the pyramid, working with public 

and private enterprises to improve financial services for the poor 

focussed on developing digital financial services. Also targets medium 

and small enterprises to address the “missing middle funding gap” faced 

by firms currently too small for bank lending, but too big for micro-

finance. It does so by providing technical assistance to micro-finance 

institutions and other financial institutions. As part of this, the ‘Women 

Entrepreneurship Development Programme” has supported MFIs and the 
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Received benefits   

    

WEE   1. Has gender analysis been 
included in the project from the 
outset?   
   
2. What kinds of specific 
gender outcomes if any are 
pursued within the indicators 
and logframe of this project?  

   
3. Is this data on 
beneficiaries disaggregated by 
sex during the baseline and 
during implementation of the 
programme?  
   
4. Does the programme 
have a gender strategy  
   
5. Are there clear targets set 
for ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ participation, 
access, agency and 
transformation (is 
differentiation made at all?)  
   
6. Is there a gender 
specialist within the 
programme  
   
7. Are project partners 
committed to WEE principles  
   
8. Are any specific studies 
with a gender focus being 
undertaken or have already 
been undertaken?  
9. Are these studies 
shared?  

Inclusion   
Access   
Agency    
Transformation   
    
May need to share definitions to 
be clear with respondent.   

To what extent have principles 
of WEE been applied, at 
the onset, during the project, 
simply in terms of 
disaggregating data by sex?    
    
Are the different categories 
clear to the informant?   

    

CSA   What ICF KPIs are included in 
this project/programme if 
any?   

Climate resilience, climate 
proofing, weather forecasting, 
water harvesting, climate smart 
agricultural practices   
  
What are the specific categories 
or types of those changes 
expected in the context of 
this programme?   

To what extent are CSA or 
environmental metrics been 
included.    
    
  




