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= 

= 

= 

= 

2.204 pounds (lb) 

1 metric tonne (t) 

0.62 miles 
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1 hectare (ha) = 2.47 acres 
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PCRV project completion report validation  

PRSP Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper 

RCPRP rehabilitation and community-based poverty reduction project 

RFCIP rural finance and community improvement programme 

SCP Smallholder Commercialisation Programme 

TOC Theory of Change 

UNDP United Nations Development Programme 

WFP World Food Programme 
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Republic of Sierra Leone  

Country strategy and programme evaluation  

Draft Approach paper 

I. Background and rationale 

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

Policy and as approved by the 125th Session of the IFAD Executive Board, the 

Independent Office of Evaluation (IOE) will undertake a country strategy and 

programme evaluation (CSPE) in Sierra Leone. This is the first country programme 

evaluation conducted by IOE in Sierra Leone; it was originally planned to be 

conducted in 2014, but eventually postponed due to the outbreak of Ebola Virus 

Disease.  

2. Since this is the first CSPE for the country, the evaluation will assess the results 

and performance of two country strategic opportunity programmes (COSOP) – 

COSOP 2003 and COSOP 2010 – covering the period from 2003 until present. The 

CSPE will identify the factors that contributed to the achievement of strategic 

objectives and results, including the management of project activities by IFAD and 

the Government. The evaluation will generate findings and recommendations for 

the upcoming COSOP to be prepared in 2020.  

3. This approach paper presents the overall design of the CSPE. It contains a 

summary of background information on the country and IFAD-supported portfolio 

that will be evaluated. The paper outlines the evaluation objectives, methodology, 

process and timeframe. IOE has conducted a preliminary review of the available 

country analysis and the COSOP documentation in preparation for this CSPE. 

4. The CSPE will benefit from one other IOE evaluation that covered Sierra Leone: the 

project completion validation (PCRV) of the Rural Finance and Community 

Improvement Programme (RFCIP I). It will furthermore benefit from a project 

performance evaluation of the Rehabilitation and Community-based Poverty 

Reduction Project (RCPRP) that will be conducted in conjunction with the CSPE. 

5. The CSPE will start with a preparatory mission to Freetown in March 2019. The 

stakeholder inputs obtained during this mission are reflected in this approach 

paper. The CSPE process will conclude with a national workshop in Freetown in 

December 2019. The entire CSPE process will be conducted in close consultation 

with stakeholders in Sierra Leone, including the government, and IFAD’s 

Programme Management Department. 

II. Country background 

A. Geography, Population, Fragility and Vulnerability overview  

6. General context. Sierra Leone is located on the west coast of Africa, bordered by 

Guinea, Liberia and the Atlantic Ocean. The country is divided into Northern, 

Southern, Eastern Province and the Western Area. The regions are sub-divided into 

14 districts, which are further divided into 394 wards managed by district 

councillors, and 149 chiefdoms, which are managed by paramount chiefs. The total 

area is 71,740km2 with an estimated population of over 7 million. Around 40 per 

cent of the population is youth (aged between 15 and 35) and growing at 2.2 per 

cent annually.1  

7. The country is divided into four main relief regions: coastline, interior lowland 

plains, interior plateau and mountains, each of which can be subdivided into 

various (agro) ecosystems.2 About 74 per cent of the territory is cultivable land, 

divided into uplands (80 per cent of the total land area) of relatively low fertility, 

                                           
1
 World Bank Indicators 2019. 

2
 IFAD 2018. 
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and lowlands (20 per cent of the total land area), which are fertile swamps that 

would have considerable potential for increased cultivation in the event proper farm 

management techniques were to be applied.3 

8. Political and fragility context. Despite the country’s rich natural resource 

endowment and abundant variety of mineral, agricultural, forestry and marine 

wealth, the country has suffered from strong economic regression and political 

instability. The country experienced five military coups and a violent civil war from 

1991 to 2002, lasting almost 11 years. Among the causes were the Government’s 

lost control of the diamond mining areas and frustrations over poor governance, 

poverty, corruption and the high youth unemployment. Most of the country’s social, 

economic and physical infrastructure was destroyed, local community social and 

productive infrastructure vandalised, and over 50,000 people killed and 2 million 

people displaced.4 In the post-war period there have been significant progress and 

reforms in government institutions. Peace and security were consolidated and 

democracy strengthened through national elections held in 2002, 2007and 2012.5 

Since 2008 the Government of Sierra Leone obtained a stronger strategic focus and 

direction, inter alia through the Agenda for Change (see annex I), which is 

considered the main planning strategy encompassing development, peace building 

and state building objectives.6  

9. Despite various efforts and element of resilience, there are still several issues that 

obstruct the country’s development progress, among which (regional) polarization 

of politics, a weak institutional system with political interference, lack of 

transparency and accountability for state resource management, continued high 

youth unemployment, and unfavourable fiscal and exchange rate management.7 

The country is therefore still considered fragile and vulnerable to the forces that led 

to the collapse of the State and civil war 17 years ago. In fact, the 2018 report on 

“The underlying causes of fragility and instability in Sierra Leone” of the LSE-

Oxford Commission on State Fragility, Growth and Development finds that the post-

conflict Peace Agreement and Agenda for Change focussed more on ending the 

conflict and restoring the State, expecting the institutions to perform better, 

instead of addressing the underlying issues.8 The 2018 fragile states index places 

Sierra Leone in the so-called “high warning zone” with a score of 89.1.9 OECD 

categorizes the context of Sierra Leone as “chronically fragile”10 in its latest States 

of Fragility 2018 report. The corruption perception index published by Transparency 

International, has remained relatively unchanged around 30 (out of 100, where 0 is 

highly corrupt, and 100 is clean) during the past four years.11 

10. The fragility assessment published by Sierra Leone’s Ministry of Finance12 is overall 

forward looking and focussed on progress made. It reports on the g7+ peace 

building and state building goals (PSGs) for conflict-affected countries, which are 

(i) legitimate politics;(ii) security; (iii) justice; (iv) economic foundations; and (v) 

revenues and services. The report developed a picture of how Sierra Leoneans view 

the country’s sources of resilience and its current position on a spectrum of 

fragility. This spectrum starts at crisis, followed by rebuilding and reform, 

transition, transformation and lastly resilience. The overall assessment results 

indicate that the country has made progress with PSGs one to four in the transition 

stage. The PSG on revenue and services is still in the rebuild and reform stage.    

                                           
3
 IFAD 2003. 

4
 IMF 2005. 

5
 Most recent election was held in 2018. 

6
 OECD 2011. 

7
 UNDP 2009, 2014. 

8
 https://www.theigc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/Sierra-Leone-Report-v2.pdf  

9
 Fund for Peace 2018. 

10
 Chronically fragile contexts have appeared in every report since 2008. 

11
 https://www.transparency.org/cpi2018. 

12 
The 2013 fragility assessment was conducted together with DACO. It covers intensive workshops involving over fifty 

representatives from government ministries and agencies, regional governance bodies throughout Sierra Leone, 
parliamentarians and civil society groups.  

https://www.theigc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/Sierra-Leone-Report-v2.pdf
https://www.transparency.org/cpi2018
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11. Vulnerability to natural resources and climate change. Sierra Leone has 

extensive natural resources, but these are under pressure from population growth, 

dependence on biomass for energy needs, water pollution, and environmentally 

unsound mining activities, leading to high rates of deforestation, increased rated of 

soil erosion and occurrence of landslides. In fact, biodiversity loss is one of the 

problems undermining sustainable development in Sierra Leone. Annual 

deforestation between 1990 and 2010 has been at a rate of 20,000 ha per year.13 

The main direct causes of land degradation are logging, firewood collection, mining, 

charcoal production, tree crop plantation, settlement expansion and the slash and 

burn practice used in shifting cultivation. Forestry protection in Sierra Leone is 

weak and facing threats posed by general lack of awareness among farmers and 

weak governance structures both at the legislative level as well as on the ground.14  

12. High dependence on agriculture and natural resources coupled with high rates of 

poverty and environmental degradation, and the previously explained fragile 

governance, leave the country vulnerable to climate change impacts. Climate 

variability and change pose significant challenges to the availability and quality of 

the country’s water resources and pose risks to two of Sierra Leone’s primary yet 

vulnerable food sources - rice and fish. Loss of forest cover and briefer but more 

intense rainfall increased the occurrence of flooding and mudslides, impacting 

particularly Freetown and its surroundings. Despite various Government 

initiatives,15 the Notre Dame Global Adaptation Initiative (ND-GAIN) Index ranks 

Sierra Leone as the 24th most vulnerable and 46th least ready to adapt to climate 

change, of the countries it covered for 2015. In 201616 it became the 25th most 

vulnerable country yet 52nd least ready country. 

B. Economic, agricultural and rural development processes  

13. Sierra Leone is a highly aid-dependent country. Foreign assistance accounts for 

over 50 per cent of its national budget.17
 Sierra Leone is also a least developed 

country with a Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita of US$ 462 (constant 

2010 US$) in 2017 and an economic freedom score of 47.5, ranking its economy 

167th in the 2019 index.18 This is a reduction of 4.3 points, among others due to 

deterioration in fiscal health. 

14. Two exogenous factors had an adverse effect on its GDP - the Ebola Virus Disease 

Outbreak in 2014 that coincided with a steep price decline of iron ore, a major 

commodity export for Sierra Leone.19 Prior to these two factors, Sierra Leone had 

one of the highest economic growth rates in the world. Its GDP grew steeply from 

3.2 per cent in 2009 to 20.7 per cent in 2013, but fell steeply to -20.5 per cent in 

2015. It finally recovered to 6 per cent in 2016, but dropped slightly to 4.2 per 

cent in 2017, largely due to weak recovery in mineral production.20 Growth is also 

hindered by a restrictive regulatory environment, inadequate infrastructure, and 

weak enforcement of contracts. Protection of property rights is nearly nonexistent. 

The financial system remains in post–civil war recovery mode and lacks capacity.  

15. Agriculture (including agroforestry and fisheries) is the economy’s mainstay, 

contributing about 60 per cent of GDP in 2017. The other sectors are mining, 

services and to a lesser extent manufacturing. The trade balance is negative due to 

overall low productivity of all sectors, the narrow manufacturing base and 

                                           
13 FAO 2010. Global Forest Resource Assessment. Country Report Sierra Leone. FRA 2010/189.  
14

 EU (2006) Sierra Leone - Country Environment Profile and IFAD 2018. 
15

 Since 2000, the Government introduced three national strategies on climate change and in 2009 it adopted a special 
programme on the topic. In 2007 it further launched a national adaptation programme of action (NAPA). Moreover, 
Sierra Leone’s Environmental Protection Agency was established in 2008 and a National Secretariat for Climate 
Change in 2012 (Irish Aid 2017). 
16

 ND-GAIN data is available up to 2016. 
17

 UNDP 2009b. 
18

 The Index of Economic Freedom measures economic freedom of 186 countries based on trade freedom, business 
freedom, investment freedom, and property rights. 
19 

From USD 139.87 per metric ton in 2013 to USD 41 by 2015. Commodities booms and busts report - relevance to 
Sierra Leone, UNDP, May 2016. 

 

20 
World Bank 2019.
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unfavourable terms of trade. GDP growth is projected to increase to 5.6 per cent in 

2019 and 5.8 per cent in 2020. The main drivers of economic growth will be 

increased private agricultural and mining investment amid business climate 

reforms.21
 

16. Youth and unemployment. In Sierra Leone, eight out of ten people are under 35 

years of age; similarly, some 40 per cent of the country’s population is in the youth 

category.22 As mentioned in paragraph 8, youth unemployment was a major root 

cause of the outbreak of civil conflict in Sierra Leone, and is therefore an important 

topic for promoting pro-poor growth and maintaining peace in Sierra Leone. The 

fact that unemployed and underemployed youth make up the vast of the population 

of the country (with around 70 per cent of youth unemployed or underemployed) 

has strong economic implications and makes them susceptible to illegal activities. 

The causes can be found in various factors, including high illiteracy, a growing 

supply of labour unmet by collective demand, political instability and difficult 

economic environments. Most young people in the country also do not possess the 

necessary skills to be employed.23 Agriculture-related work and the private informal 

sector are the leading employers of young people in the labour force, perhaps due 

to the relatively lower skills and experience many of them have.24
 

17. Labour migration in Sierra Leone. The country's lack of economic opportunities, 

fragility, and natural disasters,25 contribute to substantial displacement and 

migration both within and outside its borders.26 Labour migration from the country 

is particularly encouraged by the high unemployment rates and contributes to the 

brain drain of Sierra Leone. According to a 2016 World Bank report, about 53 

percent of tertiary-educated Sierra Leoneans, physicians and nurses in particular, 

live abroad.  

18. Internal migration is another significant trend in Sierra Leone. Rural-urban flows 

are marked by searches for employment, especially in Freetown. Rural-rural 

migration mostly due to the swamp rice agriculture and diamond mining. The 

results of the 2015 Census show the highest displacement intensities for the 20 to 

44 age group and a significant increase for the urban population to almost 40 per 

cent of the national population. 27 These migration trends have implications for the 

country’s development, demographic dynamics and environment. To reduce the 

migration figures, various policy papers28 try to invest in mining and agriculture, 

and reduce the perceived difference in job opportunities between rural and urban 

areas in the country. 

19. Rural finance. Rural financial services are an important ingredient for investments 

in agriculture and for the establishment of value chains, and herewith a key 

contributor to rural employment and poverty reduction. Rural finance institutions at 

the grassroots level have emerged over the years with the help of donor 

assistance, yet access to rural financial services by rural poor is still limited and 

existing financial products and lending terms (not yet) appropriate for longer-term 

investments in agriculture. Links with service providers are overall weak.29
 

20. Agriculture. During the civil war, a large number of farmers fled their homesteads 

and a significant proportion of plantations was left unattended for several years 

and subsequently returned to forest. After the launch (and continuation) of several 

                                           
21

 https://www.afdb.org/en/countries/west-africa/sierra-leone/sierra-leone-economic-outlook/. 
22

 According to the National Youth Policy (2003) and the draft revised policy (2012) of Sierra Leone, youth are defined 
to include all persons of age 15-35 years. 
23

 Sierraexpressmedia.com 2010 
24

 Statistics Sierra Leone 2017. 
25

 E.g. flooding and landslides. 
26

 Estimates of the United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs (UN DESA, 2015) show that 
neighbouring African countries, like Guinea, Senegal, Liberia and Mali account for about a third of Sierra Leoneans 
abroad. However the top destinations for migrants from Sierra Leone are the United States of America (25 per cent) 
and the United Kingdom (18 per cent) due to existing diasporas and language proximities. 
27

 Statistics Sierra Leone, 2015 Population and Housing Census. 
28

 E.g. the Third Generation Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper and the Agenda for Prosperity. 
29

 IFAD 2018. 
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road construction and rehabilitation initiatives, as well as the inauguration of the 

Bumbuna hydroelectric power plant in 2009, agriculture has taken centre stage in 

the country.30 Agriculture employs about 62 per cent of the labour force, of which 

70 per cent are women. Women are mainly active in the crop and poultry sub-

sectors, while men dominate the livestock31, hunting, forestry and fishery sub-

sectors.32 Despite the ample land to expand production, the agricultural sector is 

dominated by subsistence farming and productivity is low, linked to major 

constraints including poor extension services, lack of credit and micro-finance 

facilities, weak farmers' organizations, post-harvest losses and declining soil 

fertility due to land degradation and deforestation.33  

21. Rice and cassava are the main staple foods of the country. Tuber crops such as 

sweet potatoes, and cereals such as millet and maize are also produced. Tree crops 

constitute the bulk of agricultural exports and include mainly cocoa, coffee, and oil 

palm. While being a net exporter of rice before the civil war, soon after Sierra 

Leone had to rely on imports to supplement its domestic production of rice.34 As 

shown in figure 1, rice yields in Sierra Leone were lower in respect to the regional 

and continental yields in 2007. This was mainly due to unavailability of improved 

seed, lack of physical and financial access to fertilizers, crop protection products 

and mechanization, absence of irrigation and water control mechanisms on 

lowlands, and weak extension services.  

22. The graph shows that Sierra Leone's rice yield trend picked up from 2008 and 

almost merged with the regional trend in 2013. The rehabilitation of Inland valley 

swamps (IVS) and the introduction of new agricultural technologies, such as high-

yielding crop varieties, played a major role in the restoration and increase of rice 

and other agricultural production in Sierra Leone, through cropping intensification 

and diversification (rice, groundnuts, vegetables etc.). Rural entrepreneurial 

activity is still fragmented and value-addition low in the absence of modern 

processing equipment. The lack of rural infrastructure constrains farmers’ access to 

market. Moreover, most value chains are still short and underdeveloped.35 

Figure 1 
Trends in rice yields 2007-2017 

 
Source: FAOSTAT 2018. 

                                           
30

 IFAD 2010. 
31 Poultry is a widely owned form of livestock, as well as the most numerous. Pigs are the least widely owned, but can 
be found around urban centres. Livestock is mainly owned by semi-nomadic herders. Fisheries are predominantly 
artisanal and marine captured, and foreign fleets mainly engage in industrial fishing (IFAD 2003).  
32

 FAO and ECOWAS 2018. 
33

 IFAD 2018 and USAID 2019. 
34

 FAO (no date). 
35

 IFAD 2010b. GASP. 
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C. Poverty characteristics  

23. Sierra Leone belongs to the group of least developed countries and has qualified for 

the Debt Initiative for Heavily Indebted Poor Countries. The country meets criteria 

established by FAO for classification as a low-income food deficit country.36 Sierra 

Leone’s human development index (HDI) value for 2017 is 0.419 — which puts the 

country in the low human development category — positioning it at 184 out of 189 

countries and territories.  

24. Figure 2 shows Sierra Leone’s progress in each of the HDI indicators between 

1990-2017. While the HDI value increased significantly with 52.4 per cent in this 

period, the 2017 value is still below the average of 0.537 for countries in Sub-

Saharan Africa and below the average of 0.504 for countries in the low human 

development group.  While most indicators follow an upward trend, Sierra Leone’s 

gross national income (GNI) per capita decreased by about 18.2 percent between 

1990 and 2017.37  

Figure 2 
Trends in Sierra Leone’s HDI component indicators 1990-2017  

 
Source: UNDP 2018. 

25. Rural poverty. According to UNDP data, around 60 per cent of the population lives 

on less than US$1.25 a day. Poverty is prevalent in rural areas, where the rural 

poverty headcount of over 66 per cent is double that of the urban areas.38 It is 

particularly concentrated among small-scale farmers, women and youth and 

geographically speaking mostly in the eastern part of the country. There are 

several interrelated causes, among which the absence of income sources, limited 

access to financial services, lack of inclusive land rights, poor infrastructure and 

fragile governance institutions.39  

26. Food Security. While progress has been made in terms of agricultural recovery 

and production, food security concerns persist with high levels of malnutrition.40 

About 59.7 per cent of rural households in Sierra Leone are food insecure, 

compared with 25.1 per cent in urban areas.41 According to the Sierra Leone 

National Nutrition Survey of 2017, chronic malnutrition of children under five is 

                                           
36

 IFAD 2010. 
37

 UNDP 2018. 
38

 IFAD 2018. 
39

 UNDP 2018. 
40

 IFAD 2010. 
41

 Government of Sierra Leone, WFP and FAO, State of Food Security in Sierra Leone 2015. 
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around 31.3 per cent. The Global Hunger Index (GHI) values in figure 3 show that 

even though the scores have improved over time, Sierra Leone has been in the 

alarming zones.  

Figure 3 
GHI score trend for Sierra Leone 2000-2018  

 
≥ 50.0 

extremely alarming 
35.0–49.9 
alarming 

20.0–34.9 
serious 

10.0–19.9 
moderate 

≤ 9.9 
low 

Source: Global Hunger Index 2018. 

27. This persisting situation is caused by different forms of inequality, among which 

geography, gender, socio-economic status and access to services. Expenditure on 

food for the rural household averages 63 per cent of total household expenditures. 

Women and youth are particularly vulnerable.42  

28. Gender. Rural women play a crucial role in achieving food and nutrition security. 

Gender equality and women’s empowerment gained attention in the political 

agenda in 2007 with the introduction of a number of gender policies (see annex I) 

and in 2013 with a pillar on the subject in the third Agenda for Prosperity (see also 

annex I). Notwithstanding these initiatives, a recent report by FAO and the 

Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) states that, while women 

play an important role in agriculture (about 70 per cent of agricultural labour), 

gender inequalities persist. These derive from cultural believes and a lack of gender 

analysis in national policies, leading to inadequate interventions on gender in 

policy, laws, and implementation of development projects. 

29. They are particularly vulnerable to nutritional and health problems due to frequent 

childbirth, coupled with the rigid gender roles and their heavy farm and domestic 

workload (e.g. the manually processing of rice and cassava). According to UNDP, in 

2017 life expectancy at birth was 52 years, infant mortality rate was 83 per 1000 

live births, under-five mortality rate was 114 per 1000 live births and maternal 

mortality ratio was 1360 per 100 000 births.43 Gender inequality is particularly 

prevalent in access to and control over land, financial services, productive 

resources, and extension or market services. Extension systems tend to promote 

innovations that benefit farmers with more assets and higher level of education, 

however women are generally less literate than men (59 and 76 percent 

respectively in 2016).44 High illiteracy and time constraints prevent women from 

participating in rural organizations and inhibits them from having an equal voice in 

decision-making processes.45 Sierra Leone has a Gender Inequality Index value of 

0.645, ranking it 150 out of 160 countries in the 2017 index.46 

                                           
42

 IFAD 2018. 
43

 UNDP 2018. Human Development Indicators. 
44

 UNDP 2018. Human Development Indicators. 
45

 FAO and ECOWAS. 2018. National gender profile of agriculture and rural livelihoods. Sierra Leone. Country Gender 
Assessment Series. 
46

 UNDP 2018. 
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D. Rural governance and rural development policies  

30. The responsibility for rural development has laid within several government 

ministries of Sierra Leone, among which Social Welfare, Internal Affairs, Finance, 

the Ministry of Local Government and Rural Development and currently with the 

Ministry of Agriculture Forestry and Food Security (MAFFS).47 The change to the 

terminology of this sector, between rural development and community 

development, influenced the focus to the sector within government. According to a 

review of FAO,48 the agricultural sector in Sierra Leone has never lacked good 

policies or policy contents. Problems that plagued past, and to some extent current 

agricultural policies, mainly derived from over-reliance on donor support, lack of 

capacity, strong political interference into sector activities and consequent 

mismanagement. 

31. Following the Local Government Act, which provided the legislative framework for 

decentralization in Sierra Leone, MAFFS has decentralized offices at District level 

and an extension services department. Although progress has been made in terms 

of rural services, access to credit, infrastructure and extension services remain 

limited. Only few farmers receive advices and trainings as a result of low human 

and financial capacities.  

32. (Rural) development policies. In 2002, after the civil war, Sierra Leone adopted 

a comprehensive National Recovery Strategy with government and donors agreeing 

on a framework for peace, recovery and development. This initiative was followed 

in 2003 by the development of a National Long Term Perspective Framework 

(Vision 2025) emphasizing leadership, reconstruction and peace building, sound 

economic management and democratic governance.  

33. To translate this vision into operational plans, the government and its development 

partners prepared the first Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) in 2004, with 

pillars that incorporated the United Nations Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). 

The PRSP also included a focus on reforming the public administration with the goal 

of increasing the efficiency, transparency and accountability in implementing 

government programmes as well as improving the way of governing the overall 

public sector policies. The PRSP was followed by a second phase, the PRSP-II 

(2008-2012), or better known as the “Agenda for Change” of the Government. 

Among other things this phase focused on increasing agricultural productivity and 

competitiveness and sustainable human development through decentralized service 

delivery. The PRSP-III (2013-2018) followed after as the “Agenda for Prosperity” 

and the “Road to middle income status in 2035”.  

34. MAFFS also developed various plans to make agriculture the engine for socio-

economic growth and development. In these plans, the main strategic policy 

orientations are towards fostering agricultural productivity, promotion of 

commercial agriculture, private sector and value chain development. They also 

focus on the improvement of roads and irrigation as well as the provision of better 

access to financial services specifically tailored to rural farming groups or 

individuals. The most relevant recent one is the Medium-Term National 

Development Plan 2019-2023. A more detailed overview of the most important 

(rural) development policies and plans can be found in annex I.      

E. International Development Assistance  
Official Development Assistance 

35. Between 2010 and 2017 Sierra Leone received around US$ 4.5 billion (constant 

2015 US$ prices) in ODA.49 ODA contributions peaked in 2016 with US$ 693 million 

                                           
47 Other important Ministries for rural development are the Ministry of Local Government and Rural Development, the 
Ministry of Lands, Country Planning and the Environment, the Environment Protection Agency and the Ministry of Trade 
and Industry. 
48

 FAO (no date) 
http://www.fao.org/docs/up/easypol/forum/31/31_review_of_past_agricultural_policies_in_sierra_leone_-
_final%201%20.pdf   
49

 World Bank indicators, data available up to 2017. 
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but subsequently dropped to US$ 538 million the following year. In 2017 the 

largest bilateral donors were the United Kingdom and the United States of America, 

followed by the multilateral donors IDA, IMF, the EU and the Global Fund.50 IFAD is 

currently 17th in that list. Bilateral ODA from OECD countries to Sierra Leone was 

largely committed to the health and population sector (40 per cent) followed by 

other social infrastructure and services (20 per cent) and economic infrastructure 

and services (15 per cent). ODA commitments to production are at the lower end, 

equal to 3 per cent of the total.51 AidData’s China Research estimates that China 

committed around US$ 247 million to Sierra Leone between 2000 and 2014.52 

China’s ODA is mainly committed to medical aid, infrastructure/telecom, mineral 

resources and rice production. 

36. Country Programmable Aid (CPA)53 tracks the proportion of ODA over which 

recipient countries have, or could have, significant say. As such, CPA is closer to 

capturing actual aid flows to countries than the concept of official development 

assistance, and has been proven a good proxy for aid recorded at the country 
level.

54
 CPA contributions to Sierra Leone fluctuated between US$ 242 million and 

US$ 281 million per year in the 2000-2007 period. Between 2007-201455 flows 

gradually rose and peaked in 2014 at US$ 536 million. IFAD entered the top 10 

CPA providers to Sierra Leone list in 2014, ranking 8, but was not part of the top 

10 lists in other years.  

Donor Coordination and international co-operation 

37. The leading role of the three donors (the United Kingdom, European Commission 
and the International Development Association of the World Bank) has somewhat 

facilitated aid coordination in the country, though this remains constrained as a 

result of weak government institutional capacity. Donor coordination evolves mostly 

around Sierra Leone’s Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) and through 

some working relations between the main donors in the field. 

38. Since 2003 the Government of Sierra Leone set up a two-tier structure for aid 

coordination. The first is DEPAC, which is the organ for policy dialogue between the 

government and the development partners on development issues. According to 

the 2016 Sierra Leone monitoring profile of the Global Partnership for Effective 

Development Cooperation, the performance of the sector working groups is uneven 

and not operational in all sectors. 

39. The second tier is the Development Assistance Coordination Office (DACO), 

established in 2004, by the Government of Sierra Leone in partnership with UNDP, 

DFID and the European Commission. This office is the focal point for both financial 

and technical assistance through multilateral, bilateral and non-governmental 

organizations (NGO) sources, and serves as a forum to discuss aid effectiveness. In 

2007, DACO was transferred to the Ministry of Finance and Economic Development.  

40. Overall, Sierra Leone has been a proactive member within international forums 

regarding initiatives to reform official development finance specific to conflict-

affected states, including with the G7+ and the New Deal for Engagement with 

Fragile States. Sierra Leone is also involved in South-South co-operation.  

                                           
50

 Gross ODA disbursements, USD million (OECD 2019).  
51

 Average 2016-2017 figures (OECD 2019). 
52 According to AidData, China does not publish a country-by-country breakdown of its international official finance 
activities. https://www.aiddata.org/china-official-finance#first-panel  
53

 Country Programmable Assistance is the proportion of aid that is subjected to multi-year programming at country 
level. It excludes spending, which is unpredictable, entails no flows to recipient countries, aid that is not discussed 
between donors and governments, and does not net out loan repayments (OECD 2019). 
54

 OECD-DAC 2018. 
55

 OECD data currently runs up to 2014. 
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III. Overview of IFAD assistance to the country 

A. Portfolio  

41. Investment Financing. Since 1979, IFAD has committed US$80.4 million in 

highly concessional loans to Sierra Leone to support rural poverty reduction and 

agricultural development. IFAD was furthermore asked by the Government of 

Sierra Leone to supervise a US$50 million grant from the Global Agricultural and 

Food Security Program (GAFSP) under the Government's Smallholder 

Commercialization Programme (SCP).  

42. Since 1979, the portfolio contains eight loan-funded and one IFAD-supervised 

project (SCP GAFSP). The projects focus on three main sectors, namely agricultural 

development (4 projects), rural development (3 projects) and credit and financial 

services (2 projects). Six of these are closed, two are currently on going and one 

was approved in December 2018 and is awaiting a top-up loan approval (expected 

in September 2019). With this top-up, IFAD’s total contribution to this project will 

be US$52.6 million – the highest in the Sierra Leone portfolio for any project. 

Table 1 
A snapshot of IFAD operations in Sierra Leone since 1979 

Summary of IFAD operations in Sierra Leone  

First IFAD loan financed project 1979 

Total loans-funded projects and programmes 
approved 

8 loan-funded projects and  

1 IFAD-supervised project (SCP-GAFSP - USD 50 million) 

Total amount of IFAD lending (current) US $ 80.4 million (loans)       

US $ 50.0 million (grants)   

US $ 130.4 million (total) 

Counterpart funding (Government and beneficiaries) US $ 49.6 million  

Co-financing amount US $ 58.8 million  

Total Portfolio cost (IFAD-funded portfolio) US $ 238.8 million  

Total Portfolio Cost (including IFAD-supervised 
portfolio) 

US $ 288.8 million 

Lending terms Highly Concessional 

Focus of operations Agricultural development, credit and financial services, 
rural development 

Main co-financers AfDB, IDA-WB, UNDP, WFP, GEF, Adaptation Fund, 

Global Agriculture and Food Security Programme  

Number of ongoing projects (as of Feb 2019) 3 (of which 1 only supervised by IFAD) 

Responsible IFAD Division for operations West and Central Africa Division (WCA) 

Country Strategic Opportunities Programme (COSOP) 2003 COSOP 

2010-2015 COSOP 

2017-2018 Country Strategy Note 

Country presence in Sierra Leone Since 2015 (Country programme officer) 

Country Programme Managers (CPMs) 
Mr Jakob Tuborgh                2018 – Present 

Ms Ndaya Beltchika Stjuste 2014 – 2018 

Mr Hubert Boirard                2008 – 2014 

Mr Mohamed Tounessi        2002 – 2007 

Source: IFAD Business Intelligence 2018 

http://intranet.ifad.org/divisions/pmd/apr/index.htm
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43. The portfolio in the evaluated period (2003-2018) contains five projects. These 

projects amount to US$201.256 of which IFAD financed US$98.1 million (loans and 

grants), the Government US$21.1 million, local private financiers and beneficiaries 

US$19.2 million and International financiers US$ 62.8 million (out of which US$50 

million is the GAFSP grant). More details on IFAD’s portfolio in Sierra Leone can be 

found in annex II. 

44. IFAD counterpart agencies. Key implementing partners in Sierra Leone are the 

Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Food Security (MAFFS), Ministry of Finance 

and Economic Development (MOFED), the Bank of Sierra Leone, the Ministry of 

Local Government, the district councils, ward and district development committees, 

and to some extend private sector (e.g. cooperatives) and NGO service providers 

(e.g. the Kenyan NGO K-Rep). IFAD’s strategies also refer to collaborations with 

CGIAR institutions such as Africa Rice to disseminate and accelerate innovation 

adoptions. In the past IFAD has also reached out to FAO and the World Food 

Program (WFP) for implementation. 

B. Grants 

45. Historically, 33 IFAD-funded and/or managed grants were implemented in Sierra 

Leone.57 For the initial analysis of the CSPE, 18 grants worth US$47.9 million were 

selected, as illustrated in table 2. A full overview of these grants can be found in 

annex III.  

Table 2 
A snapshot of IFAD supported grants that cover Sierra Leone 

Selection for the CSPE Amount Value (US$) 

Grants provided under the global/regional window 17 44.5 million 

Grants covered under the country specific 
window 

1   3.4 million 

Total 18 47.9 million 

Source: IFAD Financial Management Database 2018. 

46. These selected grants are those: (i) with an approval date between 2007 and 

2018; (ii) that have Sierra Leone among the focus countries58; (iii) that started 

disbursement (and not only an advance payment); (iv) that are currently not 

suspended/on-hold; (v) that cover CSPE thematic areas and/or knowledge 

management and policy dialogue elements; and (vi) that have linkages with the 

investment portfolio. However, grants that are officially part of investment projects 

were not included. Of the two grants designed in 2018 only the design will be 

evaluated. Also, grants contributing to finance investment projects were not 

included.    

47. IFAD financed a total of US$22.1 million in these 18 grants. Six grants were co-

financed. The largest non-IFAD financiers are the European Commission, Swiss 

Agency for Development and Corporation (SDC), Consultative Group for 

International Agricultural Research and the Arab Bank for the Economic 

Development of Africa. The main thematic areas funded by the grants included 

knowledge management and M&E, water/land/farm technical assistance, rural 

youth, value chain and agribusiness development and support to farmers and 

producers’ organizations. The vast majority of grant recipients were research 

centres, not for profit organizations and NGOs. Two grants were provided to FAO 

and WFP. 

                                           
56

 Without the prospected top-ups for the agricultural value chain development project. 
57

 Information retrieved from IFAD's Financial Management Dashboard (2019). Top-ups to an existing grant are not 
counted individually.  
58

 It implies that grants having the recipient based in Sierra Leone but not being implemented in the country were not 
taken into account. 
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48. An extensive desk-review will further narrow down the number of grants for this 

evaluation so that the CSPE will eventually only look at those grants that have 

direct linkages with the chosen thematic areas. 

C. Overview of IFAD country strategy  

49. IFAD financed four projects in Sierra Leone between 1979 and 2002 that mainly 

covered agriculture development. Co-financing played an important role in these 

projects; three of the four projects were co-financed.59 Additionally, in terms of 

value of contributions, 53 per cent of the US$87.6 million value of the four projects 

came via co-financiers, with IFAD funds constituting 37 per cent. These projects 

were largely production-oriented. However, the difficult situation at the beginning 

of the 1990s – with the downturn in the world economy, structural adjustment 

programmes and the outbreak of civil conflict – prevented project objectives from 

being achieved. According to the COSOP 2010, any progress made was then 

rendered obsolete by the war. 

50. Since 2003, IFAD has prepared two COSOPs in Sierra Leone; in 2003 and in 2010. 

Although the period of the 2010 COSOP was from 2010 to 2015, it was decided to 

postpone the next COSOP due to the outbreak of Ebola crisis that brought project 

implementation to a standstill and the instability expected in the wake of the 

elections in 2018. As a result, a Country Strategy Note was prepared covering the 

period 2017-2018. 

51. The 2003 COSOP proposed a strategic approach to development-oriented 

recovery assistance in Sierra Leone. In the short-term, the strategic thrust for 

IFAD was to provide rapid assistance to the communities as part of the 

reintegration and regeneration process, and the focus was on restoring basic 

services and reviving economic activities. Key interventions were in the provision 

of basic agricultural packages (seed, tools, livestock and inputs) for expanding 

the areas cultivated, and rehabilitation of feeder roads. The three strategic 

thrusts of the COSOP were: 1) community development; 2) revitalization of the 

rural financial market to promote rural growth; and, 3) crop diversification, 

income generating activities and small-scale rural enterprises. The geographic 

focus was on two districts, Kono and Kailahum, which had been the most affected 

by war. 

52. Two projects - the Rehabilitation and Community-based Poverty Reduction Project 

(RCPRP) and the Rural Finance and Community Improvement Programme (RFCIP) 

were formulated under this COSOP. The African Development Bank (AfDB) was 

appointed cooperating institution, and the RCPRP and RFCIP were managed in 

conjunction with the AfDB-funded Agricultural Sector Rehabilitation Project (ASREP) 

through a joint NPCU.  

53. The next COSOP was the 2010 COSOP and was developed when the government's 

focus was shifting to economic development, having emerged from the earlier 

phase of reconstruction and rehabilitation of the agricultural sector debilitated by 

the civil war. The 2010 COSOP also had three strategic thrusts: i) improving 

smallholder farmers’ access to irrigation, technical skills and market; ii) support to 

rural finance; and iii) support to local development. These objectives were aligned 

with the National Sustainable Agriculture Development Plan 2010–2030 (NSADP) 

and had themes similar to the themes under the 2003 COSOP, namely, community 

development, rural finance and agricultural production. The geographic focus 

expanded to cover four districts, Kono and Kailahum from the previous COSOP, and 

Kenema and Koinadugu. 

54. Under this COSOP, the same two projects from the 2003 COSOP i.e. RCPRP and 

RFCIP were continued.60 A new project, the Rural Finance and Community 

Improvement Programme II (RFCIP II) which expanded to other parts of the 

                                           
59

 the co-financiers were UNDP, IDA, AfDB and WFP. 
60

 This was because progress in implementation and in disbursement of these projects was very slow during the first 
three years of implementation (2006-2008) with the result that the bulk of implementation came under COSOP 2010. 
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country in addition to the coverage under RFCIP I, became effective in 2013. 

Another project, the Smallholder Commercialisation Programme (SCP) (2011–

2018), a USD 50 million programme funded by a grant from the Global Agriculture 

and Food Security Programme, was placed under IFAD's supervision by the 

government. The SCP leverages the successful approaches of RCPRP, RFCIP I and 

RFCIP II.   

55. Thus, overall, IFAD's strategic intent in Sierra Leone in the past 15 years or so has 

been one of consolidation. The continued focus on enhancing the productive 

potential and strengthening the rural finance underscore this point. On the other 

hand, shifts have been in the form of a greater emphasis on creating market 

linkages and a move from community development to local (institutional) 

development.  

Table 3 

COSOPs 2003 and 2010 

Strategic 
objectives and 
focus over 
evaluation period 

COSOP 2003 COSOP 2010 

COSOP 
Objectives 

Strategic Objective 1: Support to 
agriculture.  

Strategic Objective 2: Support to rural 
finance. 

Strategic Objective 3: Support to local 
development. 

Strategic objective 1: Community development  

Strategic objective 2: Revitalization of the rural financial 
market to promote rural growth  

Strategic objective 3: Crop diversification, income 
generating activities and promotion of small-scale rural 
enterprises.  

Geographic 
priority 

Kono and Kailahum districts 

 

Geographic: Starting with Kono and Kailahun and 
extended to Kenema and Koinadugu 

Subsector focus Community development, rural finance, 
crop production, productive 
infrastructure (irrigation, roads), rural 
enterprise development. 

Decentralization, rural finance, infrastructure (roads), 
community empowerment,  

Main partners MAFFS, Bank of Sierra Leone, 4 
District Councils and District Agriculture 
Offices, Farmers Cooperatives and IVS 
Associations, NGOs 

MAFFS, Bank of Sierra Leone, 4 District Councils and 
District Agriculture Offices, Farmers Cooperatives and 
IVS Associations, NGOs 

Main target group Smallholders 

Women 

Youth 

Internally Displaced Persons 

Smallholder farmers and landless rural households; 
vulnerable groups such as woman-headed households 
and landless young people  

Smallholder farmers, typically cultivating farms of less 
than 1.5 ha  

Rural entrepreneurs and small business operators 

Country program 
management 

Until 2008, supervision support was 
provided by AfDB. From 2009 onward, 
IFAD assumed the responsibility.  

Country presence was established in 2013 through a 
country program officer. 

Source: COSOP documents. 

56. IFAD set up a country office in Freetown in September 2013. It is currently staffed 

with a country programme officer. As part of the decentralization of IFAD, the 

Country Program Manager (CPM) is based in Cote d'Ivoire since 2018.  

IV. Evaluation objectives and methodology 

A. Objectives 

57. CSPEs are designed to evaluate what has been achieved by IFAD in a particular 

country, while also supporting forward-looking operational improvement and 

strategic guidance for the future partnership. Thus, they serve both the learning 

and the accountability dimensions of IFAD's operations in a country. The main 

objectives of this CSPE are to: (i) assess the results and performance of the IFAD-
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supported strategy and programmes in Sierra Leone; and (ii) generate findings and 

recommendations for the future partnership between IFAD and Sierra Leone for 

inclusive and sustainable rural development. The findings, lessons and 

recommendations from this CSPE will inform the preparation of the new COSOP in 

2020 to be prepared by IFAD in close consultation with the Government after the 

completion of the CSPE.  
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B. Scope 

58. The CSPE will assess the outcomes, impact and performance of the activities 

conducted since 2003, and will cover the 2003 and 2010 COSOPs. It will have a 

strategic focus building on the assessment of lending and non-lending activities. 

Thus, it will cover the full range of IFAD support to Sierra Leone, including lending 

and non-lending activities (knowledge management, partnership-building, 

implementation arrangements, and country-level policy engagement), including 

grants, as well as country programme and COSOP management processes.  

59. As part of the lending portfolio, the CSPE will cover five projects approved after the 

2003 COSOP (table 4). Four of these projects are IFAD-funded projects and one, 

the SCP GAFSP, is IFAD-supervised. Though the latter is not strictly part of IFAD's 

lending portfolio, it will be included in the evaluation. The decision to include it was 

taken in consultation with the Country Programme Manager and government 

officials. The SCP is a government programme that received a grant funding of 

US$50 million from the GAFSP (called SCP GAFSP). Given IFAD's long-standing 

experience in the agricultural sector in general, and in Sierra Leone, in particular, 

and given that the SCP GAFSP includes most elements of IFAD-funded projects in 

the country, the Government requested IFAD to design and implement the 

programme. IFAD accepted the responsibility and finalised the design of the project 

and has supervised its implementation.  

60. The five projects can be grouped as follows:  

(i) Two projects that are closed: RCPRP and RFCIP I. The former has been also 

subjected to a project performance evaluation by IOE. 

(ii) Two projects that are at an advanced stage of implementation: RFCIP II and 

the SCP GAFSP.  

(iii) One project that was approved by IFAD's Executive Board in 2018, the AVDP. 

Table 4 
Evaluability of lending operations  

Project name Project type Board 
approval 

Loan 
effectiveness 

Project 
completion 

Evaluation 
criteria

61
 

Rehabilitation and Community-
Based Poverty Reduction Project 
(RCPRP) 

Rural 
development 18/12/2003 02/03/2006 31/03/2017  

All (PPE 
ratings) 

Rural Finance and Community 
Improvement Programme 
(RFCIP) 

Credit and 
financial services 18/04/2007 30/05/2008 30/06/2014 

All (PCRV 
ratings) 

Smallholder Commercialization 
Programme  
(SCP) 

Agricultural 
development 11/05/2011 29/07/2011 30/09/2019  All  

Rural Finance and Community 
Improvement Programme II  
(RFCIP II) 

Credit and 
financial services 03/04/2013 26/06/2013 30/06/2022 All 

Agricultural Value Chain 
Development Project (AVDP) 

Agricultural 
development 13/12/2018 - - Relevance 

Source: ORMS 2018 

61. Regarding the evaluation criteria, projects that have been completed or have 

passed the point of MTR i.e. projects belonging to groups i) and ii) above, will be 

evaluated for all criteria, while new projects i.e. in the group iii) above, the AVDCP, 

will be evaluated only for their relevance. In the case of the RCPRP, since a PPE is 

being undertaken by IOE, the CSPE will use the ratings provided by the PPE, and 

for the RFCIP I, for which IOE had prepared a PCRV, ratings provided by the PCRV 

will be used (unless the analysis undertaken by the CSPE throws new light on the 

project performance, necessitating the need for different ratings). The standard 

                                           
61

 The evaluation criteria are: rural poverty impact, relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability of benefits, gender 
equality and women's empowerment, innovation and scaling-up, natural resource management and adaptation to 
climate change. For more details on the criteria definition, refer to IOE Evaluation Manual 2016. 



 

16 
 

rating scale adopted by IOE for evaluating performance on the criteria is: 1 = 

highly unsatisfactory; 2 = unsatisfactory; 3 = moderately unsatisfactory; 4 = 

moderately satisfactory; 5 = satisfactory; 6 = highly satisfactory. 

C. Methodology 

62. The evaluation framework presented in Annex IV will guide the overall assessment. 

The CSPE will evaluate three key pieces of the country programme that are crucial 

for achieving results on the ground.  

(a) Assessment of lending activities. CSPEs devote special time and attention 

to the project portfolio assessment, as the bulk of IFAD activities at the 

country level are based on loan-funded investment projects and programme. 

The analysis will follow a thematic approach to review the main identified 

issues, based on the data provided from other IOE evaluations, 

complemented by analysis of the available M&E data, project documentation 

and information collected during the country mission.  

(a) Assessment of non-lending activities. The CSPE will also assess the 

relevance and effectiveness of non-lending activities defined as policy 

dialogue, knowledge management and partnership building, and grants, for 

each of which a single rating will be provided. For grants, the assessment will 

also include a review of a sample of global, regional and country-specific 

grants and reimbursable technical assistance (when applicable) as well as 

achievements and synergy with the lending portfolio.  

(b) Partner performance. The CSPE will assess the performance of partners in 

the management of the country programme, which includes an assessment of 

IFAD’s implementation support and country presence as well as the 

Government’s contributions and role in the achievement of country 

programme results. 

63. At the level of the country strategy and programme, the CSPE will analyse how 

IFAD has defined and implemented its strategy (2003 COSOP and 2010 COSOP) to 

reduce poverty in partnership with the Government and what results it has 

achieved and how. The CSPE will assess relevance and effectiveness of the country 

strategy and programme by synthesising findings from lending and non-lending 

activities as well as country programme management. In this regard, the CSPE will 

examine the two COSOPs and their reviews, as well as operationalization, including 

how the strategy has been managed to achieve the intended results and how 

significant the contributions of IFAD, Government and other partners were.  

64. Achievement of strategic objectives. As per the Evaluation Manual 2016, 

typically, CSPEs need to undertake inductive (bottom-up), deductive (top-down) 

and contribution assessments to gather evidence on the extent to which strategic 

objectives were achieved and to test the consistency of evaluation findings.  

65. The bottom-up assessment will focus on the results of all IFAD-supported 

activities in Sierra Leone, building on previous project evaluations and other 

evaluative evidence collected during the CSPE such as mid-term reviews (MTRs) 

and monitoring reports. This is part of the analysis of the performance of the IFAD-

supported loan portfolio, but also, to the extent that evidence permits, the results 

of non-lending activities and their longer-term effects.   

66. The top-down assessment will focus on the Fund’s strategic selectivity and the 

extent to which IFAD positioning took adequate account of its comparative 

advantage and the role played by other partners in the agriculture and rural 

sectors. This will require an analysis of the COSOP’s strategic guidelines but also a 

review of how the strategy has been played out in practice.  

67. Finally, the contribution assessment will aim at determining how the main 

partners, particularly IFAD and the government, have performed. This will include 

their contribution to the overall programme (not only loan portfolio) management 
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and whether adequate resources were allocated to achieving the programmatic 

objectives, and the level of synergy and complementarity with other partners. 

68. The CSPE will use a variety of tools, approaches and resources as part of the 

methodology that will drive the evaluations. One such tool is the theory of 

change. The CSPE will review the logical chain that underpins IFAD’s partnership 

with the country during the period under review, and identify the underlying 

hypothesis and assumptions. As part of the theory-based approach to evaluation, 

the CSPE will elaborate the causal pathways towards the COSOP objectives using a 

theory of change (TOC). The TOC presented in Annex V describes the results chain, 

from outcomes at programme level to outcomes at strategic level. The design and 

implementation of the projects should lead to achievement of intermediate and 

final outcomes at the programme level, which in turn should lead to the 

achievement of higher-level outcomes or objectives at a strategic level. Four 

thematic areas encapsulate IFAD's programme level outcomes in Sierra Leone, and 

the assessment of the lending portfolio will be done using these as the basis (more 

discussion on the thematic areas in section D). The strategic level objectives both 

shape the programme level outcomes and are also influenced by them; together, 

these two categories of outcomes are expected to attain IFAD's goal in the country.  

69. Other important areas such as youth and gender are cross-cutting and applicable 

to the lending, non-lending and strategic dimensions. The non-lending activities 

such as grants, knowledge management and partnerships should provide inputs to 

the country lending programme (for instance, using innovations tested via grants) 

while concurrently using programme outputs to inform their own agenda (for 

instance, experience gained from projects is used to forge partnerships). All these 

help shape the policy dialogue that IFAD has with the Government. Taken together, 

non-lending activities are expected to help enhance the programme’s development 

effectiveness in the country. A number of assumptions underlie the successful 

achievement of the outcomes and goal (A1 to A7 in the figure). 

70. Desk review. An analysis of all relevant IFAD documentation during the desk 

review phase was undertaken to generate preliminary findings, identify missing 

information and assess the availability of data prior to the main mission. The 

preliminary findings have been used to develop a draft evaluation matrix (Annex 

IV), which will be reviewed and finalised during the main mission. The desk review 

included design documents, mid-term reviews, supervision reports, completion 

reports and impact assessments, as available. The review of non-lending activities 

used grant documents, COSOPs and portfolio review documents, and knowledge 

products, such as studies, publications etc.   

71. Field visits. In order to gather additional information, and to corroborate the 

information assimilated through the desk review, the CSPE will undertake field 

visits to selected sites in June. The CSPE will cover the projects under review 

through these field visits. Field visits for RCPRP and RFCIP I have been undertaken 

during the RCPRP PPE mission in March 2019 and will not be repeated during the 

CSPE main mission. The CSPE main mission will visit project sites related to the 

RFCIP II and the SCP-GAFSP.  

72. Thus, the selection will be based on the following criteria: 

a. Activity/activities from a single IFAD-supported/supervised project. 

b. Overlap of activities from more than one IFAD-supported/supervised projects.  

c. Type of beneficiaries. 

d. Coverage of different districts.  

e. Security, accessibility and time constraints. 

73. Based on these criteria, a tentative itinerary was prepared and is displayed in 

Annex VI.  
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74. Identifying stakeholders. The main mission will conduct institutional visits and 

stakeholder interviews with main implementing partners and key development 

partners working in the agricultural sector, in addition to ministries. The list of 

stakeholders to meet is displayed in Annex VII. The list was identified during the 

preparatory mission in March 2019.  

75. The CSPE mission will conduct key informant interviews with IFAD, Government 

representatives, NGOs, private sector actors, service providers, beneficiaries and 

other development partners.  The interviews will be particularly useful way to 

provide insights to the lending, non-lending and strategy aspects. In addition, 

additional relevant documents will be sought from the interviewees during the 

interviews. Interviews with project staff of closed projects (if available) will be a 

valuable source of information on their projects.  

76. Focus group discussions. In addition, there will be focus group discussions on 

key crosscutting themes. The purpose will be to have an informed discussion on 

IFAD's role and positioning with regard to these important themes, including 

discussions on the future options for IFAD. The focus group discussions will include 

stakeholders knowledgeable on the subject, including private sector, non-

government organisations, research organisations and international development 

partners. In Freetown, focus group discussions are proposed for some of the 

thematic areas identified in this Approach Paper (see section D that follows). The 

outcomes of these discussions will aid the CSPE report in the analysis of issues and 

opportunities that characterize the thematic areas.    

77. Assessing the impact of rural finance. In more than ten years' implementation, 

RFCIP I and RFCIP II have together built and broadened a network of rural financial 

institutions in Sierra Leone. To  better evaluate the performance of the projects in 

supporting rural communities' access to finance, the purpose and use of the loan 

facilities, and the performance of the credit on farming activities, a mixed method 

rural finance study will be conducted as part of this CSPE. Other than assessing the 

two projects' performance, the study will also help: i) identify specific constraints 

for rural financial development in countries emerging from armed conflict; ii) 

sketch the experiences so far; iii) elaborate lessons learnt on developing 

sustainable financial institutions, and, iv) propose recommendations for IFAD's 

future investment in fragile and post-conflict situations.  

78. A preliminary desk review and key informant interviews with the project unit, 

current and former IFAD CPMs and senior consultants supervising the projects 

indicated several challenges that prevent the outreach of rural financial services to 

the farming communities. Among others, the challenges include the absence of 

specific products for agriculture, low adoption rates of the loan products, weak 

performance of the agribusiness centers (ABCs) in promoting agricultural value 

chain financing, and the capitalization issue of both Apex Bank and rural financial 

institutions. Based on the information collected, several areas emerged that merit 

further assessment, and some of these could be the potential areas for the study to 

focus on62:  

i. The constraints of the individual small holder producers that preclude or 

minimize the need for loans or credit. The study will look at both demand- and 

supply-side constraints. Constraints on demand side may include the nature of 

agricultural production (low/subsistence) and/or the nature of markets (lack of 

marketing channels, while those on the supply-side may include the lack of 

products designed to suit the peculiarities of agriculture.  The results of the 

study will also shed light on how agricultural loan products could be tailored to 

the needs of farmers with irregular cash flows. This area will be assessed by 

focus group discussions and household survey.  

                                           
62

 The areas for the study will be finalised after conclusion of the on-going discussions of the CSPE team with project 
stakeholders, experts and others associated with IFAD's portfolio in Sierra Leone. 
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ii. The role and success of ABCs in promoting farmers' access to credit and 

investment in agriculture. Though supervision reports profess that ABCs 

promoted by IFAD's projects have weak capacities, case studies of ABCs 

covering a spectrum of performance indicators will further reveal what have 

the ABCs achieved in aiming to provide market channels for farmers, and how 

that has impacted their role in promoting rural finance for farmer groups they 

serve. This will be assessed by focus group discussion and key informant 

interviews.  

iii. The profiles of beneficiaries who accessed loans in RFCIP II. The study will 

assess for instance whether they were the ones who had alternative primary 

income sources, apart from farming.  For recipients borrowing for farming 

purpose, how was the loan used and what impact did it generate? This will be 

assessed by the household survey.  

79. Evaluation criteria. The loan projects will be assessed using the common IOE 

evaluation criteria63 that will be used by the CSPE. As per IOE standards, the CSPE 

will not re-rate criteria at the project level for closed projects that have had prior 

evaluations. For the non-lending activities, performance on policy engagement, 

partnerships and knowledge management will be assessed (and rated) separately 

and an overall rating given. Performance of partners (IFAD, Government) will also 

be assessed and rated. Finally, the findings from the three building blocks will be 

synthesised as country strategy and programme performance and overall ratings 

for relevance and effectiveness will be awarded.  

80. The CSPE will to a large extent depend on the existing documentation of the 

country programme. This includes other IOE evaluations in the country, the COSOP 

review, Annual Impact Reviews, Performance Portfolio Reviews, Portfolio and 

Country Programme Reviews, and for each active or completed project, individual 

reports such as project status reports, mid-term reviews and PCRs as well as 

IFAD’s Results and Impact Management System ratings. Secondary data at national 

and county levels will be used to identify wider trends in poverty reduction and 

rural development. Relevant data include recent poverty statistics, agricultural 

sector data and relevant studies from the national statistics office during the 

preparatory mission.  

D. Thematic issues and CSPE focus 

81. Based on the desk review, meetings with the CPM and the CPO, government 

officials, IFAD project staff, development partners and other stakeholders, four 

thematic areas are identified that will underpin this evaluation. These areas not 

only encapsulate IFAD's strategic and programmatic thrusts in Sierra Leone but 

also characterize the fragile context within which development is taking shape.     

82. Productive capacity. Production of major crops has recovered since the end of 

the civil conflict. The increase in overall rice output, which accounts for more than 

80 per cent of Sierra Leone’s total food grain production, has been the driving 

factor behind this. However, domestic yields of rice still remain far from desired 

with the result that the country spends US$200 million of sparse foreign exchange 

importing rice to meet national requirements. Yields for cocoa and oil palm are 

similarly very low. Rice has been identified as one of the four main clusters of the 

Government's new policy thrust. The CSPE will assess the effectiveness of IFAD's 

interventions in addressing constraints on the production side (rice, cocoa and 

palm) that are particularly restrictive in Sierra Leone, especially those related to 

unavailability of improved seed, lack of physical and financial access to fertilizers, 

crop protection products and mechanization, absence of irrigation on lowlands, and 

weak extension services. It will assess the extent to which interventions have 

helped move the rural productive sector from rehabilitation to longer-term 

                                           
63

 The 2017 Agreement between IFAD Management and IOE on the Harmonisation of IFAD’s independent evaluation 
and self-evaluation methods and systems establishes the most up-to-date set of evaluation criteria. IFAD. 2017. Annex 
I pg. 5. 
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development including through the establishment of sustainable market-driven 

systems. 

83. Agricultural marketing. Marketing of agricultural produce in Sierra Leone is 

hampered by: (i) low quality and standardization of farmers’ products; (ii) lack of 

formal contracts between farmers/farmer groups and the private sector; (iii) scarce 

technical and economic support to farmers; and (iv) poor infrastructure. This has 

an adverse effect on incomes of farmers; either they are unable to sell their 

products or unable to get a better price. IFAD-supported and -supervised projects 

in the country have attempted to establish market linkages for the farmers, 

through linking farmer groups to cooperatives and supporting agri-business centres 

(ABCs). The focus on rehabilitating roads in rural areas was to improve accessibility 

of farmers to markets by facilitating flow of produce and goods. The CSPE will 

assess the nature and effectiveness of these linkages in commercialising the 

agricultural sector, in particular the ABCs, their sustainability, and impact on 

improving the socio-economic situation of farmers. It will also assess the extent of 

private sector involvement and its role in these linkages. 

84. Rural finance. The importance of rural finance in the portfolio is underscored by 

the fact that there are two projects wholly focussed on finance (RFCIP I and RFCIP 

II). The main focus of rural finance has been on strengthening and broadening the 

outreach of financial services to the rural sector through sustainable and 

autonomous rural financial institutions and promotion of agricultural financial 

products. The institutional structure created by the projects comprised the 

Financial Services Associations and Community Banks, with the Apex Bank at the 

top. In this regard, the CSPE will evaluate the relevance of this institutional 

arrangement in the context of the country's development (poor communications 

infrastructure, low population density, high levels of illiteracy, low profitability 

and/or high risk of most rural economic activities, and relatively undiversified rural 

economies) and the relevance of the financial products offered by the institutions. 

It will evaluate the effectiveness of the institutions both on the demand side 

(creating effective linkages with the agricultural sector, and reaching out to a 

diversity of IFAD project beneficiaries) and supply side (capacity to deliver quality 

and reliable services). It will attempt to compare the three modes used by the 

financial institutions to provide services to beneficiaries (especially farmers): 

individual, group and via ABCs and private companies. Finally the sustainability of 

financial institutions depends on a conducive policy framework, governance, their 

financial independence and technical capacity; the CSPE will evaluate these aspects 

in greater detail. 

85. (Decentralized) Institutional strengthening. In 2004, the Government 

adopted decentralisation and local empowerment as a strategy for consolidating 

peace and reducing poverty. Local Councils (District Councils and Ward Councils) 

were established as a result. The explicit objectives of decentralisation include 

empowerment, participation, accountability, effectiveness, efficiency and 

responsiveness to the needs of the population. The Local Councils have also a role 

of coordination of the donors’ programmes involved in local and rural development. 

Their leadership in this area is complemented by the active participation of 

representatives from the farmers’ organisations and the private sector in the 

coordination activities (quarterly meetings, mapping, etc.). Thus, the performance 

of local governments directly impacts both the delivery of IFAD's interventions and 

their sustainability. The CSPE will assess whether devolution of power has led to 

greater accountability and efficiency in the delivery of services to the rural people 

where IFAD's interventions have been implemented. In this regard, it will assess 

whether the level of resources and technical capacity in the local governments has 

been adequate to ensure sustainability of IFAD-supported and supervised 

interventions.  

86. In addition to these areas, there are cross-cutting areas such as youth, gender and 

adaptation to climate change that will be taken into consideration where relevant. 
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These areas are particularly important to agriculture. For instance, given that 80 

percent of the population is aged under 35 years, and 60 percent of young people 

(aged 10-35) are unemployed or underemployed, agriculture has the potential to 

enhance the role of youth in the development process.  

E. Process 

87. The CSPE will follow the standard process as laid out in the IOE Evaluation Manual 

which includes the following phases and steps: 

88. Initial documents review. IOE conducted an initial documents review for this 

approach paper in March 2019. The desk review included relevant COSOP 

documents and selected project documents. The full list of documents reviewed is 

included in Annex VIII.  

89. A preparatory mission took place in March 2019 to brief stakeholders on the 

upcoming evaluation, to review the availability of M&E data and feasibility of a mini 

survey. The mission met with various stakeholders to introduce the purpose of the 

CSPE and the proposed timeline. The meetings provided an opportunity to discuss 

the key issues to be reviewed in further detail during the CSPE main mission and to 

adjust them accordingly, if needed. The mission met with the Deputy Minister, 

Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Food Security. The mission also met with the 

Minister, Ministry of Planning and Economic Development. In addition, several 

development partners were met, including the Food and Agriculture Organization of 

the United Nations (FAO), the World Bank, the United Nations Capital Development 

Fund who emphasised that agricultural development needs concerted efforts in a 

country where it contributes to half of the gross domestic product and over three-

fourth of employment. The mission also met with representatives of national 

institutions such as the Sierra Leone Roads Authority, the Sierra Leone Agricultural 

Research Institute and the Meteorological Office.  

90. Desk review. The desk review phase (April - May) will include a comprehensive 

review of the available documentation for the lending and non-lending portfolio. 

This includes the analysis of data and information retrieved from IFAD systems 

such as GRIPS, ORMs and FMDB. The documents review will enable the preparation 

of working hypotheses which will guide the further inquiry during the main mission. 

At this stage, the team has also prepared detailed questions and checklists for the 

main mission via the evaluation framework.  

91. Self-assessment. The IOE Evaluation Manual requires participating projects and 

country teams to conduct a self-assessment prior to a CSPE. In the case of Sierra 

Leone, the CSPE will use results of the Client Survey launched by IFAD in 2019. 

This will be treated as the self-assessment of the country strategy and programme. 

The exercise is expected to provide M&E data on COSOP results which will also be 

useful for this CSPE.  

92. Country mission. The main country mission will take place from 10 to 27 June 

2019 (the wrap-up meeting will be held on 27 June). The purpose of the mission is 

to crosscheck and verify the initial findings from the desk review and the self-

assessment. This will include extensive stakeholder consultation for feedback on 

the COSOP performance. It will also include focus group discussions around 

selected thematic issues for this CSPE. 

93. Draft report and review. A draft report will be available for peer review in 

September 2019. Internal peer review in IOE will include both a review of the 

evidence base and robustness of the analysis and an assessment of the conclusions 

and recommendations (linkage with findings, capturing key country context issues 

and emerging issues, and avoiding redundancies). Thereafter, it will be shared with 

WCA and the Government simultaneously for their review. The draft report will also 

be shared with development partners as appropriate. The report will be revised 

independently by IOE and audit trails will be prepared to explain how comments 

were taken into consideration 
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94. Finalisation, dissemination and follow up. The report will be finalized by IOE 

and a national workshop will be organized in Freetown in December 2019 to 

discuss the issues and recommendations raised by the CSPE, to agree on key 

points to be included in the Agreement at Completion Point (ACP) and to reflect on 

strategic issues that will inform the forthcoming Sierra Leone COSOP. The final 

CSPE report will be presented by IOE to the Evaluation Committee in 2020. It will 

also be presented for discussion with the IFAD Executive Board when the new 

Sierra Leone COSOP is considered by the Board. 

V. Stakeholder participation and communication 
95. A standard feature in IFAD evaluations, the main users of the evaluation will 

provide inputs, insights and comments at determined stage in the evaluation 

process. Stakeholder participation is important in ensuring ownership of the 

evaluation results by the main stakeholders and utilization of its recommendations.  

96. Key stakeholders and users of this evaluation are IFAD's Programme Management 

Department (PMD) and West and Central African Division (WCA), the Ministry of 

Finance and the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Food Security. They will be 

expected to: (i) provide comments in the approach paper; (ii) review and comment 

on the draft CSPE report; and (iii) participate in the final workshop.  

97. At the end of the CSPE process there will be a national workshop to: (i) discuss the 

main issues emerging from the CSPE, (ii) provide inputs for the preparation of the 

evaluation's Agreement at Completion Point (ACP); (iii) and provide an opportunity 

for reflecting on key recommendations and issues for the next COSOP, to be 

prepared in 2020. 

98. Agreement at Completion Point. According to the IFAD Evaluation Policy, 

evaluations conclude with an Agreement at Completion Point (ACP), a document 

presenting the main findings and recommendations contained in the evaluation 

report that the Government and IFAD’s Programme Management Department agree 

to adopt and implement within a specific timeline. The ACP will be prepared after 

the roundtable workshop so that it can benefit from the outcomes of the 

discussion. IOE does not sign the agreement and is only responsible for facilitating 

the process leading to preparation of the ACP. After the Government and IFAD-PMD 

have agreed on the main follow-up actions, the ACP will be shared with IOE for 

review and comments and thereafter signed by the Ministry of Finance and the 

IFAD’s Associate Vice President for Programmes. The ACP will be included in the 

final published report and presented as an annex in the COSOP document when the 

same is discussed with the Executive Board of IFAD.  

99. The final report (about 70 pages main text in English), including the ACP, will be 

distributed in hard copies to partners in Sierra Leone, posted on IFAD’s public 

website as well as on other websites maintained by the UN Evaluation Group, the 

Evaluation Cooperation Group, the OECD-DAC Evaluation Networks, as well as 

other relevant websites. IOE will also elaborate shorter (2-page) documents that 

are more reader friendly and cater for a broader audience: (i) an evaluation profile 

(summarising key findings) and (ii) an evaluation insight (dedicated to a single 

theme).  

VI. Evaluation team 
100. The Director IOE will have the overall oversight of the CSPE. The Lead Evaluator, Mr 

Hansdeep Khaira, will be in charge of designing the methodology, recruiting 

specialists, exercising quality control and managing the overall exercise. IOE will be 

ultimately responsible for the contents of the evaluation report and the overall 

evaluation process. Mr Khaira will be supported by Ms Shijie Yang, Evaluation 

Analyst, Ms Renate Roels, Evaluation Consultant, and Ms Manuela Gallitto, 

Evaluation Assistant. 
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101. The main field mission will be conducted by a team of independent and external 

specialists under the responsibility and supervision of IOE. Ms Herma Majoor will be 

the Senior Consultant leading the consultant team in the field; she will also be 

responsible for coordinating the consultant inputs and the preparation of the draft 

report. The main mission will be complemented by two international consultants, 

Mr Thierry Mahieux, specialist in rural finance, and Mr Paul Balogun, strategy and 

non-lending portfolio expert, and two national consultants.  

VII. Tentative schedule (2019) 

Activity Date 

Preparatory mission to Sierra Leone 8-27 March  

Draft approach paper for peer review within IOE April/May 

Draft approach paper for review by WCA and Government May 

Approach paper finalised June 

Main country mission 10-27 June  

First draft report for IOE peer review  September 

IOE peer review September/October 

Draft report shared with WCA and Government October 

Mission to Sierra Leone a to discuss comments with Government and prepare 
workshop  

October 

Comments by WCA and Government November 

CSPE national workshop (tentative) 5 December  

Finalise CSPE Agreement At Completion Point 3 months after workshop 
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ANNEX I: Sierra Leone (rural) development policies 

1. In 2002, after the civil war, Sierra Leone adopted a comprehensive National 

Recovery Strategy with government and donors agreeing on a framework for 

peace, recovery and development. This initiative was followed in 2003 by the 

development of a National Long Term Perspective Framework (Vision 2025) 

emphasizing leadership, reconstruction and peace building, sound economic 

management and democratic governance.  

2. To translate this vision into operational plans, the government and its development 

partners prepared the first Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) in 

2004, covering the period 2005-2007. The PRSP is constructed around three 

pillars: (i) Good Governance, Peace and Security; (ii) Food Security, Job Creation 

and Pro-Poor Growth; and (iii) Human Development. In turn these pillars 

incorporated the United Nations Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) as part of 

the goals of its development policy. The PRSP also included a focus on reforming 

the public administration with the goal of increasing the efficiency, transparency 

and accountability in implementing government programmes as well as improving 

the way of governing the overall public sector policies.  

3. The PRSP-II (2008-2012) was launched in 2008 as the “Agenda for Change” of 

the Government. It focuses on four strategic priorities: (i) Enhancing the national 

power supply; (ii) increasing agricultural productivity and competitiveness; (iii) 

significantly improving the national transportation network; and (iv) promoting 

sustainable human development through decentralized service delivery. The PRSP-

II is built on a problems-and-needs analysis and progress made and lessons learnt 

during the implementation of the first PRSP. 

4. In 2011 the Government introduced the National Rural Development 

Coordination Policy. The overarching aim of this policy is to outline the strategy, 

goals and aspirations for rural community development, which is in line with the 

decentralization process, the PRSP-II and the Agenda for Change in Sierra Leone. 

Particular focus areas include government policy on decentralization, poverty 

reduction, women and youth development and post war development. 

5. The PRSP-III (2013-2018) was introduced in 2013 as the “Agenda for 

Prosperity” and the “Road to middle income status in 2035”. It focuses on pillars: 

(i) diversified economic growth; (ii) management of natural resources; (iii) 

accelerating human development; (iv) international competiveness; (v) labour and 

employment; social protection; (vii) governance and public sector reform; (viii) 

gender and women’s empowerment;  

6. MAFFS developed the National Sustainable Agriculture Development Plan 

2010-2030 (NSADP) under the umbrella of the Comprehensive Africa Agriculture 

Development Programme (CAADP)64. The NSADP sets out ambitious targets: (i) 

Increase in the agricultural sector growth from its current 4 percent to 7.7 percent 

per annum by 2015; and (ii) increased incomes of farming households by 10 

percent and increased household food security by 25 percent. In order to reach 

these targets, the MAFFS’s main strategic policy orientations are to foster 

agricultural productivity, to promote commercial agriculture through private sector 

development, improvement of research and extension services and value chain 

development, and herewith make agriculture the engine for socio-economic growth 

and development. The Government of Sierra Leone, in close consultation with key 

stakeholders, has operationalized the NSADP on a national scale, prioritizing the 

Smallholder Commercialization Programme (SCP) as its flagship, having the 

potential to achieve the greatest impact in terms of improved food security and 

wealth generation for the most vulnerable population in the short and medium 

term framework. The SCP is supported by the Government and donor funded 

                                           
64

 Sierra Leone signed the CAADP Compact on 17–18 September 2009. 
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projects and programmes. In 2010 the multi-donor financing facility “Global 

Agriculture and Food Security Programme” (SCP-GAFSP) approved a USD 50 Million 

grant, for which IFAD was chosen to be the supervising agency.  

7. MAFFS also developed a National Agricultural Investment Plan 2010-2014 

(NAIP) for the implementation of the SCP. This plan mainly focuses on (i) the 

establishment of FBOs and ABCs nation-wide for improving smallholder production 

and commercialization; (ii) the development of small scale irrigation to boost rice 

production; (iii) the provision of better access to financial services specifically 

tailored to rural farming groups or individuals through the creation of new Financial 

Services Associations; (iv) the rehabilitation of feeder roads for better market 

access; and (v) Provision of better food security and nutrition. All Government and 

donor funded projects and programmes in the smallholder agricultural sector were 

expected to be aligned with the NAIP. 

8. The Sierra Leone National Export Strategy 2010-2015, prepared under the 

leadership of the Ministry of Trade and Industry (MOTI) with the assistance of the 

Commonwealth Secretariat, presented specific strategies for several sectors/ 

commodities including: “Agriculture, Cocoa Coffee, Oil Palm, Cashew, Ginger, Chili, 

Rice, Cassava, Sugar, and Fisheries”. Each commodity export plan was associated 

with an action matrix and Investment Plan with strong emphasis on private sector 

participation. MOTI also has developed a Private Sector Development Strategy 

for Sierra Leone fostering foreign and domestic investments in all sectors of the 

economy. Subsequently, the Sierra Leone Investment and Export promotion Agency 

(SLIEPA) was established in 2008 to promote private sector investments in Sierra 

Leone. In order to promote private investment in the agricultural sector, 

MAFFS also established the Sierra Leone Centre for Agribusiness Development 

(SLCAD). The Sierra Leone Bureau of Standards is gradually expanding its range 

and establishing quality standards for food products. 

9. The Government recently drafted the new National Development Plan 2019-

2023 which should cover topics like includes education, energy, roads, agriculture, 

corruption, health, women and children, macro-economy, lands and housing, water, 

infrastructure and audit. It is also developed the National Agricultural 

Transformation 2023 Programme, that identifies four enablers to increase rice 

self-sufficiency, livestock development, and crop diversification: improving the 

policy environment, promoting women and youth in agriculture, setting up private 

sector–led mechanization, and sustainably managing biodiversity.65 

10. Gender. As a sign of its commitment to reduce the gender gap and empower 

women, the Government introduced three Gender Laws in 2007 (Domestic Violence 

Act 2007, Devolution of Estates Act 2007, Registration of Customary Marriage and 

Divorce Act 2007). 

11. Other important policies: Important financial policies are the Monetary and fiscal 

policy, the exchange rate policy and the public debt policy, and the financial sector 

development plan of the Bank of Sierra Leone guiding sectoral reform. Other 

important policies are the 1994 National Environment Policy and 2010 Environment 

Protection Agency, the 2011 National Social Protection Policy, the 2005 and 2015 

National Land Policy, the 2004 Local Government Act, the 2003 Revised National 

Youth Policy, the 2015 Climate Action Plan, the 2012 National Food and Nutrition 

Security Policy and the 2009 National Rice Development Strategy – which lays out 

a framework for significant increases in rice production in order to contribute to the 

improvement of food security and economic development in Sierra Leone.66   

                                           
65

 IFAD 2018 and AfDB 2019. 
66

 World Bank 2015. 
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ANNEX II: List of IFAD-supported operations in Sierra Leone since 1979 

Project ID Project name Project 
type 

Total 
cost* 
(US$ 

millions) 

IFAD 
financing 

(US$ 
millions) 

Co-
financing 

(US$ 
millions) 

Government 
funding 

(US$ 
millions) 

Other domestic 
funding** (US$ 

millions) 

Co- 

financier 

Board 
approval 

Loan 
effectiveness 

Project 
completion 

Current 
status 

1100000021 
Magbosi Integrated 
Agricultural Development 
Project 

Rural 
develop 
ment 

13.2 10.9 - 2.3 - - 18/09/1979 12/03/1980 
30/06/1986 
(was 1984, 

1 ext.) 

Closed 

1100000064 
Northern Integrated 
Agricultural Development 
Project II (NIADP II) 

Rural 
develop 
ment 

23.7 2.0 19.0 2.7 - 

AfDB, 
IDA, 

UNDP 
22/04/1981 23/09/1981 

30/09/1987 
(was 1986, 

1 ext.) 

Closed 

1100000152 
Agricultural Sector 
Support Project 

Agri-
cultural 
develop 
ment 

28.2 4.7 21.5 2.0 - IDA 11/09/1984 10/12/1984 30/06/1996 Closed 

1100000308 
North-central Agricultural 
Development Project 

Agri-
cultural 
develop 
ment 

22.5 14.7 5.5 1.9 0.4 
WFP, 
UNDP 

09/09/1992 06/09/1993 
30/09/2003 
(was 2000, 

1 ext.) 

Closed 

Projects evaluated 

1100001054 

Rehabilitation and 
Community-Based Poverty 
Reduction Project 
(RCPRP) 

Rural 
develop
ment 

52.8 43.0 2.6 3.6 3.6 GEF 18/12/2003 02/03/2006 
31/03/2017 
(was 2011, 

2 ext.) 

Closed 

1100001310 
Rural Finance and 
Community Improvement 
Programme (RFCIP) 

Credit 
and 
financial 
services 

13 12.0 - 0.5 0.5 - 18/04/2007 30/05/2008 30/06/2014 Closed 

1100001599 

Smallholder 
Commercialization 
Programme  
(SCP) 

Agri-
cultural 
develop
ment 

56.4 - 50.0 4.5 1.9 GAFSP 11/05/2011 29/07/2011 
30/09/2019 
(was 2016, 

2 ext.) 

On-going 

1100001710 

Rural Finance and 
Community Improvement 
Programme II  
(RFCIP II) 

Credit 
and 
financial 
services 

47.2 31.3 1.0 4.5 10.4 IFC 03/04/2013 26/06/2013 30/06/2022 On-going 
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Project ID Project name Project 
type 

Total 
cost* 
(US$ 

millions) 

IFAD 
financing 

(US$ 
millions) 

Co-
financing 

(US$ 
millions) 

Government 
funding 

(US$ 
millions) 

Other domestic 
funding** (US$ 

millions) 

Co- 

financier 

Board 
approval 

Loan 
effectiveness 

Project 
completion 

Current 
status 

2000001544 
Agricultural Value Chain 
Development Project 
(AVDP) 

Agri-
cultural 
develop
ment 

31.8 
(72.6 with 

TU) 

11.8 
(40.8 TU 
DSF/LN 
planned  
sept `19) 

9.2 8.0 2.8 AF 13/12/2018 - - Approved 

* Discrepancies between Total cost and IFAD, Co-financing, Government and Other domestic financing funding due to rounding 
** Includes beneficiary contributions and domestic financial and private institutions 

Source: IFAD GRIPS 2018 
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ANNEX III: List of IFAD-supported grants (selection for CSPE) 
 

       

Nr ID Acronym Name Beneficiary 
Grant type     
and focus 

Approval 
(Expected) 
completion 

IFAD grant cost at 
approval (US$)  

                               
Other financing 

at approval 
(US$) 

1 2000000474 
 
WCA:   Adriane 
Del Torto 

Climate cha Adapting Small Scale Irrigation  
To Climate Change In Wca  

FAO Regional: 
Gambia (The) 
Sierra Leone 
Chad, Liberia 
Mauritania, Côte 
d'Ivoire, Niger 

13 Sep 2014 30 Sep 2019 1,200,000. 310,000 

2 2000001663 
 
OPR: Raphael 
Seiwald 
 

Self-assess Development Of Self-
Assessment Tools Of In Country 
Results Based Management 
Capacity In Agriculture 

Helvetas Swiss 
Intercooperation 

Country specific 07 Nov 2017 30 Sep 2021 3,200,000             252,000  
 

3 2000002007 
 

SKD:   Viviane 
Filippi,  

Improving A Improving Agricultural Resilience 
To Salinity Through Development 
Of Pro Poor Technologies 
Programme 

International Center for 
Biosaline Agriculture  
(UAE) 

Regional: Togo 
Namibia Liberia 
Gambia (The) 
Mozambique 
Botswana Sierra 
Leone 

08 Dec 2018 31 Dec 2022 3,500,000 
 
 

 

4200,000 

4 

1000004486 

 

 

1000004389 

 

1000004491 

 

2000002239 

 

2000000861 

 

PMI: 
Laura Sollazzo 
 

SFOAP EC     
Co 

 

Sfoap Roppa 

 

SFOAP EC Co 

 

PAOPA_ 
ROPPA 
 

AFD – SFOAP 

PTA: Support To Farmers' 
Organizations In Africa Programme 
(Sfoap) Main Phase (Roppa 

 

 

 

 
SFOAP – Top-up 

 

Sfoap Afd Top Up Contribution       
To Roppa 

Network of Farmers' and 
Agricultural Producer 
Organisations of West 
Africa 

Regional: Sierra 
Leone Côte 
d'Ivoire Mali 
Benin Guinea-
Bissau Gambia 
(The) Liberia 
Togo Senegal 
Burkina Faso 
Ghana Guinea 
Niger 

12 Dec 2012 

 

 

30 Nov 2012 

 

12 Dec 2012 

 

18 Apr 2018 

20 Dec 2013 

21 Dec 2018 

 

21 Dec 2018 

 

21 Dec 2018 

 

21 Dec 2018 

21 Dec 2018 

Supplementary fund 
grants (EC+SDC) 

USD 500,000 

 

Supplementary fund 
grants (EC+SDC) 

Supplementary fund 
grants (EC) 

 

 

Supplementary fund   
grants (AFD)  

4,049,885   

 

No additional 
funds 

 

1,042,776 

187,681 

166,884  

https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/2000000474
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GM
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TD
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/LR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CI
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CI
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/NE
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/2000001663
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/2000002007
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/NA
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/LR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GM
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MZ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BW
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/1000004486
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/1000004389
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/1000004491
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/2000002239
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/2000000861
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CI
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CI
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ML
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BJ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GW
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GW
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GM
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GM
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/LR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SN
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BF
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GH
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GN
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/NE
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Nr ID Acronym Name Beneficiary 
Grant type     
and focus 

Approval 
(Expected) 
completion 

IFAD grant cost at 
approval (US$)  

                               
Other financing 

at approval 
(US$) 

5 

1000003967 
 

WCA:   Adriane 
Del Torto 

RURAL   
YOUTH 

Rural Youth And Agricultural 
Business Development In West  
And Central Africa 

Songhai Centre Regional: Benin 
Togo Sierra 
Leone 

05 Dec 2010 31 Mar 2014 1,404,247 No additional 
funds 

 

6 

1000004347 

 

PMI: Laura 
Sollazzo 

AGRICUL- 
TURA 

Strengthening Country Level 
Agricultural Advisory Serv. 
(AFAAS) 

African Forum for 
Agricultural Advisory 
Services (AFAAS) 

Regional: 
Uganda Sierra 
Leone Malawi 
Burkina Faso 
Mozambique 

28 Sep 2012 31 Dec 2014 1,000,000 
 

 

2,022,609 

7 

1000004412 

WCA:   Adriane 
Del Torto 

Rice value  

Strengthening Rice Value Chains  
In West And Central Africa 

Africa Rice Center Regional: Sierra 
Leone 
Democratic 
Republic of the 
Congo Guinea 
Senegal 

15 Dec 2012 31 Mar 2016 1,470,000 296,000 

8 

1000004109 
 

PMI: Laura 
Sollazzo 

STRENGTH 

Strengthening Smallholders' 
Access To Markets For Certified 
Sustainable Products (Icea) Lgs 1324 

Ethical and Environmental 
Certification Institute 

Guinea Regional: Liberia 
Sao Tome and 
Principe Sierra 
Leone 

23 Oct 2011 31 Mar 2015 800,000 
  

No additional 
funds 

 

9 

2000001091 

SKD: Sandra 
Reyes     

 

 

The story b 

The Story Behind The Numbers, 
Knowledge From The Field 

Technical Centre for 
Agricultural and Rural Co-
Operation Acp-Eu 
(Netherlands) 

Regional: Kenya 
Philippines Niger 
Bhutan Fiji 
Madagascar 
Uganda Nepal 
Costa Rica 
Sierra Leone 
India Brazil 
Rwanda United 
Republic of 
Tanzania 
Mozambique 
Thailand Viet 
Nam 

04 Dec 2015 31 Mar 2019 1,500,000 No additional 
funds 

 

https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/1000003967
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BJ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/1000004347
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/UG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MW
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BF
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MZ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/1000004412
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CD
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CD
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CD
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GN
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SN
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/1000004109
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GN
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/LR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ST
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ST
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/2000001091
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/KE
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/PH
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/NE
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BT
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/FJ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/UG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/NP
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/IN
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/RW
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TZ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TZ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TZ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MZ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TH
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/VN
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/VN
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Nr ID Acronym Name Beneficiary 
Grant type     
and focus 

Approval 
(Expected) 
completion 

IFAD grant cost at 
approval (US$)  

                               
Other financing 

at approval 
(US$) 

10 

2000002432 

 

ECG: Sene  
Amath 

Sust Agric  
The Sustainable Agriculture Lab 
For Smallholders 

Climate Policy Initiative 

Regional: Sierra 
Leone Côte 
d'Ivoire Liberia 
Mauritania 
Gambia (The) 
Togo Guinea-
Bissau Cameroon 
Sao Tome and 
Principe Cabo 
Verde Benin 
Guinea Burkina 
Faso Mali Chad 
Congo Senegal 
Central African 
Republic Ghana 
Gabon 
 

31 Aug 2018 31 Dec 2019 Supplementary fund 
grants (CPI+ASAP2) 

 

860,000 

 

11 

1000004055 

PMI: 
Laura Sollazzo 

TAF for Afr 
The Technical Assistance Facility 
(Taf) Of The African Agriculture 
Fund (Aaf) 

TECHNOSERVE 
CONSTRUCTION 
COMPANY, INC 

Regional: Zambia 
Zimbabwe Sierra 
Leone Ethiopia 
Nigeria Malawi 
South Africa 
Burkina Faso 
Cameroon 
Madagascar 
 

19 Aug 2011 31 May 2018 Supplementary fund 
grants (EC) 

 

EUR 9,706,000 

12 

2000000239 

WCA:   Adriane 
Del Torto 

Capacity bu 
Upgrading Project Leadership And 
Result Based Management Skills In 
Wca 

International Institute for 
Water and Environmental 
Engineering (2IE) 

Regional: Liberia 
Central African 
Republic Ghana 
Cabo Verde Mali 
Sierra Leone Côte 
d'Ivoire Chad 
Niger Togo Gabon 
Guinea Senegal 
Congo Cameroon 
Sao Tome and 
Principe Burkina 
Faso Nigeria Ga    
mbia (The) 
Mauritania Benin 
Democratic 
Republic of the 
Congo 

09 Dec 2013 30 Sep 2018 1,600,000 

 
 

No additional 
funds 

 

https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/2000002432
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CI
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CI
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/LR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GM
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GW
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GW
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CM
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ST
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ST
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CV
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CV
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BJ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GN
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BF
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BF
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ML
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TD
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SN
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CF
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CF
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GH
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GA
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/1000004055
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ZM
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ZW
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ET
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/NG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MW
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ZA
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BF
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CM
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/2000000239
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/LR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CF
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CF
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GH
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CV
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ML
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CI
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CI
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TD
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/NE
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GA
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GN
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SN
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CM
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ST
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ST
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BF
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BF
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/NG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GM
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GM
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BJ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CD
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CD
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CD
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Nr ID Acronym Name Beneficiary 
Grant type     
and focus 

Approval 
(Expected) 
completion 

IFAD grant cost at 
approval (US$)  

                               
Other financing 

at approval 
(US$) 

13 

 

2000001347 

WCA:   Adriane 
Del Torto 
 
 
 

SAMCERT 
Using The Tools Of Certification To 
Integrate Smallholder Farmers Into 
Value Added Supply Chains 

Rainforest Alliance 

Regional: Sierra 
Leone Indonesia 
Liberia United 
Kingdom Brazil 
 

13 Dec 2016 31 Mar 2020 1,000,000 
  

No additional 
funds 

 

14 

2000000482 

 
SKD:   Viviane 
Filippi 

Ecosystems  
Water, Land And Ecosystems In 
Africa Wle. 

International Water 
Management Institute 

Regional: Sierra 
Leone United 
Republic of 
Tanzania 
Rwanda Liberia 
Kenya Ethiopia 
Nigeria Malawi 
Madagascar 
Niger Senegal 
Burundi Chad 
 

28 Jan 2014 30 Jun 2017 Supplementary fund 
grants (CGIAR) 

 

2,800,000 

15 

 

2000000844 

WCA:   Adriane 
Del Torto 
 
 

EBOLA 
West Africa Emergency Response: 
Ebola Outbreak In Guinea, Liberia 
And Sierra Leone 

World Food Programme 

Regional: Sierra 
Leone Liberia 
Guinea 

08 Nov 2014 30 Jun 2015 2,837,422 
  

No additional 
funds 

 

16 

1000003879 

 
WCA:   Adriane 
Del Torto 
 

YOUTH AS CA 
Youth As Catalysts For 
Agrobusiness Development And 
Growth In WCA 

United Nations Industrial 
Development 
Organization 

Regional: Liberia 
Burkina Faso 
Benin Nigeria 
Sierra Leone 
Togo 
 
 
 
 
 

04 Nov 2010 31 Aug 2013 237,515 
  

No additional 
funds 

 

https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/2000001347
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ID
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/LR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GB
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GB
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/2000000482
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TZ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TZ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TZ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/RW
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/LR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/KE
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ET
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/NG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MW
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/NE
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SN
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BI
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TD
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/2000000844
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/LR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GN
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/1000003879
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/LR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BF
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BJ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/NG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TG
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Nr ID Acronym Name Beneficiary 
Grant type     
and focus 

Approval 
(Expected) 
completion 

IFAD grant cost at 
approval (US$)  

                               
Other financing 

at approval 
(US$) 

17 

2000001855 
 
PMI: 
Laura Sollazzo 

Supporting 
PTA: Supporting Africa Wide 
Agricultural Extension Week (Aew) 

African Forum for 
Agricultural Advisory 
Services 

Regional: 
Mauritania 
Zambia Rwanda 
Ethiopia Angola 
Sierra Leone 
Kenya Gabon 
Burundi Tunisia 
Ghana Togo 
United Republic 
of Tanzania 
Eritrea Liberia 
Nigeria Sudan 
Mozambique 
South Africa 
Seychelles Egypt 
Botswana 
Cameroon 
Somalia Gambia 
(The) Namibia 
Democratic 
Republic of the 
Congo Côte 
d'Ivoire Senegal 
Uganda South 
Sudan Eswatini 
Central African 
Republic Malawi 
Zimbabwe 
Madagascar 
Benin Morocco 
Burkina Faso  

18 Sep 2017   31 Dec 2018 350,000 No additional 
funds 

 

18  
1000002919 
(976) 
 

Pro For 
Enhancing 
Access To Ne 

Pro For Enhancing Access To  
Nerica For Poverty Alleviation 

Africa Rice Center 

Regional: 
Democratic 
Republic of the 
Congo Guinea 
Sierra Leone 

12 Sep 2007 31 Mrt 2012 1,479,503 No additional 
funds 

 

Source: IFAD FMDB 2019. 

 

https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/2000001855
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ZM
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/RW
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ET
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/AO
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SL
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/KE
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GA
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BI
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TN
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GH
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TZ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/TZ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ER
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/LR
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/NG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SD
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MZ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ZA
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SC
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/EG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BW
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CM
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SO
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GM
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/GM
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/NA
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CD
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CD
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CD
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CI
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CI
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SN
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/UG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SS
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SS
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/SZ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CF
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/CF
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MW
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/ZW
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MG
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BJ
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/MA
https://fmdb.ifad.org/countries/BF
https://fmdb.ifad.org/projects/1000002919
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ANNEX IV: Evaluation Framework 

A. Lending portfolio – evaluation questions 

Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators and markers
67

 How they will be assessed 

Relevance of 
project designs 

1: Policy alignment 

1.1 How well did the programme design align with IFAD and Sierra Leone's policies 
(agriculture, decentralisation, youth, gender, etc.) and strategies?  

1.2 Were Government’s priorities in relation to beneficiaries adequately reflected in the 
portfolio (e.g. rural finance, youth, disabled, women, local institutions, political 

structures)? 

 

 Extent to which IFAD analysed and 
aligned projects to national policies in 
design and strategy documents, and 

incorporated new policies through 
supervision documents. 

 Alignment of project goals and 
objectives to Sierra Leone's sectoral 

policies at design 

 Modification of project goals and 
objectives in line with contemporary 

changes to sectoral policies 

Review of PPE, project design 
documents, working papers. 

Policy documents (IFAD and 
govt) 

 

Validation in the field  

 

 2. Targeting 

2.1 Were the needs, constraints and opportunities of different target groups, men, 
women, youth and disabled taken into account, especially in the context of fragility?  

2.2 Were there differentiated strategies for reaching them? Were these clear? 

2.3 Considering the livelihood strategies of the beneficiaries, did the portfolio miss out 
on certain key areas (for e.g. livestock)? 

 

 

Extent to which the projects undertook 
assessment of needs and constraints by 
beneficiary type through commissioned 

studies, based on past experience, 
through participatory methods, etc. 

Desk review 

 

Key informant interviews 

 

FGDs 

                                           
67

 The list of indicators is comprehensive, and the final selection will be made during the main mission. 
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Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators and markers
67

 How they will be assessed 

 3. Implementation set up 

3.1 Were the implementation arrangements appropriate, given the government 
structures (decentralisation)? 

3.2 Was the choice and range of partners included in project implementation, and their 
capacities, appropriate?  

3.3 Was private sector sufficiently engaged (and how)? 

 

3.4 To what extent were participatory and bottom up approaches integrated into 
project designs? Were the expectations of the projects from their beneficiaries clear to 

them? 

 

 Comparison of NPCU structure and 
functioning with decentralized 

processes  
 
 
 

 Analysis of funding contributions, 
experience, etc. 

 
 
 

 Investment from private sector; extent 
of collaboration. 

 Extent of involvement of beneficiaries 
(different types) in project activity 
formulation, implementation and 

monitoring. 

Design and Supervision reports 

Interviews in field  

 4: Programme coherence 

4.1 How coherent was the project design strategy (logframe coherence, linkages 
between the components, financial allocations, management structures) in supporting 

the activities?  

4.2 How coherent was the choice of subsectors/themes to support the overall strategic 
(COSOP) goal? 

4.3 Did the portfolio evolve sufficiently and in a timely manner in response to major 
changes in the rural context i.e. were interventions in line with the evolving context? 

 Financing ratios of project components 
and of themes to strategy 

 

 Assessment of project log frames at 
design and subsequent changes and 

their alignment with COSOP 
 

 Major changes in the political, social 
and economic environments and the 

suitability of modified activities, if 
modified (decentralisation, Ebola virus 

outbreak, etc).   

Design and   completion 
reports. 

 5. Miscellaneous 

5.1 Were project designs complex in terms of types and numbers of interventions? 
Were they ambitious, given the fragile context? 

5.2 Did projects capture lessons and experiences from their predecessors? 

 

 Suitability of length of project duration 
(given the complexity) 

  Assessment of available human and 
institutional capacities in the country. 

 

 Similar activities not repeated; 
activities done differently. 
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Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators and markers
67

 How they will be assessed 

 6: Thematic issues (relevance)   

 Productive sector 

6.1 To what extent were production intervention(s) implementing specific sectoral 
policies and strategies, and their synergies or overlap with interventions of other 

development partners? 

6.2 To what extent were the production interventions relevant to the needs of the 
primary target group? 

6.3 To what extent and how well were the production activities connected with other 
project components i.e. synergies?  

Was the choice and range of partners included in project implementation, and their 
capacities, appropriate? 

 Alignment of activities and intended 
outcomes with agriculture policy and 
national strategy (including choice of 

target commodities, inputs, etc.) 
 
 

Assessment of design 
documents, interviews with 

relevant stakeholders 

 

 

Review of project documents 

Review of relevant national 
policies  

Analysis of survey results 

 Agricultural marketing 

To what extent were production intervention(s) implementing specific national policies 
and strategies? 

Did the interventions increase the potential for better private sector involvement? 
Market-led development?  

How coherent was the design for marketing with interventions related to other 
actors/development partners?  

Was there a diagnostic of the value chain? 

 Alignment of activities and intended 
outcomes with agriculture policy and 
national strategy (including related to 

cooperatives, private sector, roads, 
etc.) 

 

Assessment of design 
documents, interviews with 

relevant stakeholders 

 

 

Review of project documents 

Review of relevant national 
policies  

Analysis of survey results 

 Rural finance 

How well were projects aligned with the IFAD RF policy (2009) and the respective 
national country policy/policies or strategies and regulatory frameworks? 

Were the interventions designed to promote a wide range of RF products and services 
for agriculture?  

What technical expertise was mobilised in the design and implementation of rural 
finance approaches and activities? 

How has the rural finance strategy evolved in the portfolio? What were key moments 
of interruption of approaches, and why? 

 Analysis of project elements 
against IFAD policy and 

national sector studies 

 Measures of ‘inclusivity’ 

 

 

 

 

 

Review of IFAD policy 
documents, national strategies, 

project design documents 
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Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators and markers
67

 How they will be assessed 

 Youth 

To what extent were intervention(s) implementing specific national policies and 
strategies? 

Were the needs, constraints and opportunities of youth in agriculture taken into 
account (i.e. through a needs assessment) and if so, how well? 

 Analysis of project elements 
against IFAD policy and national 

sector studies 

 

 Youth specific interventions 

 

 Focus on short term vs long 
term benefits 

 
 
 

Review of PPE (RCPRP); 
design documents of other 

projects. 

Review of govt. strategy docs 
including on youth (Youth Action 

Plan) 

 Institutional context 

To what extent did the designs take into account the decentralised structures?  

Were the implementation arrangements appropriate and in line with the country's 
decentralisation processes? 

 

 Analysis of project elements 
against IFAD policy and 

national sector studies 

 

 

Review of PPE (RCPRP); 
design documents of other 

projects. 

Review of govt. strategy docs 
including on decentralisation. 

Effectiveness of 
projects 

Did the project achieve the results for the intended target group? 

Were outreach targets met? And how effective were the targeting mechanisms used? 

Did exogenous changes (such as Ebola, elections) affect achievements? 

For each thematic area, the following questions to be answered: 

What were the main (intended and unintended) results achieved? 

Did the project achieve the results for the intended target group? 

What were the main factors affecting effectiveness?  

 

(Refer to the CSPE TOC also) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Analysis of results against targets 
 
 

Review of PPE  

Project docs, progress reports, 
supervisions, RIMS, KIIs, FGDs, 
impact assessment reports and 

field validation. 
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Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators and markers
67

 How they will be assessed 

 Thematic issues (effectiveness)   

 Productive sector 

Actual outreach against targets for all activities related to increasing production and 
productivity. 

What were the reasons for high or low uptake of improved production practises?  

 

 

How effective were farmers groups (production groups)? Why? 

 

How many women's groups were supported? How effective were they? 

 

 Farmers trained in improved 
practices 

 Adoption rates 
 

 Quality of training provided 

 Extension services 

 Mentoring and refresher courses 

 Input availability 
 

 Proportion of farmer groups still 
active 

 Proportion of produce sold by a 
farmer in a group and as an 

individual 
 
 

Review of PPE (RCPRP); 
design and completion 

documents of other projects. 

 

 Agricultural marketing 

Were marketing links established by the projects effective in commercialising 
production (intermediaries, cooperatives, agribusinesses, etc.)?  

 

 

 

 

 

How effective were rehabilitated roads in linking beneficiaries to markets? Were there 
other (spillover) positive and negative effects? 

 

 

 

Did the projects help change the power relations that existed in the value chain 
(marketing) before? (bargaining power of farmers, etc.)  

 Improved and stabilised prices 

 Regularity of supply 

 Quality of training (business 
planning, market scouting, group 

formation, etc. ) 

 Strength of linkages with 
cooperatives, agri-businesses, 

etc. 
 

 Savings in time and costs of 
transporting produce 

 Facilitation of connectivity with 
schools, clinics, RFIs, 

decentralised offices of govt 
(wards, councils), etc. 

 

 Prices received by farmers as 
compared to before 

 Terms of marketing with traders, 
buyers (including in contract 

farming/outgrower schemes, etc.) 

Review of PPE (RCPRP); 
design and completion 

documents of other projects. 
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Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators and markers
67

 How they will be assessed 

 Rural finance: 

How effective were the financial products in support of agriculture?  

 

 

 

 

  

How viable are the institutions set up or supported by the projects?  

 

 

 Proportion of loans for agricultural 
purposes (if available, breakdown 

by primary, processing and trading 
activities) 

 Frequency of repeat loans by 
farmers 

 Proportion of loans to individuals, 
groups, SMEs. 

 

 Analysis of results for RF 
indicators (profitability, operational 

self-sufficiency) 

 

project docs and ratings, 
interviews with relevant 
stakeholders, data from 

implementers and service 
providers 

Field assessment 

 Youth 

Were youth-focused interventions effective in providing meaningful and remunerative 
emoluments to them? 

 

 

 

 

 

The extent to which interventions were effective in mainstreaming youth in agriculture? 

 

 

 

 Employment provided by projects 

 Level of skills required for the 
tasks assigned under the projects 
(basic, moderate, advanced etc.) 

 Youth centres assisting in 
providing employment/income 

thanks to improved facilities 
 

 Loans taken by youth for 
agriculture (by self or through 

youth centres) 

 Agriculture becomes the primary 
activity after the projects 

Review of PPE (RCPRP); 
design and completion 

documents of other projects. 

 

 Institutional context 

How successful was institution building, i.e. setting up various forms of grass 
roots/farmers organisations? 

Which type of organisations worked better and under what conditions, and which did 
not? 

How inclusive are they? 

Note any specific activities or implementation mechanisms to include people living with 
disabilities and the outcomes and impact of these.  

 

 Analysis of results for institutional 
indicators 

As above 
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Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators and markers
67

 How they will be assessed 

Efficiency of 
projects 

What were the main factors affecting efficiency in the closed projects?  

What are the trends in the ongoing project? 

How did external factors (ebola, elections) affect project efficiency? 

How competitive are salaries and top-up allowances (if possible)? 

What are unit costs for different activities (infrastructure, rural finance)? Who are the 
service providers (local, national, international)? How are they procured? 

What were the implications for efficiency in case of projects that operated in wide-
spread geographic areas?   

What were the cost per beneficiary for projects? What were the unit costs for some of 
the activities (infrastructure)? How did these compare to benchmarks in the country?  

What was the ERR for projects? 

What were the levels of co-financing, and the trends? 

Rural finance 

Cost efficiency/cost-benefits/value for money 

Analysis of project financial data and IOE 
evaluations for key efficiency indicators: 

 Effectiveness gap 

 Management costs 

 Levels of staffing 

 Disbursement rates 

 Cost/beneficiary 

 Unit costs (benchmarked against 
other projects and Government unit 

costs) 

 Economic Rate of Return 

 Compliance with loan agreements 
and loan conditions 

 

 

 

 

Comparison with appropriate benchmarks 

Desk Review 

Financial data from projects 

Interviews with project finance 
officers where available 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Data analysis using financial 

data 

    

Rural Poverty 
Impact  

What have been the impacts on rural poverty?  

 

(To be borne in mind the baseline context – civil war – and the continuing context of 
fragility) 

 Project docs and ratings, impact 
assessment reports, interviews 

with relevant stakeholders, data 
from implementers and service 

providers 

Field assessment/survey 

 Household income and assets  Changes in physical assets (farmland, 
water etc.) 

 Changes in the composition and level 
of household income 

 Changes in financial assets and/or 
debts 

 The above effects disaggregated by 
gender and youth, if possible.  
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Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators and markers
67

 How they will be assessed 

 Human and social capital and empowerment 

How participatory were the processes (in design, implementation and monitoring)? Did 
projects promote a greater involvement of communities in prioritizing their needs? 

Role of communities in operation and maintenance of infrastructure?  

To what extent did projects focus on the development of longer term human and social 
capital as opposed to project-driven approach only? 

What was the level of maturity of groups after the projects, in terms of their 
dependence on external partners for development? 

Have individual farmers trained in production transmitted/transferred the skills to other 
members of their group? 

 Farmers’ associations, cooperatives 
etc. 

 Enhanced knowledge (through training 
– FFS, business plans, etc.) 

 Access to financial services 

 Education levels and health status 
(improved by roads) 

 social cohesion of rural communities 

 conflict management 

 communities able to take charge of 
development issues at their level 

 

 Food security and agricultural productivities  Availability of food 

 Nutrition status  

 Land productivity, return to labour 

 

 Institutions and policies 

 Are there changes in the capacities of government departments (agriculture dept), 
NGOs, the private sector, and national organizations (SLARI, Met Office, SLAR) 

involved in project implementation?  

 Are there changes in the capacities of the decentralised organizations supported 
during project implementation? 

 To what extent did IFAD supported interventions contribute to changes at 
institutional  and sectoral policy levels in favour of rural poor?  

 To what extent and how did the projects change the service delivery and products 
of public institutions (decentralised offices, financial institutions, government 

institutions, etc.) for the rural poor?  

 
 

 Effectiveness of capacity building 
training and facilities provided 

(usefulness, applicability) 

 

 

 Changes in the laws, statutes, rules, 
regulations, procedures, national 

quality standards or norms 

 Increased and regular services 
provided to beneficiaries 

 Improved quality of service to 
beneficiaries 

 Greater involvement of beneficiaries in 
development plans 
 

 

 Thematic 

 Which thematic area(s) proved more important for achieving rural poverty impact? 
What were the pathways of success? (refer to the CSPE TOC) 

 

 Which intervention approaches had been more successful in addressing rural 
poverty issues? 

 

 
Analysis of the data and narrative of 

each thematic area 

 



Annex IV 

41 
 

 

Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators and markers
67

 How they will be assessed 

Sustainability of 
benefits 

Did project activities benefit from the engagement, participation and ownership of local 
communities, decentralised organisations and the rural poor, and were the adopted 

approaches viable? 

 

Extent to which IFAD activities are 
economically viable and sustainable since 

project closure 

 Ownership of infrastructure 
(beneficiaries, wards/districts, other) 

 Percentage of beneficiaries in 
administrative positions of institutions 

 Source of financing and O&M 
(infrastructure and institutions) 

Document Review  of 
Supervision reports, PCRs and 

IOE evaluations 

Key informant interviews (IFAD; 
district and ward level staff, 
selected institutions; other 

development partners) 

 How sustainable are the various groups, associations, infrastructure (roads) set up by 
the projects? 

 Continued existence and effectiveness 
post IFAD investment of groups 

 

 What external factors have affected sustainability (e.g. security, political interference)? 

Are there recurrent natural hazards that endanger prospects of sustainability? 

Have the projects facilitated the implementation of policies and legislation such as 
those relating to the access of the poor to natural resources, adaptation to climate 

change, and the protection of biodiversity? 

 

 

 

 

 

Extent to which external events have 
negatively impacted benefits of IFAD 

activities 

 Liquidation of institutions 

 disuse of infrastructure 

 

 Incorporation of approaches, 
institutions and products into local and 

national policies 

 

 

 Thematic issues (sustainability)   

 Productive sector 

Are FBOs expected to continue to apply improved technology and inputs (seeds, 
fertilisers) and practices?  

 

 

 

Availability of extension services 

 

 

Are beneficiary organizations/FBOs still functioning as groups? Why (positive/negative 
factors)? 

 

 Profitability from improved practices 

 Ease of access (availability and funds) 
to inputs 

 Regular/periodic update of skills 

 Policies (on imports, etc.) 

 

Staff and budget for extension services 
(gaps) 

 

Support from other actors in the field; 
merged into bigger umbrellas, etc. 

Leadership quality, conflict, lack of clarity 
of role of group, etc. 
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Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators and markers
67

 How they will be assessed 

 Agricultural marketing 

How sustainable are marketing cooperatives supported by the projects?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The extent to which market power has shifted in favour of cooperatives after support 
from projects? (better negotiating capacity with private buyers). 

 

 Level of profit and working capital 

 Access to finance (loans for 
expansion) 

 Ability to link with private sector (tap 
new buyers) 

 Strength of linkages with FBOs 
(regular supply of produce) 

 Price stabilisation 

 Competition from imports 

 Level of continuing human capacity 
(marketing skills, business planning, 

managerial capacity, etc.) and 
cohesion 

 Support from apex body 
 
 

 Extent to which downstream activities 
are controlled by cooperatives - 

processing, marketing, and distribution  
 

 

 Rural finance 

How sustainable were the financial institutions supported by IFAD (macro, micro and 
meso level)? What were the factors enabling or hindering sustainability at the different 

levels? 

What approaches have continued after project closures, and has there been a learning 
process for successes and failures? 

 

 Financial health and independence of 
institutions 

 

 Youth 

The extent to which youth were able to use skills and experience acquired under the 
projects beyond the projects 

 Additional stream of income  

 Diversified sources of income 

 Ability to obtain loans/grants (through 
business plans) 
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Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators and markers
67

 How they will be assessed 

 Institutional context 

Level of support provided by government to decentralised structures and government 
institutions  

Extent of autonomy provided to decentralised structures and government institutions  

 Level and regularity of budget 
provided by the centre (financial 

health) 

 Staff levels and skills 
 
 

 Decentralisation of decision-making 
 

 Ownership of facilities and processes 
for institutions 

 

 

    

Gender equality 
and women's 
empowerment  

To what extent did the projects overcome the limitations on women's participation in 
activities? Are there any good practices that could inform future projects? 

 

Evidence of practical understanding of gender and youth issues in different 
geographical areas, between differed ethnic groups and related to different sub-

sectors 

 Women and youth in leadership 
positions of rural institutions 

Desk Review : Gender 
differentiated analysis of 
beneficiary data; project 

documentation 

Project visits and stakeholder 
interviews (project 

management, service providers, 
women) 

 What were the project's achievements in terms of promoting gender equality and 
women's empowerment and which mechanisms and interventions were most effective 

in supporting women?  

This include assessing whether there are 
changes to:  

 women's and  youth access to 
resources, assets and services; 

 women's and youth influence in 
decision making;  

 workload distribution among 
household members;  

 women's health, skills, income and 
nutritional levels; 

 gender relations within HH, groups 
and communities in the project area. 

Contextual analysis: practices 
documented from similar 

projects 

 Key informant interviews (IFAD; 
local government and regional 
level staff, former project staff,  

selected cooperatives and other 
groups) 

Focus group discussions 
(selected groups of 

beneficiaries) 

 What were the project strategies to promote gender equality and women’s 
empowerment?  

To what extent did it reaffirm or transform existing values and norms and/or the 
ascribed roles and power relations with regard to gender?  

Was the project implementation structure adequate to support effective 
implementation of gender equality and women's empowerment goals? 

 Review  of PPE, design, MTRs, 
PCRs 
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Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators and markers
67

 How they will be assessed 

 To what extent did projects define and monitor sex-disaggregated results (at COSOP 
and project levels) to ensure  that gender equality  and women's empowerment  

objectives were being met? 

 Number and quality of sex and youth-
disaggregated M&E indicators 

 Gender specialists in PMU, local 
government 

Evidence of how women and men have 
benefitted from project activities, in 

particular regarding: 

- access to resources, 
assets and services; 

- changes to women’s 
influence in decision-

making at home and in 
groups; 

- workload levels and 
distribution among 

household members; 

- health, skills, and 
nutritional levels 

changes to income and control of that 
income 

Review  of PPE, COSOPS,       
Project logframes, MTRs, 

PCRs 

 Did programmes monitor the disaggregated use of resources to invest in activities 
promoting gender equality and women's empowerment, and if so, how do they 

compare to each other? 

Extent to which projects had provided 
adequate resources to promote GEWE 

activities 

 Ratio of funding dedicated to gender 
equality and women's 

empowerment/total project costs 

Review  of PPE, project 
financial data 

Innovation What evidence is there that practices introduced by the programme were innovative?  

To what extent (and how) did the grants contribute to innovations in the loan 
programme? 

 Presence of similar practices at the 
ward, chiefdom, regional or country 

level 

Project documents and selected 
development partner projects 

Key informant interviews (IFAD; 
local and regional level staff, 
former project staff, selected 

groups) 

Focus group discussions 
(selected groups of 

beneficiaries) 

IFAD Innovation policy 

 

 What are the characteristics of innovations promoted and are they consistent with 
IFAD definition? 

 

Explanation of innovation's characteristics 
and their alignment to IFAD definition 
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Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators and markers
67

 How they will be assessed 

Scaling up What evidence is there that practices introduced by the programme have been scaled 
up? 

Which partners were instrumental in scaling up innovations from loans and grants? 

What were the mechanisms used for scaling up? Do these originate from government 
(at different levels), private/NGO sector, or donors? 

Extent to which government (local and 
national) and other donor partners have 

incorporated IFAD practices into their own 
projects and strategies. 

 Government co-financing ratio 
of similar practices/projects 

 Financing of similar 
practices/projects by other 
partners and organisations 

 Council/regional 
government/national policies 

using IFAD pioneered 
activities/investments 

 Donors using IFAD pioneered 
activities/investments 

Project documents and selected 
development partner projects 

Key informant interviews (IFAD; 
local and regional level staff, 
former project staff, selected 

groups) 

Focus group discussions 
(selected groups of 

beneficiaries) 

IFAD's operation framework for 
scaling up 

Review of PPE 

Environment and 
natural resources 
management 

Environment and natural resources management – how this was addressed within the 
portfolio, e.g. through: 

 Land management 

 Infrastructure development  

 Community participation 

 Water availability/scarcity 

Did the projects help local communities increase/improve access to natural resources 
(in general and specifically for the poor)? 

Has the degree of environmental vulnerability changed (e.g. climate change effects, 
potential natural disasters)? 

Were there any negative effects on environment and natural resource base due to 
project activities? 

 Deforestation and erosion rates 

 Improved management of resources 
(swamps, forests, water) 

O&M of infrastructure and management 
mechanisms 

Review  of PPE, design, MTR, 
PCR,  

Field visits and direct 
observation 

Interviews with stakeholders 
(beneficiary groups, local 

governments, ministries, other 
development partners with 

projects in area) 
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Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators and markers
67

 How they will be assessed 

Adaptation to 
climate change 

To what extent was climate change addressed in project designs? 

Did projects contain specific adaptation and mitigation activities and what was their 
effect on the livelihoods of the poor? 

Were adequate funds allocated to measures aiming at mitigating the climate-change 
related risks identified in the risk analysis? 

Any disaster preparedness measures, for example, in terms of agro meteorological 
warning systems, drought contingency plans, response to flooding, weather-indexed 

risk assurance? 

 

Adaptation to climate change – how this was addressed within the portfolio, e.g.:  

 Climate smart practices 

 Disaster preparedness measures 

Extent to which climate change adaptation 
was incorporated and implemented in the 

portfolio 

Technology adoption rate 

Review  of PPE, design, MTR, 
PCR 

Field visits and direct 
observation 

Interviews with stakeholders 
(beneficiary groups, local 
governments, ministries) 

IFAD performance How did IFAD as a partner perform (a) at project level and (b) with regard to the 

overall country programme management and the related processes? 

 

Key questions and indicators include: 

 Administrative budget appropriate to 
ensure proper supervision and 
implementation support  

 Were the support, time and resources 
for non-lending activities adequate? 

 Did IFAD exercise its developmental 
and fiduciary responsibilities 
adequately? 

 What was IFAD’s role in generating 
innovative solutions, scaling up 
initiatives, and identifying new funding 
sources? 

 What is the quality of the COSOP 
results management framework, 
project status reports and aggregated 
RIMS reports and country programme 
sheets, annual COSOP reports and 
were Management actions 
appropriate? 

 Number and length of supervision 
missions 

 Relevance of expertise mobilised in 
supervision missions 

 Use of no objection clauses 

 Adoption and timeliness of supervision 
mission recommendations. 

Supervision reports 

Annual progress reports 

Stakeholder interviews 

FGDs 
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Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Questions Indicators and markers
67

 How they will be assessed 

Government 
performance 

How did Government as a partner perform (a) at project level, and (b) with regard to 
the overall country programme management and the related processes?  

 

Key questions and indicators include: 

 Did government partners provide the 
agreed counterpart resources (funds 
and staffing in a timely manner? 

 Were programme management units 
set up and properly staffed? 

 Did the flow of funds and procurement 
procedures ensure timely 
implementation? 

 Were the programme coordinating 
mechanisms functioning and 
effective?  

 What mechanisms were there to 
ensure effective coordination and 
communication between relevant 
actors working in the same sector? 

 Did government fulfil all the fiduciary 
obligations as agreed? Were audit 
reports done and submitted as 
needed? 

 Did Government put into place any 
mechanisms for scaling up innovative 
practices? 

Supervision reports 

Annual progress reports 

ICO capacity assessment  

Stakeholder interviews 

 Were the M&E systems set up properly and did they provide timely and accurate 
information? 

Extent to which M&E systems were 
effective in providing management with 
appropriate and high quality data to 
maintain a proper M&E and management 
function 

 Quality and appropriateness of 
indicators 

Key functions (baseline, implementation 
surveys, impact assessments) conducted 
on a timely and effective manner 

Review  of M&E data, 
supervision missions, MTR, IOE 

evaluations 

Key stakeholder interviews 
(MoA M&E staff, project 

managers) 

Source: CSPE desk review and preliminary mission 
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B Non-lending portfolio – evaluation questions 

Evaluation questions Indicators/markers How questions will be assessed 

Relevance of non-lending activities   

Are policy dialogue, partnership building and knowledge management 
objectives clearly outlined in the COSOPs? Are they relevant to the 
IFAD programme as a whole? Activities that were not foreseen – how 
relevant were they?  

How well are grants aligned to the COSOP objectives and focus (rural 
finance, decentralization, capacity building, etc.)? 

Extent to which non-lending activities were reasonably incorporated 
into the COSOP 

 Non-lending activities planned for COSOP duration 

 Compatibility of activities with projects and IFAD/government policies 

Review  of non-lending activities through 

Review  of grants portfolio 

(Selected) grants documents  

Interviews with grant managers and 
grantees 

COSOP and Country Strategy Note 
documents 

COSOP review data 

In-country interviews with key 
stakeholders (government, development 

partners, NGOs, private sector) 

ICO on selected issues (ICO capacity, 
partnerships) 

Were resources earmarked for non-lending activities and explicitly 
outlined in the COSOPs (e.g. through grants or administrative budget) 

Degree to which grants and other resources (e.g. funding, time) were 
programmed and available for non-lending activities to be realistically 

implemented 

 Grants funding non-lending activities 

 Planned yearly activities 

How were the work and role of other partners taken into account in 
selecting the focus of non-lending activities (e.g. FAO, WFP, World 
Bank)?  

How coherent was the selection of grants and grantees in the context of 
the COSOPs? 

Extent to which analysis and dialogue with partners was sufficient and 
sound enough to inform non-lending activities 

 Analysis and studies used to establish strategic goals 

 IFAD's participation in donor-coordinated studies 

 Number of days with other donor partners 

Did the non-lending activities contribute to a coherent country 
programme strategy? 

What were the links between lending and non-lending activities? What 
did the grants contribute to the lending portfolio, e.g. in terms of 
innovations? To what extent were non-lending activities embedded into 
the loan portfolio (e.g. through the use of loan-component grants for 
policy engagement)?  

 

Extent to which non-lending activities mutually reinforced intended 
outcomes of the overall country strategy 

 Mix and complementarity of lending/non-lending activities 

 

Policy engagement:  

Were the intended focus included in the COSOPs realistic?  

What has been achieved, especially in areas of rural finance, rural 
infrastructure, youth?  

How has IFAD refined its approach to policy engagement in Sierra 
Leone over the two COSOPs period? 

How were the grants expected to support policy engagement? And were 
the expected outputs/contributions from grants realistic? 

Extent to which policy engagement was based on and continuously 
updated on sound analysis of government capacity and engagement 

 Explicit strategy on policy engagement in COSOP 

 Consistent follow-up in supervision 

 Documentation of results 

 Evidence of inputs and results in areas of strategic focus (land 
registration, rural finance) 

 Number and quality of policies adopted, and/or of policy tools 
implemented in portfolio 
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Evaluation questions Indicators/markers How questions will be assessed 

Partnership building:  

How appropriate was the choice of partners? 

How focussed and selective were partnerships? 

How have partnerships with public and private sector organizations  
been chosen, and to what effect? 

How important were grants to build strategic partnership? 

 Suitability of partners to achieve strategy goals 

Extent to which financial partners were considered in being able to 
achieve long-term goals and in leveraging resources 

 Methods used to achieve partnerships 

 Number, diversity and complementarity of: co-financing partnerships; 
implementation partners; dialogue partners 

 Appropriateness and complementarity of planned and implemented 
activities 

 

Knowledge management:  

Are knowledge management activities outlined in the COSOPs and/or is 
there a specific strategy for KM?  

Are the available resources (including staff resources) appropriate? Did 
the opening of the ICO help in this regard? 

What was the significance and role of grants in KM? 

What was the role of the regional division in the support of KM activities 
in Sierra Leone and at what levels (national, regional)? 

To what extent have lessons from success and failure been learned in 
IFAD’s operations? 

 

Extent to which KM featured and reinforced lending and non-lending 
activities 

Extent to which IFAD's experience in rural finance has been strategically 
mobilised  

 WCA KM strategy implemented in Sierra Leone 

 Regional exchanges  

 Focus of supervision missions on KM 

 

SM Documents 

 

Grants portfolio 

To what extent did the grants theme address the strategic priorities of 
COSOPs and the Government of Sierra Leone? 

How relevant and coherent was the selection of grantees?  

How relevant and coherent was the mix of different grants instrument? 

 

 

Effectiveness of non-lending activities  

To what extent and in what way did the non-lending activities achieve 
the stated objectives? Could the same objectives have been achieved in 
a more cost-effective way?  

 

Effectiveness and efficiency of non-lending activities to achieve  

COSOP goals 

 Results documented for other non-lending activities 

 Contribution to projects 
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Evaluation questions Indicators/markers How questions will be assessed 

Knowledge management:  

To what extent did lessons from earlier projects and grants inform new 
project designs?  

What KM results are documented? 

Did having a single NPCU help in knowledge management? 

 

Extent to which IFAD completion reports, KM products and IOE 
evaluations informed new projects 

 Practical experiences documented and disseminated (nationally, 
regionally) 

 Activities (number and type) 

 Interaction between WCA and country 

 Incorporation of learning into Country Strategy Note 

 

 

Policy engagement:  

To what extent did IFAD attempt to influence policy-level issues or 
regulatory frameworks, including in rural finance? Are there any lessons 
that should be learned for the upcoming strategy? 

How effective was policy engagement around the key issues identified in 
the COSOPs? 

 

Degree to which IFAD used in-house knowledge and resources to engage 
and inform government on policy 

 Expertise in supervisions 

 Engagement through supervision and KM events 

 

Partnership building:  

How effective were partnership types (knowledge and learning, co-
financing, coordination)? 

 Co-financing increases outreach and impact 

 Partnership types 

 Quality of partnerships 
 

 

Grants:  

What were the specific contributions from grants to lending operations 
and non-lending activities? 

To what extent have new technologies developed with grant support 
been disseminated in lending operations?  

What tangible benefits can be attributed to innovations generated 
through grants? 

Extent to which grant products were incorporated into project design and 
through supervision, and whom they benefitted 

 Inclusion of grant-funded practices and technologies into projects 

 

To what extent did the non-lending activities contribute to the replication 
and/or scaling up of innovations promoted by IFAD?  

Extent to which government and partners learnt from IFAD processes 

 

Strategic and cross-cutting issues (non-lending activities)   
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Evaluation questions Indicators/markers How questions will be assessed 

Engagement (policy engagement) 

What levels of engagement has IFAD been able to maintain on policy-
related issues? 

How did IFAD and other development partners contribute to the drafting 
and implementation of national agricultural strategies over the 
evaluation period? 

Degree to which IFAD was present and contributed to policy processes 

 Supervision expertise 

 Interaction with government and policy makers through supervision 

 

Review  of non-lending activities through 

Review  of grants portfolio 

(Selected) grants documents  

Interviews with grant managers and 
grantees 

COSOP documents 

In-country interviews with key 
stakeholders (government, development 

partners, NGOs, private sector) 

FGDs 

Source: CSPE desk review and preliminary mission.  
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C Strategic (COSOP) level – evaluation questions 

Evaluation questions Indicators/markers How questions will be assessed 

Relevance of the country programme strategy   

Alignment of strategic objectives 

Were the strategic objectives identified in the COSOPs (rural finance, agricultural 
rehabilitation and support to decentralization) aligned with the government’s strategies and 
policies, and consistent with the overarching objectives of IFAD’s corporate strategies and 
policies? 

Relevance of objectives 

Relevance of key COSOP themes 

COSOP documents Review  

Focus group discussions (key 
stakeholders and partners) 

Strategic coherence 

Do the COSOPs constitute a coherent programme since 2003, and if so, how? 

Were the most appropriate strategy elements and subsectors (rural finance, feeder road, 
etc.),chosen  based on robust analysis? 

Were the 2 strategies informed by relevant experiences and lessons learned in the country 
since 1979? 

 COSOP documents Review  

Focus group discussions (key 
stakeholders and partners) 

Stakeholder survey (web survey) 

 

IFAD’s role and positioning 

Do the strategies reflect IFAD’s comparative advantage and core competencies 
(decentralized project units, working at village level, etc.) ? 

To what extent did partnerships with other bilateral and multilateral donors (FAO, World Bank, 
African Development Bank) contribute to strengthening IFAD’s role and position? 

To what extent and how has IFAD been able to maintain appropriate levels of engagement 
with a country presence? 

How did IFAD's strategy keep up with changes in the context (decentralization; Ebola crisis 
etc.)? 

 COSOP documents Review  

Focus group discussions (key 
stakeholders and partners) 

Strategic issues – (COSOP Relevance)   

 Engagement 

How have partnerships with organizations been chosen, and to what effect? 

How important were partnerships with other development partners (in particular World Bank, 
FAOand WFP) to increase outreach and impact on the ground? 

To what extent has IFAD been coordinating its approach with other key development partners 
in the sector, e.g. through links into institutional and policy frameworks supported by others? 
links with the private sector? How attractive is IFAD as a partner? 

 COSOP documents Review  

Desk Review  of project design, 
supervision, IOE evaluations, relevant 

policies 

Interviews with key stakeholders (project 
managers, implementing partners, IFAD 

staff 
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Evaluation questions Indicators/markers How questions will be assessed 

Context – risk management 

How well have risks been understood and managed (e.g. governance, social and political 
conflicts) ? 

Have these been incorporated into IFAD strategies?  

Were there any risk assessments or mitigation measures at design for such circumstances? 

Degree to which risks were anticipated, identified, 
and mitigated at design and supervision by IFAD, 

and through policy engagement 

 Risks identified at design 

 Mitigation strategies incorporated at design 

 Problems identified through supervision 

 Problems solved as identified in supervision 

Desk Review  of project design, 
supervision, IOE evaluations, relevant 

policies 

Effectiveness of the country programme strategy  
 
 
 

 Results supported by evidence against ToC 

 Results according to key themes 

 Results from lending and non-lending 
activities mapped against ToC 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To what extent were the COSOPs' main strategic objectives achieved? 

To what extent can the Theory of Change underlying the COSOPs be confirmed? 

COSOP documents Review  

IOE evaluations Review  

Documented programme results 

 

What are the unexpected results and how have they been achieved? Documented programme results 

IOE evaluations Review  

 

What changes in the context have influenced the achievement of the strategic objectives 
(changing focus on gender equity, private sector involvement, etc.)?  

Were the COSOPs properly adjusted to reflect changes in the context? 

COSOP documents Review  

IOE evaluations Review  

Focus group discussions (Government 
partners) 

Stakeholder survey  

What are the documented results from capacity development and how accurate and plausible 
are those data? 

What are the aggregated results for capacity development ? from IFAD-supported lending and 
non-lending activities? 

To what extent did IFAD support transformative change processes, e.g. on gender, youth? 

Review  of M&E data and IOE 
evaluations 

Meetings with M&E officers 

What has been the contribution of the IFAD-funded activities? 

To what extent did the grants help to achieve the COSOP objectives? 

What were the main changes and outcomes where IFAD’s contribution has made a 
difference? 

More specifically, what was the particular value-added of IFAD’s contribution? And how could 
this be verified (e.g. through comparison with similar projects supported by Government or 
other development partners). 

COSOP documents Review  

IOE evaluations Review  

FGDs 

Stakeholder feedback 

Documented results 
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Evaluation questions Indicators/markers How questions will be assessed 

Risk management 

What were the factors underpinning the performance of activities related to different national 
frameworks in the portfolio?  

What were identified risks in the portfolio (social and political conflicts, governance, 
corruption)? How were they addressed? 

Did IFAD country management and government take appropriate mitigation measures to risks 
related conflicts and crises? 

Extent to which supervision dealt with mitigation 
of risks 

 Number and type of activities per framework 

 Achievement against target per activity 

 Risk assessments and mitigation measures 
designed and implemented 

 

This involves Reviewing IOE evaluations 
to understand the performance factors 

and mechanisms used for service 
delivery of activities 

 Desk Review  of national policies, IOE 
evaluations and project documents: 

MTR, supervision reports, PCR 

Interviews with PMU staff 

How well were the risks affecting programme performance analysed and managed in the 
COSOPs? 

Extent to which IFAD set up measures to 
minimise possible disruption of activities 

 Existence and quality of project exit strategies 

 

Desk Review  of Supervisions, PCRs, 
IOE evaluations 

Key informant interviews (beneficiaries, 
regional and municipal level staff, 

selected institutions; other development 
partners) 

Field visits and direct observation 

COSOP documents Review  

IOE evaluations Review  

Source: CSPE desk review and preliminary mission. 
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ANNEX V: Theory of Change CSPE Sierra Leone 
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A1.The Strategic Objectives are temporally relevant to the country context and government priorities. 
A2.Government has the required capacity to implement relevant policy and development projects. 
A3 Improvements in household income and expenditure are not undermined by significant shocks. 
A4.Smallholders adopt new production techniques and access markets (affordable inputs, 

remunerative output prices). 

A5.Producers able to supply the required quality and quantity; feeder roads maintained; 

favourable trade policy for producers.  

A6. Decentralized entities are given desired responsibilities and resources.     

A7.There is demand for financial products; loans are well-invested by clients; FSAs and CBs 

are viable; conducive govt. policy and interventions for rural finance. 
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 ANNEX VI: Tentative itinerary for the main mission in Sierra Leone

 

Day District Type Location Section Name District Type Location/map #

13-Jun Travel to Freetown-Moyamba-Bo

Travel to Freetown-Moyamba-Bo Moyamba Cocoa Kpetema Boni Village Songo Moyamba FSA FSA 38

Moyamba ABC Gbappi Songo Songo ABC/Moy033 Moyamba FSA FSA  39

Moyamba Palm Bumpeh Rotifunk Moyamba CB Tayama

13-Jun Travel Bo-Bonthe

14-Jun Bo ABC Fengehun Holima/B004 Bonthe FSA Madina

Bo IVS Fanima Kpawula Samamie Bonthe FSA Lawana 	

Bo Cocoa Bagbwe Jongo Samie Jongo Bonthe CB Mattru Jong

Bo IVS Gerehun-2 Bambawo Pujehun FSA FSA 39

Pujehun CB Zimmi

Travel Bo-Pujehun Travel inside Bo and Bo-Tonkolil vv

15-Jun Pujehun Cocoa Blama Ngeiya Village Peje West Bo FSA FSA 41

Pujehun IVS Futa Pejeh Peje West Bo FSA FSA 42

Pujehun ABC Massa Maslia Nyabema/Puj042 Bo FSA FSA 43

Pujehun ABC Pujehun Pujehun Comm Youth/Puj044 Tonkolili FSA FSA 57

Travel Pujehun-Bo 

Travel Bo-Tonkolili-Bombali (Makeni) Travel Bo-Tonkolili-Bombali (Makeni)

17-Jun Tonkolili Cocoa Yeleh Town Petifu Mayawa Tonkolili CB

Tonkolili Palm Mayeppoh Mayeppoh Tonkolili FSA FSA 58

Tonkolili IVS Makelleh Mayeppoh Bombali FSA FSA 54

Tonkolili FSA Yeli Bombali FSA FSA 55

Travel inside Bombali Travel inside Bombali and Bombali-Karene

18-Jun Bombali Palm Rosint village Konta Bombali FSA FSA 52

Bombali IVS Petifu Mamaso Konta Bombali FSA FSA 53

Bombali ABC Makomp Bana Ladeka/Bom005 Karene FSA FSA 51

Bombali Palm Makump America Village Mayagba Karene CB

Travel Bombali/Makeni - Kambia Travel Bombali/Makeni - Kambia

19-Jun Kambia ABC Masineh Magbema Women/Mak0018 Kambia FSA FSA 45

Kambia Palm Kamaranka Village Robat Kambia FSA FSA 46

Kambia IVS Robombeh Bombeh (Women's Association) Kambia CB Madina

Kambia FSA  Rokupr 

Travel Kambia-Bombali/Makeni Travel Kambia-Bombali/Makeni 

Travel Bombali/Makeni-Port Loko-Freetown Travel Bombali/Makeni-Port Loko-Freetown

20-Jun Port Loko IVS Fore Road Baka Fore Road Baka Karene FSA FSA 50

Port Loko Palm Katie Village Mawullay Port Loko CB Lunsar

Port Loko ABC Lunsar Kalomp/Por037 Port Loko FSA FSA 48

18-19 June Overnight Bombali/Makeni

19-20 June Overnight Bombali/Makeni

Team 1 Team 2

13-14 June Overnight Bo

14-15 June Overnight Bo

15-17 June Overnight Bo (16-Jun Sunday)

17-18 June Overnight Bombali/Makeni
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ANNEX VII: List of entities to meet during the main 

mission 

Government ministries 

Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 

Ministry of Finance 

Ministry of Planning and Economic Development 

Ministry of Social Welfare and Gender Affairs 

Ministry of Trade and Industry (Dept of Cooperatives) 

Ministry of Youth Affairs 

The Ministry of Local Government and Rural Development 

 Ministry of Works, Housing and Infrastructure and districts – rural infrastructure and maintenance 

 Government agencies 

Sierra Leone Roads Authority 

Sierra Leone Agricultural Research Institute 

Meteorological Institute 

 
Development partners 

UNDP 

UNCDF 

European Union 

Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations 

World Bank 

GIZ 

 
Others 

The National Federation of Farmers of Sierra Leone 

Bank of Sierra Leone 

National Commission for Social Action 
The Sierra Leone Produce Marketing Company Limited 
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