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Resumen

1. Antecedentes. Esta es la segunda evaluacion del programa en el pais (EPP) para
el Brasil, llevada a cabo por la Oficina de Evaluacién Independiente del FIDA (I0E)
en 2015. La anterior EPP para el Brasil se realiz6 en 2007.*

2. La EPP de 2015 abarco la asociacion entre el FIDA y el Gobierno del Brasil para el
periodo comprendido entre 2008 y 2015. La evaluacién examind el programa sobre
oportunidades estratégicas nacionales (COSOP) de 2008 y ocho proyectos
financiados por el FIDA, de los cuales dos habian concluido y seis estaban en curso
en el momento de la evaluacion. Las conclusiones y recomendaciones que de ella
se recogen pretenden orientar la elaboraciéon de un nuevo COSOP para el Brasil,
que se present6 a la Junta Ejecutiva del FIDA en 2016.

3. En lo que respecta al volumen crediticio, la cartera de proyectos respaldados por el
FIDA en el Brasil es la mas grande de la region de América Latina y el Caribe.
Desde 1980, el FIDA ha apoyado 11 proyectos financiados con préstamos por un
monto total de USD 825 millones, de los cuales unos USD 260 millones fueron
financiados por el Fondo y USD 498 millones (mas del 50 % del total) por la
contraparte brasilefia. La cofinanciacién internacional ha sido limitada y procedio
principalmente del Fondo Fiduciario de Espafia para el mecanismo de cofinanciacion
de la seguridad alimentaria y del Fondo para el Medio Ambiente Mundial. Asimismo,
en los ultimos 10 afios el Brasil ha recibido 24 donaciones del Fondo.

4. Desde 2008, el FIDA tiene asignados a dos gerentes de programas en los paises
(GPP) para el Brasil, ambos establecidos en la Sede del Fondo en Roma. La oficina
del FIDA en Salvador de Bahia, que entr6é en funcionamiento a mediados de 2011,
cuenta en la actualidad con tres funcionarios locales. Su principal misiéon es
supervisar y proporcionar apoyo a la ejecucién de los proyectos financiados por el
FIDA en la region Nordeste.

5. Contexto del pais. En 2014, el Brasil era la séptima mayor economia del mundo,
con un producto interno bruto estimado de USD 2,35 billones. Su indice de
desarrollo humano aumenté del 0,612 en 1990 al 0,744 en 2013, situando al pais
en el puesto 79 de un total de 187 paises y ubicandolo en la categoria de paises
con alto indice de desarrollo humano. Pese a ese crecimiento, el progreso
economico del Brasil se ha desacelerado en los ultimos dos afios al punto de
registrar un crecimiento negativo en 2015.

6. En 2012, el indice de pobreza (en el umbral nacional de pobreza) fue del 9 %,
frente al 21 % registrado en 2005. En lo que respecta a la distribucién geogréafica,
la prevalencia de la pobreza y la privacidon social es mas alta en los estados
septentrionales y nororientales. La dependencia general de la agricultura familiar
como fuente principal de sustento es también mas elevada en esas regiones.

7. La agricultura familiar ha ocupado un lugar destacado en los esfuerzos de
reduccion de la pobreza del Brasil, principalmente a través del apoyo a la
redistribucion de tierras, la asistencia técnica y la prestacion de servicios
financieros para actividades agricolas y no agricolas. Se calcula que en el Brasil hay
unos 16 millones de agricultores familiares, y un total aproximado de 4,1 millones
de pequefas parcelas. Las explotaciones familiares aportaron el 38 % del valor
bruto de la produccidén agricola en 2006, y son ademas decisivas para garantizar la
seguridad alimentaria del pais, dado que en ellas se produce cerca del 70 % de
todos los productos alimentarios.

 www.ifad.org/evaluation/public _html/eksyst/doc/country/pl/brazil/bra_cpe 2015.htm
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La region Nordeste del Brasil tiene una extensa zona semiarida de unos

970 000 km, que ocupa el 11 % del territorio nacional. En dicha regién viven
aproximadamente 25 millones de personas. La poblacion rural es, en su mayoria,
pobre y, pese a las enérgicas medidas adoptadas por el Gobierno del Brasil para
distribuir la riqueza de manera mas equitativa y mejorar las condiciones de vida en
el pais, la situacion en la regién Nordeste sigue suponiendo una grave amenaza
para un desarrollo socioeconémico sostenible e inclusivo.

El presupuesto nacional del Brasil en 2014 ascendi6 a 2,49 billones de reales
(BRL). De ese monto, el 6,7 % se asigno al sector agricola. En junio de 2015, el
Gobierno anuncié un aumento del 20 % en el presupuesto nacional anual de
2015/2016 para créditos agricolas (Plan Agricola y Pecuario), respecto al
presupuesto de 2014/2015. La partida presupuestaria destinada a créditos para el
periodo 2015/2016 asciende a BRL 187 700 millones (lo que equivale a

USD 56 000 millones).

La voluntad politica de eliminar la pobreza quedé demostrada en altas instancias a
través de los programas Fome Zero (Hambre Cero) y Brasil sem Miséria (Brasil sin
miseria). El primero se puso en marcha en 2002 y abarcé una amplia gama de
iniciativas encaminadas a garantizar la cantidad, la calidad y la regularidad del
acceso a los alimentos por parte de la poblacién. En 2011, la Presidenta Dilma
Rousseff anuncié el programa Brasil sem Miséria, concebido sobre la base del
programa Fome Zero, con el objetivo de consolidar los logros obtenidos a fin de
erradicar por completo la pobreza extrema para 2014.

Entre 2004 y 2012, Brasil recibié USD 4 900 millones en concepto de ayuda
programable para el pais. En 2013, el total de la asistencia oficial para el desarrollo
(AOD) anual comprometida para el Brasil fue de USD 782 millones. Entre 2005 y
2013, el total de la AOD comprometida para el sector de la agricultura y el
desarrollo rural del Brasil ascendié a USD 2 600 millones, lo que corresponde a una
media anual de aproximadamente USD 263 millones. En 2013, la AOD destinada a
dicho sector fue de alrededor del 3 % del presupuesto gubernamental para el
sector en ese periodo. El Brasil es ademas un pais donante: su desembolso anual
en ayudas no se declara al Comité de Asistencia para el Desarrollo de la
Organizacion de Cooperacion y Desarrollo Econémicos , pero las estimaciones del
Instituto de Desarrollo de Ultramar lo sitdan en USD 1 000 millones.

Estrategias y operaciones del FIDA en el pais. El FIDA realiz6 su primer
COSORP para el Brasil en 1997. Partiendo de las recomendaciones formuladas en la
EPP para el Brasil de 2007, se elabor6é un segundo COSOP en 2008. En la EPP para
el Brasil de 2007 se formularon cinco recomendaciones generales: a) fortalecer la
promocién de la innovacién, incluida la gestién de los conocimientos, b)
incrementar las asociaciones con los organismos gubernamentales, c¢) estudiar
otras zonas geograficas y posibilidades de focalizacion, d) redefinir las esferas
prioritarias de las operaciones, y e) redefinir el modelo operativo del FIDA, por
ejemplo, destacando in situ a los GPP y estudiando la posibilidad de establecer una
oficina subregional en el Brasil.

El COSOP para el Brasil de 2008 incluyé cuatro objetivos estratégicos principales:
a) incrementar la producciéon agricola comercial de los pequerfios agricultores,

b) mejorar el acceso de la poblacion rural pobre al empleo y a las actividades
comerciales no agricolas en las zonas y pueblos rurales, ¢) mediante la generacion
de conocimientos y su difusidon, mejorar la capacidad de la poblacién rural pobre y
de las instituciones pertinentes del Nordeste de coexistir con las condiciones
semiaridas de la region, y d) profundizar en los debates sobre la reduccion de la
pobreza rural y las politicas en materia de agricultura familiar en los ambitos
nacional e internacional.
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Tras la adopcion del COSOP de 2008, el FIDA financio seis nuevos proyectos
mediante préstamos por un monto total de USD 452,4 millones. Esas seis
operaciones abarcan los siguientes estados de la regidon del Nordeste: Alagoas,
Bahia, Ceard, Paraiba, Pernambuco, Piaui, Rio Grande do Norte y Sergipe, y su
ejecucioén corre a cargo de los gobiernos de sus respectivos estados. No obstante,
el Ministerio federal de Desarrollo Agrario es el organismo ejecutor de uno de estos
proyectos, el Dom Hélder Camara IlI.

Resultados de la cartera de proyectos

Al evaluar los resultados generales de la cartera de proyectos en el Brasil, la EPP
abarca ocho proyectos financiados por el FIDA. De estos, dos han concluido y otros
seis se encuentran en las etapas iniciales de ejecucion. Por consiguiente, en la EPP
tan solo se pudo puntuar el criterio de pertinencia de toda la cartera.

Pertinencia. La pertinencia del conjunto de la cartera es satisfactoria (5). Los
proyectos se han centrado en agricultores familiares, incluidos mujeres y jovenes.
Se han ejecutado en la regién Nordeste del pais, donde un gran namero de
personas pobres vive en zonas rurales remotas. Los objetivos de los proyectos se
han ajustado a las necesidades de la poblacion rural pobre, la estrategia del FIDA
en el pais y las prioridades de reduccion de la pobreza rural del Gobierno. Los
proyectos se centraron en el desarrollo comunitario, el empoderamiento y la
promocion de las instituciones de base, la infraestructura rural, el fortalecimiento
de los vinculos con las politicas publicas, la gestidon de los recursos hidricos y la
mejora de la seguridad alimentaria a través de inversiones productivas, incluido en
las actividades no agricolas.

Sin embargo, en la EPP se concluy6 que ninguna de las operaciones evaluadas
estan clasificadas formalmente como proyectos “agricolas” por la direccion del
FIDA. A ese respecto, si bien las actividades no agricolas son importantes para
lograr una transformacion rural mas amplia, en la EPP se subraya la necesidad de
que el FIDA preste una mayor atencidon a su mandato central: fomentar la
produccion y la productividad de las explotaciones agricolas a fin de mejorar la
seguridad alimentaria, la nutricidon y los ingresos, como especializacion y ventaja
comparativa. En sintesis, de cara al futuro, en la EPP se aboga por un mayor
equilibrio entre las actividades agricolas y no agricolas en los proyectos financiados
por el FIDA en el Brasil.

Asimismo, los seis proyectos que se encuentran en marcha abarcan una amplia
zona geografica en ocho estados de la region Nordeste. Esto supone un desafio
para la ejecucion, la supervision, y el seguimiento y la evaluacion. A la luz de la
experiencia acumulada en el pais, el periodo de ejecucioén fijado para los proyectos
en curso (seis afios en promedio) podria subestimar el tiempo verdaderamente
necesario para alcanzar los resultados previstos, debido también al tiempo
relativamente largo empleado para poner en marcha los proyectos.

Eficacia. La eficacia del proyecto Dom Hélder Camara | fue satisfactoria (5),
mientras que la del proyecto Gente de Valor fue moderadamente satisfactoria (4).
El primer proyecto tuvo efectos positivos en la capacidad de los agricultores
familiares de organizarse en asociaciones autonomas. El proyecto ide6é un concepto
convincente y de facil comunicacion (“convivir con la semiaridez™) para promover la
idea de que es posible que los agricultores familiares establezcan una relacion
sostenible con el entorno climatico de las zonas semiaridas del Nordeste y
fortalezcan al mismo tiempo su capacidad empresarial. Otro gran mérito del
proyecto fue que contribuyo a reducir uno de los principales obstaculos al
desarrollo agricola en las zonas semiaridas del Nordeste: el acceso al agua. En
muchas comunidades, sin embargo, el agua continda siendo escasa: es necesario
mejorar la gestion de los limitados recursos hidricos.
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Las campafas de alfabetizacion de adultos dieron buenos resultados gracias a un
método de aprendizaje innovador —inspirado en una de las organizaciones no
gubernamentales asociadas— que sirvid de incentivo a los docentes para obtener
resultados. Aunque las actividades de los proyectos para la promocion de la
educacion resultaron eficaces a titulo individual, ain no han generado cambios en
los programas de estudios oficiales. La capacitacion en materia de liderazgo para
hombres y mujeres jovenes facilité oportunidades de empleo y mejoré la gestion
de las asociaciones e instituciones rurales. En el marco del proyecto, también se
intentaron promover servicios financieros con un enfoque ascendente y orientados
al mercado que se ajustaran a las necesidades de la poblacién rural pobre, aunque
la tasa de éxito en esas esferas fue menor.

En la evaluacion del proyecto Gente de Valor, se concluyd que se habia alcanzado
el objetivo general de desarrollo del capital social y humano: los servicios, la
capacitacion y la infraestructura proporcionados tuvieron el orden de magnitud
previsto y se dictaminé que fueron a la vez Utiles y utilizados. Tras la revision de
mitad de periodo de 2011, el proyecto concentré la inversion en plantas
procesadoras de productos agricolas en un 30 % de los subterritorios del proyecto
(“territorios prioritarios”). Si bien tiene sentido concentrar las inversiones
productivas en las zonas de mayor potencial, el proyecto se apresuré demasiado en
salir de las comunidades “no prioritarias” después de la revision de mitad de
periodo de 2011, incluso cuando esas comunidades habian propuesto planes de
inversion valiosos, aunque mas modestos.

En cuanto al objetivo de desarrollo productivo y del mercado (al que se destiné la
mayor cantidad de recursos), muchos de los servicios, actividades y construcciones
fisicas solo se han llevado a cabo recientemente, mucho después de que el
préstamo del FIDA se hubiese cerrado. Algunos de ellos todavia pueden
considerarse iniciativas “en ciernes” (como el procesamiento de productos
agricolas), cuyos resultados y viabilidad ain deben demostrarse.

Con respecto a los proyectos en curso, es necesario tener en cuenta algunas
cuestiones para garantizar la eficacia a largo plazo. Entre los factores limitantes se
incluyen la gestion sostenible de los recursos, el valor afiadido de los productos
agricolas y los vinculos con los mercados, asi como la formacién del capital humano
y social. A fin de garantizar la eficacia, también deberan abordarse cuestiones tales
como la finalizacion de las adquisiciones y la contratacion de servicios de asistencia
técnica, el fortalecimiento de las capacidades institucionales en algunos estados, la
dotacién de personal en las dependencias de gestiéon de los proyectos y la
elaboracion de manuales de ejecucion.

En la EPP de 2015 se concluye que existen oportunidades de asegurar una mayor
eficacia de la cartera en el futuro, especialmente teniendo en cuenta que el FIDA se
encargara de la supervision y la ejecucion directas de todas las nuevas
operaciones. Sin embargo, para poder avanzar, sera necesario prestar mayor
atencion a “la coordinacion y la continuidad de las actividades”.

Eficiencia. La eficiencia operativa de los dos proyectos que concluyeron fue
calificada de moderadamente satisfactoria (4). En particular, el proyecto Dom
Hélder Camara | sufridé un retraso de 24 meses antes de iniciarse. Esta dilacion
supuso un aumento inevitable de los gastos de gestién y supervision. Pese al
retraso inicial, los recursos disponibles se administraron de manera eficiente. En la
evaluacion del proyecto Gente de Valor, se observé que se respetaron los plazos en
la financiacion del proyecto, pero las actividades no pudieron completarse y se
tuvieron que proseguir durante otros dos afios y medio con la financiaciéon del
Gobierno, lo que abriga expectativas ambiciosas.
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En los proyectos en curso, la eficiencia es motivo de preocupacion: el tiempo medio
transcurrido desde la aprobacién por la Junta Ejecutiva hasta su “entrada en vigor”
fue de 19,3 meses, muy por encima del promedio general del FIDA de 10,2 meses.
Las visitas sobre el terreno revelaron que hubo retrasos en la puesta en marcha y
ejecucion, y que la planificacién, la gestion y la supervision de los proyectos fueron
en general deficientes. También preocupan los resultados en cuanto al desembolso,
probablemente sobrestimados en la valoracion inicial, asi como la proporciéon de los
costos asignados a la gestiéon del proyecto (incluidos los sueldos y los costos de
funcionamiento), considerados excesivos.

En cuanto a la gestion financiera, es necesario abordar cuestiones tales como la
poca solidez de los sistemas financieros para la contabilidad y la presentacién de
informes en algunos proyectos, la falta de conocimiento de las directrices para la
adquisiciéon de bienes y la contratacion de obras y servicios del FIDA en algunos
estados y proyectos, las demoras en la preparaciéon de informes de auditoria y la
falta de manuales de apoyo para el personal de proyectos que realiza actividades
de gestién financiera.

Impacto en la pobreza rural. En la evaluacion del proyecto Dom Hélder

Camara I, se concluyd que su impacto general sobre la pobreza fue satisfactorio
(5). De hecho, todos los ambitos del impacto fueron calificados como satisfactorios,
y el impacto en el capital humano y social y en el empoderamiento como muy
satisfactorios. En la evaluacion del proyecto Gente de Valor, el impacto general de
la operacion también se calific6 como satisfactorio (5).

Todavia no es posible determinar con exactitud el impacto que tendran las
operaciones en curso, dado que aun se encuentran en las fases iniciales de
ejecuciéon. No obstante, sobre la base de las observaciones recogidas sobre el
terreno, es necesario fortalecer varios factores determinantes a fin de garantizar
que la cartera actual logre el impacto previsto. En particular, debe prestarse mayor
atencion a los servicios financieros rurales, la gestion de los recursos naturales y
del medio ambiente y el cambio climatico, el acceso a los mercados y la
colaboracion con el sector privado, incluida la comercializacién de la agricultura.

Sostenibilidad. Con respecto a la sostenibilidad de los beneficios, los dos proyectos
que culminaron solo recibieron la calificacion de moderadamente satisfactorios (4).
En la evaluacion del proyecto Dom Hélder Camara I, se concluyé que las
repercusiones econdmicas y sociales de la operacion en las explotaciones familiares
tienen muchas posibilidades de ser duraderas. Las condiciones propicias para lograrlo
consistirian en una mayor consolidacién de las capacidades de produccién de los
agricultores familiares, la mejora de la calidad de los productos agricolas y la
integracidon con otros mercados, incluidas las empresas agroindustriales pequefias y
medianas. En la evaluacion del proyecto Gente de Valor, se observé que el flujo de
beneficios generados por el proyecto se reforzara gracias a algunos factores
favorables, pero podria verse limitado por algunos riesgos. Una de las principales
amenazas para la sostenibilidad es que las unidades de elaboracion de productos
agricolas creadas por el proyecto estan solo en sus inicios.

En cuanto a los proyectos en curso, la experiencia que emerge pone de manifiesto
que estos no cuentan con estrategias de salida bien articuladas y claras respecto a
cudles seran las funciones y responsabilidades del FIDA, del Gobierno y de otros
asociados una vez que culmine el proyecto. Dichas estrategias deberian formularse
lo antes posible a fin de asegurar la continuidad de los beneficios. Otra cuestion
importante es que los propios beneficiarios no cuentan con capacidades suficientes
como para aprovechar las oportunidades de comercializacion. Deberan adoptarse
medidas apropiadas para hacer frente a estos desafios, por ejemplo, potenciar las
competencias de los proveedores de asistencia técnica y aumentar las capacidades
de los pequefios productores para mejorar la calidad de los productos, producir en
grandes cantidades y fortalecer las alianzas con el sector privado.
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Innovacion y ampliacion de escala. En lo que respecta a la promocion de las
innovaciones y la ampliacién de escala, los dos proyectos que culminaron recibieron
la calificacion de satisfactorios (5). En la evaluacion del proyecto Dom Hélder
Camara I, se observé que su disefio se habia caracterizado por innovaciones
aplicadas de manera satisfactoria, como la adopcién de una estrategia de
desarrollo territorial, un enfoque multidimensional de reducciéon de la pobreza y la
participacion de una gama mas amplia de asociados. Lo mismo se puede afirmar
del proyecto Gente de Valor, en el que se llevaron a cabo varias iniciativas
innovadoras, como la introducciéon de tecnologias y metodologias agricolas y no
agricolas con resultados prometedores.

En cuanto a los proyectos en curso, algunos estan introduciendo innovaciones
significativas en el ambito de la focalizacién, entre ellos: la contratacion de jovenes
de zonas rurales para trabajar como movilizadores sociales/agentes de desarrollo
local, lo que les permite ampliar sus competencias y acceder a oportunidades de
empleo; la contratacion de jévenes estudiantes en practicas para brindar apoyo a
la unidad de gestidon de proyectos en la ejecucién de los proyectos, y la
participacion de jovenes en el uso de tecnologias de la informacion y las
comunicaciones para realizar tareas de seguimiento y elaboracion de informes de
los proyectos.

En lo que respecta a la ampliacion de escala, el proyecto Dom Hélder Camara | fue
ampliado y paso6 a llamarse Don Hélder Camara Il, lo que entrafié un gasto total de
USD 125 millones, de los cuales USD 82 millones provinieron del Gobierno y

USD 25 millones de los beneficiarios. En la evaluacion del proyecto Gente de Valor,
se concluy6 que el proyecto no estaba bien relacionado con los gobiernos
municipales, lo que podria condicionar la ampliacién de escala. No obstante, el
gobierno del estado de Bahia es consciente de los enfoques innovadores
introducidos por el proyecto y ha expresado su interés en la ampliacién de algunas
actividades en la zona semiéarida.

Es prematuro evaluar el potencial de ampliacion de los seis proyectos en curso,
dado que la etapa de ejecucidon acaba de comenzar. No obstante, en el examen
anual de la cartera de 2014-2015 se considerd que cuatro de los seis proyectos
tenian “potencial de ampliacion y reproduccion”. Tres proyectos fueron calificados
de moderadamente satisfactorios y uno de satisfactorio, por lo que adn existe
margen de mejora. Por ultimo, en la EPP se considerd que en toda la cartera de
proyectos existen dos factores que podrian mejorar ain mas las perspectivas de
ampliacién de escala: i) la mayor participacién de una gama mas amplia de
entidades federales y ii) el traslado de los GPP al Brasil.

Igualdad de género y empoderamiento de la mujer. En la evaluaciéon del
proyecto Gente de Valor de 2015, la igualdad de género y el empoderamiento de la
mujer se calificaron de satisfactorios (5). En la evaluacion del proyecto Dom Hélder
Camara | (2010), no se incluyd ninguna calificacidon especifica, aunque los
resultados del proyecto en lo que respecta a la igualdad de género y el
empoderamiento de la mujer fueron considerados en general satisfactorios. Entre
otros logros, el proyecto dispuso lo necesario para que las mujeres obtuvieran
documentos de identidad nacionales, lo que facilitdé su acceso al crédito y a otros
servicios de ayuda al desarrollo. En general, los proyectos concluidos contribuyeron
a cada uno de los pilares de la politica de género, en particular, al fortalecimiento
del potencial social y econémico de las mujeres.

En un examen de los documentos de disefio de los proyectos en curso, se reveld
que en ellos se abordan las cuestiones de género y, de manera mas amplia, las
cuestiones de focalizacion de forma integral. En general, no obstante, a lo largo de
la etapa de ejecucién es posible seguir mejorando la participacién de las mujeres y
de otros grupos, como los jévenes y las comunidades quilombola?, en el desarrollo

2 Comunidades marginadas de ascendencia africana.
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de la comunidad y en los planes de inversion, y como miembros y lideres de la
comunidad y de las organizaciones de productores. Este es un ambito que
requerira atencién en el futuro.

Aunque la promocion de la igualdad de género y el empoderamiento de la mujer
fue en general satisfactoria en los proyectos que culminaron, es necesario
desarrollar alin mas las estrategias y actividades en materia de género y ponerlas
en practica en los proyectos en curso.

Desempeio de los asociados

Desempeio del FIDA. En la EPP, se califica de satisfactorio el desempefio del
FIDA como asociado (5). Desde 2008, el FIDA ha desplegado esfuerzos
concertados para desarrollar una importante cartera de proyectos y fortalecer su
dialogo y asociacion general con el Brasil. El Fondo ha movilizado donaciones para
financiar actividades no crediticias, incluida la cooperacién Sur-Sur y triangular, y
cuenta con un sistema de autoevaluacion relativamente bueno. La direccion valora
la asociacion con el Brasil y ha invertido tiempo en estrechar esa cooperacion. Sin
embargo, existen oportunidades para seguir mejorando, en particular, en lo que
respecta a la consolidacion de las actividades en las operaciones en curso para
garantizar el logro de los resultados esperados.

El establecimiento de la oficina del FIDA en el pais a mediados de 2011 ha
permitido al Fondo llevar a cabo tareas de supervisién de manera mas oportuna,
brindar apoyo a la ejecucién de los proyectos y fortalecer el dialogo en la region del
Nordeste, especialmente en lo que respecta a las cuestiones operativas. De hecho,
la supervisién directa y el apoyo a la ejecuciéon de todos los proyectos han sido
cambios importantes en el modelo operativo del FIDA desde la EPP en el Brasil de
2007. Sin embargo, deberéa estudiarse con detenimiento el hecho de que los GPP
del Brasil estén emplazados en la Sede del FIDA en Roma, ya que esto podria ser
un impedimento para seguir mejorando la eficacia general de la asociacion entre el
FIDA vy el Brasil.

Desempefo del Gobierno. El desempeiio consolidado de los gobiernos federal y
de los correspondientes estados es satisfactorio (5). A pesar de algunas
dificultades, el Gobierno del Brasil ha mostrado un alto grado de compromiso con la
reduccion de la pobreza rural, por ejemplo, introduciendo politicas y programas de
desarrollo agricola y rural en favor de la poblacion pobre, aumentando su
presupuesto agricola pese a las dificultades econémicas del pais, proporcionando
fondos de contrapartida muy elevados para las operaciones del FIDA, y
participando de manera constructiva en las evaluaciones independientes para
promover la rendicién de cuentas y el aprendizaje con miras a obtener mejores
resultados.

Sin embargo, las deficiencias detectadas en el seguimiento y la evaluaciéon y en la
medicion de los resultados han sido problemas comunes de toda la cartera de
proyectos, si bien se han observado algunos indicios de mejora. Los sistemas de
seguimiento y evaluacion resultan inadecuados para recabar datos sobre los
resultados y el nivel de impacto de los proyectos. La aplicaciéon del sistema de
gestion de los resultados y el impacto del FIDA también supuso un desafio en el
marco de los proyectos. El seguimiento y la evaluacién de las actividades
financiadas con donaciones, en especial las actividades no crediticias, no han sido
sistematicos; contar con indicadores mas precisos y faciles de medir dentro del
marco de medicion de resultados del COSOP habria facilitado la tarea. En el
momento de elaboracién de la EPP, no se habian llevado a cabo estudios de
referencia en ninguno de los seis nuevos proyectos.
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Actividades no crediticias

Dialogo sobre politicas. Desde la ultima EPP de 2007, el didlogo sobre politicas
ha mejorado en los planos subnacional y regional. Por ejemplo, en la Reunién
Especializada sobre Agricultura Familiar (REAF) del Mercado Comun del Sur
(MERCOSUR), el Ministerio de Desarrollo Agrario y el FIDA han logrado poner sobre
la mesa las prioridades de los agricultores familiares brasilefios y han incluido a sus
representantes en el dialogo con los funcionarios gubernamentales y otros
responsables de la formulacion de politicas y de la adopcion de decisiones.

Sin embargo, el FIDA no ha dedicado la suficiente atencion a la formulacién de
politicas en materia de agricultura familiar a nivel federal, y su funcién en los
procesos normativos federales ha sido limitada. Es necesario estudiar las
oportunidades existentes, en particular, intensificar el didlogo sobre politicas con
una gama mas amplia de instituciones federales, lo que ademas puede servir para
generar oportunidades de ampliacion de escala. La ausencia de un GPP destacado
sobre el terreno es un factor limitante crucial para el refuerzo de la imagen, la
visibilidad y la capacidad de dialogo del FIDA sobre las politicas nacionales en el
Brasil. Con todo, en la EPP se califica al didlogo sobre politicas de moderadamente
satisfactorio (4).

Creacion de asociaciones. La colaboraciéon con el Ministerio de Planificacion,
Presupuesto y Gestién es muy buena. Lo mismo vale para el Ministerio de
Desarrollo Agrario. Sin embargo, la asociacion y el dialogo con una gama mas
amplia de entidades federales que participan en el desarrollo agricola y rural son
limitados. La asociacidon con los gobiernos de los distintos estados a través de los
municipios ha sido buena, aunque el sector privado merece una mayor atencion. La
cooperacion con organismos multilaterales y bilaterales es limitada, y lo mismo
puede decirse de la colaboracién con la Organizacién de las Naciones Unidas para
la Alimentacion y la Agricultura (FAO) y el Programa Mundial de Alimentos (PMA),
lo que constituye una prioridad para el Gobierno y para el FIDA.

El Fondo ha establecido sdlidas alianzas con organizaciones no gubernamentales,
que son asociados fundamentales en la prestacion de servicios y de asistencia
técnica a los beneficiarios. No obstante, las capacidades de las organizaciones no
gubernamentales son insuficientes, y los proyectos tienen por objeto mejorar las
competencias de esos proveedores. Con todo, se ha clasificado la creaciéon de
asociaciones como moderadamente satisfactoria (4), dado que hay margen para
ampliar las alianzas con las entidades gubernamentales federales, los asociados
internacionales para el desarrollo y el sector privado.

Gestion de los conocimientos. En el Brasil existe un creciente interés por llevar
a cabo un programa activo de difusién de conocimientos para mejorar la eficacia
del desarrollo sobre el terreno y utilizar la experiencia adquirida y las ensefianzas
extraidas de la mejora de las condiciones de vida para beneficiar a otros Estados
Miembros en desarrollo del FIDA.

Durante el periodo evaluado, hubo una intensificacion constante de las actividades
y los productos de gestion de los conocimientos, si bien el seguimiento y la
evaluacion y las ensefianzas extraidas de la experiencia adquirida en los proyectos
no se han aprovechado suficientemente y merecen mas atencion en el futuro.
Ademas, aun no se considera sistematicamente que el FIDA esté a la vanguardia,
entre los asociados en el desarrollo, en lo que respecta a la generacion y difusion
de productos de difusién de conocimientos relativos a la agricultura familiar, la
seguridad alimentaria y otros temas conexos, que pueden contribuir a formular
politicas, elaborar programas o potenciar la investigacion. Con todo, la gestion de
los conocimientos se calific6 de moderadamente satisfactoria (4).
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Evaluacion consolidada de las actividades no crediticias. En la valoracion
final de la EPP, se califican los resultados de las actividades no crediticias como
moderadamente satisfactorios (4), lo que representa una mejora respecto a la EPP
de 2007. Sin embargo, existe una creciente demanda de actividades no crediticias
en el Brasil, incluida la cooperacidon Sur-Sur y triangular, y es posible hacer mas
para impulsar estas actividades en apoyo de la transformacion institucional y
normativa en aras de una mayor eficacia del desarrollo.

Donaciones. Entre 2008 y 2015, el Brasil obtuvo 24 donaciones financiadas por el
FIDA, cuyo monto total ascendi6é a USD 28,6 millones. Las donaciones del FIDA se
han centrado en la investigacion agricola, el didlogo sobre politicas y la gestiéon de
los conocimientos, entre otros. Por ejemplo, las donaciones del FIDA en apoyo a la
REAF han ayudado a poner en conocimiento de los principales responsables de la
formulacién de politicas y la adopcién de decisiones las preocupaciones y
prioridades de los agricultores familiares. En suma, las donaciones han constituido
una parte importante del programa del FIDA en el Brasil y han sido especialmente
decisivas para la prosecucion de las actividades no crediticias. Sin embargo, no se
dispone de datos ni de informacion suficiente sobre las actividades relativas a las
donaciones como para hacer una evaluacion integral de los resultados de las
donaciones.

Cooperacion Sur-Sur y triangular. El Brasil presta ayuda a otros paises en
desarrollo a través de la cooperacion Sur-Sur y triangular, también reconocida cada
vez mas por el FIDA como una prioridad fundamental para cumplir su mandato. El
FIDA y el Brasil comparten la atencion y el interés en utilizar la cooperacion
Sur-Sur y triangular como instrumento de desarrollo para promover una agricultura
familiar sostenible en el Brasil y en otros lugares.

El Fondo ha prestado asistencia al Brasil en sus esfuerzos de cooperacion con
paises africanos y otros paises de América Latina y el Caribe (ALC), para la
divulgacion de conocimientos y experiencias sobre politicas publicas en materia de
agricultura familiar, asociaciones y cooperativas, asi como de la investigacion
agricola y el desarrollo tecnolégico. Dos donaciones del FIDA sirvieron para prestar
apoyo al intercambio de conocimientos y a la creacidon de capacidad entre la
Empresa Brasilefia de Investigacion Agropecuaria (EMBRAPA) y varias instituciones
en Africa (por ejemplo, en Angola, Ghana y Mozambique). El Mercado de
Innovacion Agricola Africa-Brasil es un mecanismo concebido para que los
investigadores de diferentes paises participen en los esfuerzos conjuntos
destinados a encontrar soluciones rapidas, eficientes y de bajo costo a algunos de
los desafios que enfrentan los agricultores familiares. Del mismo modo, el Mercado
de Innovacién Agricola ALC-Brasil, también dirigido por la EMBRAPA, es un
proyecto de donaciones del FIDA plurinacional que, hasta la fecha, ha beneficiado a
10 paises de América Latina y el Caribe.

En el futuro, es preciso resolver algunos problemas a fin de mejorar la eficacia de
la contribucion del FIDA a la promocién de la cooperacion Sur-Sur y triangular en el
Brasil. En primer lugar, la mayoria de las actividades que se llevan a cabo en la
actualidad no emplea un enfoque sistematico, lo que limita las posibles sinergias
entre ellas. En este sentido, seria Util que el FIDA seleccionase esferas prioritarias
para su participacion en la cooperacién Sur-Sur y triangular. Un ejemplo de ello
podria ser las politicas y los programas en materia de agricultura familiar, que
estan en el centro del objetivo de seguridad alimentaria del pais y son esferas en
las que el FIDA ha acumulado una rica experiencia gracias a sus operaciones en el
Brasil desde hace decenios.

Otro aspecto importante sera el fortalecimiento de la asociacion del FIDA con la
FAO y el PMA en el Brasil, que también centran sus actividades en las cuestiones
alimentarias y agricolas y participan activamente en la cooperacién Sur-Sur y
triangular. Asimismo, seria beneficioso establecer alianzas institucionales mas
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solidas —mas alla de las que ya existen para el disefio y ejecucion de proyectos de
inversion individuales— con otras instituciones nacionales que ya participan en la
cooperacion Sur-Sur, como la Agencia Brasilefia de Cooperacién. Sin embargo, en
la EPP se destaca que, para que esto suceda de manera efectiva, entre otras cosas,
se necesita una mayor sinergia entre las actividades crediticias del FIDA y las
iniciativas de la cooperacion Sur-Sur y triangular financiadas con donaciones
(aspectos que se facilitarian ain mas si los GPP que se encuentran en la Sede del
FIDA estuvieran en el Brasil).

Resultados del COSOP

Pertinencia del COSOP. En la EPP de 2015, se concluye que los objetivos del
COSOP de 2008 eran, en general, pertinentes en relacion con el Marco Estratégico
del FIDA (2007-2010), que hacia hincapié en la necesidad de: mejorar las
tecnologias agricolas para aumentar la productividad; promover el acceso a los
mercados; fomentar el empleo no agricola y las pequefias y medianas empresas, y
participar en los procesos normativos nacionales e internacionales. Sin embargo,
en los objetivos del COSOP no se destacaba expresamente la necesidad de
promover la participacion del sector privado y fortalecer la inclusion financiera de la
poblacién rural pobre.

Con respecto a las prioridades, en el COSOP se seleccion6 con acierto la region
semiarida del Nordeste del Brasil como centro de operaciones del FIDA, y a los
gobiernos de los correspondientes estados como principales asociados en la
ejecucion de los proyectos en la mayoria de los casos. En la EPP se avala esa
eleccion, pero también se sugiere que, en el futuro, el Fondo no descarte trabajar
en otras regiones no semiaridas del Nordeste y Norte del pais, donde la tasa de
pobreza rural es también elevada.

Los costos del COSOP de 2008 no se han cuantificado debido a que no existe una
indicacion de los recursos administrativos que se precisaron para lograr los
objetivos del COSOP, ni tampoco los recursos especificos que se requeririan para
alcanzar los objetivos y llevar a cabo las actividades programadas del COSOP
relacionadas con las actividades no crediticias. De hecho, en la EPP se concluye que
la insuficiencia de recursos es una limitaciéon que ha impedido ulteriores logros,
sobre todo en las actividades no crediticias. Con todo, en la EPP se califica la
pertinencia del COSOP de 2008 de satisfactoria (5).

Eficacia del COSOP. No es posible evaluar o calificar la eficacia de los objetivos
del COSOP, ya que las seis nuevas operaciones financiadas tras el COSOP de 2008
se encuentran en las etapas iniciales de ejecucion.

Con respecto a la gestion de los conocimientos, el FIDA ha ayudado recientemente
al Gobierno a crear un Foro de Secretarios de Agricultura/Desarrollo Rural de los
estados del Nordeste. Asimismo, el programa de gestion de los conocimientos en la
region semiarida del Nordeste financiado con donaciones apoya el fortalecimiento o
la creacion de redes de colaboracion en las esferas tematicas estratégicas del
programa. Respecto al didlogo sobre politicas, los indicadores del marco de
medicion de los resultados del COSOP de 2008 sefialan que el programa del pais
contribuiria a “mejorar el didlogo en materia de politicas e intercambiar
conocimientos entre el Brasil y otros paises (del MERCOSUR y paises africanos)
sobre cuestiones relativas a la reduccion de la pobreza rural y la agricultura
familiar” y “las actividades de cooperacion Sur-Sur apoyadas por el FIDA con una
importante participacion brasilefia”. Se estan realizando esfuerzos alentadores,
entre otras cosas, a través de la plataforma de la REAF y del Mercado de
Innovacioén Agricola.

Evaluacion general de la asociacion entre el Gobierno y el FIDA. En general,
la asociacion entre el FIDA y el Gobierno del Brasil esta funcionando bien y ha
mejorado decisivamente desde la EPP de 2007. Se ha elaborado una nueva cartera
de proyectos desde 2009 y se ha establecido una oficina en el pais en 2011.

10
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Ademas, la supervision y el apoyo a la ejecucion directos han permitido al FIDA
apoyar mas de cerca sus operaciones. Se estan llevando a cabo buenas actividades
en los ambitos del dialogo sobre politicas, la gestién de los conocimientos y las
asociaciones, incluida la cooperacion Sur-Sur y triangular.

Sin embargo, los proyectos financiados por el FIDA no han dedicado suficiente
atencion a la participacion del sector privado, la financiacién rural y el acceso al
mercado, y existe preocupacion con respecto a la eficiencia operativa y la
sostenibilidad de los beneficios. Ha habido retrasos en la puesta en marcha de la
totalidad de las seis nuevas operaciones, lo que requirio la adopcién de medidas
concertadas para la consolidacion de las iniciativas a fin de garantizar el logro de
los resultados deseados. Con respecto a la focalizacién de la financiacién del FIDA,
se podria estudiar en el futuro la posibilidad de trabajar con los pueblos indigenas,
en colaboracién con la Fundacién Nacional del Indio (FUNAI)?3, dada la sélida
trayectoria del FIDA en apoyo de los pueblos indigenas en América Latina y Asia.

De cara al futuro, es necesario abordar algunos desafios a fin de poder establecer
metas mas ambiciosas. Ello requerira destacar a los GPP en el Brasil, consolidar la
cartera de proyectos en curso para lograr resultados eficaces, prestar mas atencion
a las actividades agricolas, garantizar mejores vinculos entre las actividades
crediticias y no crediticias, y mejorar las asociaciones con el gobierno federal y
otras organizaciones multilaterales.

Recomendaciones

Recomendacion 1. Centrar mas la estrategia y las operaciones nacionales
en las actividades agricolas. En la estrategia nacional y los proyectos, se
deberian dedicar mas recursos a las actividades agricolas en pequefia escala,
proporcionando al mismo tiempo una atencién continua a brindar apoyo a los
servicios e insumos no agricolas esenciales.

Recomendacion 2. Incrementar la participacion en actividades no
crediticias. Para lograrlo sera preciso dedicar mas atenciéon a: recoger las
experiencias adquiridas en los proyectos y divulgar las ensefianzas extraidas y las
buenas practicas, establecer un didlogo mas estrecho con una gama mas amplia de
entidades federales y crear asociaciones concretas con organizaciones de desarrollo
multilaterales y bilaterales, incluido con respecto a la cooperacién Sur-Sur y
triangular.

Recomendacion 3. Ajustar aun mas el modelo operativo del FIDA para una
mayor eficacia del desarrollo. Deberia lograrse un mejor equilibrio entre la
supervision operativa/el apoyo a la ejecucioén y el dialogo sobre politicas nacionales
con las entidades federales para el aumento de la repercusion y el intercambio de
conocimientos. Esto incluye la necesidad de que los GPP que se encuentran en
Roma se trasladen al Brasil.

% La Fundacién Nacional del Indio es la institucién gubernamental encargada de las cuestiones relativas a los pueblos
indigenas.

11
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Agreement at Completion Point

A.
1.

Introduction

This is the second country programme evaluation (CPE) undertaken by the
Independent Office of Evaluation (IOE) of IFAD of the IFAD-Brazil partnership. The
CPE covers IFAD operations in the country in the period 2008-2015. It includes an
assessment of the 2008 IFAD country strategy for Brazil, eight IFAD-financed
projects and programmes, grant-funded activities, non-lending activities
(knowledge management, policy dialogue and partnership building), and south-
south and triangular cooperation.

The three main objectives of the CPE were to: (i) assess the performance and
impact of IFAD-supported operations in Brazil; (ii) generate a series of findings and
recommendations to enhance the country programme’s overall development
effectiveness; and (iii) provide insights to inform the preparation of the next
COSORP for Brazil, to be prepared by IFAD and the Government for presentation to
the IFAD Executive Board in April 2016.

The Agreement at Completion Point (ACP) reflects the understanding between the
Government of Brazil and IFAD Management of the main Brazil CPE findings and
recommendations. In particular, it comprises a summary of the main evaluation
findings in Section B, whereas the ACP is contained in Section C. The ACP is a
reflection of the Government’s and IFAD’s commitment to adopt and implement the
CPE recommendations within specific timeframes.

The implementation of the recommendations agreed upon will be tracked through
the President’s Report on the Implementation Status of Evaluation
Recommendations and Management Actions, which is presented to the IFAD
Executive Board on an annual basis by the Fund’s Management.

The ACP will be signed by the Government of Brazil (represented by the Secretary
of International Affairs in the Ministry of Planning, Budget and Management) and
IFAD Management (represented by the Associate Vice President of the Programme
Management Department). IOE’s role is to facilitate the finalisation of the ACP. The
final ACP will be submitted to the Executive Board of IFAD as an annex of the new
COSORP for Brazil. It will also be included in the final Brazil CPE report.

Main Evaluation Findings

The Government of Brazil and IFAD have developed a solid and strategic
partnership over more than 35 years. IFAD is supporting the Government in
promoting family farming and grass-roots development as a means to improve
productivity, food security, nutrition and income. While clearly recognising the
importance of non-agricultural activities for wider sustainable and inclusive rural
transformation, the evaluation finds that a better balance between agricultural and
non-agricultural activities could be achieved moving forward. This would require
placing more emphasis on agricultural value chain development including in areas
such as water and land management, crop production and livestock development.

IFAD’s role in Brazil has been and will remain important, given the wide income
inequalities that persist and the central role of family farming as an engine of
agricultural production and productivity in the country. Moving forward, the
partnership will need even more attention to non-lending activities (policy dialogue,
knowledge management, and partnership-building) and South-South and
Triangular Cooperation (SSTC) linked to IFAD’s investment activities, to enable
Brazil to make further inroads in improving rural livelihoods.

Closed projects (i.e., the Dom Helder Camara | and Gente de Valor projects) have
shown good results in terms of empowerment of beneficiaries and improvements in
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their capacities to influence resource allocation, gender mainstreaming, innovation
and scaling-up. They have helped improve water management, and crop and
livestock production. In terms of geographic coverage, the focus on the north-east
has been appropriate and the targeting of women and rural youth has been
effective. A major achievement since 2008 has been the design and approval of six
new projects that are all in their initial phases of implementation.

However, IFAD-funded projects have not devoted sufficient attention to the
engagement of private sector actors, rural finance and market access, and there
are concerns with operational efficiency and the sustainability of benefits. There
have been start-up delays in all six new operations, needing concerted actions
towards consolidating initiatives to ensure they achieve the desired results. With
regard to targeting of IFAD financing, opportunities for working with indigenous
peoples in partnership with FUNAI* could be explored in the future, given IFAD’s
strong track record of supporting indigenous peoples in Latin America and Asia.

Performance in non-lending activities has improved, but is still only moderately
satisfactory. In line with the 2008 country strategy, IFAD took positive initiatives to
strengthen knowledge management and introduce SSTC activities through grant
funding. More is however needed in the future to leverage non-lending activities to
support institutional and policy transformation.

Policy dialogue at the sub-national and regional levels has improved. For example,
through REAF (the Mercosur Specialised Meeting on Family Farming), the Ministry
of Agrarian Development and IFAD have managed to successfully bring to the table
the priorities of Brazilian family famers, and included their representatives in the
dialogue alongside government officials and other policy and decision makers.

Partnership with the Ministry of Planning, Budget and Management is very good.
The same is true for the partnership with the Ministry of Agrarian Development,
whose central mandate is to develop family farming for better food security in
Brazil. However, partnership and dialogue with a wider range of federal agencies
involved in agriculture and rural development are limited. Partnerships have been
good with state governments, though involvement of municipalities deserves added
attention. Partnerships with multilateral and bilateral agencies are limited. The
same applies for partnership with FAO and WFP, which is a priority for the
Government and IFAD, but so far has not been adequately developed.

The establishment of the IFAD Country Office in mid-2011 has enabled IFAD to
conduct more timely supervision and provide implementation support to projects,
and to strengthen dialogue in the north-east. In fact, direct supervision and
implementation support in all projects has been an important adjustment to IFAD’s
operating model since the 2007 Brazil CPE. However, the location of the country
programme manager for Brazil at IFAD headquarters in Rome is a factor that will
need to be carefully considered, as it may be constraining further improvements in
the overall effectiveness of IFAD-Brazil partnership.

Weaknesses in monitoring and evaluation (M&E) and results measurement have
been a common problem across the portfolio, although there are some signs of
improvement. M&E systems are inadequate to capture outcome- and impact-level
data. The application of IFAD’s Results and Impact Management System has also
posed a challenge at the project level. M&E of grant-funded activities, especially
non-lending activities, has not been systematic; sharper and more easily
measureable indicators as part of the country strategic opportunities programme
results measurement framework would have facilitated the task.

* The National Indian Foundation, the Government's institution dealing with indigenous peoples issues.
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C. Agreement at completion

15. The CPE makes an overarching recommendation that IFAD and the Government
move forward to prepare a new COSOP for Brazil, which will build on the findings
and recommendations of this CPE and provide the foundations of the main areas of
intervention in the context of a renewed partnership and cooperation between the
Fund and Brazil.

16. The CPE makes three overarching recommendations that should be included into
the new COSOP: (i) focus and priorities of the country strategy and operations;
(ii) strengthen engagement in non-lending activities including South-South and
Triangular Cooperation; and (iii) further adjustments to IFAD’s operating model for
greater development effectiveness.

17. Recommendation 1: Focus and priorities of the country strategy and
operations. The CPE recommends that the country strategy and projects devote
more explicit attention to smallholder agricultural activities, which is at the core of
IFAD’s mandate and comparative advantage, as a vehicle for improving incomes
and rural livelihoods. This would include priority to agriculture and food production
and productivity enhancements through investments in adaptive research and
extension to address climate change issues, water resources management and
irrigation development, value chain development with appropriate linkages to input
and output markets, greater engagement of private sector actors (for instance, in
value addition and agro-processing) and the promotion of financial inclusion of the
poor. IFAD investments should continue to provide essential rural support services
to promote family farming, but a better balance between agricultural and non-
agricultural activities should also be pursued.

18. Opportunities for working in the north of the country — with a primary focus on
indigenous people — on a pilot basis is worth exploring in the next COSOP and
lending cycle. Similarly, opportunities of working in other uncovered states and
regions of the non-semi-arid regions of the north-east may be considered, given
the poverty profile of rural people who live there. The opportunities and challenges
of possible expansion to geographic areas beyond the current states covered
should be carefully studied.

19. The country strategy should be costed and include an estimate of all types of
resources (for investments, grants, non-lending activities, south-south and
triangular cooperation, and administrative resources) needed to achieve COSOP
objectives. Its results measurement framework should include measurable
indicators that can be tracked during implementation and evaluated periodically,
including at completion. The COSOP should also clearly specify the time frame it
will cover.

20. IFAD and Government response to CPE recommendation 1. On para.17
above, while PMD recognizes that more attention should be devoted to the
categorization and labelling of projects at design, the regional division and GOB
agree that smallholder agricultural activities have always been at the core of their
joint country programme in Brazil, albeit through a diversified set of interventions,
both agricultural and non-agricultural. IFAD’s goal has evolved substantially since
the Fund was established in 1977 to provide "financing primarily for projects and
programmes specifically designed to introduce, expand or improve food production
systems”. Since IFAD’s modus operandi started to be updated and shaped into
strategic frameworks in 2001, its attention has been more focused on rural poverty
reduction, from "enabling the rural poor to overcome their poverty" (SF 2002-06),
to " achieve higher incomes and improved food security"” (SF 2007-12) or to help
"rural people overcome poverty and achieve food security through remunerative,
sustainable and resilient livelihoods"®. In this context, IFAD and GOB will continue

® IFAD strategic framework 2016-2025 (draft), October 2015.
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to invest and to find the most valuable balance in both agricultural and non-
agricultural activities, at the programmatic as well as at the individual operations
level.

On para.18, the IFAD Management and GOB endorse the recommendation to move
beyond the semi-arid regions of the North-east, to include new states and
territories where IFAD presence is requested and there is a clear potential
comparative advantage in considering a new investment project, such as in the
State of Maranhao or in the coastal biomes of Pernambuco. On the other hand, due
to the vast extension of its territory and the Fund’s limited experience outside the
North-East, the opportunity to expand IFAD presence in the North of the country
will be assessed, mainly through non-lending activities, under the new COSOP.
Decisions will be subject to the availability of human and financial resources, and
local demand for IFAD presence in the region.

The rationale for costing the country strategy is noted. However, currently, IFAD
does not have a specific methodology, guidelines or approach to undertake this
task. Therefore, pending the development of such a methodology, guidelines or
approach, it will not be possible to apply this specific CPE recommendation to the
new Brazil COSOP.

Recommendation 2: Strengthen engagement in non-lending activities

including South-South and Triangular Cooperation. Building on the good work
done since 2008, IFAD should devote even more attention to non-lending activities,
including south-south and triangular cooperation, in the future country programme.

This will require enhanced work in capturing project experiences and a more
systematic way of disseminating lessons learned and good practices, also to
strengthen IFAD’s visibility and brand. The lending programme would mainly be the
basis for learning lessons and identifying good practices in promoting poverty
reduction in remote rural areas. A programme of knowledge cooperation would
include attention to documenting and sharing experiences and lessons from Brazil
that can help towards scaling-up success stories in the country and elsewhere, as
well as proactively supporting activities and organizing events that will promote the
transfer of IFAD’s accumulated knowledge, good practices, and lessons in
smallholder agriculture and rural development from other countries to Brazil. With
regard to the latter, one concrete area is indigenous peoples’ development, where
IFAD’s rich experience in other countries could be of use in supporting the
development of indigenous peoples in the north and north-east of the country.

In addition to maintaining a close dialogue with the Ministry of Planning, Budget
and Management and the Ministry of Agrarian Development, strengthening
partnerships and policy dialogue with a wider range of federal agencies should be
actively pursued. Concrete partnerships with multilateral and bilateral development
organizations should be developed, for instance, in the areas of co-financing
operations, knowledge sharing, policy dialogue, scaling-up and south-south and
triangular cooperation. Greater engagement of private sector actors and academic
and research institutions would also add value to the activities supported by IFAD
in Brazil.

South-south and triangular cooperation should be a key objective in the new
country strategy, in cooperation particularly with the Rome-based agencies dealing
with food and agriculture and other development partners working in agriculture in
the country. IFAD south-south and triangular cooperation activities should be
anchored in the Fund’s investment operations and focussed on few topics, such as
promotion of family farming, an area in which IFAD has gained quite a bit of
experience in the past decade in Brazil. The COSOP should clearly articulate the
specific objectives, focus and measures of success for south-south and triangular
cooperation. All this will require strengthened M&E systems, both at the project
level and the country level.
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IFAD and Government response to CPE recommendation 2. IFAD agrees
with this recommendation. However, Management would like to note that SSTC and
non-lending activities have cost implications, which are particularly relevant under
a zero-growth budget. Moreover, it should be noted that responsibilities and
outcomes of SSTC activities often depend on government initiatives and
partnerships, which IFAD will continue to identify and pursue.

Recommendation 3: Further adjustments to IFAD’s operating model for
greater development effectiveness. Attention needs to be devoted to
consolidating activities related to the six on-going operations to ensure desired
results, which will required continued focus and support by the IFAD country team
working on Brazil. Moreover, there is need for a better balance between lending
and non-lending activities including enhanced national policy dialogue with federal
agencies for scaling up impact and knowledge sharing.

In order to effectively realise the above, the CPE recommends the out-posting of
the IFAD country programme manager to Brazil. The recommendation of out-
posting the country programme manager is primarily aimed at enhancing the
broader impact of the important IFAD-Brazil partnership in promoting better rural
livelihoods, recognising the possible cost implications this might have for the Fund.

Under the broader guidance of the country programme manager, the IFAD Country
Office staff should continue to provide timely supervision and implementation
support to IFAD investment operations. In addition to supervising its staff, the
country programme manager would take the lead in high-level policy dialogue,
identifying opportunities for strategic and institutional partnerships (especially
beyond the project level), south-south and triangular cooperation, and knowledge
sharing. The country programme manager would also devote time to enhancing
IFAD’s visibility and brand.

Finally, the country programme manager should have exclusive responsibilities for
Brazil, and not be concurrently responsible for other IFAD country programmes.
The out-posting of the CPM would require a Professional-level staff member at
headquarters to be assigned on a part-time basis to the Brazil programme to
follow-up on day-to-day operational matters requiring attention at headquarters.

IFAD and Government response to CPE recommendation 3. IFAD and GOB
fully agree on the need to consolidate and roll out the existing country programme
on a priority basis. We also agree to seek a better balance between lending and
non-lending activities, as permitted by (a) human and financial resources
availability and (b) the possibility to leverage additional resources through co-
financing. The new COSOP will include objectives that are realistic and achievable,
taking into account the anticipated level of resources available.

On the proposal to out-post the CPM, Management endorses the importance of
IFAD’s increased and strengthened country presence, at the pace and through the
modalities established at the corporate level and approved by the Executive Board.
In the case of Brazil, such endorsement is demonstrated by the presence of an in-
country office (ICO) with three staff operating since 2011. Under the current
budget and staffing constraints, and as part of the overall decentralization strategy,
the recommendation to outpost the CPM to Brazil will be carefully assessed.

Nevertheless, even if no commitment to out-post the CPM can be made at this
stage, there are immediate actions that will be taken in order to pursue the
objective of the recommendation for enhancing the IFAD-Brazil partnership: the
CPM will increase his time in Brasilia, while on mission in the country; hence his
time share dedicated to policy work and partnership development, both with the
federal government and with Brasilia-based national and international partners, will
also increase. Moreover, options will be explored to identify a potential non-cost
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hosted physical space in Brasilia, to be used during the CPM’s missions to the
capital.

At HQ, the CPM will continue to play an important role in policy work, where the
experience of a large MIC such as Brazil can be useful to a range of corporate
policies and debates, knowledge management and identification of SSTC
opportunities.

Other organizational arrangements, such as the recommendation to have an
additional professional staff dedicated to Brazil at HQ, under an eventual CPM out-
posting arrangement, would depend on the overall assessment of resources
available at the Divisional level, which serves the needs of over 20 active borrowing
countries.

Regarding the need for the CPM to have exclusive responsibility for Brazil, IFAD and
GOB endorse the recommendation. This recommendation will be implemented by
2016, based on the relative size of Brazil’'s programme in the Latin America and
Caribbean Region.

Signed by :

1. Mr Carlos Lampert
Deputy Secretary , International Affairs
Ministry of Planning, Budget/and Management
Brasilia, Government of Brazil
Date: 'r / It/ t2l5

Signature: ¢

2. Mr Perin Saint Ange
Associate Vice President
Programme Management Department
IFAD, Rome,

Date:___r e

Signature: _
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Currency equivalent, weights and measures

Currency equivalent

Currency unit = Brazilian Real (BRL)
1 US$ = 3.76 BRL (September 3, 2015)

Weights and measures

1 kilometre (km) = 0.62 miles

1 metre (m) = 1.09 yards

1 hectare (ha) = 10,000 m2 (0.01 km?2)
1 hectare (ha) = 2.47 acres

1 acre (ac) = 0.405 hectare (ha)

1 kilogram (kg) = 2.204 pounds

Abbreviations and acronyms

ACP
COSOP
CPE
CPM
FAO
IICA
I0E

KM
MERCOSUR
M&E
NGO
PBAS
PRONAF

PRISMA

REAF

RIMS
SEAIN

Spanish Trust Fund

SSTC
UNDP
UNOPS
WFP

Agreement at Completion Point

country strategic opportunities programme

country programme evaluation

country programme manager

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture
Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD

knowledge management

Common Market of the South (Mercado Comun del Sur)
monitoring and evaluation

non-governmental organization

Performance-based Allocation System

National Family Farming Strengthening Programme (Programa
Nacional de Fortalecimento da Agricultura Familiar)

President’s Report on the Implementation Status and Management
Actions

Commission on Family Farming (Reunién Especializada sobre
Agricultura Familiar)

Results and Impact Management System

Secretariat of International Affairs, Ministry of Planning, Budget
and Management

Spanish Food Security Cofinancing Facility Trust Fund
South-South and Triangular Cooperation

United Nations Development Programme

United Nations Office for Project Services

World Food Programme
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Short project name
Dom Hélder Camara |

Dom Hélder Camara Il
Dom Tévora

Paulo Freire

PROCASE
Pro-Semi-Arid

Viva o Semi Arido
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Sustainable Development Project for Agrarian Reform
Settlements in the Semi-Arid North-East

Poverty and Inequalities in Semi-Arid North-east Brazil
Rural Business for Small Producers Project

Productive Development and Capacity-Building Project
Cariri and Seridd Sustainable Development Project

Rural Sustainable Development Project in the Semi-arid
Region of Bahia

Semi-arid Sustainable Development Project in the State of
Piaui
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Federative Republic of Brazil
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Federative Republic of Brazil Country Programme
Evaluation

1.
A.

1.

Background

Introduction

The Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE) undertook its first country
programme evaluation (CPE) in Brazil in 2007.° This CPE informed the preparation
of the second Brazil country strategic opportunities programme (COSOP), which
was adopted in 2008 and has guided the IFAD-Brazil cooperation since then.

At its 113™ session in December 2014, the IFAD Executive Board decided that 10E
should carry out a second CPE in Brazil in 2015. This CPE covers the IFAD-Brazil
partnership for the period 2008-2015 and has been conducted within the overall
provisions of the IFAD Evaluation Policy’” and Evaluation Manual.®

Since 2008, IOE has conducted two evaluations in Brazil of completed projects.
Moreover, IFAD activities in Brazil have also informed two evaluation synthesis
reports prepared by IOE in recent years (see table 1). All these independent
evaluations have provided invaluable sources of evidence for this CPE.

Table 1
Projects evaluated by IOE in Brazil and other IOE evaluations covering IFAD operations in Brazil
(2008-2015)

Evaluation type Project

Interim evaluation The Sustainable Development Project for Agrarian
Reform Settlements in the Semi-Arid North-East (Dom
Hélder Camara) Phase I, 2010

Project performance evaluation The Rural Communities Development Project in the
Poorest Areas of the State of Bahia (Gente de Valor),
2015

Evaluation synthesis - IFAD engagement in middle-income countries,
2014

Results-based country strategic opportunity
programmes, 2013

Source: IOE records.

Brazil has the largest portfolio of IFAD-supported operations in the Latin America
and the Caribbean Region. The first loan to Brazil was provided in 1980. Since
then, IFAD has provided eleven loans (a total of US$260 million) for a portfolio of
projects with a total cost of US$825 million. The national counterpart funding to
the portfolio (provided at both federal and state levels) is US$377 million

(45 per cent of total portfolio costs). There has been only limited international
cofinancing, principally from the Spanish Food Security Cofinancing Facility Trust
Fund (Spanish Trust Fund) and the Global Environmental Fund (GEF). Basic data
on the full set of loans approved by IFAD to Brazil since the Fund started its
operations in the country is provided in annex Il. In addition to loans, IFAD has
provided numerous grants to Brazil: 24 grants with activities in Brazil have been
approved in the past ten years (see annex lll).

Since the first CPE, IFAD has opened a country office in Salvador de Bahia to
provide a close link to the project portfolio through supervision and
implementation support. The country office became operational in June 2011 and

® The CPE was done in 2007, though the final report was published in April 2008. See report at:
www.ifad.org/evaluation/public_html/eksyst/doc/country/pl/brazil/bra_cpe.pdf.

" http://www.ifad.org/gbdocs/eb/102/e/EB-2011-102-R-7-Rev-1.pdf and
http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/process_methodology/doc/manual.pdf.

8 http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/policy/new_policy.htm.
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now has two professional staff and one general service employee. The IFAD
country programme manager (CPM) for Brazil is based at IFAD headquarters.

IFAD has produced two COSOPs for Brazil. The first was adopted in 1997 and the
second in 2008. A short description of the main elements of the COSOPs is

provided in chapter Ill. Table 2 contains a summary of key information on the

IFAD-Brazil partnership.

Table 2

A snapshot of IFAD operations in Brazil

First IFAD-funded project approved 1980

Total IFAD-funded projects approved 11

Number of ongoing projects 6

Total amount of IFAD lending (all operations) US$260 million

States covered by ongoing operations Alagoas, Bahia, Ceara, Paraiba, Piaui, Pernambuco,
Rio Grande do Norte and Sergipe

Lending terms Ordinary

Counterpart funding (Government and US$497.4 million

beneficiaries)

International cofinancing US$67.6 million

Total portfolio cost (all operations) US$825 million

Focus of operations Arid and semi-arid areas, community development,

employment generation, farm technology, micro-
enterprise support, value-supply chain, women and
youth. North-east of the country

Country Office in Salvador, Brazil Since 2011

Country programme manager lvan Cossio: 2008 - October 2014
Paolo Silveri: Current
Main federal government counterparts Ministry of Planning, Budget and Management

(coordinating ministry), and Ministry of Agrarian
Development (technical counterpart)

Source: IFAD databases and records.

The CPE report has been structured as follows. Chapter | includes background
information about the country programme and the CPE’s objectives, methodology
and processes. Chapter Il contains an account of the country context including an
overview of the priorities, lessons and results of selected other major
development partners in Brazil. Chapter 111 summarizes the main elements in the
two COSOPs, IFAD operations and country programme management. Chapter 1V
provides an account of the performance of the portfolio of projects included in this
CPE. Chapter V includes the main findings on the performance of partners, and
chapter VI includes the findings on non-lending activities including grants and
South-South and Triangular Cooperation (SSTC). Chapter VII contains the findings
on COSOP performance and overall IFAD-Government partnership, and chapter
VIl benchmarks the performance of IFAD operations in Brazil with other countries
and with selected IFAD corporate targets. Chapter 1X describes the CPE’s
storyline, conclusions and recommendations.

CPE objectives, methodology and process

Objectives. The main objectives of the CPE are: (i) to assess the performance
and impact of IFAD-supported operations in Brazil; (ii) to generate a series of
findings and recommendations to enhance the country programme’s overall
development effectiveness; and (iii) to provide insights to inform the preparation
of the next COSOP for Brazil, to be prepared by IFAD and the Government.

Methodology. The objectives of the CPE have been achieved by assessing the
performance of three mutually-reinforcing pillars in the IFAD-Government
partnership. These include the:

(i) Project portfolio performance;

14
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11.
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13.

(ii) Non-lending activities (knowledge management [KM], policy dialogue and
partnership-building). In addition, the CPE assesses the contribution of
grants and SSTC in achieving country programme objectives; and

(iii) Performance of the 2008 COSOP in terms of its relevance and effectiveness.

The performance in each of these areas has been rated on a scale of 1 (lowest) to
6 (highest).® These have been assessed individually, and the synergies between
them has also been considered (e.g. to what extent have IFAD’s KM activities
supported its project activities and, taken together, to what extent did they reflect
the approach outlined in the COSOP). Based on this, the CPE provides its
assessment of the overall IFAD-Government partnership.

Key questions. Based on a thorough review of documents and consultations with
IFAD Management and the Government of Brazil, the CPE focused on a number of
key strategic questions and issues. These are shown in box 1 below and were
included in the CPE approach paper'® produced at the outset of the process.

Box 1
Brazil CPE: Key questions and issues

Building on its track record, comparative advantage and specialization, what are the future role
and priorities of IFAD in Brazil, taking into account the country’s middle-income status with a large
number of rural poor people?

What are the opportunities and challenges for IFAD working in a country with a federal
governance and institutional architecture and what are the corresponding implications to policy
dialogue? In particular, how have the respective roles, priorities and relationships between the
federal and state governments affected IFAD-supported activities? How has IFAD facilitated inter-
state dialogue?

Explore opportunities to expand IFAD’s geographic coverage to the north and other non-semi-arid
regions in the north-east of the country, including providing assistance to indigenous peoples.

How have IFAD-supported activities contributed to the inclusion of the most marginalized rural
communities in national policies and programmes?

Though domestic cofinancing has been relatively high, the CPE will explore the underlying
rationale for no international cofinancing of IFAD-funded operations in the past decade.

What has been the collaboration at the country level among the Rome-based agencies (Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations [FAO], IFAD and World Food Programme [WFP])?

Review the efforts in promoting knowledge sharing on smallholder agriculture development,
including cross-fertilization of lessons and good practices within Brazil and with other countries.

How has the opening of the IFAD country office contributed to development effectiveness and the
IFAD-Brazil partnership in general, including dialogue with state governments and federal
authorities?

How can IFAD provide effective and efficient supervision and implementation support to
operations that cover a wide geographical area?

Project portfolio performance. The CPE uses internationally recognized
evaluation criteria to assess and rate the performance of individual projects and to
generate an overall composite assessment of the portfolio. The criteria adopted by
IOE in this CPE are: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, rural poverty impact,
sustainability, innovation and scaling up, gender equality and women’s
empowerment, and the performance of partners (i.e. of IFAD and the Government
of Brazil).* The criteria are described in annex V. They are further described in
chapter IV and other parts of the report where appropriate.

The CPE covers the period 2008-2015. Therefore, eight (of the total of 11) IFAD-
supported projects in the country are covered in this evaluation. These are the
two closed projects (Dom Hélder Camara | and Gente de Valor) and six ongoing

® 6 — highly satisfactory; 5 — satisfactory; 4 — moderately satisfactory; 3 — moderately unsatisfactory; 2 —
unsatisfactory; 1 — highly unsatisfactory.

1% See Brazil CPE Approach Paper at: www.ifad.org/evaluation/public_html/eksyst/doc/approach/brazil_cpe.pdf.

" The assessment of the performance of the Government of Brazil includes both the federal and state governments.
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projects (Viva o Semi Arido; PROCASE; Dom Tavora; Paulo Freire; Dom Hélder
Camara Il; and Pro-semi-arid). Basic data on these operations are shown in
annex Il.

14. It is important to note that the two closed projects have been rated across all
eight of the evaluation criteria described above. They were also assessed by the
2007 CPE, and have been included in this CPE because they were still under
implementation at the time of the 2007 CPE.

15. Loans to support the six projects currently being implemented were approved by
the IFAD Board between 2009 and 2014 and they all only became effective (i.e.,
the entry into force date) between 2012 and 2014. All the six ongoing projects
have been rated for the relevance criterion by this CPE.

16. In addition, of the six ongoing projects, only the PROCASE has also been rated for
all other criteria, except rural poverty impact. The Board approved the PROCASE
in December 2009, but it took nearly three years for the project to be declared
effective, with the entry into force date being October 2012. The project’s
expected completion date is end December 2018. Hence, at this time of this CPE,
the project can be considered to be half way through its implementation period.
Though the CPE has rated the performance of the PROCASE, it is fair to note that
the project’s final performance might be different at the end of its full
implementation period.

17. With regard to the other five ongoing project, it would not be methodologically
appropriate to assign a rating to the other evaluation criteria (apart from
relevance) based on their limited implementation progress. As a matter of fact,
none of them has reached the mid-point in terms of execution, and the average
total disbursement to date by project is only 11 per cent. Notwithstanding the
aforementioned, the CPE has thoroughly analysed the design and initial
implementation progress of all ongoing projects and carefully considered the
emerging opportunities and challenges they face.

18. Non-lending activities. The assessment of non-lending activities entailed a
review of the combined efforts of IFAD and the Government in promoting policy
dialogue, partnerships and KM. Each of these non-lending activities has been
assigned a composite rating of performance (taking into account their relevance,
effectiveness and efficiency). Thereafter, and based on the respective
assessments of policy dialogue, partnership-building and KM, the CPE also
provides an integrated rating for the non-lending activities overall. As mentioned
above, the roles of grants and SSTC have also been analysed in the CPE.

19. Assessing the 2008 COSOP. The CPE analyses the performance of the 2008
COSORP in terms of its relevance and effectiveness, in relation to seven principal
elements: (i) strategic objectives; (ii) geographic priority; (iii) subsector focus;
(iv) main partner institutions; (v) targeting approach used; (vi) mix of
instruments in the country programme (loans, grants and non-lending activities);
and (vii) the provisions for COSOP and country programme management.

20. Overall Government-1FAD partnership. In order to give a holistic overview of
the Brazil country strategy and programme, the CPE includes an integrated
assessment of the overall IFAD-Government partnership. This assessment is
informed by the assessments of the project portfolio, non-lending activities, and
COSOP performance.

21. Data and information collection. The CPE has used a variety of methods to
collect data and information from key partners and stakeholders, to ensure a
rigorous triangulation process and evidence-based assessment.
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The data and information collection process included, inter alia, the following
instruments: (i) site visits to project areas in six states'? by the CPE team for
direct observations of selected project activities; (ii) semi-structured interviews
with individual beneficiaries and focus-group discussion with several community
groups; (iii) interviews with key informants in IFAD Management, the Federal and
State Governments of Brazil, staff from project management units and project
implementing partners, and development partners in Brazil; (iv) a mini-survey in
the context of the project performance evaluation of the Gente de Valor project;
(v) structured written self-assessments by IFAD Management and the
Government of Brazil, addressing several of the key questions covered by the
CPE; (vi) an extensive review of IFAD documents (e.g. client surveys and annual
portfolio reviews), project documents (design reports, supervision mission and
implementation support reports, completion reports, evaluation reports) and
publications of other organizations; and (vii) retrieval and analysis of data from
IFAD’s corporate financial and project databases, as well as external databases
(e.g. Ministry of Planning, Budget and Management, World Bank’s World
Development Indicators, OECD’s creditors database, the Economist Intelligence
Unit).

The extensive bibliography used for this CPE is shown in annex VIII, which
includes references to academic literature and other publications on Brazil.
Excluding the numerous beneficiaries interviewed at the local level, more than
120 persons were met throughout the evaluation process to collect information
and listen to their perspectives on the IFAD-Government partnership. The list of
persons met is presented in annex VII.

Process. The CPE process included five main phases: (i) preparation; (ii) the
desk review of documentation and databases; (iii) in-country work; (iv) analysis
and report writing; and (v) communication and dissemination.

Preparatory phase. This included the development of the approach paper, which
outlined the evaluation objectives, methodology, process, timelines, key questions
and related information. A preparatory mission was conducted to Brazil in April
2015 to discuss the draft approach paper with the Government and other
partners. During the preparatory mission, IOE also searched for national
consultants to include in the CPE team. The approach paper was finalized in May
2015 following the incorporation of comments made by the IFAD Management and
the Government of Brazil.

Desk review. This phase entailed a comprehensive review of IFAD documents,
other documents and databases. It resulted in the preparation of numerous desk
review notes, inter alia, on project performance, non-lending activities, country
context, and other topics. The desk review phase gave an opportunity to identify
hypotheses and issues that were explored in the course of the evaluation.

In-country CPE main mission. IOE fielded a multidisciplinary team of experts®® for
three weeks to Brazil in June-July 2015. The team visited various states and all
current projects, and held a wrap-up meeting at the end of the mission in Brasilia
to share its initial findings. As a novelty in the evaluation process, several
concerned IFAD staff including the Director of the Latin America and Caribbean
Division took part in the wrap-up meeting from the Fund’s headquarters through
video conference. During the months of June and July, the Latin America and
Caribbean Division and the Government of Brazil prepared their respective written
self-assessments, which are of very good quality and served as useful inputs for
the CPE’s analysis.

'2 Bahia, Ceara, Paraiba, Pernambuco, Piaui, and Sergipe.
¥ The CPE team, led by the IOE Deputy Director was composed of three men and two women (including two
Brazilian nationals). See Acknowledgements section at the beginning of this report.
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IFAD's Delegation visiting Hon. Camilo Sobreira de Santana, Governor of the State of Ceara, Fortaleza, 20 October
2015.

Analysis and report writing. In this phase, the CPE team spent due time to
analyse and triangulate all the data and information collected during the
evaluation. Thereafter, IOE prepared the draft CPE report based on numerous
technical working papers,*® which have been thoroughly informed by the field
visits undertaken by IOE, including interactions with beneficiaries and their
organizations. It is useful to note that the evaluation ratings were carefully
determined after a thorough examination of evidence and a participatory process
of consultation among team members, which served to minimize inter-evaluator
variability. Once the draft report was available, it was first exposed to an internal
peer review by IOE staff and review by two external advisers.*® In September
2015, the draft report was shared with IFAD’s Programme Management
Department and the Government for their review and feedback before being
finalized.

In addition to analysing primary data and information collected during the
evaluation process, IOE has made extensive used of self-evaluation reports and
data in forming its evaluative judgements in this CPE. The self-evaluations data
and findings have mainly been used — as one key component in the CPE’s
triangulation process — to develop and further substantiate IOE’s independent
analysis and findings on different topics covered by the CPE. The use of the
various self-evaluations have been referenced in the CPE report in different
places, as and where appropriate.

There are some features about the analysis and CPE report worth highlighting,
which go beyond the normal remit of CPEs by IOE. Firstly, the evaluation includes
a dedicated assessment of IFAD’s efforts to promote SSTC in Brazil. The
corresponding findings are included in a separate section in chapter V1. Secondly,

* These are listed in the table of contents of the CPE report.

' The external reviewers included Mr Vinod Thomas, Director General of the Independent Evaluation Department
(IED) in the Asian Development Bank and Mr Jiro Tominga, Senior Evaluation Officer, IED. Mr Thomas was previously
the World Bank country director in Brazil and Senior Vice President/Director General of the Independent Evaluation
Group (IEG) of the World Bank. Mr Tominga was previously Senior Evaluation Officer in IEG and was responsible for
leading the World Bank’s country assistance evaluation (2013) in Brazil.
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the CPE includes a chapter on benchmarking the performance of the Brazil
country programme with other selected countries (chapter VIII), based on CPEs
conducted by IOE since 2010 that follow a similar methodology and process. The
benchmarking section also includes an assessment of how the performance of
IFAD operations in Brazil compare with selected corporate targets for end-2015 in
the Fund’s Results Measurement Framework, as agreed with member states
during the Ninth Replenishment of IFAD’s Resources (for the period 2013-2015).
The CPE also includes a dedicated review of the focus, results and lessons of
selected other major development partners (annex 1V) working in Brazil, based on
their respective evaluations. Finally, the CPE has made a thorough assessment
and rated the implementation of the recommendations from the 2007 Brazil CPE.
The inclusion of specific sections on SSTC, benchmarking and the implementation
of the 2007 CPE recommendations has, however, contributed to making this
report somewhat longer than other CPEs.

Communication and dissemination. This phase involved a range of activities to
ensure the timely and effective outreach of the CPE’s findings, lessons and
recommendations. A CPE National Round-table Workshop was held in Brasilia in
October 2015, jointly organized by the Ministry of Planning, Budget and
Management and IOE, to discuss the main issues, findings and recommendations
of the evaluation. IOE also prepared an Evaluation Profile and an Insight'® on the
CPE, which were disseminated widely along with the CPE report.

Brazil CPE National Roundtable Workshop, Brasilia 22 October 2015.

Limitations. The preparation of the CPE faced some limitations, which 10E
addressed through specific measures. First and foremost, interactions, especially
with beneficiaries and some officials at the sub-national level, necessitated a
knowledge of Portuguese to ensure a thorough dialogue. To address this issue, in
defining the membership of the CPE team, IOE selected two national consultants,

'® profiles and Insights are brochures of around 800 words each, aiming at reaching a wider audience, including IFAD
Management, key policy makers, government officials and development practitioners, among others. An evaluation
profile contains a summary of the main findings and recommendations arising from the CPE, whereas the Insight
focuses on one key learning issue emerging from the CPE, with the intention of raising attention and stimulating
further debate on the theme among development practitioners.
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with expertise and experience in key areas covered by the CPE, who are fluent in
both English and Portuguese. In addition, 10E designated its Deputy Director’ to
lead this CPE.

A second challenge related to covering the vast geographic area covered by the
projects assessed by this CPE, taking into account that the main CPE mission was
fielded “only” for three weeks to the country. This limitation was addressed in
three ways: (i) the undertaking before the CPE of a dedicated project performance
evaluation of the Gente de Valor project as a separate exercise, to enhance the
evidence base for the CPE. As a result, the CPE team did not need to visit the
Gente de Valor project; (ii) undertaking of an additional one-week CPE
preparatory mission early in the process. This allowed IOE to exchange views with
authorities in Brasilia as well as in one of the states (Bahia) covered by IFAD
operations; and (iii) detailed advance planning and organization of logistics to
ensure the CPE team could visit operations in as many states as possible during
its three-week main mission.

The third limitation is that five of the six ongoing operations covered by the CPE
are only in the initial stages of implementation, thus preventing a full assessment
of their results at this stage. However, the CPE has thoroughly assessed the
emerging opportunities and challenges of the ongoing projects and devoted
enhanced attention to strategic and cross-cutting issues related to the IFAD-Brazil
partnership. This makes the 2015 Brazil CPE different from other CPEs carried out
by IOE, which are based on IFAD loan-funded projects that are normally in
advanced stages of implementation.

Timeline of the 2015 CPE. It is important to note that the Board approved the
undertaking of the Brazil CPE from January 2015 to March 2016. However, the
CPE has been completed in a significantly shorter timeframe, to enhance its
usefulness especially in the development of the forthcoming Brazil COSOP.
Considering the draft CPE approach paper was prepared in February/March 2015,
and the final workshop held in October, the 2015 Brazil CPE has been completed
in only around 9 months from start to finish. The CPE report, following the usual
editorial quality assurance, will be published and disseminated by the end of
2015.

¥ Who has a working knowledge of Portuguese.
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Key points on background and evaluation

Brazil has the largest portfolio of IFAD-supported operations in the Latin America and
the Caribbean Region. IFAD established a Country Office in Salvador in 2011 that
currently has three staff. The Brazil CPM is based at IFAD headquarters.

IFAD operations in Brazil have been guided by two COSOPs, which were adopted in
1997 and 2008.

This is the second CPE in Brazil conducted by IOE, covering IFAD operations in the
country between 2008 and 2015. The first CPE was done in 2007.

The main objective of the CPE is to assess the results of the IFAD-Brazil partnership
and to generate findings and recommendations to inform the preparation of the next
Brazil COSOP.

The evaluation includes the assessment of eight IFAD-funded projects, non-lending
activities including grants and SSTC, and COSOP performance. Based on the
aforementioned, the CPE generates an overall assessment of the Brazil-IFAD
partnership.

The CPE process included five phases: (i) preparation; (ii) desk review; (iii) in-
country work; (iv) analysis and report writing; and (v) communication and
dissemination.
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Country context

Overview!®

Geography and population. Brazil is the largest country in South America with
a land area of approximately 8.54 million km2 (approximately half of the territory
in South America). It shares its border with all South American countries except
Chile and Ecuador.

Brazil had an estimated population of 204.6 million in 2015. The population is
predominantly urban in nature, with almost 87 per cent of the people living in
urban areas. Almost 30 million people live in rural areas.

Around 55 million people live in the north-east of the country, out of which

15 million live in rural areas. Fifty-eight per cent of the total population and

67 per cent of the rural population in the north-east is poor. Around 15 million
people live in the north of the country, out of which 4 million live in rural areas.
They are mostly indigenous people, who live below the poverty line.

Politics. A new constitution for the country was enacted in 1988, right after the
restoration of democracy in 1986. Brazil has witnessed a stable political
environment ever since, with a multi-party presidential democracy in place. The
Workers’ Party (Partido dos Trabalhadores) came to power in 2003 and has
maintained a parliamentary majority through coalition ever since, winning also the
most recent presidential elections in October 2014.

Currently, however, Brazil is going through political instability, caused by economic
recession and alleged corruption scandals involving national companies. This is
straining economic and social advancement processes. On the positive side, Brazil
has strong democratic institutions. They provides an opportunity for guaranteeing
stability, credibility and honest government, which has a track record and
demonstrated results in promoting public policies and programmes for rural
poverty reduction.

Governance and institutions. Brazil is a Federative Republic and the
Constitution of 1988 defines the union of the central government, 26 states and
the federal district, and more than 5,500 municipalities. The Constitution
promoted fiscal decentralization by enabling states and municipalities to raise
revenues through taxes and by transferring to them a larger share of federal
taxes. Administrative decentralization was carried out by devolving important
responsibilities, such as education, health, local infrastructure and the provision of
social services, to local governments down to the municipality level. Municipalities
also have an important role in identifying eligible beneficiaries of the Bolsa Familia
programme and registering them in the Unified Register. Thus, integration of
benefits of health and education services rendered by municipalities and those of
Bolsa Familia require a certain level of vertical and horizontal integration of
governance.

The federal Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Food Supply (established
originally as a Secretariat in 1860, and later as a separate ministry in the early
1990s) has a key role in the country’s agriculture development. The Ministry is
responsible for formulating and implementing policies and programmes for
agribusiness development, market integration, technology development,
promoting food security, income generation and employment, reducing
inequalities and social inclusion. The Brazilian Agricultural Research Corporation
(EMBRAPA) and other state-owned institutions in the agriculture sector are closely
affiliated to the Ministry of Agriculture. The latter has a close partnership with the
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and other

'8 Data in this chapter is drawn from a variety of sources including the OECD, the World Development Indicators of
the World Bank, FAO, the Economist Intelligence Unit, IFAD rural poverty portal, Brookings Institute, the Government
of Brazil, and others.

22



Appendix 11 EC 2016/91/W.P.4/Rev.1

43.

44.

45.

international organizations working in Brazil, including the Inter-American
Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture (11CA), the Inter-American Development
Bank (IDB), and the World Bank.

Another key institution working in agriculture is the Ministry of Agrarian
Development established in 1999 (though it was originally formed in 1982 as
extraordinary Ministry for Land Reform). It is in charge of rural development, land
reform and agrarian reorganization, promoting sustainable development of family
farming, improving incomes and food security, and clarifying land tenure. This
Ministry is currently IFAD’s main technical partner at the federal level, and it also
works with a number of development agencies in Brazil. It has also championed
the cause of family farming in various national, regional and international policy
fora.

Economy. In 2014, Brazil was the world’s seventh largest economy with an
estimated GDP of US$2.346 trillion. Services contributed 71 per cent of GDP,
followed by industry (23.4 per cent) and agriculture (5.6 per cent).'® Brazil has
witnessed bouts of growth and recession accompanied by inflationary tendencies
in the past decade. According to the World Bank, Brazil is classified as an upper
middle-income country with a per capita GNI (Atlas Method) of US$11,760 in
2014. Table 3 shows key economic indicators for the period of 2010-2014.

Table 3
Brazil: Main macroeconomic indicators

Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Real GDP growth (annual per cent) 7.5 2.7 1.0 2.5 0.1
GNI per capita, Atlas method (current US$) 9 520 10 700 11 640 11 690 11 760
GNI per capita, public-private partnership (current

international US$) 13510 14 030 14 350 14 750 15 900
Total investment (per cent of GDP) 21.8 21.8 20.3 21.0 20.0
Agriculture value-added (per cent of GDP) 4.9 5.1 5.3 5.6 5.6
Industry, value-added (per cent of GDP) 27.4 27.2 25.4 24.4 23.4
Services, value-added (per cent of GDP) 67.8 67.7 69.4 70.0 71.0
Inflation, GDP deflator (annual per cent) 8.6 8.3 5.9 7.6 6.9
Gross national savings (per cent of GDP) 19.66 19.80 18.09 17.60 16.16
General government structural balance (per cent of 62
GDP) -3.7 -2.8 -2.6 -3.6

General government gross debt (per cent of GDP) 63.0 61.2 63.5 62.2 65.2
Current account balance (per cent of GDP) -2.14 -2.00 -2.25 -3.40 3.88

Source: World Bank, International Monetary Fund data.

As shown in the table 3, over the past couple of years, Brazil’'s economic progress
has decelerated to the point of a negative growth in 2015. The adverse economic
impact of stagnant development setting has largely been masked by strong
growth driven by high commodity prices over the past decade, but a deteriorating
international environment and diminished growth expectations have brought
these structural issues to the forefront. More broad-based and consistent reforms
will be needed to guarantee long-term economic development, while a negative
GDP growth is expected for 2015 and possibly 2016.

®World Bank Databank: http:/data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.IND.TOTL.ZS/countries.
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Exports. The growth in exports in the recent past has been driven by surging
demand for commodities from fast growing emerging economies. Some of the
major export commodities are crude oil, iron ore, sugar, soya and meat.
Agriculture plays a key role in exports with agricultural products making up about
37 per cent of the total exports in 2013, followed by fuels and mining products
making up another 24 per cent of the exports.?

Poverty and social development. Alongside the rapid economic growth, Brazil
has made rapid strides in several key social indices. The Human Development
Index value of Brazil increased from 0.612 in 1990 and 0.705 in 2005, to 0.744 in
2013, ranking it 79" out of 187 countries and placing it in the high Human
Development Index category.?*

In terms of meeting the targets for achievement of Millennium Development Goal
number 1 (eradicate extreme poverty and hunger), Brazil has made rapid strides
and already surpassed the target. However, in spite of its status as a middle-
income country, there is a high level of income inequality as witnessed by the Gini
co-efficient of permanent households, which stood at 0.501 in 2011, down from
0.509 in 2009.%

The poverty headcount (at national poverty line) in 2012 stood at 9 per cent,
down from double digit figure of 21 per cent in 2005.?° The rate of extreme
poverty (below the national poverty line of 70 Reais/month) was 3.6 per cent in
2012 compared to 13.4 per cent in 1990. However, the prevalence of extreme
povertgf1 is higher in rural areas at 9.3 per cent compared to 2.6 per cent in urban
areas.

Brazil is characterized by differences across regions and states in terms of poverty
and social well-being. In terms of geographic and spatial distribution, there is a
higher prevalence of poverty and social deprivation in the northern and north-
eastern regions. The general dependence on agriculture as a primary source of
livelihood is also higher in the northern and north-eastern regions. These regions
are home to about 65 per cent of Brazil's extremely poor (<70 Reais/month) and
50.7 per cent of the poor (=70<140 Reais/month), while they cumulatively
account for only 20 per cent of the country’s population.?®

Conditional Cash Transfers have remained the cornerstone for providing a
social safety net. Since 2003, Brazil has operated the conditional cash-transfer
scheme known as "Bolsa Familia” in which the federal government unified diverse
cash-transfer schemes into one. It is the largest operational cash-transfer scheme
in the world. The programme currently reaches about 26 per cent of the country’s
population, 13 million families accounting for approximately 50 million residents,
at an expenditure equivalent to 0.5 per cent of GDP. It is estimated that about

50 per cent of the current beneficiaries of the programme reside in the north-
eastern region. The programme integrates its benefits with those of the universal
health care and primary education systems; the benefits of the programme are
conditional upon children’s attendance at school and stipulated periodic preventive
health checks. Research indicates that the programme is an important source of
income for some of the poorest households in the country.?® It is estimated that

2 WTO Statistical Database:
http://stat.wto.org/CountryProfile/WSDBCountryPFView.aspx?Language=E&Country=BR.

! Explanatory note on the 2014 Human Development Report composite indices:
http://hdr.undp.org/sites/all/themes/hdr_theme/country-notes/BRA.pdf.

2 Table 8, Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de Domicilios 2011, Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatistica - IBGE
% World Bank Databank: http:/data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.NAHC/countries?page=1.

2 UNDP Millennium Development Goal Country Report, Brazil 2014.

% Bolsa Familia Programme, A decade of social inclusion in Brazil.

% Bolsa Familia Programme, A decade of social inclusion in Brazil:
https://www.wwp.org.br/sites/default/files/sumex_bolsa_familia_program_decade_social_inclusion_brazil_pe.pdf.
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Bolsa Familia’s payments account for 15-20 per cent of the reduction achieved in
the Gini co-efficient representing income distribution in Brazil.?’

Agricultural and rural development

Agriculture has occupied a central role in the poverty reduction efforts of Braazil,
mainly through support to family farming in the form of land redistribution,
technical assistance and the provision of financial services for farm and non-farm
activities. It is also one of the drivers of exports alongside extractive minerals.
Agriculture employs 15.3 per cent of the country’s workforce, as compared to
21.9 per cent in industry and 62.7 per cent in the services sector.

Brazil is ranked sixth in terms of overall agricultural output, estimated at
US$100 billion in 2012. Some of the important crops grown in Brazil are
sugarcane, soybean, cotton and coffee. Brazil is the world’s largest producer of
coffee and sugarcane and second largest producer of soybean. Some of the most
important food crops in Brazil are dry beans, paddy and maize with production
estimated at 2.7 million tonnes, 11 million tonnes and 71 million tonnes,
respectively, in 2012.%8

Livestock resources are abundant in Brazil. It has the second largest number of
cattle in the world, behind India. Brazil is the world’s largest producer of beef,
estimated at 9.4 million tonnes in 2012, valued at US$25.3 billion and the second
largest exporter in the world. Apart from meat, the dairy industry has witnessed
rapid growth in the past decade, with Brazil turning from a net importer to a net
exporter of dairy produce. Over the period of 2010-20, it is estimated the Brazil’s
milk production will grow by 1.7 per cent per annum.?° Poultry production is also
important; Brazil is the third largest producer and the largest exporter of broiler
meat in the world.

Family farming. In Brazil, family farming (also family agriculture) is now defined
by the Family Farming Law (Law 11,326), based on four criteria: a maximum land
tenure defined regionally; a predominant recourse to non-wage family labour; an
income predominantly originating from the farming activity; and a farm operated
by the family. It is considered a specific means of organizing agricultural, forestry,
fisheries, pastoral and aquacultural production. The family and the farm are
inseparably linked, co-evolve and combine economic, environmental,
reproductive, social and cultural functions.

Brazil has an estimated 16 million family farmers, with a total of around 4.1
million small farm plots. They contribute significantly to the production of certain
agricultural products such as beans (70 per cent), maize (46 per cent), coffee
(38 per cent), milk (58 per cent), poultry (50 per cent) and beef (30 per cent).
Family farms represent 84 per cent of the total number of farms and occupy

80 million hectares of land (24 per cent of total farmland). Family farms
contributed 38 per cent of the gross value of agricultural production as of 2006.%*
They are also instrumental to the food security of the country, as they produced
70 per cent of all food products consumed by Brazilians.®' Family farms primarily
use family labour and also commonly employ temporary labour. Family farms
employ 74 per cent of total available farm labour, using an average of 15.3
persons per 100 hectares, compared to non-family farms with 1.7 persons per
100 hectares.?*?

27 H
Ibid.
%8 EAOSTAT: http://faostat.fao.org/DesktopDefault.aspx?PagelD=339&lang=en&country=21.
zz FAO-OECD Agricultural Outlook: http://www.oecd.org/site/oecd-faoagriculturaloutlook/48184340.pdf
Ibid.
% Scaling up Local Development Initiatives : Brazil's Food Acquisition Programme:
http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/sites/default/files/resources/Nehring_McKay 2013 PAA.pdf.
* FAO, Family Farming Observatory: http://www.rlc.fao.org/en/about-fao/regional-priorities/family-farming/baf/2012-
09/ffol.
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Agriculture research. Agricultural production has evolved in the past decades in
its shift away from the continued expansion of acreage under production and
towards a focus on improving productivity. Starting in the 1960s, the country
began to experience major changes in the methods of agricultural production. The
traditional methods of production together with land expansion were no longer
sufficient to sustain agricultural growth at the pace required by the growth in the
industrial sector.

In the 1970s, Brazil started investing significantly in agricultural research and
production intensification to tackle the food crisis in the region. The formation of
EMBRAPA in 1973 was a step in that direction. The National Agricultural Research
System is composed by EMBRAPA, 18 State Organizations for Agricultural
Research (OEPAS), universities and the federal or State level research institutes,
and other public and private organizations directly or indirectly linked to
agricultural research activity. While EMBRAPA tackles agricultural research at the
National level, OEPAS have a high importance at States level.

Another notable achievement, principally by EMBRAPA, was to transform the vast
tropical savannah eco-region of the Cerrado, hitherto considered largely
unproductive, into arable land, thereby opening up vast tracts of lands for
agriculture and livestock-rearing without resorting to massive deforestation. As of
2010, the Cerrado accounted for almost 70 per cent of the total farm output of
Brazil®® although it makes up only 25 per cent of its territory.3*

The public agriculture extension system is financed by both federal and state
governments. Brazil’s first public extension system was created in 1974 with the
establishment of the Empresa Brasileira de Assisténcia Técnica e Extensdo Rural
(EMBRATER) at the federal level and the Empresas de Assisténcia Técnica e
Extensdo Rural at the state level. However, during the late 1980s, funding by the
federal government declined and, as a consequence, EMBRATER closed, followed
in turn by several state rural extension agencies dependent on federal funds. The
impact was greatest in the Amazon and the semi-arid regions, the less-developed
regions of Brazil containing about 70 per cent of the family-farming population.®

Federal funding for extension was revived only in 2003 with the formulation of a
new national rural extension policy, Politica Nacional de Assisténcia Técnica e
Extensao Rural, which defined family farmers as its target group. As of 2011, the
public extension system reached about 1.5 million family farmers through a
network of 20,000 extension agents with a budget of US$1 billion. However, low
coverage remains an issue given that, as of 2011, three million family farms were
not receiving rural extension services.*® In order to tackle this situation, in 2013
the Government created the National Agency for Rural Extension and Technical
Assistance, which became operational in 2015. The main objective for this agency
is to streamline and simplify contractual services, also improving monitoring and
evaluation of extension services in Brazil. One of its activities will be to share
technologies and knowledge, with EMBRAPA, to farmers for improving their
productivity and enhancing sustainable actions.

% The Miracle of Cerrado, The Economist: http://www.economist.com/node/16886442.

% public Policies and Agricultural Investment in Brazil:
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/tci/pdf/InvestmentPolicy/Inv_in_Br_agriculture - 20 08 2012.pdf.

* Keynote Paper, Innovations in Extension and Advisory Services for Alleviating Poverty and Hunger: Lessons from
Brazil
http://extension.cta.int/pages/Documents/Keynote%20Papers/CTA129%20Keynote%20Papers_Correa%20da%20Sil
va%20KN_04.pdf.

* Keynote Paper, Innovations in Extension and Advisory Services for Alleviating Poverty and Hunger: Lessons from
Brazil
http://extension.cta.int/pages/Documents/Keynote%20Papers/CTA129%20Keynote%20Papers_Correa%20da%20Sil

va%20KN_04.pdf.
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Water. Research by Vinod Thomas (see From Inside Brazil: Development in a
Land of Contrasts)®” on Brazil notes that the country has an abundance of
freshwater. However, more than 70 per cent of water is concentrated in the
Amazon Basin. With 7.32 trillion cubic metres, Brazil has the largest internal flows
of water in the world. If properly managed, this precious resource can meet the
country’s needs for agriculture, industry and household use. However, while water
is in abundance is some areas, it is scare elsewhere. The north-east region, with
close to 28 percentage of the population, has only 5 per cent of the country’s
water resources. When water is available, it is often highly polluted and drought is
also a recurrent problem. Sustainable water resources management has been and
remains a major challenge for Brazil.

The semi-arid region. The north-east of Brazil has a large semi-arid area of
approximately 970 000 km?, occupying 11 per cent of the national territory and
inhabited by approximately 25 million people. The region has a high average
temperature (27° C) and evaporation amounting to 2000 mm/year, with average
rainfall between 400 and 600mm/year with irregular distribution in time and
space, concentrated in 3-5 months. The combination of these factors creates a
negative hydric balance during most of the year and favours the occurrence of
severe droughts. Soils are mostly shallow, with localized rising of rocks and a
rocky terrain. The predominant vegetation is the Caatinga, a thorny deciduous dry
woodland dominated by woody plants. The semi-arid region is, undoubtedly, the
most vulnerable geographic space to the effects of desertification and climatic
change.

The region’s main food crops are cassava, beans, and maize. The first is the major
source of carbohydrates for the rural population, and the second the major source
of vegetal protein, while maize is often used for feeding small animals, and also
as a component of the human diet. Other important crops are cowpeas, adapted
to dry areas, cashew and tropical fruits, the latter cultivated in irrigated
perimeters with a more organized market structure. People living in rural areas
are mostly poor, in spite of the reduction in poverty observed in the last decade, a
result of the several social programmes implemented by the federal government
of Brazil.

In spite of aggressive efforts made by the Brazilian governments, aiming at a
better distribution of wealth and the improvement of the living conditions in the
country, the situation of the semi-arid region of the north-east continues to pose a
serious challenge to sustainable development in the country. Projects that created
the appropriate infrastructure for irrigation, such as the SUDENE/CODEVASF
project implemented in the margins of the San Francisco river in Petrolina and
Juazeiro, have shown the potential for agricultural production in the region,
especially for the production of fruits and horticultural products. With access to
water, farmers increased production of vegetables and later engaged in fruit
production. Today, the region is a net exporter of tropical fruits and grapes, and
also a recognized “terroir” of wine production. However, the absolute majority of
the semi-arid Northeast does not have the necessary infrastructure for irrigated
agriculture and, as a result, depends on rain fed agriculture for food production.
This situation makes it imperative for opportunities for irrigated agriculture to be
created for family farmers, as a way to increase crop production and productivity
in the region.

Land reform. Debate concerning land reform has prevailed in the political
domain since the 1950s, but serious implementation of reform began only in the
1990s. In the period 1964-1985, only 77,000 families were settled whereas from
1995-2002 the number rose to 400,000 families. Between 2002 and 2006 alone,
the government is estimated to have invested US$2 billion and to have

%" The World Bank and Stanford Economics and Finance (2006).
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expropriated 32 million hectares to be redistributed to 381,000 landless families;
a similar amount is estimated to have been spent in the period 2006-2010.%*

The main institution responsible for land reform, basically the resettlement of
landless families on expropriated land, is the National Institute for Colonization
and Agrarian Reform. The role of grass-roots civil movements such as the
Movimento dos Trabalhadores Sem Terra has been instrumental, supported by
favourable government legislation enacted through the Constitution of 1988 and
subsequent government decrees.* Land reform activities have been diversified,
with a particular focus on post-land-distribution interventions and settlement
development. These actions include special lines of credit, such as those for
housing and productive projects undertaken by women'’s groups, as well as
literacy and other educational projects.*® Land reform has been instrumental in
making family farming** central to the agriculture and social sector policy
discourse in Brazil.

Rural financial services have played an important role in the transformation of
agriculture starting in the 1960s when the large-scale modernization of the
agricultural sector was undertaken. The National Rural Credit System (Sistema
National de Crédito Rural) was instrumental in financing agricultural
modernization efforts through the 1960s and 1970s, but was insufficiently
targeted towards small and medium farmers. By 1976, almost 56 per cent of the
credit was directed towards large-scale farmers.*?

The National Programme to Strengthen Family Farming (PRONAF, Programa
Nacional de Fortalecimento da Agricultura Familiar) targets families that possess
less than four médulos fiscais (the minimum area of land needed to maintain a
family farm, which differs between regions). Credit lines have been established to
meet the specific needs of farming families, and it is estimated that PRONAF has
reached almost two million farm families.*?

In addition to credit, PRONAF actively promotes insurance against climate hazards
and price fluctuations. The "Family Farming Insurance"”, created in 2004, covers
100 per cent of the loan and 65 per cent of the expected net income from the
harvest, in the event of losses caused by drought, rain, hail, wind and or other
natural factors. The "Price Guarantee Programme for Family Farming", established
in 2006, insures producers against price falls. It offers a discount on the credit
payment equivalent to the difference between market prices and the reference
prices defined by the National Supply Company.** PRONAF’s targeting also allows
the government to focus other interventions on family farmers, such as the Food
Acquisition Programme (Programa de Aquisi¢cdo de Alimentos). Launched in 2003,
the Food Acquisition Programme is a government-sponsored food procurement
programme that utilizes the productive capacity of family farms to contribute to
meeting the nutritional needs of people living in food insecurity, by supplying food
to local public school feeding programmes, food banks, community kitchens,
charitable associations and community centres for the needy.

% Agricultural Land Redistribution, Towards a greater consensus.
?gttp://siteresources.Worldbank.orq/lNTARD/Resources/Aq Land_Redistribution.pdf.

Ibid.
“° The Food Security Policy Context in Brazil, International Policy Centre for Inclusive Growth.
4l Using the Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA) definition, a family farmer is distinguished
from a farmer who uses hired labour based on the social relations of production (i.e. the type of labour used on the
farm rather than its size or the income that it generated). Thus, family farms were defined as those that used more
family labour units than hired labour units. The upper limit for the classification is set at 15 times the médulo fiscal -
the minimum amount of land needed to maintain a family by means of family farming.
“2 public Policies and Agricultural Investment in Brazil:
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/tci/pdf/InvestmentPolicy/Inv_in_Br_agriculture - 20 08 2012.pdf.
%3 The Food Security Policy Context in Brazil, International Policy Centre for Inclusive Growth: http://www.ipc-
kjdndp.orq/publlPCCountryStudyZZ.pdf

Ibid.
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Private sector in agriculture. Under the new rural extension service regime in
place since 2003, private entities including non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) have also been enabled to access public funding to provide extension
services to family farmers. Another recent phenomenon has been the entry of
organized private sector players into large-scale agricultural production. Many
private investors are also facilitating the transfer of modern agricultural
technologies learned in Brazil to similar investments in Africa. This is significant in
the context of SSTC.*

The regulatory and business environment. The "Doing Business" index
compiled by the International Finance Corporation ranks Brazil as 120" in a total
of 189 countries in 2015, compared to a rank of 123 in 2013. Similarly, the
"Global Competitiveness Index" for 2014-2015, compiled by the World Economic
Forum, ranks Brazil's competitiveness in 57™ place of a total of 144 countries.
Brazil ranked 72" out of 177 in Transparency International’s Corruption
Perceptions Index 2013.

Intraregional trade in agriculture. Brazil is the largest of the five members of
the trading bloc Common Market of the South (MERCOSUR) (including Argentina,
Paraguay, Uruguay and Venezuela). As of 2010, it accounted for 71 per cent of
the total exports of MERCOSUR and for 52 per cent of the intra-bloc exports. In
agricultural products, Brazil accounts for 62 per cent of all MERCOSUR exports
while in intra-bloc trade it accounts for a mere 12.5 per cent of exports

(compared to Argentina’s share of 50 per cent). Intra-bloc trade as a proportion of
total trade remains relatively small. As of 2010, intra-bloc exports were only 15.5
per cent of total exports. Agricultural products comprised 40 per cent of the total
exports of MERCOSUR countries but only 18 per cent of intra-bloc exports.*®

Agricultural budget. Table 4 shows the total federal budget and the budget of
selected state governments, with ongoing IFAD-financed operations.
Table 4

Total budget of Brazil (both federal and selected state governments)
Brazilian reals (million)

Total budget

Federal/states 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Federal Government 1860428 2073390 2257 289 2 276 516 2 488 853
Bahia 23275 26 249 28951 34581 36 084
Ceara 13 805 16 787 18 315 19 388 21304
Paraiba 6017 7170 8088 9 903 10 747
Pernambuco 18 620 21 963 27 428 33510 31884
Rio Grande do Norte 7787 9 498 9395 11 036 12 148
Sergipe 5337 6 500 7582 7 800 8625
Alagoas 1369 1635 1842 - 1925

Source: Website of the Ministry of Planning, Budget and Management.

Table 5 below shows the agriculture budget of the federal and selected state
governments. The figures in brackets besides each number is the percentage of
the agriculture budget, as part of the total federal and state budgets.

 Private Financial Sector Investment in Farmland and Agricultural Infrastructure, OECD Food, Agriculture and
Fisheries Papers No. 33: http://www.oecd-
ilibrary.org/docserver/download/5km7nzpjlr8v.pdf?expires=1415979142&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=AB141E2
EAE4A6546B22A42D51BF91004

“ International Trade Statistics 2010, WTO: http:/www.wto.org/english/res_e/statis_e/its2011_e/its2011_e.pdf

29



Appendix 11

76.

77.

78.

79.

Table 5
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Agriculture budget of Brazil (both federal and selected state governments).

(Millions of Brazilian reals)

Total budget

Federal/states 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Federal Government 82 076 94 112 114 846 143 062 166 691
(4.41) (4.45) (5.09) (6.28) (6.70)

Bahia 2798 3507 4 467 6 044 6 475
(12.02) (13.36) (15.4) (17.48) (17.95)

Ceara 640 715 784 1155 1090
(4.64) (4.26) (4.29) (5.96) (5.12)

Paraiba 362 375 325 496 480
(6.02) 5.24) 4.03) (5.02) (4.47)

Pernambuco 524 554 688 986 1004
(2.82) (2.53) (2.51) (2.94) (3.19)

Rio Grande do Norte 188 243 273 438 352
(2.42) (2.56) (2.91) (3.97) (2.91)

Sergipe 331 317 345 497 464
(6.21) (4.89) (4.55) (6.38) (5.39)

Alagoas 254 109 130 391
(18.55) (6.66) (7.05) (20.31)

Note: Figures in brackets are the percentage of the agriculture budget as a proportion of the total budget.
Source: Website of the Ministry of Planning, Budget and Management.

Brazil’s national budget for 2014 was 2.49 trillion Brazilian reais. From this,
6.7 per cent of the national budget was allocated to the agriculture sector

(expenditure, commercialization and investments), which includes an increase by
16.5 per cent from the 2013 budget to the sector. Bahia allocates 17.95 per cent
of the state’s total budget to agriculture in 2014, which is the highest proportion
of all the states listed in tables 4 and 5. The lowest allocation is by the state of Rio
Grande do Norte (2.91 per cent).

In June 2015, the Government announced an increase in its 2015/2016 annual
national budget for agriculture credit (Plano Agricola e Pecuario) by 20 per cent as
compared to the 2014/2015 budget. The 2015/2016 agriculture credit budget is
187.7 billion reais (which is equivalent to US$56 billion). Considering that Brazil is
going through major economic difficulties and most government agencies are
facing budget cuts, the increase shows the importance of the agricultural sector
for the Brazilian economy. Out of the US$56 billion, US$45 billion will be allocated
for commercialization and expenditure costs, while US$11 billion will be allocated
for investments.

In August 2015, the PRONAF granted funding for working capital and investment
to family farmers and agrarian reform settlers. The 2015/2016 Plano Safra (family
farming budget plan) dedicated 28.9 billion reais (approx. US$8.6 billion) to
finance the production, expenditure and investment for family farmers.

Public policies and programmes for rural poverty reduction
and donor assistance

The current generation of poverty-alleviation programmes, with an emphasis on
food security, commenced in 2002, and political will at the highest level was
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demonstrated through the programmes of Fome Zero (Zero Hunger) and Brasil
Sem Miséria.

The Fome Zero (Zero Hunger) initiative was launched in 2002 to encompass a
range of initiatives aimed at guaranteeing quantity, quality and regularity of
access to food for the whole of the population. This included, as a start, providing
food security to 46 million people living on less than US$1 a day. It involved
actions on multiple fronts including land reform, expansion of school feeding
programmes and support for food banks.*’ The initiative also served as an
umbrella programme for multiple cash-transfer initiatives such as Bolsa Escola
(for boosting school attendance), Bolsa Alimentacédo (for maternal nutrition) and
the Programa de Erradicacao do Trabalho Infantil against child labour, along with
the Auxilio Gas (for cooking gas subsidies) and the Cartdo Alimentacao (a credit
card for the purchase of selected food items). As mentioned earlier, in 2003, a
unified registry of beneficiaries of all the above initiatives was prepared and all the
cash-transfer initiatives were brought under the umbrella of the single conditional
cash-transfer initiative of Bolsa Familia.*®

Brasil Sem Miséria (Brazil without Poverty) was announced by President
Dilma Rousseff in 2011 during her first term in office. It built on the Fome Zero
initiative and aimed to consolidate the gains to completely eradicate extreme
poverty in Brazil by 2014. The programme has three main components:*°

(i) To raise per capita household incomes of the target population;
(ii) To expand access to public goods and services; and

(iii) To provide access to jobs and income opportunities through productive
inclusion initiatives.

There are several other important programs for rural poverty reduction such as:
(i) Programa de Aquisicao de Alimentos (Food Acquisition Programme);

(ii) Programa Nacional de Alimentacdo Escolar (PNAE) (Nacional School Feeding
Programme); (iii) Sistema Unico de Inspecéo Sanitaria (SUASA)(Unique health
care system); (iv) Selo da Agricultura Familiar (Sipaf) (Seal of Family Farming);
(v) Programa Garantia-Safra (Harvest Garantee programme); (vi) Seguro da
Agricultura Familiar (SEAF) (Family Insurance System); (vii) Programa Mais
Alimentos (More Food Programme); (viii) Programa de Garantia de Precos para a
Agricultura Familiar (PGPAF) Price Guarantee Programme for Family Farming;
(ix) PRONAF; (x) Programa Nacional de Crédito Fundiario (National Programme for
Agrarian Credit); (xi) Programa Cadastro de Terras e Regularizacdo Fundiaria
(Land Regulation and Legal Cadastre Programme).

Brazil has achieved considerable success in its poverty-alleviation efforts. The
initiatives in support of the Brazil’'s poverty reduction efforts have hinged on the
three pillars of land reform, access to credit and conditional cash transfers. Land
reform has sought to provide access to land for landless farmers, while rural
financial services have sought to create opportunities for on- and off-farm
activities and risk mitigation. The cash-transfer scheme of Bolsa Familia has
provided an assured safety net for the poorest families in the country and
provided an efficient system to transfer social security benefits to the poorest
families.

" Designing and Implementing Pro-Poor Agricultural Policies, Ministry of Agrarian Development, Secretariat of Family
Farming: http://www.oecd.org/tad/25836756.pdf.

“8From Fome Zero to Bolsa Familia, Anthony Hall (2006): http://core.kmi.open.ac.uk/download/pdf/209928.pdf.

9 New Strategy for Poverty Eradication in Brazil, The emergence of Brazil Sem Miseria Plan, UNDP: http://www.ipc-
undp.org/pub/IPCOnePager214.pdf.
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Brazil as an aid recipient and donor

Brazil is both an aid recipient and donor country. Brazil received US$4.9 billion as
country programmable aid® in the period 2004-2012. See table 6 below.

Table 6
Development assistance to Brazil in 2004-13 (disbursements)

Aid Country programmable aid
Year (Millions of United States dollars) (Millions of United States dollars)
2004 507.5 427.8
2005 574.7 474.1
2006 484.8 375.1
2007 432.2 543.6
2008 673.2 554.4
2009 635.9 521.9
2010 662.6 4415
2011 997.9 657.6
2012 1742.7 1265.7
2013 - 697*
2014 - 840*

Source: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), Development Assistance Committee
OECD-DAC statistics (see creditors database).
* Estimates.

According to data from the OECD-Credit Reporting System, the average total
Official Development Assistance committed by bilateral and multilateral donors to
Brazil from 1996 to 2002 was US$215 million per annum. Then, between 2005-
2009 the annual commitment rose to US$415 million. After 2010, the
commitments for Brazil had a significant increase reaching an annual average of
US$1.4 billion. In 2013, the total Official Development Assistance commitments
per year to Brazil was US$782 million.

From 2005-2013, total Official Development Assistance commitment to Brazil's
agriculture and rural development sector was US$2.6 billion, averaging around
US$263 million per annum, with a peak in 2013 of US$320 million. In 2013, the
Official Development Assistance for agricultural and rural development in Brazil
was around 3 per cent of the Government budget for the sector in the same
period.

Table 7 shows the main multilateral and bilateral donors to the agriculture sector
in Brazil and their respective annual average commitments. In terms of bilateral
aid for agricultural development, the largest financial support in the 2005-2013
period comes from Norway with a total amount around US$789 million, followed
by France with US$108 million, and Germany with US$85 million. In terms of
multilateral aid for agricultural development, the Wold Bank makes the largest
financial contribution to Brazil with US$112 million per year.

In terms of overall priorities, the World Bank promotes effective management of
natural resources and the environment in Brazil. The focus of the Bank’s
investments has been for subnational entities (states and large municipalities)

% Country programmable aid reflects the amount that is subjected to multi-year planning at the country/regional level,
and is defined through exclusions by subtracting from total gross Official Development Assistance expenditures that:
(i) are unpredictable by nature (humanitarian aid and debt relief); (ii) entail no cross-border flows (administrative
costs, imputed student costs, promotion of development awareness, and research and refuges in donor countries);
(iiif) do not form part of the cooperation agreements between governments (food aid and aid from local government);
or (iv) are not country-programmable by the donor (core funding of NGOs).
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and Brazil’s northeast. CAF’s focus has been, inter alia, on microfinance, social
and environmental development, small and medium enterprise development,
knowledge, energy efficiency, and institutional strengthening. Brazil is Norway’s
largest aid recipient, with the majority of that assistance targeted for preservation
of rainforests, climate change and support to indigenous peoples in the Amazon.
In addition, Norway is the main contributor of the Amazon Fund with a total
commitment of US$1 billion. France supports Brazil in areas of climate change,
sustainable development, biodiversity and technological innovation. The focus of
German aid is on conservation and sustainable management of tropical forests,
and on renewable energy and energy efficiency.

Table 7
Development Assistance to Brazil’s agriculture sector by main donors 2005-2013

Annual average commitments

Donor (Millions of United States dollars)
World Bank 112.1
Norway 98.7
CAF 70.6 (2007-2011)
IFAD 19.1
IDB 14.8 (2008-2014)
FAO 12.4 (2002-2010)
France 12.0
Germany e
UNDP 8.1 (2008-2013)

Source: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), Development Assistance Committee
OECD-DAC statistics (see creditors database).

Brazil is also a donor country. Its annual aid disbursement (outflows) is not
reported to the OECD-DAC; estimates by the Overseas Development Institute put
the annual aid disbursal at US$1 billion. The biggest recipients have been
Lusophone countries such as Mozambique, Guinea Bissau and Timor-Leste.®* The
aid is provided through multiple channels such as technical cooperation, project
funding, concessional loans and institutions such as the Brazilian Cooperation
Agency, EMBRAPA, the Oswaldo Cruz Foundation and the Brazilian Development
Bank.

Brazil is well placed to play an instrumental role in the context of SSTC and this is
witnessed in the big share of technical assistance in the overall aid. It is estimated
that in 2010 alone Brazil provided technical assistance in excess of US$480
million; an increasing share of technical assistance is being provided to African
countries.*? EMBRAPA has opened a field office in Ghana and the Oswaldo Cruz
Foundation has opened an office in Mozambique. In the period of 2003-2010,
almost 50 per cent of the technical cooperation was in the field of agriculture,
education and health.®?

The BRICS. Brazil is a member of the BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China and
South Africa) group of countries. The BRICS was originally founded in 2008 as the
BRIC group, but with the addition of South Africa in 2010, its acronym was
changed to BRICS. The members of BRICS are distinguished by their large, fast-
growing economies and significant influence on regional and global affairs; all five

*! Brazil, An Emerging Aid Player: http://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-
files/6295.pdf.

* Jpid.

%% Setting its own course, Brazil foreign aid expands and evolves: https://www.devex.com/news/setting-its-own-
course-brazil-foreign-aid-expands-and-evolves-78631.
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are members of the G20 countries. The aim of the BRICS is to foster exchanges in
the commercial, political, economic and cultural fields.

One of the most important achievements, inter alia, of the BRICS group of
countries is the establishment of the New Development Bank (also known as the
BRICS development bank). The goal of the bank is to mobilize resources for
infrastructure and sustainable development projects in BRICS and other emerging
economies and developing countries. The Nobel laureate Joseph Stiglitz said in
2014 of the BRICS bank: “This is adding to the flow of money that will go to
finance infrastructure, adaptation to climate change — all the needs that are so
evident in the poorest countries. It also reflects a fundamental change in global
economic and political power”.

The focus results, and lessons of other selected development
partners in Brazil.

The CPE has undertaken a review of the focus, results and lessons of key
development partners in Brazil, based on the evaluations done by their respective
evaluation offices since 2010. The aim of this review is to have an overview of the
performance of the activities supported by key development partners in Brazil, as
well as to identify some of the main issues and lessons that might be of relevance
to the IFAD country programme.

The organizations covered in this review include FAO, IDB, Norway, UNDP and the
World Bank. A full summary of the findings of this analysis is contained in annex
IV. Findings have also been referenced in selected sections of the main CPE
report, where appropriate.

Key points on country context

Brazil is the largest country in the Latin America and Caribbean Region, with a
population of 204.6 million. Almost 30 million people live in rural areas.

The country has the seventh largest economy in the world. Agriculture contributes
5.1 per cent to the country’s GDP.

Poverty is mostly concentrated in the north and north-east of the country, and water
resources availability and management is a major challenge for rural poverty
reduction.

Agriculture is central to poverty reduction and food security in Brazil, which has an
estimated 16 million family farmers with a total of around 4.1 million small farm
plots.

The Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry of Agrarian Development are two key federal
institutions promoting agriculture and rural development. The focus of the Ministry of
Agrarian Development is particularly on family farming.

The country has invested significantly in agriculture research through institutions
such as EMBRAPA.

Over the past 15 years, the country has implemented a number of key policies and
programmes for the elimination of hunger and poverty, such as Fome Zero and Brasil
sem Miseria.

Brazil is both a recipient of international development assistance and a donor
(through bilateral and multilateral channels).

Other donors working in the agriculture sector in Brazil face similar challenges to
IFAD, including in the areas of efficiency, sustainability and M&E.
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IFAD country strategy and operations

Description of IFAD’s country strategy

The first Brazil COSOP in 1997 and CPE in 2007. IFAD produced its first
COSORP for Brazil in 1997. It identified four main strategic thrusts: (i) promoting
access to land; (ii) supporting the Government’s smallholder sector policy and
programme; (iii) focusing IFAD assistance on the north-east region of the
country; and (iv) engaging in policy dialogue. A summary of the main priorities
contained in the 1997 COSOP are found in table 8. The 1997 COSOP was revised
after the 2007 CPE.

The 2007 CPE found that IFAD-funded projects had achieved good results in
promoting water security, enhancing crop yields (e.g. through the introduction of
pest-resistant varieties of cassava and pineapples) and natural resources
management, as well as in building grass-roots institutions and involving NGOs
in project initiatives. Off-farm initiatives took place in the form of support to
traditional handicraft development and other artisanal activities. IFAD-supported
operations had contributed to increasing the incomes of the rural poor in the
north-east and had facilitated their participation in rural development processes,
including access to education, infrastructure (e.g. rural roads) and other support
services. However, the development of markets and value chains had not
received systematic consideration in IFAD operations.

IFAD-assisted operations contributed to introducing some location-specific
innovations (both concerning the general approach to rural development, for
example, a shift from a top-down to a bottom-up approach, and those focusing
on low-cost, easy-to-absorb technologies). However, the promotion of
innovations was generally ad hoc, without due consideration for linkages with KM,
policy dialogue and partnership-building. More generally, non-lending activities
were found to be only a marginal component of IFAD’s programme in Brazil.

The 2007 CPE recommendations. The 2007 CPE made five overarching
recommendations (see below). These recommendations were captured in an
Agreement at Completion Point (ACP) signed by the IFAD Associate Vice-President for
the Programme Management Department and the Secretary of International Affairs
from the Ministry of Planning and Budget.>* The ACP was included in the final
published 2007 Brazil CPE report. Moreover, in line with the IFAD Evaluation Policy,
IFAD Management is required to report to the Executive Board on the implementation
of such recommendations through the President’s Report on the Implementation
Status and Management Actions (PRISMA).>®

Annex V of this CPE includes a detailed matrix of the 2007 CPE recommendations,
and the joint response of the Government and IFAD to each recommendation
captured in the ACP. The 2015 CPE has: (i) reviewed the pertinent PRISMAs to
summarise the reporting by IFAD Management of the actions taken to implement the
2007 PCE recommendations; and (ii) made its own assessment of the extent to
which these recommendations were actually implemented.

In doing so, the 2015 CPE has given a rating (fully implemented, largely
implemented, partly implemented, or not implemented) to the implementation of
each overarching recommendation. A summary of this analysis is included in the
above-mentioned matrix and pertinent sections of the main 2015 Brazil CPE report
(see, for example, the section on IFAD’s performance in chapter V).

** Each CPE by IOE is concluded by an agreement at completion point (ACP), which is a short document illustrating
IFAD Management and the concerned Government's commitment to adopt and implement the evaluation
recommendations within specific timeframes. The 2007 Brazil ACP was signed by Mr Kevin Clever (IFAD) and

Mr Alexandre Meira da Rosa (Ministry of Planning, Budget and Management).

*® The PRISMA is presented by IFAD Management to the Fund’s Executive Board annually at the Board’s September
session.
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The 2007 CPE'’s five recommendations were as follows:

(a) Strengthen innovation promotion, including KM, notably by
establishing wider partnerships using grant funds, ensuring that research
results are more comprehensively included in IFAD operations, and investing
more resources for systematically documenting good practices and lessons
learned in the South America region and in African countries. KM and SSTC
should be a central aspect of the country programme, supported by policy
dialogue and stronger partnerships. The need to strengthen M&E was also
underlined.

(b) Intensify partnerships with government agencies at the state level, by
exploring opportunities for direct lending to state governments, and at the
federal level, in order to maintain a close dialogue. It also recommended
that IFAD should strengthen its partnerships in the federal government
beyond the Ministry of Planning, Budget and Management and the Ministry
of Agrarian Development, as well as enhance partnerships with multilateral
and bilateral aid agencies.

(c) Explore other geographic areas and targeting options. In addition to
working in the north-east, IFAD should explore opportunities to support poor
people in the north of the country including indigenous peoples in the
Amazon basin.

(d) Redefine priority areas of operations: a new priority area would be to
promote access to markets and market information for farmers and small
entrepreneurs in a greater collaboration with the private sector. IFAD should
also contribute to the further strengthening of rural financial services at the
grass-roots level and to innovations allowing banks to use retail shops for
providing remote financial services at a lower cost compared to opening a
branch.

(e) Redefine IFAD’s operating model. The CPE recommended exploring the
option of outposting the CPM and consider the establishment of a sub-
regional office in Brazil to cover the Southern Cone countries. It further
recommended increasing the level of resources allocated to Brazil within the
framework of the Performance-based Allocation System (PBAS) including for
non-lending activities (policy dialogue, KM, and partnership-building), and
for IFAD to undertake direct supervision and implementation support of all
operations.

The 2008 COSOP.*® IFAD prepared its second COSOP in 2008, which was
considered by the Executive Board in September 2008. It included a section on
lessons learned from past experience (mainly from the 2007 CPE) and the full ACP
from the 2007 CPE was included in the 2008 COSOP as an appendix.

While a consolidation assessment of the 2008 COSOP is made in chapter VII of
this CPE report, it is worth noting that the COSOP and activities that were
designed and implemented after the 2007 CPE broadly followed — though to
varying degrees — many of the recommendations of the 2007 CPE. The conclusion
of the 2015 CPE is that of the above five overarching recommendations, two were
largely implemented (the last two) and three partly implemented (the first three), but
none were fully implemented (see Matrix in annex V for details).

There are some recommendations that were not implemented, such as: extending
the geographical coverage of operations to the north of the country; outposting of
the IFAD CPM to Brazil and establishing a Country Office to cover IFAD operations
in the Southern Cone countries; and strengthening partnerships with the
multilateral and bilateral development partners.

% See document at: www.ifad.org/gbdocs/eb/94/e/EB-2008-94-R-9-Rev-1.pdf.
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On another issue, “land tenure is fundamental, particularly in the precarious
economy of the northeast”, as noted by Vinod Thomas in “From Inside Brazil,
Development in a Land of Contrasts”. The 2007 CPE however recommended that
“IFAD should not engage in wider land reform matters, but rather focus on
providing support to land reform settlement areas”. This is “because of the
complexity and highly political nature of the topic and the Government’s own
major involvement in land reform, thus limiting the opportunities and role a
relatively small international agency like IFAD could play”. Having said that,
challenges with land registration and secure property rights continues to constrain
the rural poor from using land as collateral for loans, thus limiting investments in
sustainable land development and agricultural production.

The 2008 COSOP set four strategic objectives that included both investment
lending and non-lending efforts:

(i) To increase commercial agricultural production by small farmers, with
corresponding access to markets under rewarding and sustainable
conditions.

(ii) To improve access by the rural poor to off-farm employment and business
activities in rural areas and villages, focusing on women and young people.

(iii) To improve, through knowledge generation and dissemination, the capacity
of the rural poor and of relevant institutions in the north-east to co-exist
with semi-arid conditions, to adapt to climate change and to exploit the
development potential of the semi-arid region.

(iv) To deepen the discussion on rural poverty reduction and family farming
policies at the national and international levels.

Caraubas - RN

8 BENEFICIAMENTO DE FRUTAS
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—

Visit to the Galho do Angico Settlement. Management of the savannah and water sy}sfem for food production, Dom
Helder Camara Project Phase |, Rio Grande do Norte, 19 October 2015.
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COSOP.
Table 8

Principal elements of the 1997 and 2008 COSOPs

Principal elements

COSOP 1997

COSOP 2008

Overall goal

Major strategic objectives

Geographic priority

Main subsector focus and
activities

Main partner institutions

Target groups

Country programme funding

Country programme and
COSOP management

Focus on the appropriate ways of

targeting the rural poor through

participation at project level and to

emphasize the efficient and
effective use of available funds.

Policy dialogue: Assist the
Government in shifting from
welfare-oriented, highly
subsidized anti-poverty
programmes to economic-
oriented development.

Promote access to land.
Support the Government in

developing and consolidating the

smallholder sector.
Prioritize the north-east as a

geographical area of intervention.

North-east of Brazil

Agricultural development
Policy dialogue

Human resource development
Technology development
Credit

Rural infrastructure

Research

Rural financing services
Off-farm activities and
microenterprise development

Ministry of Planning, Management
and Budget; Ministry of Agrarian
Development; state governments;

NGOs; and community organizations

Family farmers, women, small
marginal farmers and landless

COSOP does not indicate level of
funding

Projects supervised by cooperating
institutions (e.g. UNOPS). No country
office in Brazil. CPM based in Rome

Break the vicious cycle of poverty that is
perpetuated by the lack of sustainable
resources of income and employment by
the rural poor.

To increase commercial agricultural
production and access to markets by small
farmers;

To improve access by rural poor
(particularly women and youth) to off-farm
employment and business activities in rural
areas and villages;

To improve, though KM and dissemination,
the capacity of the rural poor and of
relevant in the north-east to co-exist with
semi-arid conditions;

To deepen the discussion on rural poverty
reduction and family farming at national
and international level.

North-East of Brazil and explore the
opportunity of working in the North

Community infrastructure
Agriculture development
Market access
Water management
Off-farm activities and business
development
Strengthening farmers’ organizations
Credit
Training and skills development
Policy dialogue
Knowledge sharing
South-South and Triangular Cooperation

Ministry of Planning, Management and
Budget; Ministry of Agrarian Development;
EMBRAPA; state governments; NGOs; and
community organizations

Family farmers, agrarian reform settlers,
women, youth, and rural workers.

Total lending would be between US$45
million to US$50 million, for a three-year
period (2008-2009, 2010-2012, 2013-2015),
as per the PBAS.

Establishment of a Country Office in Salvador
in mid-2011. All projects approved after 2008
to be directly supervised by IFAD. The CPM
is based in Rome.

Source: 1997 COSOPs.

IFAD-supported operations. Brazil receives a financial allocation for loans and
grants as determined by IFAD’s PBAS for a three-year period. The total allocations
for Brazil and loans provided in the period 2007-2015 are shown in table 9.
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Table 9
Financing to Brazil from IFAD’s performance-based allocation system

Financial allocation Total loans provided to Brazil
Year (Millions of United States dollars) (Millions of United States dollars)
2007-2009 50.4 45.0
(IFAD7)
2010-2012 49.6 48.2
(IFADS)
2013-2015 48.7 48.0
(IFAD9)
Total 148.4 141.2

Source: IFAD’s Loans and Grant System.

Using the PBAS for Brazil, IFAD financed six new loan-funded projects following
the adoption of the 2008 COSOP (see table 10), for a total cost of US$452.4
million. IFAD financing of the total is US$141.2 million from its core resources. In
addition, IFAD provided further financing to these operations of US$23 million
from the Spanish Trust Fund. Government counterpart funding for these six
operations is US$212.4 million, and beneficiary contribution is US$75.9 million.
None of the projects has any international cofinancing (for instance, from the CAF,
IDB or the World Bank).

Table 10
Projects approved in Brazil since 2008

Additional funding Government and
IFAD loan amount Spanish Trust Fund beneficiary funding
Project short (Millions of United States (Millions of United (Millions of United Board approval
name dollars) States dollars) States dollars) date
Viva o Semi
Arido 20.0 - 19.0 September 2009
PROCASE 25.0 - 24.7 December 2009
Dom Téavora 16.0 - 21.8 September 2012
Paulo Freire 32.2 8.0 54.7 September 2012
Dom Hélder
Cémara ll 3.0 15.0 107.2 December 2013
Pro-semi-arid 45.0 - 60.8 December 2013
Total ongoing
portfolio
Total 141.2 23.0 288.2 US$452.4 million

Source: IFAD’s Loans and Grant System.

Of the six projects, two were approved by the Board in 2009, and two each in
2012 and 2013. All projects became effective between 2012 and 2013, and are
expected to close between 2019 and 2021 (see annex Il for specific details).
These six operations cover the following states in the north-east: Alagoas, Bahia,
Ceara, Paraiba, Pernambuco, Piaui, Rio Grande do Norte and Sergipe.

All projects are implemented by the respective state governments, apart from the
Dom Hélder Camara Il, for which the federal Ministry of Agrarian Development is
the executing agency. Five of the six ongoing projects are classified by IFAD as
“rural development” and one (the Dom Tavora) is classified as a “credit” project.
The two closed projects (Dom Hélder Camara | and Gente de Valor) were
classified respectively as credit and rural development. Therefore, none of the
eight projects covered by the CPE are classified by IFAD Management itself as
“agricultural” projects.
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In this regard, it is important to clarify that IFAD Management classifies each
IFAD-financed project according to ten different "types" (e.g. agriculture, rural
development, credit, markets, etc.). The type of classification assigned depends
on the proportion of IFAD loan funds allocated to different project components
and activities. In particular, if 50 per cent or more of IFAD loan funds are
allocated, for example, to credit activities, then the project is classified as a
"credit" operation, and so on.

By reviewing in detail project cost tables and design documents, IOE conducted
its own component analysis of the eight projects covered by the CPE, and
concluded that only around 35-40 per cent of the total IFAD loans funds are
devoted to agricultural activities, including water management and small irrigation
systems, livestock, crops (e.g. cassava, beans and other vegetables) and farm
technology development, apiculture for honey production, dairy development,
value addition, and related activities. Other activities funded by the loans include
training, human and social capital development, development of organizational
capacities, policy dialogue, knowledge management, community infrastructure,
handicraft development, off-farm enterprises and business development, including
support to wood craft, weaving and iron work, cultural tourism, environment and
natural resources management, technical assistance and other such activities.

The allocation of funds for agricultural activities are generally included as part of
"productive development" components, which includes funds for both agricultural
and non-agricultural activities. The further risk is that — given the bottom up,
demand driven approach to prioritizing project activities — beneficiaries might
prefer non-agricultural activities to achieving food security and better incomes,
which in the end might further reduce the actual total disbursements on
agricultural activities. In fact, taking into account the early stages of
implementation of most ongoing projects, few agricultural activities were seen by
the CPE team during its field work in the six states visited.

Finally, all IFAD-financed projects covered by the CPE have loans on "ordinary
terms". That is, the loans have a term of 18 years, including a grace period of
three years, with an interest rate equal to the reference interest rate per annum
as determined by the Fund semi-annually.

Country programme management

This section provides a snapshot of IFAD’s CPMs for Brazil and other staff working
on the country programme, IFAD’s country presence arrangements, and
supervision and implementation support modalities of IFAD-financed projects.

The Brazil CPM. IFAD assigned two CPMs for Brazil since 2008. Both are senior
professionals. The first CPM was responsible for IFAD operations in Brazil from
September 2008 until September 2014. He did not have responsibilities for
managing other IFAD country programmes concurrently. The second CPM was
designated thereafter, and is concurrently also responsible for IFAD country
programmes in the Dominican Republic, Guyana, and Trinidad and Tobago. The
current CPM is also responsible for a sub-regional grant on rural youth
implemented in six Caribbean countries, and was also responsible for the Brazil
country programme for six months in 2007. As mentioned earlier, both CPMs have
been based at IFAD headquarters.

A programme assistant (also based at headquarters) supports the Brazil country
programme. However, she has responsibilities for other country programmes
(Cuba and Mexico) as well. The regional economist and portfolio adviser of the
Latin America and Caribbean Division support the Brazil CPM on strategy and
economic analysis and on portfolio management matters, respectively. The
regional economist and senior portfolio adviser, however, are not exclusively
devoted to the Brazil programme, as they also support IFAD programmes in other
countries in the Latin America and Caribbean Region.
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The Brazil CPMs are responsible for a multiplicity of tasks. These including, inter
alia, country strategy formulation, monitoring and review; project design;
supervision and implementation support; policy dialogue; KM; partnership-
building; grant activities; SSTC; and the supervision of country office staff. Given
their seniority, the Brazil CPMs have also often served as officer-in-charge of the
Latin America and Caribbean Division in the absence of the divisional director.

The self-assessment done by the Latin America and Caribbean Division (July
2015) for this CPE includes an estimated time allocation of the Brazil CPM. It
noted that the CPM spent the largest amount of his time (35 per cent) on
“managing other IFAD country programmes, and work on IFAD’s and divisional
priorities”, followed by 20 per cent on “project supervision and implementation
support”, and 10 per cent on “country strategy issues”. The estimated time
allocated for other areas of work — policy dialogue, partnership development and
donor coordination, knowledge management, SSTC, reporting, support to IFAD
country office, and administrative matters — is five per cent in each case.

It is however fair to note that the data in the previous paragraph about time
allocation is based on a period when the Brazil CPM also simultaneously acted as
the Officer-in-Charge of IFAD’s Latin America and Caribbean Division for three
months in the first part of 2015.

IFAD country presence. The 2007 CPE recommended that — given the size of
the country and the number of rural poor people, and the financial allocations for
loans and grants by IFAD (which is the largest in the Latin America and Caribbean
Region) — IFAD should establish a country office in Brazil and outpost its CPM from
headquarters to Brazil.

The country office was established in Salvador (Bahia) and became operational in
June 2011. It currently has three staff members (two country programme officers
and one administrative assistant), who are supervised by the Brazil CPM from
IFAD headquarters. The IFAD country office is located on the premises of the
United Nations House, provided on a rent-free basis. As per the above-mentioned
self-assessment (July 2015), the administrative costs incurred by IFAD are
between US$1,000-US$2,000 per month (for insurance, cleaning, security,
communication, water, etc.). Other costs includes staff salaries and travel. The
gross costs in 2013 and 2014 for running the country office were approximately
US$350,000 per year.

The rationale for setting up the office in Salvador, inter alia, is the proximity to
IFAD operations to provide supervision and implementation support, the relatively
low cost of living in Salvador (as compared to Brasilia, for example), and the
historic partnership between IFAD and the State Government of Bahia.

The self-assessment contained an indication of the estimated time use of IFAD
country office staff. It noted that 65 per cent of time of staff in the country office
is devoted to project supervision and implementation support activities, followed
by 8 per cent each for knowledge management and report. The estimated
allocation of time for COSOP and strategic issues, policy dialogue, partnership
building and donor coordination, and administrative matters is 5 per cent in each
area. No time is allocated for SSTC.

Supervision and implementation support. As per the Agreement Establishing
IFAD, since the inception of its operations in 1978, the Fund contracted project
supervision out to cooperating institutions such as the United Nations Office for
Project Services (UNOPS) and the World Bank. However, in February 1997, the
Governing Council adopted the Direct Supervision Pilot Programme that enabled
IFAD directly to supervise and to provide implementation support in 15 IFAD-
initiated projects globally. The pilot programme was evaluated by IOE in 2005,
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and in December 2006 IFAD’s Executive Board adopted a corporate policy on
direct supervision and implementation support.

All six projects in Brazil approved since 2008 are therefore directly supervised by
IFAD. The Dom Hélder Camara | project, approved in 1998, was subsequently
included as part of the Direct Supervision Pilot Programme. The Gente de Valor
project (approved in April 2006) was initially supervised by UNOPS, but in 2009
until its completion IFAD took responsibility for its direct supervision and
implementation support.

Supervision and implementation support is provided by staff in the IFAD Country
Office, with the Brazil CPM himself spending about 20 per cent of his time on such
activities (see table 9). In addition, consultants on specific technical issues are
regularly mobilized for direct supervision and implementation support activities.

Country programme management team. The team plays an important role in
managing the country programme, and comprises representatives of the main
Brazilian partners, the CPM and country presence officers, project staff, and
consultants familiar with Brazilian rural development. Annual meetings of the
team would normally be held in Brazil to discuss the COSOP progress
implementation report. IFAD also participates in periodic meetings convened by
the Ministry of Planning, Budget and Management to review progress in the
portfolio of projects supported by multilateral financial institutions including IFAD.
A midterm review of the COSOP was planned in the second semester of 2010 or
first semester of 2011, depending on progress in its implementation and an
independent evaluation in 2013. Before that, the Latin America and Caribbean
Division committed to doing a self-assessment of the COSOP at completion.
Achievements against these commitments made in the 2008 COSOP will be
discussed later in the report.

Key points on IFAD country strategy and operations

The 2007 CPE by IOE informed the preparation of the 2008 Brazil COSOP, though
some of the recommendations from the evaluation were not implemented.

The 2008 COSOP has four strategic objectives: (i) to increase commercial agricultural
activities and access to markets; (ii) to improve off-farm employment focusing on
women and youth; (iii) to enhance KM, including issues related to climate change and
semi-arid conditions; and (iv) to deep discussion on rural poverty reduction and
family farming policies at national and international levels.

IFAD financed six new projects after the 2008 COSOP was adopted. Five out of the six
projects are in their initial phases of implementation. None of the projects is classified
as “agriculture” by the IFAD Programme Management Department.

The total project costs of the six new projects is US$ 452.4. All loans to Brazil are on
ordinary terms. The financial allocation to Brazil based on the PBAS from 2007 until
the end of 2015 was US$148.4 million, and loans actually made were a total of
US$141.2 million. Beyond the PBAS allocation, additional funding was provided of
US$23 million from the Spanish Trust Fund.

IFAD established a Country Office in Salvador in June 2011 and is conducting direct
supervision and implementation support in all projects.

The Country Office is composed of three staff members. Two CPMs based at IFAD
headquarters have overseen IFAD operations in Brazil since 2008.
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Portfolio performance

This chapter assesses the performance of the eight IFAD-supported projects
covered by the CPE. As mentioned earlier, during the CPE period (2008-2015),
only two projects were completed, and six are under implementation. Only one of
the six ongoing projects has reached its mid-point in implementation, whereas the
other five are either in the early stages of implementation or start-up phases.

Core performance criteria
Relevance

Definition. The relevance of the eight projects has been evaluated on:
(i) whether project objectives were in line with the 2008 COSOP, government
policies for agriculture and rural development, and the needs of the poor; and
(ii) the soundness of their designs (e.g. in terms of components and activities
supported, institutional arrangements, and coherence across activities).

Independent evaluation ratings. The 2007 Brazil CPE rated portfolio relevance
as satisfactory. The two completed projects (Dom Hélder Camara | and Gente de
Valor) were designed after the 1997 COSOP and their relevance is therefore
judged mainly against the strategy and objectives defined in that COSOP. Overall,
both these projects are rated as satisfactory for relevance. The ongoing six
projects were assessed against the 2008 COSOP, as they were designed after
2008. The CPE also assesses these six projects as satisfactory for relevance.
Hence, the overall relevance of the project portfolio is considered as satisfactory

S).

Closed projects. The Dom Hélder Camara | project was aligned with the 1997
COSOP. Dom Hélder Camara | (and Phase 11, which has just started
implementation) are the only two projects executed by the Federal Government
(i.e. the Ministry of Agrarian Development); all other projects covered by the CPE
are executed by the respective state governments. The Dom Hélder Camara |
project went beyond simple alignment with government policies in that it saw
itself as a facilitator for a number of public policies focusing on family farming. It
succeeded in working with different segments of society in a differentiated
manner. It adopted a pragmatic approach to the empowerment of rural women by
identifying their needs and gathering them in interest groups focused on
production or income-generating activities. The correct sequencing of activities
contributed to the relevance of the project: it initially targeted the immediate
development of human capital and living standards, and succeeding work
focussed on developing production aimed to increase food security and gradually
to promote participation in markets. The water infrastructure financed by the
project also addressed a major need among the rural poor.

Some of the difficulties faced during implementation of the Dom Hélder Camara |
project can be related to specific features of project design: the inclusion of six
states, although justifiable in view of project objectives, increased the complexity
of implementation, supervision and monitoring. The administration of the IFAD
loan supporting the project at the federal level largely freed the project from
bureaucratic restrictions and allowed it to engage in a range of partnerships and
to experiment with new mechanisms for supporting family farmers.

The objectives of the Gente de Valor project were relevant to the strategy of the
Government of the State of Bahia and IFAD’s country strategy, notably in terms of
the geographic focus on the semi-arid zones in the north-east of Brazil and on
family farming. According to the design, the project areas included the poorest 29
municipalities in the State of Bahia within two sub-regions: the north-east and the
south-east, selected according to municipality-level human development
indicators and taking into account basic needs, strength of local associations and
their independence from political parties.
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The project’s “theory of change” addressed social and economic constraints to
development in a participatory manner. The envisaged sequence was: (i) the
mobilization of interest in the project grass-roots organizations and their
strengthening; (ii) improving basic infrastructure; (iii) providing technical support
services to production, both agricultural and non-agricultural; and (iv) supporting
the marketing of products. This sequence is considered to have been appropriate.
Without satisfying basic needs (access to water), it would have been impossible to
initiate the majority of productive activities.

The design was very well adapted to the challenging agro-ecological environment
of the area. Scarcity of water, both for human consumption and for agriculture, is
a structural characteristic of the semi-arid region of the north-east, and is the
major constraint to development. The project placed special emphasis on the
provision of water tanks (both for human consumption and for horticultural
production), as well as on building water reservoirs for livestock consumption.
Agricultural techniques were promoted that would enhance soil moisture
retention, restoration of soil nutrients and erosion control (e.g. the
cactus/leguminous/millet mixed cropping).

However, there were two shortcomings in the design. First, there were limited
interactions with municipal governments and other public programmes out of fear
of politicization and mission drift; it should be noted that such limited involvement
of the local (municipal) administration may constrain sustainability in the longer
term. Second, the envisaged six-year implementation plan was not sufficient to
complete all the activities. Most investments in processing of agricultural products
were completed between 2014 and 2015, after the loan’s closing and with funding
from the Government. As communities gained confidence and knowledge, the
degree of needs expressed evolved from basic ones (e.g. potable water, some
vegetable production to bolster household food security) to more sophisticated
production and technology (e.g. modern processing plants, desalinization
equipment, tanks for fish farming).

Ongoing operations. An analysis of the objectives of the six ongoing projects
shows that the overall goal is consistently to reduce rural poverty; the general
objective of each project is formulated as some permutation of increasing on- and
off-farm income, expanding employment opportunities and increasing productive
assets, and there are references to improving organizational capacity and
environmental practices. However, overall the CPE finds that for all of the ongoing
projects, their objectives are consistent with national and state agriculture and
rural development policies, particularly as they affect family faming and the rural
poor. They have given the appropriate attention to involving women and youth.

The ongoing operations are located in the semi-arid north-east region (with the
exception of the Dom Tavora project which has a small area outside the semi-
arid), as agreed with the Government of Brazil during the current COSOP
preparation process and in line with the COSOP itself. The north-east region is
notably characterized by the largest concentration of poor rural people, land
degradation, and desertification. The target group mainly consists of family
farmers, settlers of agrarian reform settlements and traditional communities
(quilombolas®’ — Afro-Brazilians and indigenous people), with priority given to
women and the youth. This is in line with Government’s priorities in support to
family agriculture and in addressing social inequalities as well as in compliance
with the current COSOP and IFAD policies on gender and targeting. Furthermore,
the eligibility criteria adopted by the projects to identify the poor family farmers
are those used by some national programmes, such as “Bolsa Familia” and the
PRONAF. The latter is generally considered as the main instrument to combat rural
poverty and to promote the national policy on family agriculture. The eligibility

" Marginalized communities of African descent.
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criteria for people’s access to PRONAF’s credit lines are widely adopted by public
rural development programmes and projects.>®

Additionally, rural people and family farmers living in the north-east are generally
poorly organized and informed about public policies and programmes, this
exacerbating their limited access to opportunities, resources and markets. In this
regard, IFAD projects can play and have played an important role in facilitating
access to the well-established government’s purchasing programmes of
agricultural products by the marginalized and poorest communities.

Finally, compared to earlier operations and in response to the previous CPE, the
current project designs have placed emphasis on market access and value chain
development. This shift in focus is also in line with the COSOP and responds to
the socio-economic progress of the country requiring more market-based
approaches to rural poverty reduction. In this regard, strengthening the
organizational capacity of poor rural producers is also an adequate strategy as it
is one of the main mechanisms that have potential to enhancing small and family
farmers’ access to local, national and international markets; better services; and
profitable value chains.

Cross-cutting design issues. Based on the two closed projects and early
implementation of the six ongoing projects, there are some design issues that are
worth raising.

Firstly, none of the projects is classified by IFAD as an agricultural operation (see
previous chapter), even though project designs include agricultural-related
activities such as livestock, water conservation and management, agriculture
production (e.g. vegetable gardening, honey production) and agroprocessing, and
food security. However, as seen during the CPE’s field visits and interactions with
beneficiaries, agriculture does not appear to feature as the central dimension of
the projects funded by IFAD, which include a range of other activities and services
such as community infrastructure, financial services, social mobilization and
grass-roots institution-building, human and social capital development, technical
assistance, training, off-farm employment and rural business development,
market development, and combating desertification. While the CPE recognises
that off-farm and social and community development activities are indeed needed
for income diversification and overall rural transformation, the CPE believes a
better balance between on and off-farm agricultural activities is an area that
needs attention in future investment programmes, in line with IFAD’s core
mandate.

Secondly, on a related matter, the CPE notes that the Secretariats for Agriculture
at the state level have a limited role in the eight projects covered by the CPE.
Only in two cases was the state-level department for agriculture designated as the
main executing agency. In particular, in the case of the PROCASE (Paraiba), the
main executing agency is the Secretariat for Agriculture Development and
Fisheries, and in the Dom Tavora project (Sergipe), it is the Secretariat for
Agriculture Development and Rural Development. In all other cases, it is the
Federal Ministry of Agrarian Development, or the state-level departments of
Agrarian Development, or Regional Integration. Taking into account IFAD’s core
mandate to promote smallholder agriculture development and “to introduce,
expand or improve food production systems”, a greater focus on agriculture and
partnerships with key federal and state-level institutions dealing with agriculture
and municipal authorities would also be appropriate.

Thirdly, while the focus on the north-east region is appropriate given the poverty
rates and overall development indicators in the region, the geographic spread of

8 pPronaf A is directed towards land settlements of Agrarian Reform while Pronaf B is eligible to low-income family
farmers with small land parcels.
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projects is vast, covering eight states. This poses a major challenge, for instance,
in terms of supervision and implementation support, coordination, exchange of
knowledge, as well as in ensuring a comprehensive dialogue between the
numerous key partners including IFAD, the federal and state governments and
others. This also raises the question of how does IFAD — with its relatively limited
resources — support the country in its broader rural poverty reduction efforts, on
the one hand, and ensure effectiveness, impact and sustainability of its
operations, on the other.

Finally, the average implementation duration of the two closed projects was seven
and a half years (from loan effectiveness to project completion). The three older
projects not covered by this CPE had an average implementation period of eight
years. However, the projected implementation period of the six current projects is
on average six years. This raises the issue of whether the design of such
operations underestimates the time needed for full implementation of activities.
Therefore, the six-year implementation period planned for each project®® might be
too short and does not seem to adequately consider the varying institutional
capacities in the different states, some of which are implementing IFAD-funded
projects for the first time.

IFAD's Delegation visitin the Santa Agostinha Settlement. Beekeeping / honey warehouse Dom Hélder Camara
Project Phase |, Rio Grande do Norte, 18 October 2015.

Effectiveness

Definition. Effectiveness assesses the extent to which project development
objectives have been met or are likely to be met.

Independent evaluation ratings. The 2007 Brazil CPE rated portfolio
effectiveness overall as moderately satisfactory (4). The evaluation of the Dom
Hélder Camara | project considered project effectiveness to be satisfactory (5),
whereas the evaluation of the Gente de Valor considered its effectiveness as
moderately satisfactory. The effectiveness of PROCASE is rated as moderately
satisfactory.

% Only one of the six ongoing projects has a planned implementation duration of seven years.
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Closed projects. The Dom Hélder Camara | project had positive effects on the
capacity of family farmers to organize themselves into autonomous associations.
It invented a compelling and easily communicable concept — Conviver com o
semi-arido — to promote the idea that it is possible for family farmers to establish
a sustainable relationship with the environment of the semi-arid north-east and at
the same time develop their business skills. Another great merit of the project
was its contribution to easing one of the main constraints to agricultural
development in the semi-arid north-east — access to water. In many communities,
however, water continues to be scarce: the management of limited water
resources needs improvement.

The adult literacy campaigns produced good results as a consequence of an
innovative learning method inspired by one of the NGO partners that provided
incentives for teachers to deliver results. Although project actions for promoting
education were effective at the individual level, they have not yet generated
changes in official school curricula. Leadership training for young women and men
led to employment opportunities and improved the management of associations
and rural institutions. The project also attempted to promote market-oriented,
bottom-up financial services suitable for the rural poor, but success rates were
lower in these areas.

The evaluation of the Gente de Valor project concluded that the its overall social
and human capital development objective can be considered as achieved:
services, training and infrastructures delivered were in the range of magnitude
foreseen, and were found both to be useful and utilised. After the 2011 midterm
review, the project concentrated investment on processing plants for agricultural
produce in about 30 per cent of the project sub-territories (“focus territories”).
While it makes sense to concentrate productive investments in areas of higher
potential, the project was too fast in moving out of the “non-focus” communities
after the 2011 midterm review, even when these communities had come up with
meaningful, albeit more modest, investment plans.

As for the productive and market development objective (which was assigned the
largest amount of resources), many of the activities, services and physical
constructions have been delivered very recently, well after IFAD loan closure, and
some of them can be considered as still being “fledgling” initiatives (such as
agricultural produce processing) with viability and results still to be proven.

Ongoing operations. Based on early emerging implementation issues, the 2014-
2015 annual portfolio review by the Latin America and Caribbean Division
provided a rating for each of the six projects in terms of their “likelihood of
achieving development objectives”, which is tantamount to project effectiveness.
In this respect, four out of the six projects are rated as only moderately
satisfactory and two as satisfactory (Dom Hélder Camara Il and Pro-Semi-Arid). It
is, however, to be noted that these ratings may change as implementation
progresses.

The CPE field mission observed a lack of balance between agricultural and non-
agricultural activities, with predominance of the latter. As already mentioned, the
CPE agrees that non-agricultural activities are also important to ensure that
beneficiaries are prepared and have access to all the required support and inputs
for undertaking agricultural activities. However, in the field visits made in the
states of Paraiba, Ceara and Sergipe no agricultural activities related to the IFAD
projects were seen, which might be partly explained by the fact that projects
focus mostly in providing technical assistance and organising communities in the
initial phases of implementation. In spite of the absence of productive fields and
animals, indicating a lack of raw materials, a rudimentary cassava processing unit
was visited in Ceara, new equipment for fodder processing was seen in Paraiba,
and a yogurt processing facility was visited in Sergipe. It is evident that the long
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drought (four years long) that affects the region is a reason for the absence of
productive fields in the projects’ areas, and it is expected that planting of raw
materials for processing and sale will occur at the start of the rainy season.

It is evident that the major constraint to agricultural production is the scarcity of
water and the periodic droughts that occur in the semi-arid areas of north-east
Brazil. The construction of water reservoirs for human consumption and larger
tanks for use in irrigation already exist in several project areas, promoted by
previous projects and government programmes, opens the possibility of using
water collected from rainfall in productive activities. The projects should
encourage enlarging the infrastructure for water collection and the efficient use of
water for irrigation of crops, including forage species. In order to use water
collected by large cisterns, different methods of irrigation should be introduced in
farmers’ fields for production of horticultural products. The establishment of
community vegetable gardens (hortas comunitarias) irrigated with water
accumulated in cisterns can be a starting point to the introduction of the concept
of water-use efficiency at community level.

Some of the concerns raised in the annual portfolio review that are constraining
effectiveness include the sustainable management of resources, agriculture
production, human and social capital formation, and market linkages. Based on
the CPE’s own assessment, there are other concerns that will need to be
addressed to ensure effectiveness, including the finalization of procurement and
contracting of technical assistance services, the strengthening of institutional
capacities in some states, the staffing of project management units (including
project offices at the local level), and the preparation of implementation manuals.

With specific regard to the PROCASE, there are encouraging indications that the
objectives will be met. Multiple expressions of interest on the part of communities
indicate that the “demand side” of the project will not be an obstacle, and after
early delays in implementation, caused in part by the ramifications of the 2014
election cycle, the project management unit is now gradually attaining the
capacity to provide the “supply side”.

To summarize, while the 2007 CPE rated portfolio effectiveness as moderately
satisfactory (4), the 2015 CPE concludes that there are opportunities for ensuring
better portfolio effectiveness in the future, given also the undertaking of direct
supervision and implementation by IFAD in all new operations (which was not the
case in the portfolio analysed by the 2007 CPE, apart from the Dom Hélder
Camara 1). However, as noted by the Government in its 2015 self-assessment for
the CPE, this will require enhanced attention to “coordination and continuity of
action” moving forward.

Efficiency

Definition. Efficiency is the measure of how economically resources and inputs
(funds, expertise, time, etc.) are converted into results.

Closed operations. The 2007 Brazil CPE assessed the portfolio overall
moderately satisfactory (4) for operational efficiency. The evaluations of the Dom
Hélder Camara | and Gente de Valor projects also considered their operational
efficiency to be moderately satisfactory.

The Dom Hélder Camara | project experienced a 24-month delay in becoming
effective and required an extension of the closing date by three and a half years
to compensate for the late start and the initial disbursement delays. Such
prolonged duration inevitably brought about an increase in IFAD and government
expenditure on management and supervision. The operating cost of the project
was primarily a result of the wide geographical coverage established in its design,
but this was essential to achieve the objective of applying the proposed model in
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a range of contexts. The expansion of the project into other territories towards
the end of the project’s life did not contribute to efficiency.

The resources available were efficiently administered thanks to the effective
application of a self-steering system in which social mobilizers, grass-roots
associations and technical assistance providers supervised each other to ensure
the optimal use of available resources. With regard to the cost of the technical
assistance model piloted by project, the average cost per family targeted was in
line with national standards, but the services offered by the project were broader
and more effective in generating results.

The evaluation of the Gente de Valor project noted that project funding respected
the deadlines but the activities were not completed and had to be continued for
two and a half years with government funding, reflecting ambitious expectations.
Management cost ratios were apparently low, but this is also due to incorrect
recording in the accounting system. While economic activities such as productive
backyards and small livestock have favourable cost-benefit ratios, concerns were
raised on the profitability and value for money of the larger processing plants that
were often built without an accurate business plan.

Ongoing operations. Efficiency of the ongoing operations is a concern. The
average time taken by the projects for “entry into force” from Board approval was
19.3 months. This is slightly higher than the average in the Latin America and
Caribbean Region of 17.3 months, and well above IFAD’s overall average of 10.2
months.

The average cumulative disbursement of IFAD loans in the ongoing portfolio in
Brazil currently stands at 13 per cent, compared to 36 per cent in the Latin
America and the Caribbean region and 44 per cent across all IFAD operations
globally. While the current disbursement levels in Brazil are low, it is to be noted
that the six projects only “entered into force” between 2012 and 2014, and have
several years of implementation ahead of them. Moreover, the CPE notes that
disbursements are generally low in the initial phases of implementation, given the
attention to activities such as community organisation, training and technical
assistance. The pace of disbursements generally pick up as implementation
focuses more on productive activities.

One driver of disbursements is the pace with which withdrawal applications are
processed to replenish the projects’ special accounts. Based on data from IFAD’s
loans and grants system (Business Intelligence system), the average time taken
to process withdrawal applications in the Brazil portfolio between 2008 and 2015
is 15 days per application. There are other countries in the region where the time
taken is longer, but in many other cases it is much lower (see table 11).

The field visits revealed there have been serious delays in start-up and
implementation, and overall poor project planning/management/monitoring. The
delays can be attributed to multiple causes, amongst which are the following:

(i) changes in staffing, and limited numbers of staff relative to project activities,
including in local offices; (ii) lack of or late recruitment of staff/TA in key areas of
project implementation; (iii) lack of staff continuity, including at the level of
project coordination, due to elections, which affected work continuity, knowledge
of the project, and motivation; (iv) discontinuation of project activities, as a result
of the electoral campaign; (v) seemingly limited planning and management
capacity as well as experience of the PMUs (apart from Bahia), also due to the
lack of prior experience in working with an IFAD project with funds channelled
directly to the state; (vi) limited understanding by the PMU and perhaps limited or
insufficient training and capacity-building received in key areas for the
management of IFAD projects (e.g. M&E); and (vii) cumbersome procedures for
contracting service providers and procuring goods.
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Table 11
Average days required to process withdrawal applications in Latin America and the
Caribbean region (2008-2015)

Country Average days per withdrawal application
Guatemala 27
Bolivia and El Salvador 24
Dominican Republic and Paraguay 19
Venezuela 16
Brazil and Panama 15
Argentina 14
Guyana 13
Ecuador and Peru 12
Nicaragua 10
Belize, Cuba and Haiti 9
Colombia 8
Uruguay 5
Grenada 4

Source: IFAD Business Intelligence, Loans and Grants Administration.

169. Disbursement analysis. In table 12, an analysis is provided of the total
disbursements in Brazil since 2008, as compared to other countries in Latin
America and Caribbean Region. IFAD made disbursements in a total of 21
countries including Brazil between 2008 and 2015.

Table 12
Disbursement in Latin America and the Caribbean from 2008 to mid-2015

Country (Millions of United States dollars) Percentage of total
Argentina 70.3 14.03
Brazil 53.3 10.58
El Salvador 43.5 8.63
Haiti 39.6 7.85
Mexico 35.6 7.09
Ecuador 33.4 6.63
Peru 32.2 6.39
Others 196.2 38.8
Total 504.2 100

Source: IFAD Business Intelligence, Loans and Grants Administration.
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The table shows that Brazil is second only by Argentina in terms of total
disbursements (US$58.4 million) between 2008 and mid-2015, with an amount of
US$5.6 million disbursed in 2015 to date. This means US$52.8 million were
disbursed between 2008-2014, for an average annual disbursement of

US$7.5 million. This analysis needs to consider that only two projects were
operational in between 2008-2012 (closing in 2009 and 2012), and the six ongoing
projects entered into force between 2012 and 2014. If we only consider the
ongoing portfolio, the total disbursement between 2012-2014 is US$18.5 million
for an annual average of US$6.2 million. Moreover, taking all ongoing projects
between 2008 and 2015, the maximum cumulative disbursement for all projects in
any given year was US$12 million in 2008.

In continuation to the above, the CPE recalls that the total value of the ongoing
portfolio is US$141.2 million. Subtracting the average annual disbursements (using
US$7.5 million per year) from 2012° to end 2015 (for a total US$30 million), IFAD
will still need to disburse US$111.2 million as part of the ongoing portfolio.
Considering past annual averages (US$7.5 million), starting from 2016, IFAD will
require 14.8 years to disburse all funds. Moreover, taking all ongoing projects
between 2008 and 2015, the maximum cumulative disbursement for all projects in
any given year was US$12 million in 2008. Therefore, if IFAD disburses at its best
performance in the period, it would take 9.2 years to totally disburse the remaining
ongoing portfolio. However, all six ongoing projects are expected to be completed
between 2019 and 2021, implying that projects will require to be extended by
several years. This would impinge on operational efficiency.

While there are several further qualifications that can be made to the above
analysis, disbursement performance is a major concern and has probably been
over-estimated at appraisal. This is supported by the evidence included in the
2014-2015 annual portfolio review report of the Latin America and Caribbean
Division, which rates “acceptable disbursement rates” in four of the six new
operations as moderately unsatisfactory (3).

The two closed projects (Dom Hélder Camara | and Gente de Valor) show that
disbursement performance at appraisal was overestimated when compared to
actual performance (see charts 1 and 2 below).

€ 2012 was used as the starting date because all six ongoing operations entry into force was between 2012-2014.
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Chart 1
Dom Hélder Camara I: cumulative disbursements (design versus actual performance)
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Chart 2
Gente de Valor: cumulative disbursements (design versus actual performance
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174. Costs for project management. The proportion of costs allocated to project
management is a further proxy indicator of operational efficiency. Although there
are no universally agreed-upon benchmarks, an allocation of between
10-15 per cent towards project management of total project costs is generally
considered acceptable. Table 13 shows the ex-ante (at design) allocation for project
management in the six ongoing operations are all within acceptable norms.
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-Igzkl)'lfeﬁage of total project management costs in the six new operations in Brazil
Project name Percentage
Viva o Semi Arido 12.0
PROCASE 5.9
Dom Téavora 125
Paulo Freire 11.0
Dom Hélder Camara Il 5.7
Pro-Semi-Arid 9.7
Average 9.5

Source: Design documents and IFAD loans and grants system.

However, a more detailed analysis of the project cost tables reveals that the
proportion of costs allocated towards project management (including salaries,
operation costs, etc.) from the IFAD loans are somewhat on the higher side, at
least in a few cases. For instance, 30 per cent of IFAD’s loan in the Dom Hélder
Camara Il is allocated towards operational costs,®* and 19 per cent of the IFAD loan
is allocated to project management in the Paulo Freire project. The allocation in the
Dom Tavora and the Pro-Semi-Arid is around 10 per cent in each case, whereas in
PROCASE it is 7 per cent and 6 per cent in Viva o Semi Arido.

Cost per beneficiary household. This proxy indicator can provide an overview of
how efficient an investment project is, because it assesses the total project costs in
relation to the number of direct beneficiaries reached. Table 14 shows the ex-ante
costs per beneficiary household (as per design estimates) for the six ongoing
operations. Ex post figures on costs per beneficiary household would reveal how
the project ultimately faired at completion. However, such data is not yet available,
given that the six projects are in early stages on implementation. In the absence of
ex post figures, the ex-ante figures provide some indication of operational
efficiency, at least based on design assumptions and anticipated results.

-l(;aotiislger beneficiaries reached (at design) in the six new operations in Brazil
Total prc Cost per beneficiary
(Millions of Unite Number household
Project name households (United States dollars)
Viva o Semi Arido 39.4 22 000 1790
PROCASE 49.7 18 000 2761
Dom Téavora 37.8 12 000 3150
Paulo Freire 94.9 60 000 1581
Dom Hélder Camara Il 125.3 74 000 1693
Pro-Semi-Arido 105.8 70 000 1511
Total portfolio 452.9 256 000 1769

Source: Design documents and IFAD website: (http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/home/tags/brazil).

In Brazil’s ongoing portfolio, the ex-ante costs per beneficiary in the PROCASE and
Dom Tavora projects are higher than the other four projects. Comparing the costs
per beneficiary household based on some past CPEs carried out by IOE, the
average ex-ante cost per beneficiary household in Argentina was US$1,844,
followed by India (US$1,200), Bangladesh (US$819) and (Indonesia US$614).°%?

® In the case of the Dom Hélder Camara I, it is fair to note that high project management costs is also due to the
extensive geographic coverage of the project..
62 See Argentina CPE (2010), Bangladesh CPE (2015), India CPE (2009), and Indonesia CPE (2013).
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Having said that, one has to interpret such figures with some degree of caution
because, for example, the cost per beneficiary household also depends on the
nature of operation funded. For instance, it is known that costs per beneficiary
household for rural finance projects generally tend to be much lower than more
complex integrated agriculture and rural development operations. Moreover, the
costs of reaching beneficiaries is also dependent on the country context, including
in terms of the institutional capacities prevailing in the concerned states and
regions.

Financial management. Sound financial management is essential not only to
ensure proper oversight but also to achieve efficient project execution (thus it can
be considered another proxy indicator for efficiency). This is an area that requires
attention, as the CPE found some issues that need to be addressed, such as the
weak financial systems for accounting and reporting in some projects, insufficient
knowledge in some states and projects of IFAD procurement guidelines, delays in
preparation of audit reports, and the lack of financial manuals to support project
staff in their financial management activities. Only two of the six ongoing projects
are rated as satisfactory for quality of financial management in the 2014-2015
annual portfolio review for Brazil. (the Pro-Semi-Arid and the Paulo Freire); the
Dom Tavora is considered to be moderately satisfactory and the remaining three to
be moderately unsatisfactory.

To summarize, the 2007 Brazil CPE assessed the overall project portfolio
efficiency as moderately satisfactory (4). A similar rating was determined for
operational efficiency of PROCASE and the two closed projects (Dom Hélder
Camara | and Gente de Valor). Moreover, the Programme Management Department
has assessed as moderately unsatisfactory (3) three of the ongoing projects for
quality of financial management. It has also rated as moderately unsatisfactory
four of the six ongoing projects for disbursement rates. Taking this into account
and the broader analysis in this section of the CPE report, operational efficiency is
an area that will required close attention in the coming years.

It is worth recalling — as mentioned in chapter Il — that other development partners
working in the agriculture sector in Brazil also face challenges with operational
efficiency. Efficiency is one of the two weakest areas of UNDP’s cooperation in
Brazil. The same applies to IDB’s activities in the country. One of the issues
highlighted by IDB that constrains operational efficiency is their limited use of non-
lending activities, which is an issue of relevance to IFAD as well.

Rural poverty impact

Definition. Impact is defined as the changes that have occurred or are expected to
occur in the lives of the rural poor (whether positive or negative, direct or indirect,
intended or unintended) as a result of development interventions.

The CPE’s assessment of impact. Under normal circumstances, 10E would
assess and rate individually five impact domains to generate an overall assessment
of the portfolio’s impact. These are: (i) household income and assets; (ii) human
and social capital and empowerment; (iii) agricultural productivity and food
security; (iv) natural resources and environmental management; and

(v) institutions and policies. The 2007 CPE assessed the Brazil’s portfolio’s rural
poverty impact as satisfactory (5).

This CPE has been able to assess impact in each of the five domains for only the
two closed projects (Dom Hélder Camara | and Gente de Valor). Overall, the two
closed projects have both been rated as satisfactory (5) by IOE for rural poverty
impact. However, because the ongoing operations are either in their start-up phase
or early years of implementation, no clear judgement can yet be made on their
impact. The CPE team, however, has a number of observations, as a result of the
field work and interviews with project authorities, that are pertinent to the impacts
of the projects that may reasonably be anticipated, and the CPE raises some points
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that are worth considering to ensure that the desired impact on rural poverty is
achieved at the end of the operations.

Household incomes and assets. The average household income of Dom Hélder
Camara | beneficiaries at the start of the project was below the poverty line.
Several beneficiaries interviewed spoke of irregular incomes as day labourers
earning on average less than R$100 per month; most beneficiaries did not possess
land. The data gathered by the evaluation shows that post-project average
monthly family incomes from agricultural and non-agricultural sources
corresponded to two minimum salaries. In absolute terms, this amounted to a six-
fold nominal increase in average income since 2001; when deflated by the general
price index of 7 per cent per annum, the absolute increase is almost four times
higher than the average real income before the project.

According to the impact survey done by IOE for the Dom Hélder Camara |
evaluation, a third of families stated that they benefited from a cistern installed
with project support. Changes in assets apply to durable consumer goods and
productive assets. With regard to durable consumer goods, 72 per cent of the
families interviewed also reported some kind of improvement to their dwellings.
The project worked in combination with a positive trend in the growth of the rural
economy and substantially increased provision of community electricity by the
states in the past decade. The impact survey also indicates increases in the
percentage of households investing in productive assets compared with the pre-
project situation including improvements in animal husbandry such as fencing,
fodder production and fodder silos.

With regard to the Gente de Valor project, it is to be noted that the main source
of income of the beneficiaries was before the project implementation, and still
is, the public cash transfer programme “Bolsa de familia”. Gente de Valor was
the only development programme implemented in the project area during this
period which reduces the number of alternative causation paths when changes
in incomes and assets in the project area are reported. As regards production
and market development, the 2012 Impact Survey done by IOE offers some
information on the perception of beneficiaries regarding the change that the
Project introduced in the productive activities: 84.7 per cent answered that the
productive activities of the communities had improved with the support of the
project. The two main reasons supporting this argument were the introduction
of productive backyards and new production techniques learnt. The 2012 Survey
also acknowledges that the implementation of productive backyards is the
activity most valued by the beneficiaries (36.7 per cent).

Although there is no accurate information to assess the impact of the project as
regards improvement in household income by selling the surplus of domestic
production, the PPA estimates, based on the interviews with the beneficiaries,
that the additional net annual income generated from productive backyards
amounts to (US$490-981)°° which is not high in absolute terms but important
as it eases the household budget constraints to buy better quality food. For goat
raising, the project technical assistant estimates that the income generated by
selling the animals has quadrupled (from US$981 to US$3,267), although this
intervention took place only in a small number of communities.

Similarly, no accurate information is available to assess to what extent the
assets and equipment provided by the project for the processing units have
contributed to an increase in income and assets for the population, as theses
infrastructures only became operational in 2013/2014 and their financial
management has some limitations.®* According to the survey, community

% Using current (April 2015) exchange rate (1USD = BRL 3.05).
® The ouricuri processing unit of “Unido faz a for¢a” increased its processing capacity from 200 bags in 2012 to 1,160
bags in 2014, which represents a significant increase in profitability (almost tenfold from 6,200 BRL to 60,800 BRL).
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members that had been assisted by the project (either focus or non-focus) were
likely to report some asset increases, while those in communities without
project were not. The horticulture backyards and some of the agriculture
processing activities were mentioned as sources of extra incomes that allowed
buying more household assets.

With regard to the ongoing operations, the CPE notes that there are opportunities
to engage wider private-sector actors (e.g. large processors, supermarkets,
agribusiness firms) as a measure to further enhance incomes and assets. This is
especially important because the selected implementing partners do not always
seem to have a competitive advantage in the provision of marketing and business
services or technical advice for the development of high-value commodities and
off/non-farm activities. Engaging the private sector provides scope for providing
IFAD target groups not only with market outlets but also with more specialized
packages of technical and business services (including training, inputs and credit).

Human and social capital and empowerment: The Dom Hélder Camara project
Phase | had a strong impact on empowerment and self-esteem among the target
groups, including women and rural young people. This resulted from factors such
as the direct management of financial resources for development activities and an
increased participation in local markets and decision-making processes. The project
enabled an extension of women’s social functions by promoting their participation
in productive and income-generating activities, in combination with activities to
promote their education and citizenship rights. The project also targeted young
people, with a view to offering them prospects for building their future in the rural
north-east. Young people benefitted from participation in agricultural technical and
leadership training opportunities. According to the interim evaluation, the rate of
employment of young people after completing the training was encouraging: half of
the participants were reportedly able to find a job in the trade unions,
municipalities, state agencies or NGOs, although the outreach was limited.

In the Gente de Valor project, through the sub-territorial development councils,
communities elaborated their development plans, prioritized the interventions to be
carried out by the project, identified the beneficiaries, and were responsible for
their implementation and financial management. The project’s participatory
approach contributed to creating strong bonds and a sense of solidarity in the
communities, and promoted farmers’ willingness to learn and improve their living
conditions. Gente de Valor project beneficiaries acquired technical, organizational
and managerial skills, such as access to information on public programs, basic
accounting and financial management, computer literacy, technical knowledge on
horticulture, sustainable use of natural resources, and food-processing
technologies. However, many beneficiaries had a poor grasp of the financial aspect
of their enterprises, which is an important pre-condition for sustainability. Although
the Gente de Valor project did not define a clear youth strategy and this affected
project impact, an important result of the project was that young people were
mobilized to become local development agents and implement project activities at
the community level — a meaningful experience that provided young people with
skills development and employment opportunities and prospects.

All ongoing projects visited by the CPE team show strong early attention to social
mobilization, training, capacity building and participatory processes. However, the
evaluation also noted that some NGOs contracted for capacity building and
provision of technical assistance do not have the required capacities and know-how
in key areas required by the beneficiaries, and in some states, project authorities
have found it difficult to identify appropriate NGOs to fulfil this role.

Agricultural productivity and food security: The evaluation of the Dom Hélder
Camara project Phase | found evidence of increased agricultural productivity and
diversification of farm production in the targeted territories. Improved access to
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water was a major driver of these results. The project promoted the participation of
agrarian reform beneficiaries and family farmers in local markets with positive
consequences on income and self-esteem. The partnership with Syngenta
Foundation improved the intervention’s market orientation and favoured the
establishment of agroprocessing units and agroecological fairs. The project also
partnered with the government’s food acquisition programme, which constituted a
secure source of income for family farmers. Positive results were achieved in terms
of promoting environmentally-friendly technologies and inputs. The principle of
“conviver com o semi-arido” was an essential element of the project’s human,
social and economic development strategies; the project nurtured in family farmers
a new way of thinking, that of considering the environment and natural resources
as partners for long-term development that require care and comprehension. The
partnership with GEF helped to increase the impact of the project on the rational
use of natural resources.

The Gente de Valor project performance evaluation considered its impact on food
security to be satisfactory. The introduction of productive backyards and water
tanks enhanced the quantity and diversity of the household food basket, by adding
some types of vegetables and fruit. Communities assisted by the project reported
better availability of fruit and vegetables in their diet, either through auto-
consumption or because earnings from the productive backyards were directed to
purchase higher quality food. Marketing of surpluses in the neighbourhood, to
institutional programmes such as the Programa Nacional de Alimentacéo Escolar
and the Programa de Aquisicdo de Alimentos, and in local trade fairs contributed to
increase family income, often reinvested in protein-rich food, such as meat,
chicken and eggs. It is important to point out that the impact of the Gente de Valor
project is built upon a well-coordinated sequence of projects in the state of Bahia,
starting with the PROGAVIAO project, and that it will continue with the
implementation of the Pro-Semi-Arid.

In all of the current projects, and indeed throughout the north-east, water scarcity
and drought is the major issue affecting household consumption, agricultural
production, agroprocessing and livestock rearing; the situation has been steadily
worsening since the design of the earlier projects. Low average rainfall and its poor
distribution are the major constraint to agricultural development and to human
welfare in general, added to which are the cycles of drought that make even
survival in many areas untenable without drastic measures undertaken by
government through the provision of water trucks. The CPE team was able to see
first-hand the impact that the current drought, now in its fourth year, has had on
farming in many of the project areas. Major reversals in achievements made by
projects supported by IFAD and others can be observed, caused by the drought
(for example, a women’s group undertaking a milk processing project that was
forced to sell all of its goats). Project approaches in these areas require reflection.
For instance, there is a need for projects to further focus on climate change
adaptation/mitigation as well as on water conservation and management, including
expanding partnerships for these activities (e.g. with GEF, which was a partner in
the Dom Hélder Camara project Phase 1). It is hard to escape the conclusion that
major investments need to be made in on-farm water capture and efficient
irrigation, following the numerous successful examples to be found throughout the
north-east. Linkages with the work of other development partners — primarily the
World Bank — also need exploration to ensure better coordination/synergy. The
government in its 2015 CPE self-assessment also notes that “It might be possible
to tap into certain sources of funds that may enable overcoming these challenges
less difficult; for instance, the GEF and the Global Climate Fund (GCF)”.

Moreover, opportunities for the replication of good practices emerging from
relevant programmes (including the IFAD grant programme, such as TAG 659 to
ICARDA) or even other semi-arid areas outside Brazil, perhaps through SSTC
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activities, and technical support in supervision/implementation, deserve to be
explored actively.

Natural resources and the environment: The Dom Hélder Camara project |
achieved positive results in terms of promoting environmentally-friendly
technologies and inputs. The principle of “conviver com o semi-arido” was an
essential element of the project’s human, social and economic development
strategies. The project nurtured in family farmers a new way of thinking:
considering the environment and natural resources as partners for long-term
development that require care and comprehension. The partnership with GEF
helped to increase the impact of the project on the use of natural resources.

The Gente de Valor project performance evaluation considered its impact to be
satisfactory with respect to natural resource management. Mainstreaming
environmental concerns across all project activities was an adequate strategy,
taking into account the environmental constraints of the intervention area (scarce
water resources, soil degradation and strong deforestation pressure) exacerbated
by the effects of climate change. Above all, through agroecological trials and
planting of seedlings, farmers were introduced to conservation practices that favour
the best use of the caatinga®® and value local species, regenerating vegetation.

Finally, the Latin America and the Caribbean Division has rated “quality of natural
assets improvement and climate resilience” in three of the six ongoing projects, as
part of its 2014-2015 annual portfolio review. Two of the three projects are rated
as moderately satisfactory and one as moderately unsatisfactory, further pointing
to the need for better efforts in this area.

Institutions and policies: In terms of the impact on policy and institutional
development, the Dom Hélder Camara | project helped to enhance the capabilities
of rural institutions such as NGOs and rural trade unions and participation by the
poor in policy-making processes. The project helped to enhance the capabilities of
rural institutions such as NGOs and rural trade unions and participation by the poor
in policy-making processes.

However, the Gente de Valor project was not coordinated with public policy
initiatives and public programmes because implementers wanted to avoid negative
political influences. This strategy was based on previous experience in
implementing PROGAVIAO. While the principle can be understood, there were also
disadvantages, as it prevented partnerships and complementarities with other
public programmes. Municipal authorities were informed of the project but not
involved in the planning and implementation. The new approaches introduced
(targeting, participatory elaboration of development plans, bottom-up
implementation, community empowerment) did not influence the existing municipal
plans (when they existed).

At present, the policy environment is changing: there is more emphasis from the
government of the State of Bahia to foster better collaboration between state
agencies (including CAR) that support family agriculture, and local (municipal)
governments as well as other public programmes. In addition, the State envisages
strengthening its proximity support services for family farming. While municipalities
and local extension units of the state services may continue to suffer from limited
resources, opportunities are emerging for development projects to better articulate
with local governments, with the reformed public extension system and with the
ongoing public programmes.

Finally, on a related matter, based on its field visits and interactions with
beneficiaries, the CPE believes that the approach to rural financial services could be
further sharpened. Currently, most projects have provisions for channelling grant

% Caatinga is a type of desert vegetation, and an ecoregion characterized by this vegetation in interior north-east
Brazil. The name "Caatinga" is a Tupi word meaning "white forest" or "white vegetation”.
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funds to the target group that are generally administered by the project
management units, which often lack the capacity to manage and monitor
significant financial resources effectively and transparently. Hence, there is need to
assess the rural finance sector (public/private providers) and define a coherent
strategy for the extension of rural financial services to the target group,
considering the specific situations at the state level and, ideally, focusing on a
model that links the target group with existing service providers.

In summary: The evaluation of the Dom Hélder Camara project phase | concluded
that its overall impact on poverty was satisfactory (5). In fact, all impact domains
were rated as satisfactory, and the impact on human and social capital and
empowerment was rated as highly satisfactory. The evaluation of the Gente de
Valor project also assessed the operation’s overall impact as satisfactory (5). The
ratings are shown in annex I. While the two closed projects have been assessed as
satisfactory for rural poverty impact, there are several driving factors that need to
be strengthened to ensure that the current portfolio is able to achieve the
envisaged impacts. In particular, enhanced attention will be needed to rural
financial services, natural resources and environmental management and climate
change, access to markets and private sector engagement including and
commercialization of agriculture.

Other evaluation criteria

In line with the Brazil CPE Approach Paper and IFAD’s Evaluation Manual, this
section includes an assessment of three evaluation criteria: sustainability,
innovation and scaling up, and gender equality and women’s empowerment. For
reasons explained earlier in this chapter and in chapter I, while this section will
include the CPE’s assessment for each of these criteria, no consolidated rating will
be provided for the project portfolio’s performance in terms of these three criteria.

Sustainability

Definition. Sustainability is defined as the likely continuation of net benefits from
a development intervention beyond the phase of external funding support. It also
includes an assessment of the likelihood that actual and anticipated results will be
resilient to risks beyond the project’s life.

Independent evaluation ratings. The sustainability of the overall portfolio was
rated only as moderately satisfactory (4) by the 2007 Brazil CPE. Moreover, the
evaluations of the Dom Hélder Camara | and Gente de Valor projects carried out
after the 2007 CPE also rated sustainability as moderately satisfactory.
Sustainability of the PROCASE is also moderately satisfactory. In general,
sustainability is an area that will require attention across the portfolio.

It should be noted (as mentioned in Chapter Il) that several other development
partners working in Brazil also face challenges in ensuring the sustainability of
project benefits. In fact, sustainability was one of weakest performing areas in
UNDP’s cooperation with Brazil. World Bank operations are only moderately
satisfactory in terms of sustainability, and Norway’s evaluation points to difficulties
in promoting financial sustainability once internationally-funded projects are
completed.

Closed projects. The Dom Hélder Camara | project evaluation concluded that
social and economic effects of the operation at the family farm level have a good
chance of being sustained. Project actions were oriented towards a production
system adapted to the capabilities of family farmers and targeted products in high
demand in local markets. At the same time, the project fostered a mutually-
reinforcing linkage between environmental and economic sustainability. The project
also proved that family farmers have good business prospects if they are provided
with the necessary skills, information and capabilities. Solidarity principles in local
markets and subsidized purchases from state companies protect the
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competitiveness of family farmers and favour the gradual development of their
production and marketing skills. A necessary condition for continuation of the
benefits, however, would be further consolidation of the production capacities of
family farmers, upgrading of the quality of farm produce and integration with other
markets including small- and medium-scale agribusiness companies operating in
targeted territories.

The project adopted a timeline for ensuring sustainable results that went beyond
the planned lifetime of the project. In 2006, new areas and territories were
included, even though in these areas sustainable changes could not be generated
before the closing date. The lack of an explicit strategy of disengagement inevitably
affected the assessment of project sustainability by the evaluation at the time. The
strategy of the project was to create the conditions for a second phase of the
project that would lead to sustainability. This was, however, a risky strategy
because an unexpected political change could halt the process. In any case, a
second phase of the Dom Hélder Camara project has since been financed, which
should contribute to promoting the sustainability of benefits from phase |I.

The evaluation of the Gente de Valor project noted that the stream of benefits
generated by the project will be bolstered by some enabling factors and could be
constrained by some risks. Among the former, the associations and the sub-
territorial councils created by the project may enable the establishment of
partnerships and implementation of projects in the future. In addition, the
productive backyards, agroecological trials and small livestock raising all have good
chances of economic viability although they still require support (financial and
technical) for consolidation.

Among the main threats to sustainability is the infancy stage of the agricultural
produce processing units created by the project, which still depend on the
institutional market (e.g. public procurement schemes). From the institutional
sustainability perspective, the Government of the State of Bahia has supported the
project since the beginning. Recent institutional arrangements (the creation of the
Rural Development Secretariat, the reform of the extension system, and the
establishment of proximity technical services) provide encouraging signals for the
sustainability of the project. While many preconditions are in place to provide much
needed consolidation of support to farmers, this is not going to translate
automatically into support to the same communities assisted by the Gente de Valor
project and for exactly the type of services that are required. Such support would
have to be deliberately targeted and linked to an assessment of the consolidation
needs.

Ongoing projects. There are some points based on past experience in Brazil and
the emerging experience of the ongoing projects that have been highlighted here
below.

Projects have not had well-articulated exit strategies, clarifying the roles and
responsibilities of IFAD, Government and other partners after project completion.
Therefore, as projects progress in their implementation, it is important that such
strategies be developed as early as practicable, to ensure the continuation of
benefits developed by the operations.

One key dimension that will need attention is how to ensure the continuation of
technical assistance services required by family farmers to sustain their activities
after the individual project funding has been exhausted. At the same time, the CPE
finds there is generally insufficient capacity on the part of technical assistance
providers to support beneficiaries in matters such as processing, marketing, and
rural business development and management.

Another important issue is that beneficiaries themselves have insufficient capacities
to take advantage of marketing opportunities. As projects proceed in their
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implementation, adequate measures will have to be taken to address these
challenges, for instance, by enhancing the skills of technical assistance providers,
improving the capacities of smallholders to improve product quality and produce in
bulk quantities, and to strengthen partnerships with the private sector and the
collective capacity of producer organizations and associations to tap into market
opportunities. This will contribute to better commercialization, with the aim of
enhancing food security and increasing the sustainability of benefits in general.

Although the ongoing projects are still at an early implementation stage and hence
may not have fully defined their strategies, it seems that there is still limited
understanding and not a clear vision on how to move from the social capital
building of the producers’ organizations to their capacitation for becoming
business-oriented and sustainable enterprises accessing diversified markets. There
is still only limited vision on how and with whom to engage/partner with (financial
institutions, private entities), including in terms of institutional/business models
that could be promoted.

While the projects provide support to build local development/social associations
and producer associations, there seems to be little support to create/train user
associations for the management of natural resources, including the management/
maintenance of the water infrastructure that was built (e.g. by the Dom Hélder
Céamara | project). The lack of proper management and maintenance arrangements
could affect sustainability in the long term, while enhancing the likelihood of
conflicts within the communities.

As a further measure, the CPE underlines the need to consider better linkages with
national programmes and initiatives, such as Bolsa Familia, PRONAF and Brasil
Sem Miseria, through which the required resources and services can be made
available to the rural poor. This will also call for improved linkages and dialogue
with other federal agencies dealing with agriculture and rural development.

With specific regard to PROCASE, the adoption of a territorial and multidimensional
approach to address rural poverty — focusing not only on productive activities, but
more broadly on human, social and institutional development — increases the
likelihood of achieving community empowerment and the sustainability of the
interventions and processes put in place. The support to community-led processes
and business-oriented producer organizations as the entry point to engage the
communities is likely to ensure greater ownership, relevance and responsiveness of
project-supported community and business plans. However, achieving the objective
of building sustainable producer enterprises that can access diversified markets
and profitable value chains as stated in the design remain challenging. Anecdotal
evidence from the field shows that overall the maturity and capacity of the
producer organizations is mixed, but largely insufficient to respond to a more
sophisticated market demand in terms of steadiness, quantity and quality of the
production.

Finally, building ownership is another key dimension towards ensuring the
sustainability of benefits. This is an area that deserves some attention in the
future, as is confirmed by the 2014 client survey done by IFAD to collect feedback
from a range of IFAD clients in Brazil. The client survey rated "country ownership"
at 4.7,°® which is between moderately satisfactory and satisfactory. Country
ownership assesses the extent to which IFAD fosters government ownership
throughout its country programme cycle. In fact, the 2012 client survey covering
Brazil had rated country ownership higher at 5.2.

To summarize, sustainability remains a challenge in Brazil, also taking into
account the prevailing political uncertainty in the country. It is, however, a
challenge faced by IFAD in other countries, and by other donors in Brazil and

® The Client Survey adopts a 6-point rating scale, with 1 being the lowest and 6 the highest scores.
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elsewhere. In fact, recent CPEs by IOE in other countries (e.g. Argentina, Bolivia,
Ecuador, India, Indonesia and Tanzania) show that the IFAD portfolio performance
in terms of sustainability was either moderately satisfactory or moderately
unsatisfactory.®” Notwithstanding the aforementioned, there are adjustments that
can be made to the project portfolio in Brazil — as discussed above and in other
parts of the report — that can contribute to better sustainability of benefits after the
individual projects have been completed.

Innovation and scaling up

Definition. The definition of innovation and scaling up adopted is the extent to
which IFAD development interventions have: (i) introduced innovative approaches
to rural poverty reduction; and (ii) been or are likely to be scaled-up by
government authorities, donor organizations, the private sector and other
agencies. In assessing innovation and scaling up, the CPE also takes into
consideration the main elements of IFAD’s innovation strategy,®® approved by the
Board in September 2007.

Independent evaluation ratings. The 2007 CPE considers innovation and scaling
up in the entire portfolio as moderately satisfactory (4), but the two projects (Dom
Hélder Camara | and Gente de Valor) evaluated by IOE after the 2007 CPE were
both rated as satisfactory (5) in promoting innovations and scaling up. PROCASE is
rated as moderately satisfactory,

Innovations. The evaluation of the Dom Hélder Camara | project found that its
design was characterized by innovations that were successfully applied: these
included the adoption of a territorial development strategy and a multi-dimensional
approach to poverty reduction, and involvement of a wider range of partners such
as social organizations and rural trade unions. None of these constitutes an
innovation in absolute terms, but the combination of innovations and their
application to agrarian reform beneficiaries and communities were innovative in the
context of the north-east region.

The project’s evaluation identified two other important innovations: (i) the
differentiation between the roles of social mobilizers and technical assistance
providers, which fostered specialization and the capacity to reach the rural poor;
and (ii) the concept of the project as an instrument to enable the rural poor to
access opportunities available under government development policies. The
evaluation also acknowledged various small-scale innovations applied at the local
and community levels through partnerships with NGOs. Other innovations were the
provision of identify cards to women and the targeting of quilombolas and
indigenous peoples.

The evaluation of the Gente de Valor project found that a number of initiatives
were innovative. The project introduced agricultural and non-agricultural
technologies and methodologies, previously unknown in the intervention area
(some had been developed before by EMBRAPA or other research centres and
technical NGOs but a few others were entirely new), with promising results: water-
saving productive backyards, improved management of small ruminants in fundo
de pasto, innovative value-added productive chains (umbu, ouricuri, and cassava),
installation of desalinization plants, safe soil conservation practices (mixed
cropping), sisal manufacturing and other environmentally sustainable techniques
adapted to the caatinga.

There were other notable innovations in the areas of multi-dimensional approach to
poverty, targeting the poorest communities and developing social capital (by
strengthening local decision-making spaces), technology for production, processing
and natural resource management.

®7 China being an exception, where sustainability was considered satisfactory.
% The IFAD innovation strategy may be seen at http://www.ifad.org/gbdocs/eb/91/e/EB-2007-91-R-3-Rev-1.pdf.
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Moreover, in the State of Bahia, the participatory approaches of the Gente de Valor
project (and its predecessor PROGAVIAQ) can be considered as a novelty. The
participatory approach has ensured greater ownership of development plans by
communities and their empowerment. The Gente de Valor project properly
articulated the development of social capital with investments in productive
activities and technical assistance, which is relatively new for programmes
supported by the state government and other donors. Moreover, the training of
young persons as development agents to bring more dynamism to community-level
organizations (see the effectiveness section) was a new element, highly
appreciated by all partners (community, government and project team).

With regard to the ongoing projects, some are introducing meaningful innovations
in targeting. These include: the recruitment of rural youth to work as social
mobilizers/local development agents, which provides them with skills development
and employment opportunities; the recruitment of young “bolsistas” to support the
project management unit in project implementation; and the involvement of young
people to use information and communication technology for project monitoring
and reporting.

The ongoing projects have other context-specific innovations as part of their
design. For example, the design of the Paulo Freire and Pro-Semi-Arid foresees
working with beneficiary households to set up participatory productive learning
units that will serve as tools for teaching and training on productive and
environmental innovations. The Dom Hélder Camara Il plans to establish a strong
link between implementation results and lessons learned to inform policy
development for family farming, whereas the Dom Tavora plans to develop
partnerships with private stakeholders, including top-tier agro-industries.

With regard to the PROCASE, several elements of the project are innovative only in
the sense that they have not previously been implemented in the State of Paraiba.
For instance, the project plans to devote priority to the development of women and
young people’s ability to access labour markets and/or develop rural businesses.
Support to productive rural activities is provided on an “agri-integrated” approach
rather than on an individual basis at farm level, and a value-chain approach is
adopted to identify small integrated rural sub-systems and the support systems
necessary to develop them. Private networks and systems are to be used for the
provision of technical assistance, and grant financing is combined with available
short-term credit to catalyze investments in productive projects. However, project
design documents do not specify in what way innovative aspects will be scaled-up.

Three of the six ongoing projects have been rated for "innovation and learning"” by
the Latin America and the Caribbean Division in the 2014-2015 annual portfolio
review. However, based on early implementation experience, two of the projects
are considered moderately unsatisfactory and one moderately satisfactory for
innovation and learning. A long list of innovations is presented in project design
documents, which however will have to be fostered and given due attention during
implementation. One key constraint in this area are the delays in setting up well-
functioning M&E systems that can help learning, which is essential to document
and share innovations that are successfully piloted during implementation. Another
constraint is limited beneficiary participation in some projects, and insufficient
attention thus far to mobilizing private sector actors.

Finally, some of the grant-funded programmes are helping to further the innovation
agenda. In particular, the Agricultural Innovation Market Place (implemented
though EMBRAPA) and the KM programme (implemented through IICA) offer
opportunities to promote, document and share successful innovative practices. The
establishment of the Forum for Secretaries of Agriculture/Rural Development in the
north-east states can also be considered an institutional innovation for exchanging
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experiences, lessons and knowledge. The Commission on Family Farming (REAF)®°
platform and its attention to bringing to the forefront the concerns and priorities of
family farmers is also an innovation worth highlighting.

Scaling up. The Dom Hélder Camara | project has been scaled-up into Dom Hélder
Camara Il, for a total project cost of US$125 million. This can be considered a
successful example of scaling up, as the Government is contributing US$82 million
and the beneficiary contribution is of US$25 million (which is 86 per cent of total
funding). IFAD’s financial contribution is only US$3 million from its core resources
and US$15 million from the Spanish Trust Fund. The contribution of IFAD in the
first phase was US$25 million from its core resources.

Phase | of the project experimented with several innovations, such as the
introduction of women'’s identify cards (which was scaled-up across Brazil by the
Ministry of Agrarian Development) and the targeting of quilimboas (which was
replicated by the World Bank in the Projeto de Desenvolvimento Sustentavel do
Estado da Bahia - Bahia Produtiva - with a budget of US$260 million to be
implemented throughout the state over a six-year period). Many other innovative
features of the project (e.g. participatory and bottom-up processes for planning
and resource allocation, water management) are being scaled-up into state- and
national-level policies and programmes through strong engagement in policy
platforms (e.g. through the REAF).

The evaluation of the Gente de Valor project concluded that it was not well-
articulated with municipal governments, which could be a constraint to scaling up.
However, the state government of Bahia is aware of the innovative approaches
introduced by the project and has expressed interest in scaling up some activities
in the semi-arid area. However, the limited work done so far at analysing and
systematizing innovations and best practices is not a strong contribution to
dissemination and uptake in public policies and programmes.

As for the scaling up of project innovative approaches by other donors, the World
Bank-supported Bahia Produtiva project has already incorporated some approaches
introduced by the Gente de Valor project: the role of development agents, and the
combination of investments and technical assistance (traditionally World Bank-
funded projects supporting agriculture in Brazil included investments but not
technical assistance).

It is premature to assess the scaling up potential of the six ongoing projects as
they have just started implementation. However, four of the six have been rated in
the 2014-2015 annual portfolio review for ‘potential for scaling up and replication’.
Three projects are rated as moderately satisfactory and one as satisfactory, so
there is room for improvement.

This CPE finds that there are at least two factors that need to be considered to
ensure successful scaling up in the future. The first is to promote wider
partnerships with a range of federal government agencies (in addition to the strong
existing partnerships with the Ministry of Agrarian Development and Ministry of
Planning, Budget and Management), as they have a national perspective and
therefore are better placed to identify successful innovations in one state and scale
them up into others through national policies and programmes. In principle,
moreover, individual state governments have limited incentive and jurisdiction to
scale-up successful innovations beyond the boundaries of their states.

Secondly, there is need for enhanced attention to non-lending activities (policy
dialogue, partnership development, and KM) including SSTC, which are at the
foundation of successful scaling up. According to the CPE (see next two chapters on

% The Commission on Family Farming (REAF) of MERCOSUR, a southern cone sub-regional platform for policy
dialogue in which representatives of governments and family farmer organizations take part. Its members include:
Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, Paraguay, Uruguay and Venezuela.
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partner performance and non-lending activities), this will require the permanent in-
country presence of the Brazil CPM.

Gender equality and women’s empowerment

Definition. The section assesses the efforts made to promote gender equality and
women’s empowerment in the design, implementation, supervision and
implementation support, and evaluation of IFAD-assisted projects. In doing so, the
CPE also takes into consideration the main objectives in IFAD’s corporate gender
policy,”® approved by the Board in April 2012.

Independent evaluation ratings. It is important to note that IOE only
introduced a dedicated evaluation criterion and rating for gender equality and
women’s empowerment in 2011. Therefore, the 2007 Brazil CPE does not contain a
rating or a dedicated section assessing the portfolio’s performance in promoting
gender equality and women’s empowerment. However, the Gente de Valor project
evaluation from 2015 assessed gender equality and women’s empowerment, and
rated it as satisfactory (5). The PROCASE is rated as moderately satisfactory (4) for
gender. The Dom Hélder Camara | project evaluation (2010) does not include a
specific rating, but assessed the performance of the project as broadly satisfactory
for gender equality and women’s empowerment.

Closed projects. Concerning gender equality and women’s empowerment
specifically, the projects — though to different extent — contributed to all pillars of
the gender policy, particularly strengthening women'’s social and economic
potential. Through participation in productive and income-generating activities,
women — often for the first time — controlled household income and accessed
training opportunities.

The Dom Hélder Camara | project evaluation noted that it adopted a pragmatic
approach to the empowerment of rural women by identifying their needs and
gathering them in interest groups focused on production or income-generating
activities. It also indicated that the women have been employed by NGOs as social
mobilizers. Women also participated in groups and associations, performing
management and even leadership functions, and now have a greater voice in
community decision-making processes and institutions.

The project in fact mainstreamed gender, age and ethnicity issues as cross-cutting
matters in all its components, including demonstration units, and credit schemes.
The main objectives were to promote the participation of men and women of
different ages, increase the role of young people and promote the development of
quilombola communities. With specific regard to gender, an important action was
the provision of identity documents to women that involved 14,257 women, which
was later scaled up across Brazil by the Ministry of Agrarian Development. The
project also enabled an extension of women’s functions by promoting their
participation in productive and income-generating activities, in combination with
activities to promote their education and citizenship rights.

The Gente de Valor evaluation found that the project’'s gender strategy aimed to
reduce poverty through the active participation of women in economic
organizations to reduce gender inequalities that exist in rural communities of the
semi-arid. The project incorporated women as direct beneficiaries (48.6 per cent)
and it was successful at achieving gender balance in the participation of women in
the training activities. It encouraged women’s participation in productive activities,
especially in backyard vegetable farming, fruit and cassava processing and
handicrafts. Although there are still some weaknesses in terms of marketing and
management of the enterprises, women have for the first time access to and
control over part of the household income.

™ The gender policy is found at https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/105/docs/EB-2012-105-R-2-Rev-1.pdf.
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The project adapted some investments to women'’s needs (e.g. in the construction
of potable water tanks close to their houses), including the introduction of
drudgery-reduction technologies (727 eco-efficient stoves and 31 bio-digesters). In
addition, investments in some productive activities, such as the construction of
irrigation tanks near the productive backyards and the ouricuri-processing machine
have also contributed to reduce the heavy workload of women.

Ongoing operations. A careful review of design documents reveals that projects
address gender and, more broadly, targeting issues in a comprehensive manner,
both in terms of analysis, selection of the target group, and definition of a strategy
to reach out to women and other groups. Project designs have a strong focus on
gender and youth aspects, often envisaging the development of specific gender
action plans and youth activities (particularly the provision of technical education
and skills development opportunities aiming at mitigating outmigration of young
people from rural areas); the establishment of quotas to ensure women’s and
young people’s participation in project activities; and the recruitment of female
personnel and specific staff with responsibility for gender/youth/ethnic issues at
PMU level.

Designs are also in line with the IFAD Gender Action Plan and Policy for Gender
Equality and Women’s Empowerment, with greater emphasis on women’s economic
empowerment. Gender strategies and activities also focus on aspects such as
women’s representation in institutions and decision-making processes and
development planning processes, promotion of women’s associations, and provision
of training and capacity building in leadership skills. There seems to be limited
emphasis on the third pillar of the Policy (i.e. reducing women’s workloads) in
design, implementation or perhaps reporting/monitoring, although this is an
important gender dimension in contexts of high male out-migration.

While it is too early to assess gender equality and women’s empowerment in
ongoing projects, based on its field visits, the CPE team anticipates that overall
there is scope to enhance the participation of women (and also other groups such
as the youth and quilombola communities) in developing the community or
investment plans and as members and leaders of community/producer
organizations. However, for some projects, the data show a positive trends as
women participating in selected project activities account reportedly for 60 per cent
(Paulo Freire), 70 per cent () and 37 per cent (PROCASE).

Additionally, mechanisms defined at design to ensure that gender issues are
actually mainstreamed across all project activities have not yet fully been put in
place, such as: (i) recruiting the gender focal point in project management units
and/or contracting relevant technical assistance to support gender mainstreaming;
(ii) developing gender action plans, which should ideally be part of the whole
annual planning and reporting processes, to operationalize the gender strategy;
and (iii) providing gender orientation/sensitization and training to project
management staff and technical assistance service providers.

Furthermore, while most of the project management units recruited female staff,
even at coordination or technical levels, and comply with targets established at
design, there is scope to perform better on this aspect in a few units. It will also be
important that experience in working with women/gender-sensitive service
provision be included among the criteria for selecting service providers. Finally,
projects should explore the need and adequate measures for promoting labour-
saving technologies to ease women’s workloads, and ensure reporting on this
important pillar of the gender policy.

The 2014-2015 annual portfolio review by the Latin America and Caribbean
Division includes ratings for all six ongoing projects with respect to their gender
focus. Two projects are considered satisfactory (Pro-Semi-Arid and Dom Hélder
Camara I1), three moderately satisfactory (Dom Tavora, PROCASE, and Viva o
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Semi Arido), and one moderately unsatisfactory (Paulo Freire), confirming that
there is scope for improvement across the portfolio on gender equality and
women’s empowerment.

Key points on portfolio performance

The CPE covers eight IFAD-funded projects. Of these, only two have been completed,
and six are in early phases of implementation. As such, the CPE has only rated the
criterion of relevance of the entire portfolio.

Relevance of the entire portfolio is satisfactory. However, none of the IFAD-supported
projects are classified as agriculture operations.

The ongoing portfolio of six projects covers a vast geographic area in eight states in
the north-east region. This poses a challenge to implementation, supervision and
M&E.

Based on past experience, the implementation period designed for the current
projects (an average of six years) might under-estimate the time actually required to
achieve expected results, due also to the relatively long time taken for project start
up.

The effectiveness of the two closed projects was satisfactory (Dom Hélder Camara I)
and moderately satisfactory (Gente de Valor). There are some issues that need to be
considered to ensure the ongoing portfolio is effective in the end, including staffing in
project management units and capacity and skills of technical service providers.

Operational efficiency of the two closed operations was moderately satisfactory. The
costs allocated to project management units of the current projects are within
acceptable norms; however, disbursement performance is weak and financial
management needs strengthening.

The rural poverty impact of the closed projects was good. Opportunities for
strengthening linkages with markets, rural financial services and private sector
engagement need to be further explored in the ongoing portfolio.

Sustainability is a challenge. Exit strategies were not defined, and enhanced
beneficiary participation and better linkages with national policies and programmes is
essential.

Projects are promoting innovations, which are being scaled-up by Government and
other donors (e.g. the World Bank). Two factors that might further enhance prospects
for scaling up impact: (i) a greater engagement of a wider range of federal agencies;
and (ii) the outposting of the Brazil CPM.

Promotion of gender equality and women’s empowerment was satisfactory in the
completed projects, but gender strategies and actions need to be more fully
developed and implemented in the ongoing portfolio.
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Performance of partners

This chapter has two sections, analyzing the performance of the two main actors in
the Brazil-IFAD partnership. Section A covers the performance of IFAD, and Section
B includes an assessment of the Government’s performance (both at the federal
and state levels). Ratings are also provided for the performance of IFAD and the
Government.

IFAD

Portfolio development. From 2008 onwards, a very good effort has been made
by IFAD to develop a portfolio of investment projects in Brazil. Six new projects
(out of the 11 funded in total in the country since the beginning of IFAD operations
in 1978) were designed and approved by the Board in a four-year period between
2009 and 2013, which became effective between October 2012 and August 2014.
In fact, as mentioned in chapter 111, the Latin America and Caribbean Division
made nearly full use of the financial allocation to Brazil provided since 2007
through the PBAS (see tables 7-8). Moreover, the Division mobilized additional
funding for two investments projects from the Spanish Trust Fund, thus
augmenting the resources made available to the country. It also mobilized further
grant funds (US$4.1 million) from Spain for the KM programme implemented in
cooperation with 1I1CA.

No international cofinancing. One limitation of the portfolio is that none of the
ongoing projects has any international cofinancing (e.g. with the World Bank, Inter-
American Development Bank or others). While the CPE recognizes the inherent
challenges of designing and implementing cofinanced projects, there are several
advantages of cofinancing, such as opportunities for wider coverage of
beneficiaries, knowledge exchange among the cofinancing institutions and joint
policy dialogue with the Government. At the same time, the CPE recognizes the
vast amount of domestic cofinancing (i.e. counterpart funding) included in IFAD-
funded projects in the Brazil (see table 2).

Direct supervision and implementation support. The Dom Hélder Camara |
project was directly supervised by IFAD, whereas IFAD took over responsibilities for
supervision of the Gente de Valor project from 2009 onwards. In general, in both
cases the quality of supervision was good. However, the recent evaluation of the
Gente de Valor project notes that “supervisions were discrete events and the
project would have benefitted from more continuous technical follow-up. A missing
aspect from supervision was the revision and update of the consolidation plan
which had been prepared at the project design phase”.

Until 2014, IFAD organized two supervision missions per project per year,
Currently, on average, IFAD organizes one supervision mission per year, and from
three to six implementations support missions for each ongoing project. Each
supervision mission lasts for around two weeks, and have included experts on
financial management, capacity-building, productive development, and institutions.
There is scope to devote more specific attention to agriculture, market access and
value chain development in the context of supervision and implementation support
missions. However, in the past, they have not always included M&E experts, but the
recent recruitment of a Country Programme Officer with specialization on M&E is a
move aimed to addressing this concern. Overall, the CPE notes that timely actions
are taken to resolve implementation bottlenecks. In 2014 only, IFAD spent
US$244,000 on supervision and implementation support, which is US$40,000 per
project on average (excluding staff time).

Supervision missions are, however, challenged by the huge geographic area
covered by IFAD operations,”* and the need to conduct supervision activities in six
relatively new projects, which will remain active at least until the end of the

™ About 900,000 square kilometres.
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decade. This challenge is likely to increase further, once IFAD finances additional
investment operations in the Tenth Replenishment period (2016-2018), whether in
the north-east or the north of the country.

Setting up of IFAD’s country office. As mentioned in chapter 111, IFAD
established a country office in Salvador in mid-2011. This was an excellent move,
as it positions IFAD closer to its operations, which are focused in the north-east,
allowing the Fund to be more responsive in general and to monitor implementation
more thoroughly.

The staff of the country office are well-qualified and dedicated to the task of
directly supervising and supporting the implementation of the six ongoing projects.
This leaves very limited time for activities such as policy dialogue and donor
coordination, KM, and exploring opportunities for new partnerships and
innovations. As mentioned in chapter |11, country office staff dedicate 65 per cent
of their time to supervision and implementation support, and 5 per cent of their
time to each policy dialogue and KM, but no time to SSTC as this responsibility is
left to the CPM.

The Brazil CPM. Given the importance of the country for IFAD, it is appropriate
that since 2008 the two CPMs for Brazil have been senior and experienced IFAD
professional staff. The CPM from 2008 to October 2014 was exclusively responsible
for IFAD operations in Brazil, whereas the current manager is also responsible for
the Dominican Republic, Guyana, and Trinidad and Tobago. As per the self-
assessment of the Latin America Division, the current CPM spends around

35 per cent of his total time in managing other IFAD country programmes and
corporate/divisional issues. The CPE believes that it would be more appropriate if
the IFAD CPM were exclusively responsible for Brazil, in the light of the large
number of ongoing projects and the fact that Brazil has the largest financial
allocation of all countries in the Latin American and Caribbean Region.

The 2007 CPE recommended the outposting of the CPM from IFAD headquarters to
Brazil. Most development partners met by the CPE team believe that outposting the
CPM to Brazil is extremely important for an organization like IFAD, if it is to be a
leading player in supporting the Government to promote family farming and rural
transformation. The country director or representatives of all major international
organizations operating in Brazil (e.g. FAO, IDB, IICA, UNDP, WFP, and the World
Bank) are located permanently in Brasilia, which allows them to be at the centre of
pertinent policy debates and development decisions, seize opportunities for
building strategic partnerships beyond the project level, identify opportunities for
international cofinancing, and raise the visibility and engagement of their
organizations. The presence of the CPM in Brazil would help IFAD to become more
active in the aforementioned areas and fulfill its aspirations of being a key player in
the smallholder agriculture sector in Brazil.

While the outposting of the CPM to Brazil would have cost implications, the CPE
firmly believes it would contribute to further enhancing IFAD’s development
effectiveness, contribute to better identifying pathways, drivers and space for
scaling up impact, and further expand IFAD’s visibility, image and credibility in the
country. It is also clear that the outposting of the Brazil CPM will require
adjustments to the operating model (e.g. ensuring complementarity between the
role of the outposted CPM and staff in the IFAD Country Office in Salvador) and key
business processes, to ensure that the key concerns of Brazil are addressed in a
timely manner at headquarters. This however should not be a major concern, given
around 20 IFAD CPMs are already outposted, allowing IFAD to increasingly gain
experience to refine its operating model within a decentralized institutional
architecture. Finally, the outposting of the CPM to Brazil should be pursued
primarily as a measure to advance IFAD’s effectiveness agenda, and not seen only
from a cost point-of-view.
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IFAD’s self-evaluation system. This comprises a range of instruments to
monitor and evaluate the performance of the country strategy and operations in
Brazil, including project supervision processes (discussed above), preparation of
annual project status reports, project midterm reviews, project completion reports,
COSOP annual reviews and midterm review (done in 2011), and the consolidated
annual portfolio review by the Latin American and the Caribbean Division. All in all,
the system is functioning well. For example, the latest (2014-2015) Brazil Country
Programme Report (for the Division’s annual portfolio review) is of high quality,
candid and well written. Among many issues, it underlines that the "overall
implementation progress" of five out of the six ongoing projects is only moderately
satisfactory.

However, there are several issues that require reflection. Project midterm reviews
are rarely done in a timely manner, thus reducing their value as an instrument that
can help reorient design and implementation, as needed, to ensure effectiveness.
For example, the midterm review in the Gente de Valor project was considered
useful, but was only done in 2011, which is rather late in the implementation
period given the IFAD funding of the operation was completed at the end of 2012,
even though the project was formally closed in January 2014.

Secondly, there are delays in setting up well-functioning project-level M&E
systems, which is also recognized as a common implementation issue in the 2014-
2015 Annual Portfolio Review. For instance, none of the new projects has yet
carried out its baseline survey though the process for their undertaking has been
recently started, and the operationalization of the IFAD Results and Impact
Management System (RIMS) has been a challenge. However, good progress was
finally made this year, which includes the development of a common M&E system
for all projects in the ongoing portfolio, in which the country office is playing a
major role.

Management engagement. IFAD Management has been fairly active in furthering
the dialogue at a high level between the Fund and the Government. The Director of
the Latin America and Caribbean Division visited the country several times between
2008 and 2015. The Associate Vice-President of the Programme Management
Department visited only once in 2007, and thereafter in mid-2014. The Associate
Vice President for the Corporate Services Department visited in October 2015. The
President of IFAD visited Brazil in 2009 and the Vice-President in 2010. The
President is expected to visit again in May 2016. These visits have given the
opportunity to engage in high-level policy dialogue and site visits to IFAD-funded
projects. In addition, Management has routinely held bilateral meetings with senior
Government officials in Rome during their visits for high-level meetings related to
FAO and IFAD.

Learning accountability. IOE has carried out three main evaluations in Brazil
since 2007. This includes the 2007 CPE, an interim evaluation of the first phase of
the Dom Hélder Camara Project in 2010 and a project performance evaluation of
the Gente de Valor Project in early 2015. All in all, IFAD has made positive efforts
to learn from past experience and to implement the recommendations contained in
the corresponding evaluation reports.”’?

Even though many of the recommendations from the 2007 CPE have been
implemented, some have not received the required level of resources and intensity
of actions to ensure better effectiveness. For example, the CPE recommended
greater resources and efforts be provided to non-lending activities (policy dialogue,
KM, and partnership-building). In this regard, the self-assessment by the Latin
America and Caribbean Division shows that a total of US$93,590 has been invested

2 Given the evaluation of the Gente de Valor project was completed in the first part of 2015, it is anticipated its
recommendations and their implications for future and ongoing operations will be considered by IFAD Management and
the Government in the near future.
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from the administrative budget allocated to the Brazil country programme for KM
and communication activities in three years — 2010 and 2013-2014 (around
US$31,000 per year on average)’® — which is very little especially considering that
KM is one of the four strategic objectives in the 2008 Brazil COSOP. Similarly, the
CPM and IFAD country office staff spend relatively little time on non-lending
activities — as per the estimates of time allocated for different tasks reported by
them through their CPE self-assessment.

Having said that, as mentioned in the next chapter, IFAD has managed to mobilize
other sources of funding for non-lending activities (e.g. grants from donor
countries or IFAD grants) and one project has a relatively small budget line
dedicated to knowledge management. On the whole, however, the point is that
these sources of funding were not secured at the time the COSOP was approved,
and had to be mobilized through specific efforts of the Brazil CPM once the COSOP
2008 became “effective”.

There are other recommendations from the 2007 CPE that were not duly
considered, which according to the 2015 CPE would have deserved to be
implemented. These include, inter alia, the need to strengthen partnerships with
multilateral and bilateral agencies, the outposting of the CPM to Brazil, exploring
the possibility of IFAD’s country office in Brazil to cover other countries in the
Southern Cone region, the enhancement of the role and engagement of the private
sector, and the strengthening of M&E capacity and activities. A full assessment of
the implementation of the recommendations from the 2007 CPE is provided in
annex IV.

Rating. IFAD has made concerted efforts to develop a significant portfolio of
projects since 2008 and to strengthen its overall partnership and dialogue with
Brazil. It has mobilized grants for selected non-lending activities (see next chapter)
and has quite a good self-evaluation system. Direct supervision and
implementation support and the setting-up of the country office are beneficial,
though they have some challenges. Management values the partnership with Brazil,
and has invested time to advancing the cooperation. There are, however,
opportunities for further improvements. In light of the above analysis, the CPE
rates IFAD’s overall performance as satisfactory (5), see table 15.

Government

Favourable policy context. Overall, the Government of Brazil has established an
extremely favourable policy context for rural poverty reduction, particularly by
introducing key public policies and carrying out specific public programs for
supporting family farming and reducing rural poverty (see chapter I1).

Institutional context. Most IFAD operations are executed by State governments,
though the Federal Ministry of Agrarian Development is the executing agency for
both the Dom Hélder Camara | and Il projects. Although in August 2015 Brazil
temporarily banned direct lending by multilateral development organizations to
state governments due to national fiscal concerns, loans for all five new projects
funded since 2009 were provided directly to state governments with federal
guarantees.

The division of labour and complementary roles of the federal and state
governments has worked well, bringing design and implementation closer to the
ground and building greater ownership in state level authorities, even though the
role of municipal governments has not been sufficiently emphasised. Federal
authorities (i.e. the Ministry of Planning, Budget and Management, and the Ministry
of Agrarian Development) have supported IFAD’s direct engagement with state
authorities, facilitating exchanges among projects and states, furthering dialogue

"% Data is not available for the other years 2008-2015 (which is the period covered by the CPE).
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with IFAD on wider country strategy and governance matters, and coordinating and
monitoring activities across the country programme.

However, there are some challenges associated with working directly with state
governments, in light of the differing levels of policy and institutional capacities
across the states. Related to this, the CPE finds that in states where IFAD has had
longer term engagement (e.g. Bahia) through successor projects, knowledge of
IFAD policies, approaches and procedures are better understood, which has
facilitated project management, implementation and dialogue. Moreover, states
with weaker capacities have found it more challenging — due to their limited
capacities and influence, and insufficient knowledge of processes related to
multilateral financing — to follow-up with federal authorities in the approval of
IFAD-funded projects and satisfying all requirements to ensure “entry into force” of
investment projects in a timely manner.

High levels of domestic cofinancing. One distinguishing feature of the role of
the Brazilian Government (both federal and state) is the high levels of counterpart
funding provided to projects funded by IFAD. The total counterpart funding for the
eight projects covered by the CPE is US$267 million, 44 per cent of total project
costs of US$612 million. If one adds the beneficiary contribution (US$79.5 million),
the total domestic contribution is US$346.5 million, 57 per cent of total project
costs. If one only considers the six ongoing projects, the total share of counterpart
funding is even higher (67 per cent). This reflects the country’s ownership of the
programme and commitment to invest in improving the livelihoods of rural poor
people.

Independent evaluations valued. The Government of Brazil has traditionally
supported independent evaluations by IOE as a key tool for assessing results and
learning for better performance. For example, Brazil is one of the few countries
where IOE has done two comprehensive CPEs (especially in a relatively short
period of time) in 2007 and 2015. Moreover, the only two IFAD-funded projects
that closed during the evaluation period (2008-2015) — the Dom Hélder Camara |
and the Gente de Valor projects — have also had dedicated evaluations by IOE. The
federal and relevant state governments have provided invaluable support to and
actively engaged in all independent evaluation activities by IOE. More widely,
through its participation in the IFAD Executive Board and Evaluation Committee, it
has contributed to strengthening the Fund’s independent evaluation activities.

Federal government. In addition to a strong partnership with the Ministry of
Planning, Budget and Management, the main technical counterpart of IFAD in the
Federal Government is the Ministry of Agrarian Development. Apart from engaging
with IFAD on wider policy and technical issues related to family farming, it is also
the designated executing agency for two of the projects assessed by this CPE, the
Dom Hélder Camara | and II.

It is important to note that the interim evaluation (in 2010) by IOE of the Dom
Hélder Camara | assessed Government’s performance as satisfactory. In this
regard, the Ministry of Agrarian Development established a very efficient project
management unit, by deploying a competent team and ensuring good financial
management and accounting systems. With regard to the Dom Hélder Camara Il,
the Ministry of Agrarian Development is playing a proactive role in seeing the
project get off the ground, also by retaining many of the staff who were
responsible for the implementation of the first phase of the operation.

The Ministry of Agrarian Development also takes the lead role in promoting policy
dialogue on family farming issues in the Southern Cone region in the context of the
REAF, and has shown positive engagement and commitment to the process (this
will be further assessed in the next chapter on non-lending activities, see the
section on policy dialogue).
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The Ministry of Planning, Budget and Management has systematically monitored
(through a special unit) the performance of IFAD-funded projects in the country
and maintains a close dialogue with the IFAD Country Office and the CPM. In this
respect, it plays a crucial role in the facilitation of IFAD operations in the country by
also maintaining a close dialogue with concerned state government authorities.

State governments. State Secretariats and related agencies have been
designated as the main executing agency in five out of the six projects approved
after 2008. As already noted, only the Dom Hélder Camara Il is executed by the
Federal Government (i.e. the Ministry of Agrarian Development). This is an
understandable choice, given the project is a multi-state operation covering seven
states, and has allowed the Ministry to leverage on its good experience of
implementing the first phase of the same programme. Both and state governments
have encouraged the participation of NGOs and civil society in project
implementation, which is a positive feature of IFAD-supported projects (see section
on partnerships in the next chapter). It is also important to note that even though
the Ministry of Agrarian Development is the executing agency of the Dom Hélder
Camara, its project management unit is located “closer to the ground” in Recife and
not Brasilia.

As mentioned above, there are however some challenges in the implementation of
IFAD-supported projects that state governments — with the support of the Federal
Government and IFAD — will need to address in the near future. These relate to the
quality of financial management, disbursement rates, performance of project-level
M&E, and coherence between annual work plans and actual implementation. Most
of the current projects have weaknesses in these areas, as also confirmed by the
moderately unsatisfactory (3) ratings assigned by the Latin America and Caribbean
Division to these aspects in the 2014-2015 annual portfolio review.

Only in one (Pro-Semi-Arid) of the six ongoing projects is project management
considered satisfactory (5) by the Latin America and Caribbean Division (see
annual portfolio review). In all other cases, it is considered only moderately
satisfactory. There are several challenges associated with project management
including high turn-overs and delays in fully staffing the project management units,
and some states have found it difficult to easily mobilize the required expertise for
the provision of technical assistance and M&E activities.

Municipal authorities. In some cases, the projects attempted to involve
municipal authorities and local entities. For example, the Dom Hélder Camara
Project | introduced the Territorial Committees that included representatives of
communities, trade unions, technical service providers and municipal councils,
which were responsible for approving plans submitted by the communities for
project financing. These Committees became fora for the discussion of
development plans and for participatory evaluation of project progress and
activities. The evaluation by IOE of the project stated that the project “... went
beyond simple alignment with government policies and priorities: it saw itself as an
instrument to facilitate access by its target groups to public policies at the federal,
state and municipal levels”.

Under Gente de Valor project, Community Development Committees were
established through selection by beneficiaries, thus enabling communities to be
represented in sub-territorial development councils that are in charge of
formulating proposals for local development plans. However, the project evaluation
noted that municipal authorities were not adequately involved in the preparation of
these development plans.

With regard to the ongoing portfolio, one of the main objectives is to strengthen
the participation of municipal councils in project implementation. However, based
on the CPE’s field visits and interactions with beneficiaries and project staff, it
emerged that some projects were confronted with risks related to political
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interference in the selection process of the community, business, productive and/or
investment plans. Moving forward, projects should seek a balance in involving the
municipal institutions so as to make the process of plan preparation in line with
local priorities, enhancing the prospects of sustainability while preventing
interference that could undermine the transparency of the process and/or the
technical quality and feasibility of the investment plans.

Monitoring and evaluation. As mentioned above and in the section on IFAD’s
performance, M&E has been a challenge for both the closed projects and the six
ongoing operations. In fact, in five of the six ongoing operations, the 2014-2015
annual portfolio review of the Latin America and Caribbean Division rates the
"performance of M&E" as moderately unsatisfactory.This was also highlighted in the
recent evaluation of the Gente de Valor project, which noted that “IFAD and the
Government have not dedicated sufficient attention to monitoring, analysis,
documentation and systematization of the results and experiences”. It further notes
that “very little was available at the central project level beyond simple output
data... [and that the programme suffered from] weak periodic reporting was also a
constraint to the preparation of the completion report”. The evaluation of the Dom
Hélder Camara | states that “No system was in place for regular monitoring of
higher-level results such as impact at the level of beneficiaries and grass-roots
organizations. "No baseline survey has yet been undertaken in any of the ongoing
projects, although firm plans are being made to conduct them shortly.

The Government in its 2015 self-assessment for the CPE stated that “Recognizing
that impact evaluation constitutes a major challenge, the Brazilian Government
would like to see IFAD strive to develop more in-depth evaluations of the impact of
IFAD projects. To this end, attention must be given to establishing adequate
baselines”.Concerning the monitoring mechanism to track project performance in
reaching out to the target group and progress in terms of institutional building,
while a comprehensive assessment cannot be made at this stage for the ongoing
operations because the M&E system is still being developed, the CPE observes that
the logical frameworks overall attempt to capture participation of women and the
youth. It is also a positive feature that targets for recruiting female personnel in
the PMUs are included in most of the logical frameworks. However, not all relevant
indicators are disaggregated to monitor the participation of or benefits accrued to
women and youth — though it is likely that these complementary indicators will be
included in the finalized M&E system and will be part of the RIMS. Indicators in the
logical frameworks do not generally capture participation of quilombolas,
indigenous communities, the landless, and women-headed households (depending
on the different designs) and partially do so in the RIMS tables that are currently
being developed.

Rating. The consolidated performance of the federal and state governments as
satisfactory (5), see table 15. In spite of the challenges outlined in this section, the
Government of Brazil (both at the federal and state levels) has shown a high
degree of commitment to rural poverty reduction, for instance, by introducing pro-
poor agriculture and rural development policies and programmes, increasing its
agriculture budget in spite of country’s financial challenges, providing very high
levels of counterpart funding to IFAD operations, and widely engaging in
independent evaluations to promote accountability and learning for better results.
Moreover, in spite of the temporary decision to stop direct lending to state
governments, the federal government has supported a greater role for states in the
design and implementation of IFAD-supported projects, even though there are
opportunities for municipal governments to be more actively involved.

Overall, the Government values and has devoted deep attention to its partnership
with the Fund, notwithstanding the high transactions costs of engaging with IFAD,
given the relatively limited amount of resources the Fund provides compared to
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other multilateral development banks and the resources available from a variety of
domestic sources.

Table 15

Performance of IFAD and Government

Partner Brazil CPE 2007 Brazil CPE 2015
IFAD 4 5
Government 4 5

Source: Brazil CPE 2015
Key points on partner performance (IFAD and Government)

IFAD has developed a large portfolio of projects in Brazil (with six new operations) in
a short time since 2008. Government has provided significant counterpart funding,
but the projects do not benefit from international cofinancing.

The six new projects are all under direct supervision and implementation support of
IFAD, which established a Country Office in Salvador in mid-2011. These aspects
reflect a positive development of IFAD’s operating model in Brazil.

There are some issues that Government and IFAD will need to address on a priority
basis related to the ongoing portfolio, such as strengthening financial management,
undertaking of baseline surveys, and fully staffing project management units.

The CPM for Brazil is based at IFAD headquarters, but the CPE’s analysis suggests
that the permanent presence of the CPM in Brazil would strengthen further IFAD’s
development effectiveness, credibility and visibility. The CPE does however recognise
that outposting the CPM is likely to have cost implications for the Fund.

IFAD has developed a good self-evaluation system in Brazil, in spite of weaknesses in
ongoing project-level M&E.

The Fund is learning from past evaluations since 2007, though some
recommendations were not implemented and others were only partially implemented.
Government has welcomed independent evaluations by IOE as an instrument for
assessing results and learning.

Government has developed a favourable policy context for rural poverty reduction,
and has shown commitment in its partnership with IFAD.
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Assessment of non-lending activities

This chapter assesses the performance in non-lending activities, namely policy
dialogue, KM, and partnership-building. Each of these areas has been assessed and
rated individually and, based on that, a final consolidated rating is provided for
non-lending activities. In addition, in this chapter, an assessment has been made of
IFAD’s: (i) grant-funded activities; and (ii) efforts to promote SSTC.

Policy dialogue

Background. The 2007 CPE assessed policy dialogue as unsatisfactory. As a
result, the Brazil 2008 COSOP adopted policy dialogue as one of its four strategic
objectives, as follows “to deepen the discussion on rural poverty reduction and
family farming policies at the national and international levels”.

Regional policy dialogue through REAF and MERCOSUR. Since 2000, the Fund
has supported the creation and strengthening of the regional IFAD-MERCOSUR
programme, promoting dialogue between organizations representing family
farmers and beneficiaries with government officials in MERCOSUR countries. This
allowed to identify, agree on and develop public policies for family farming, which
resulted in the creation in 2004 of REAF and MERCOSUR’s Family Farming Fund
(FAF), now both entirely funded by MERCOSUR governments.

REAF has been a success story, technically and financially supported by IFAD
through the Regional Coordination Unit of IFAD’s Program for MERCOSUR. By
supporting REAF, IFAD moved beyond the execution of projects and programs
through the loans granted to the MERCOSUR countries, and to support the intra-
and intergovernmental institutionalization of the policies that promote rural
development and alleviation of poverty, making them converge to consistently
honour the commitments derived from integration.

The Ministry of Agrarian Development represents Brazil in REAF and plays a very
active and leading role in the process by also bringing to the table experiences of
IFAD-funded projects (building on its experience of being the designated executing
agency of two IFAD-funded projects, the Dom Hélder Camara | and Dom Hélder
Camara I1).

Forum of State Secretaries in the north-east. Another recent but important
achievement is the establishment of the Forum of State Secretaries of Family
Agriculture and Rural Development of north-east Brazil, comprising 11 members
(all nine north-east State Secretaries plus the State Secretary of Minas Gerais and
Ministry of Agrarian Development as invited guests). IFAD played a central role in
enabling the Forum. This initiative began in 2015, holding a Forum meeting every
three months on a regular basis. In the last meeting (June 2015), IFAD presented
its operations in Brazil, attracting many States where IFAD is not present, such as
Maranh&o and Minas Gerais and having expression of interest in projects
cofinanced by IFAD.

Policy dialogue with subnational authorities. IFAD has undertaken policy
dialogue with subnational governments, using IFAD-supported projects as the
platform. Some results are visible at the local/state level, such as the scaling up of
rural business plans in government programmes, which were first introduced in
IFAD-funded projects. IFAD can further leverage on the experiences of the projects
it financed at the state level, as they can provide valuable insights into what works
and what does not to inform policy development.

The Dom Hélder Camara | is a good example. Its evaluation stated that the project
“went beyond simple alignment with government policies and priorities: it saw itself
as an instrument to facilitate access by its target groups to public policies at the
federal, state and municipal levels”. The Government in its self-assessment notes
that “The Dom Hélder project constitutes a good example of synergetic
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engagement with complementarity between the state-level projects supported by
IFAD and federal-level policies”. On the other hand, the Gente de Valor Project
evaluation found that “the project approach was not coordinated with public policy
initiatives.....[and that the project] did not influence the existing municipal plans”,
so there is room for further strengthening the contribution IFAD-funded projects
can make to policy transformation.

Policy dialogue at the federal level. IFAD generally has a good dialogue with
two main institutions at the federal level, namely the Ministry of Planning, Budget
and Management and the Ministry of Agrarian Development, on general country
strategy, governance matters, and operational issues.

The 2008 COSOP had listed that IFAD would engage in numerous policy processes
including rural education. Though the 2014 client survey covering Brazil rates that
IFAD’s engagement in national policy dialogue at 4.88, which is between
moderately satisfactory and satisfactory (though closer to satisfactory), the CPE
considers this somewhat optimistic based on its own assessment. Since IFAD has
focused mostly on area-based projects at the subnational level, its engagement
with the federal government and other main development partners in policy
development has not been broad-based enough.

Being a very large country and with a federal structure, there are many challenges
in promoting policy dialogue and development. First of all and especially for a
relatively small organization with limited resources, IFAD requires a more focused
and narrower agenda and strategy, with well-functioning M&E systems in place. For
instance, given its activities and experience in Brazil and elsewhere, IFAD could
play a key role in helping the country further sharpen its policies on family farming,
promoting the inclusion of women, youth and indigenous peoples in the
development and resource allocation processes.

The 2008 COSOP indicates the construction of partnerships with national research
intuitions and donors, as a means to enhance IFAD’s capacity to engage in dialogue
with the Government, but this happened only to a limited degree. In addition, weak
M&E meant that experiences and results were not adequately documented and
thus opportunities for generating knowledge for policy dialogue were insufficient.

Policy dialogue can be further enhanced if it is conducted jointly with like-minded
international development partners on specific issues (e.g. with FAO on family
farming). However, as IFAD’s partnerships require further development (see next
section on partnerships), such opportunities have not yet been adequately
exploited. Moreover, IFAD has traditionally focused on design and implementation
of area-based projects in the north-east and not enough effort has been made to
generate cross-cutting and broader lessons on development issues at the country
programme level that could inform policy dialogue on strategic issues of wider
interest. Finally, little dialogue has taken place with key legislative bodies dealing
with family agriculture, land reform settlers and so on, who have an important role
to play in Brazil’s policy processes.

A final factor that needs to be considered is the level of resources (time and
administrative budget) invested by IFAD in policy dialogue. Based on the inputs
from the Latin America and Caribbean Division, the CPM and staff in the IFAD
country office each spend five per cent of their time on policy dialogue issues.
Moreover, between 2010 and 2014, IFAD has invested from its administrative
budget allocated to Brazil around US$34,000 per year in policy dialogue. However,
what is more revealing is that IFAD has spent only 8.5 per cent of funds in total —
from its administrative budget — for policy dialogue as part of its overall
expenditures for the Brazil country programme between 2010 and 2014. This is far
too low, considering policy dialogue was one of the four strategic objectives in the
2008 Brazil COSOP.
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Rating. All in all, the CPE assess policy dialogue as moderately satisfactory (4),
which is better than the performance in this area reported by the 2007 CPE. There
are nevertheless opportunities that need to be explored, in particular strengthening
policy dialogue with a wider range of federal institutions, which can also open up
opportunities for scaling up successful innovations piloted in the context of IFAD
operations. IFAD played an important role in policy dialogue until 2010, when REAF
was financed by IFAD, although since 2011, after it became directly financed by
governments of the southern cone, IFAD had a lesser role in direct policy advocacy
and dialogue. IFAD needs to improve its capacity to further influence family
farming policy at the Federal level, and have a more direct role in influencing
policies such as PRONAF, PNAE and Food Acquisition Programme.

Partnerships

Background. Partnership-building was assessed as moderately unsatisfactory by
the 2007 CPE. Therefore, the 2008 COSOP noted that IFAD would pay particular
attention to partnerships with government agencies at federal and state levels,
international agencies in Brazil, academic and research organizations and the
private sector.

In assessing partnership-building activities in Brazil, the CPE has taken the 2008
COSORP as the starting point. However, it has also considered the main priorities
and elements contained in IFAD’s partnership strategy,’* as approved by the Board
in September 2012.

Government. The partnership between IFAD and the Government is highly valued
by both, reflecting mutual trust and cordial relations. IFAD has developed a strong
partnership and dialogue with federal and state authorities. In the federal
government, a strong relationship is evident with the Ministry of Planning, Budget
and Management, and the Ministry of Agrarian Development. It also has a fair
dialogue with the Ministry of External Relations and EMBRAPA (the latter is leading
the Agricultural Innovation Marketplace, an initiative focused on south-south
cooperation and KM supported by IFAD and other partners). Partnerships with state
governments and other state authorities are very good, although the relationship
with municipal governments is very limited. In this regard, the establishment of the
IFAD country office in Salvador has significantly helped improve communication
and dialogue, especially with state and subnational level actors, although further
improvement needs to be done with municipal governments, since they are an
important stakeholder for operations implementation and sustainability after IFAD
exits the region.

However, there is scope for IFAD to expand its partnerships at the federal level with
other key institutions working on agriculture and rural development related issues.
There are other federal Ministries that work in areas of priority to IFAD, such as the
Ministries for Environment, Infrastructure, Social Development and Fight Against
Hunger, and Science, Technology and Innovation. It would also be beneficial to
open a dialogue with relevant commissions in the legislative sector that deal with
family farming and rural development, such as the Congress Commission for Family
Agriculture and others.

Development organizations. According to the 2007 CPE, “partnership with IFls
and United Nations organizations is particularly weak”. Progress in this area has
been limited. The 2008 COSOP included an annex with a list of complementarities
and potential synergy with key donors (Key File 3), and specifically committed IFAD
to build strategic partnerships with other Rome-based United Nations agencies
(FAO and WFP), and to work with other United Nations agencies within the
framework of UNDAF. Limited use of this information seems to have been made,
nor have opportunities for working more as a part of the UN team been fully

™ The IFAD partnership strategy may be seen at https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/106/docs/EB-2012-106-R-4.pdf.
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utilized. However, IFAD has developed collaboration with 11CA and UNDP, to some
extent. A partnership with UNDP was made for administrative support, specifically
for the provision of office space for the IFAD country office in Salvador, and in the
Project in Sergipe, where UNDP supports IFAD with contractual and procurement
issues. As for the partnership with IICA, the focus is on procurement and
contractual support for the KM grant (SEMEAR Project), and service provision for
most state projects. A partnership with GEF (with the provision of US$6 million in
grants) produced useful results to combat land degradation in the Dom Hélder
Camara |. However, there is no concrete partnerships with the IDB and the World
Bank, who are also supporting projects and programmes in the north-east of the
country in the agriculture sector.

Partnership with Rome-based agencies. Partnership with the Rome-based
agencies is a high priority for the Government of Brazil and the agencies
themselves. Taking into account the complimentary mandates of the three Rome-
based agencies, the value added for partnership among the three agencies in Brazil
could be in the areas of joint knowledge publications, technical assistance by FAO
in support of IFAD-funded projects (for instance in fields of water management and
livestock development), joint national policy dialogue on selected issues related to
family farming, promoting nutritional security in cooperation with WFP’s, and
joining forces in SSTC on family farming including exchanges between Brazil and
other countries in Latin America and Africa. In spite of that, little in the way of
concrete partnerships are currently visible, if one considers the entirety of the
period (2008-2015) assessed by the CPE.

However, dialogue between IFAD, FAO and WFP is improving over the past few
months. The WFP has shown interest in IFAD-financed activities that promote
access of family farming goods to institutional markets and measures may be taken
to enhance closer cooperation, for example, by inviting them to participate in
selected IFAD implementation support missions. WFP suggested that an important
IFAD product for partnerships and KM would be thematic publications on family
agriculture in Brazil. WFP and the Government inaugurated the Centre of
Excellence against Hunger, which aims to help countries improve, expand, and
eventually run their own school meal programmes to advance the nutrition,
education and food security of school children. The Centre provides a unique
platform for promoting SSTC on food security issues, and offers opportunities for
IFAD to purse its objectives in this domain as well.

In the case of FAO, dialogue is taking place for the production of shared
publications and the possibility of organizing joint seminars/conferences. The FAO
office in Paraiba has also been approached to explore collaboration with the
PROCASE project. In the area of M&E, contacts have been made with FAO Mexico
while shaping an IFAD country-level M&E system, but much more can be done with
FAO’s main country office in Brasilia. FAQ’s strategic lines of action in Brazil are
aligned to IFAD’s objectives and scope of work. Possible partnerships with FAO in
Brazil include support to PRONAF with the Ministry of Agrarian Development, and
support to the National School Feeding Program (PNAE), where WFP is also a major
partner (this could be a triple partnership with all Rome-based agencies).

Partnerships with NGOs, community-based organizations and the private
sector. In the context of its operations, IFAD has development strong partnerships
with NGOs, which can be considered as key partners in the provision of services
and technical assistance to the beneficiaries, such as in areas of processing,
business development and marketing. However, there is insufficient capacity
among NGOs, and projects aim to enhance the skills of such providers.
Community-based organizations (such as producers’ organizations, small farmers
cooperatives and associations) are fundamental to implement projects and in many
cases are in charge of implementing business plans and investments in the field.
However, there is scope for further strengthening their capacities, for instance in
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production of small agricultural produce such as cashew, honey and dairy
development. There are few partnerships (e.g. as seen in the Dom Hélder
Camara 1) with the private sector (with Syngenta and Petrobras), but much more
can be achieved in this area.

All in all, the Latin American and the Caribbean Division in its 2014-2015 annual
portfolio review rates as moderately satisfactory the "responsiveness of service
providers" in all six ongoing projects. The Gente de Valor evaluation noted that the
project promoted an “adequate strategy to empower the beneficiaries and their
organizations to effectively drive their social and economic development
processes”, whereas the evaluation of the Dom Hélder Camara | concluded that the
role of services provides was generally satisfactory.

Rating. While a lot has been achieved since the 2007 CPE, there is room for
further improvement. Partnership-building is rated as moderately satisfactory (4),
as there is scope for expanding partnership with federal government agencies,
international development partners especially the Rome-based agencies and the
private sector. One limiting factor is that both the IFAD country office staff and CPM
only devote 5 per cent of their time on partnership-building, which is relatively
little.

In fact, the 2014 client survey rated IFAD’s performance at 4.56 (between
moderately satisfactory and satisfactory) for "harmonization", which assesses the
extent to which IFAD participates and contributes to local donor coordination
activities and harmonizes its strategies and procedures with other aid agencies in
the country. This is lower than the satisfactory (5) rating for the same criteria in
2012 client survey for Brazil.

Knowledge management

Background. The 2007 CPE also assessed overall KM as moderately
unsatisfactory. As such, one of the four strategic objectives included in the 2008
Brazil COSOP was related to KM, which is an increasingly important priority for
Brazil. While the country is interested in the financial resources provided by IFAD, it
is equally interested in learning from IFAD’s extensive experiences in other
countries and regions, and in sharing its own experience and lessons with others.

The 2008 COSOP stated that IFAD will “Improve, through knowledge generation
and dissemination, the capacity of the rural poor and of relevant institutions in the
north-east to co-exist with semi-arid conditions, adapt to climate change and
better exploit the development of the semi-arid region”. This objective involves:
(i) supporting the dissemination and exchange of information and setting up
discussion and knowledge-sharing networks for the purpose of sharing successful
experiences and technologies for development in the semi-arid north-east;

(ii) support for the monitoring of climate change in the north-east and in
disseminating adaptation measures; (iii) establishing partnerships with relevant
institutions dealing with science, technology and innovations for the semi-arid
areas; and (iv) strengthening the capacity to learn from experience under IFAD
projects.

In assessing KM activities in Brazil, the CPE has taken the 2008 COSOP as the
starting point. However, it has also considered the main priorities and elements
enshrined in IFAD’s corporate KM strategy,’® as approved by the Board in April
2007.

Some encouraging activities. Over the evaluated period, there has been an
ongoing intensification of KM activities and outputs. Above all, IFAD introduced a
programme called Knowledge Management in the North-eastern Semi-arid Region
of Brazil: the SEMEAR Programme. This programme was supported by a grant

" The IFAD knowledge management strategy may be seen at http://www.ifad.org/gbdocs/eb/90/e/EB-2007-90-R-4.pdf.
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(US$4.1 million), funded by the Spanish International Development Agency. The
programme was initially supposed to run from May 2011 to March 2013, but was
extended until end-2015. The programme is the core of IFAD’s KM activities in
Brazil.

The programme was implemented by IICA. Its overall goal is to improve, through
the generation and dissemination of knowledge, the capacity of the rural poor and
of relevant institutions in the north-east region of Brazil to co-exist with semi-arid
conditions, adapt to climate change and better exploit the development potential of
the semi-arid region, with the final aim of improving their living conditions and
enhancing the social capital of the region. The programme is supporting the
strengthening and/or the establishment of collaborative networks related to the
programme’s strategic thematic areas: technological innovations; natural resource
management and adaptation to climate change; rural business (farm and non-farm
productive activities).

At the same time, however, some of the reports and publications produced by the
programme do not present clear information on the results and impacts achieved,
nor on the knowledge effectively gained by rural families due to the programme.
Progress has been made regarding the implementation of learning routes, the
opening of tender notices to support KM initiatives, and in building collaboration
with farmers’ organizations to help disseminate relevant knowledge. The CPE
however is concerned, because the programme closes at the end of 2015, and
there is need to further consolidate its initial achievements, ensure its continuity
and invest more in the dissemination and outreach of results and lessons.

Other activities that support IFAD’s KM activities have also taken place, such as
through REAF. In this regard, representatives of the Ministry of Agrarian
Development and IFAD have taken part in key meetings of REAF over the years.
Moreover, as mentioned before, IFAD played an instrumental role in establishing
the Forum of Secretaries of Agriculture and Family Farming in the north-east of
Brazil, where experiences and lessons based on IFAD-funded projects are also
shared. And, the visits of the IFAD Evaluation Committee in 2011 and of the
German Government’s representative from the Ministry of Economic Co-operation
and Development in early 2014 dealing with IFAD are good examples of sharing
Brazil’s experiences with IFAD member states.

IFAD and the federal government have formed a dialogue platform among projects,
with the aim of disseminating experiences, including achievements and lessons
learned. This is something that could be further strengthened in order to maximize
the contributions from both closed and ongoing projects for enhanced design and
implementation of development projects in Brazil and elsewhere.

IFAD has a page on its website devoted to its operations in Brazil,”® mostly with

information of the loan-funded projects. It also has a section on Brazil on the Rural
Poverty Portal’’ created by IFAD. In both cases, the information available is clearly
useful, but both the Webpage and Portal can be further developed and expanded
with additional information and data on the country programme including lessons
learned and results achieved.

M&E and learning from project experiences. The comparative advantage of
IFAD’s KM work is its rich experience in supporting smallholder agriculture
development projects and programmes in rural areas. As such, to a large extent
but not exclusively, IFAD’s KM activities build on its project and programme
experiences.

Therefore, a key component to ensuring a solid KM function is effective and
efficiency M&E functions at the project level, which can capture experiences and

® See http://operations.ifad.org/webl/ifad/operations/country/home/tags/brazil.
" See http://www.ruralpovertyportal.org/country/home/tags/brazil .
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lessons that can then be consolidated thematically or geographically or both.
However, as discussed earlier, M&E of projects have still not been properly
developed, and is an area that deserves attention also to ensure a proper KM
function at the country programme level. Projects themselves also need to devote
more attention to KM in the broader sense, beyond having well-functioning M&E
systems.

As previously mentioned, the Gente de Valor evaluation underlined that there has
been “little analysis and systematization of implementation experiences”, and a
similar conclusion was made by the Dom Hélder Camara | evaluation, which stated
that “a number of successful experiences need to be analysed and shared...this will
make it possible to extract lessons learned for use in future poverty reduction
initiatives and further policy dialogue actions”. Few new projects have an explicit
allocation for KM. One example is the Pro-Semi-Arid, which has a small allocation
for both KM and M&E of 3 per cent out of total project costs of US$105.8 million.

In fact, of the six ongoing projects, the Latin America and the Caribbean Division
rates’® "innovation and learning" as moderately unsatisfactory in two cases, one as
only moderately satisfactory, and no rating is given in three cases, as the latter are
just taking off the ground. Having said that, it is to be noted that — given the
criteria jointly assesses innovation and learning — it is not possible to only discern

the division’s self-rating for learning.

Knowledge partnerships. IFAD’s project-based intervention model has some
limitations in terms of KM. There is a need for wider knowledge partnerships, and a
number of high quality research institutes and academic institutions are available in
the country. The centrality of knowledge and the need to ground knowledge in
Brazilian institutions are fully acknowledged by other development partners in
Brazil. The World Bank, for example, explicitly aims to ensure that analytical and
technical support strengthens national institutions and country systems, and
increasingly will have this type of work led by, and based within, Brazilian
institutions. This means approaching institutions like the Semi-arid National
Institute, the State Agricultural Research Organizations (OEPAs), the National
Agency for Rural Extension and Technical Assistance, national Universities and
Think Tanks, such as the Centre of Management and Strategic Studies, regional
development Companies and Superintendencies, such as CODEVASF and SUDENE,
and the Brazilian Corporation of Agricultural Research (EMBRAPA), with its 47
research centres, many of them in the area where IFAD’s projects are located, on
further knowledge collaboration, in order to create a continuous flow of knowledge.
Many states have the State Organizations for Agricultural Research and Rural
Extension and Technical Assistance Corporations — state owned enterprises whose
main focus is to provide technical assistance to farmers as well as to do research.
Federal and state universities are also present in the semi-arid where IFAD target
its projects, all of which with research activities aligned to IFAD’s goals and scope.
A stronger collaboration with these institutions provides the potential to strengthen
the analytical base of IFAD’s KM work in the country.

IFAD’s visibility, communication and resources invested. In spite of some
good initiatives as mentioned above, IFAD is not yet consistently regarded at the
forefront among development partners of generating and disseminating knowledge
products on family farming, food security and related topics, which can contribute
to policy-making, programme development or further research. Many institutions
that were met by the CPE team (especially at the federal level) were not
knowledgeable about IFAD’s good work in the country, implying the need for more
efforts in outreach and communication activities.

As compared to IFAD, other development partners — FAO, WFP, UNDP, the World
Bank and others — are active in generating, communicating and disseminating their

8 See 2014-2015 annual portfolio review of the Latin American and the Caribbean Division.
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knowledge products. This may be partly explained by the limited level of resources
invested in the function by IFAD. The CPM devotes 5 per cent of his time to KM,
whereas staff in the IFAD country office allocate 7.5 per cent of their time.
Moreover, as mentioned in the previous chapter, IFAD has only allocated on
average US$31 000 per year for KM from its administrative budget in the years
2010, 2013 and 2014."° This is far too low, considering that KM was one of the four
strategic objectives of the 2008 Brazil COSOP.

In fact, in its self-assessment (2015), the Government appears to share similar
concerns, and states that “IFAD’s experience in Brazil has been reasonably well
documented through the publication of books and other print materials.
Nonetheless, the documentation and dissemination effort still lacks a strategy of
systematization and dissemination for other means of dissemination of experiences
for diverse groups, especially for reaching family farmers”.

Rating. All in all, KM is assessed as moderately satisfactory (4), which is an
improvement from the assessment (moderately unsatisfactory, 3) in the 2007
Brazil CPE. Good efforts have been made in general by IFAD and progress over
time is visible. However, this is an area where more can and will need to be
achieved in the future.

There is indeed growing interest in Brazil to pursue an active knowledge-sharing
programme for better development effectiveness on the ground as well as to use
their experiences and lessons for better livelihoods in other developing member
states of IFAD. Brazilian academics, policy-makers and development practitioners
have recognised the importance of leveraging on knowledge for development. For
example, in his publications, the distinguished Brazilian economist, Joao Paulo dos
Reis Velloso,® underlined that importance of “taking knowledge, in all forms, to all
segments of society, even low-income segments”, and noted that “the knowledge
economy creates conditions to develop several great opportunities that, taken as a
whole, will transform the economy and lead Brazil along the route of development”.

Consolidated assessment of non-lending activities. Figure 1 provides an
overview of the ratings for non-lending activities. The final assessment by the CPE
is that performance in non-lending activities has been moderately satisfactory (4),
which is an improvement from the results reported in the 2007 Brazil CPE.

" Data is not available for the other years since 2008.
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Figure 1
Performance of non-lending activities in Brazil
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There is however one cross-cutting matter that, according to the CPE, is a major
driving factor in the merely moderately satisfactory performance in all non-lending
activity areas (including management of grants and SSTC, which will be discussed
in the next section). This relates to the fact that the IFAD CPM for Brazil is located
at IFAD headquarters, and not in Brazil. Though there have been improvements
since 2007, the CPE believes that further improvements will only be marginal with
the continued location of the CPM at headquarters. This is particularly fundamental,
given that policy dialogue, partnership-building, KM, and SSTC, are key pillars and
are likely to remain so in the future partnership strategy between IFAD and Brazil.
And, the Brazil CPM, as a senior international staff member, would have specific
competencies and perspectives to more effectively take the lead in these areas, as
is the case for other international development organizations in the country.

Though the CPM has made good efforts between 2008 and 2015, being based at
IFAD headquarters does not enable him/her to sufficiently explore, nurture and
develop purposeful partnerships with a diversity of actors especially at the federal
level. The same applies to policy dialogue, KM and SSTC, which are tasks that
cannot be left to the capable national staff in the IFAD country office, who are
mostly focused on providing project-level supervision and implementation support
and furthering dialogue with subnational actors. Moreover, as compared to the
international CPM, experience from other countries and organizations shows that
national staff are unlikely to obtain access at the required level to a range of senior
policy and decision makers, nor have the same level of knowledge of IFAD’s
corporate strategy, priorities and internal processes and experience of other
country programmes that is critical for achieving the objectives set for non-lending
activities in Brazil.

The outposting of the CPM would bring the required seniority to the country
programme in general and in particular to IFAD’s non-lending activities, which are
processes that require consistent effort, inputs and persistence over time, and
cannot adequately be conducted by periodic missions from Rome. On this issue,
the CPE recognizes the Government’s concern that — with an outposted CPM in
Brazil — there might be risks that Brazil’'s concerns do not gain the required traction
or attention in internal corporate process and strategic dialogue within the Fund.
While this is a legitimate issue, IFAD has a well-articulated decentralization
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approach and operating model, with many outposted CPMs (20) in selected
countries (see next paragraph).

The initial experience shows that outposted CPMs are able to effectively — for
instance, through increased use of information and communication technologies
and periodic missions to headquarters — ensure that due attention is devoted by
the Management to all country programmes with outposted CPMs. The
institutionalization of IFAD’s Field Support Unit in the Corporate Services
Department discharges a critical role in ensuring that proper links are maintained
between headquarters and country offices. There are other institutional
mechanisms that help to ensure outposted CPMs are adequately anchored into key
corporate processes and discussions, such as the annual regional implementation
workshops organised by each regional division, bringing together all staff (from
both headquarters and country offices) to exchange ideas, share knowledge, and
discuss implementation, financial and strategic issues of common interest.

Grants

Between 2008 and 2015, Brazil benefitted from 24 IFAD-funded grants with a total
amount of US$28.6 million. As mentioned earlier, the largest individual grant was
for Knowledge Management in the North-Eastern Semi-Arid Region of Brazil
(US$4.13 million) and the second largest was a grant of US$2.5 million for
Programme for the Development of Alternative Biofuel Crops where the World
Agroforestry Centre was the recipient. There were also some free-standing grants
supporting capacity development, KM, SSTC and policy studies.

The emphasis of IFAD’s grants are in areas of agricultural research, socio-economic
policy research and enhancing farmers’ organizations access to international
networks, given that these have been typical areas of focus for grants in Brazil and
in the region. The CPE has selected for review six country-specific grants based on
grant approval documents and records of activities. There is, however, limited
information to assess outcomes or contribution to the objectives of some grants.

Institutional consolidation of REAF, MERCOSUR and Strengthening Rural
Organizations for Policy Dialogue in South America programme are the grants that
supported the MERCOSUR family farming network (REAF and COPROFAM). It
included grants for a total of US$1.5 million over the period 2008-2012. These
grants were at the foundation of IFAD’s policy dialogue programme in Brazil. The
goal of the programme was to contribute to the process of policy formulation on
family farming in the MERCOSUR area and to address the needs and aspirations of
smallholder farmers in order to increase their income and well-being.

As for its effectiveness and results, the final report lacks a clear analysis of the
outputs and results achieved under each component, making it difficult to assess
the overall performance of the policy dialogue programme. Besides, it includes an
analysis of the products of the programme, which is not directly related to what the
Programme Design document presented. Many of the results cited in the final
report are vague and do not provide enough information on the actual
achievements.

KM in the north-eastern Semi-arid Region of Brazil: SEMEAR Programme is the
largest of all IFAD-supported grants. As mentioned earlier, its overall goal is to
improve, through the generation and dissemination of knowledge, the capacity of
the rural poor and of relevant institutions in the north-east region of Brazil to co-
exist with semi-arid conditions, adapt to climate change and better exploit the
development potential of the semi-arid region. The programme is supporting the
strengthening and/or the establishment of collaborative networks related to the
Programme’s strategic thematic areas: technological innovations; natural resource
management and adaptation to climate change; rural business (farm and non-farm
productive activities). This grant is the core of IFAD’s KM programme in Brazil, and
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is consistent with the 2008 COSOP that includes knowledge management as one of
its strategic objectives.

The Programme for the Development of Alternative Biofuel Crops is the second
largest IFAD-funded grant, with a value of US$2.5 million, with the World
Agroforestry Centre as the recipient agency during a four-year period (2012-2016).
The overall goal of this grant is to undertake biofuel research and development in
non-food or multiple-use crops to enable the poor, including women, to take
advantage of this emerging opportunity in energy markets. All research will aim at
sustainable development of natural resources. The programme also plays a
catalytic role in strengthening public-private partnerships and cooperation between
IFls, development organizations, foundations and the private sector, and
disseminates knowledge and attempt to mainstream biofuels in IFAD operations.

In summary, grants have been an important part of IFAD’s programme in Brazil.
They have particularly been instrumental to further non-lending activities in the
country programme.

South-South and Triangular Cooperation

Background. SSTC has increasingly been recognized as a key priority for IFAD to
achieve its mandate of rural poverty reduction. Though IFAD does not have a policy
document on the topic, its main priorities for SSTC are captured in the final reports
on the Ninth and Tenth Replenishment Consultation processes concluded in
December 2011 and December 2014.

The final Report of the Ninth Replenishment states that “Enhancing IFAD’s business
model with an explicit South-South and Triangular Cooperation dimension that is
strong, well-planned and coordinated will yield multiple benefits for the relevance,
effectiveness and efficiency of IFAD-supported programmes, as well as for IFAD’s
ability to promote scaling up and engage in national policy dialogue on agriculture
and rural development. Towards this, IFAD will strengthen its role in promoting and
facilitating South-South and Triangular Cooperation”. The final Report on the Tenth
Replenishment said that “IFAD plans to strengthen its comparative advantage and
expand its work in this area in terms of both knowledge-based cooperation and
investment promotion, seeing it as an integral part of its business model”.
Therefore, in order to assess the progress made in Brazil, this CPE has used as a
basis the Fund’s main priorities for SSTC, as enshrined in the final Ninth and Tenth
Replenishment Reports.®*

Progress in Brazil. During the last decade, Brazil achieved very rapid and
significant social progress, such as large reductions in poverty and inequality,
considerable improvements in children health outcomes and a significant expansion
in access to basic education and is likely to meet almost all Millennium
Development Goals by 2015. Throughout this same period, Brazil has also made a
concerted effort to step up its international projection and participation,
significantly increasing SSTC efforts with African and Latin American countries.
Despite substantial development achievements, significant challenges remain for
Brazil. Within that dual context, Brazil is a unique source of development
knowledge, concrete and applied policy, academic, scientific and institutional
experience and expertise in many fields and issues of immediate relevance and
application to other parts of the developing world.

Expenditures of the Brazilian Cooperation for International Development in the
period from 2005 to 2010 totalled R$ 4.5 billion (approx. US$2.56 billion).%? Of this
total, R$ 2.75 billion (61 per cent), accounted for expenditures with international
organizations. Among the expenditures made by the Government of Brazil in 2010

8 The Ninth and Tenth Replenishment Reports are found at: (i) https:/webapps.ifad.org/members/gc/35/docs/GC-35-L-
4.pdf; and (i) https://webapps.ifad.org/members/gc/38/docs/GC-38-L-4-Rev-1.pdf.

# PTAX-BCB average exchange rate (US$1 = R$ 1.76), calculated by the Central Bank (BCB) during the time of the
study (2010). The exchange rate on 11 August 2015 is US$1 = R$ 3.50.
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in international bilateral cooperation, 68.1 per cent corresponded to the processes
of cooperation with Latin America and the Caribbean: R$ 195 million. Expenditures
made in cooperation with Africa totalled R$ 65 million, corresponding to

22.6 per cent of the total. While in Asia and the Middle East expenditures
amounted to R$ 12 million (4.3 per cent of total), in Europe expenditures in 2010
reached R$ 12 million (4.0 per cent), in North America the value was of

R$ 3 million (1.1 per cent), and in Oceania expenses amounted to R$ 26 thousand,
corresponding to 0.01 per cent of total.

As a financing mechanism, IFAD’s grants have always been a key instrument in
alleviating rural poverty. IFAD’s engagement in SSTC with Brazil refers mainly to
grants and non-lending activities, although since 2012 relations with lending
operations have been increasing. From the 24 IFAD grants in Brazil, nine grants
focused on SSTC. In terms of financial amount, this represents 46.7 per cent of the
total grant funding for Brazil in the evaluation period; a value of approx.

US$13 million. IFAD’s Grant Policy created two types of grants, one for global and
regional grants; and one for country-specific grants. Both have been used for SSTC
in Brazil, although with a clear focus on global and regional grants (seven of the
nine grants for SSTC with Brazil). This indicates that IFAD has not been giving a
country focus for SSTC in Brazil, but more of a regional approach (southern cone),
where Brazil becomes a knowledge provider for its neighbouring partners. This is
the example of the most known grant-financed initiative for the Fund. IFAD-
MERCOSUR, which has played a central role in disseminating Brazil’'s experience in
poverty-reduction policies and programmes in the broader MERCOSUR region, also
involving Chile, Ecuador and Bolivia (in addition to MERCOSUR’s other members).
Through IFAD-MERCOSUR, some of the leading family farmers’ organizations in the
region have had their voices heard in policy-making and in shaping public
investment programmes affecting their lives.

IFAD has been assisting Brazil in its efforts to cooperate with African and LAC
countries in the exchange of knowledge and experience, in terms of public policies
for family agriculture (technical assistance and rural extension, agricultural
insurance, food supply, income security, institutional markets, credit, access
ground) and in terms of associations and cooperatives, agricultural research and
technology policies. Two grants provided support to knowledge sharing and direct
partner capacity-building between EMBRAPA and a number of institutions in Africa.
The Africa-Brazil Innovation Marketplace is a mechanism designed to involve
researchers from different countries in joint efforts to devise solutions to some of
the challenges faced by smallholder farmers, rapidly, efficiently and at a low cost.
The LAC-Brazil Agricultural Innovation Marketplace grant, also led by EMRAPA, is a
multi-country IFAD grant project that has so far benefitted 10 Latin America and
Caribbean countries (Argentina, Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominica,
Nicaragua, Paraguay, Suriname and Uruguay).

In terms of modalities, a mix between conferences, expert visits, study tours,
workshops and twinning arrangements were used in the SSTC activities for Brazil.
Study tours is the main modality for the execution of exchanges, especially for
IFAD’s lending operations, where participants and coordinators visited other
projects for best practices in rural development, with the help of PROCASUR. As for
non-lending, not only study tours but also international workshops and conferences
played a role in the exchange among countries, such as the REAF and MERCOSUR
meetings, Terra Madre, Learning Route Programme and New Delhi Conference. As
for the Innovation Marketplace, the main approach regarding modality was the use
of twinning programmes and direct partnerships between agricultural scientists and
experts in different countries. Under the programme, a ministerial meeting and a
forum for knowledge sharing and fostering policy dialogue were organized (forum
shared with African counterparts) in 2010.
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As for instruments, most SSTC activities carried out by IFAD in Brazil (both for the
lending and non-lending programmes) can be classified as technical assistance or
knowledge-sharing events. In the case of REAF and MERCOSUR, an agency
development approach was used in order to strengthen the institutional capacity of
rural associations for policy dialogue. As for technology transfer and academic
cooperation activities, these are currently limited and may be further supported in
the future with the help of EMBRAPA or Semi-arid National Institute.

SSTC has a lot of interaction with the three main non-lending activities; all of them
supporting IFAD’s country programme in Brazil, used in parallel with the lending
operations, and may be considered as the outcomes of the exchanges. From the
total amount deliberated to SSTC, around 62.3 per cent (approximately

US$8.13 million) concentrates on KM. The main SSTC activities related to KM are
the SEMEAR Programme, Learning Routes and the development of biofuel crops.
The second focus of IFAD’s SSTC platform for Brazil is on policy dialogue,
equivalent to 25.3 per cent of the total South-South budget (approximately
US$3.3 million). Although smaller on a financial scale, this is IFAD’s most relevant
action for policy dialogue in the country, composing the REAF initiative and IFAD-
MERCOSUR programme; it is also the main focus for SSTC as stated in the Brazil
2008 COSOP. The last of the non-lending activities to be focused on the SSTC
package for Brazil is partnership building, accounting for 12.4 per cent of the
South-South budget (approximately US$1.6 million). The initiatives in this area
include both Innovation Marketplace Programmes (Africa and LAC), as well as Terra
Madre’s projects with Brazil.

Regarding geographic scope, nearly all of IFAD’s SSTC activities with Brazil are
carried out in the LAC region or Africa. In both cases, for the period 2008-2015,
over 30 countries in both regions were active participants in IFAD’s South-South
exchanges, with no single country featuring as the most active participant. From
this selection, 18 countries characterize LAC’s participation in SSTC with Braazil,
whereas Africa is represented by 11 countries. This aligns well with Brazil's foreign
policy on South-South, where almost 91 per cent of Brazil’s technical cooperation
goes either to the LAC region or Africa.

Concerning the main thematic areas covered by IFAD’s nine activities in SSTC with
Brazil, these include: family farming; rural finance; agricultural innovation;
productivity enhancing technologies; natural resource management improvements;
policy, institutional strengthening, and KM; smallholder and poverty-alleviation
target technologies; farmers organizations — empowering grass roots to influence
decision-making; biofuel; and sustainable food production and consumption. These
areas are well aligned to IFAD’s core accomplishments in the Brazil country
programme and are strongly embedded in Brazil 2008 COSOP’s four strategic
objectives.

IFAD has clearly emphasized the importance of SSTC in its portfolio for Brazil.
Evidence from grant-funded cases in Brazil suggests that SSTC can enhance the
effectiveness of development processes, help countries avoid mistakes, and
highlight high value activities that would not otherwise have been employed.
South-South can be helpful in exposing countries to new development approaches,
building buy-in to adopt new directions, and solving implementation bottlenecks.
IFAD played a crucial role in the support, implementation and success of SSTC
efforts, not only for its financial contribution, but also for its technical and logistical
support and for pioneering support of the various initiatives targeting rural
development.

As the next step in order to consolidate its SSTC programme, IFAD should chose a
key theme (such as family farming programs, or family farming policies) and make
that the key focus for all future SSTC activities. Presently, most activities have an
ad hoc approach, and may hamper IFAD’s future actions related to SSTC. Such as
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the WFP Centre of Policy focus on school feeding for its SSTC programme, IFAD
needs to focus its resources in a key theme for SSTC in order to became a
champion and referred authority in its chosen area, further improving other non-
lending activities such as policy dialogue, partnerships and knowledge
management.

Key points on non-lending activities (including grants and SSTC)

Policy dialogue at the sub-regional level in Latin America has been good on issues
related to family farming and food security. Some positive activities are also visible at
the subnational level. At the federal level, IFAD has a good dialogue with the Ministry
of Planning, Management and Budget and the Ministry of Agrarian Development.
However, a more broad-based policy engagement with other key actors would add
further value.

IFAD has strong partnership with the abovementioned two ministries and with
subnational authorities as well as with NGOs and community-based organizations.
However, partnerships with the private sector, multilateral and bilateral organizations,
municipal governments and other relevant federal institutions is limited.

Several good KM activities have been promoted in the period 2008-2015. However,
there are opportunities to consolidate and further expand such activities to improve
IFAD’s visibility in the country as a leader in issues related to smallholder agriculture
development.

IFAD has done a good job in pursing SSTC. This is an area where IFAD can be more
active and work in partnerships with the Government and other international
development actors such as WFP, FAO, and the World Bank. A key theme should be
chosen for future SSTC in order to establish IFAD as a champion for the chosen area.

Results in non-lending activities (policy dialogue, partnership building, KM) have
improved since the 2007 CPE but they are still moderately satisfactory. One major
driver of better performance in non-lending activities including SSTC is the role of the
CPM. However, his/her location at IFAD headquarters is a constraining factor in
further enhancing results.
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COSOP performance and overall Government-1FAD
partnership

This section covers the assessment of the 2008 Brazil COSOP’s performance in
terms of its relevance and effectiveness. CPEs normally rate each criteria (i.e.
relevance and effectiveness) separately, and thereafter derive a composite rating
for COSOP performance. This CPE assesses and rates the COSOP’s relevance but it
is unable to assess or rate the COSOP’s effectiveness (the extent to which country
strategy objectives were met or are likely to be met) because all six operations
funded by IFAD after the approval of the 2008 COSOP are only in their initial stages
of implementation and of them will only be completed between 2019-2021. As
such, there are few results to enable an informed assessment of the COSOP’s
effectiveness, apart from the results from the two projects (Dom Hélder Camara |
and Gente de Valor) that were designed before the 2008 COSOP.

Moreover, this chapter includes an assessment of the overall Brazil-1IFAD
partnership in Section B. As per IOE’s methodology, this overall assessment is
informed by the composite ratings for portfolio performance, performance of non-
lending activities, and COSOP performance. The CPE includes a narrative on the
overall Brazil-IFAD partnership, but for similar reasons mentioned in the previous
paragraph, it has not included a rating for this composite criteria (i.e. overall Brazil -
IFAD partnership). It would not be rigorous to include such a rating with only an
assessment of portfolio relevance (without ratings for the other criteria, such as
portfolio effectiveness, impact or sustainability), COSOP relevance, and a rating for
non-lending activities.

COSOP performance
Relevance

The aim of this section is to assess the relevance of the objectives and the
relevance of design of the 2008 COSOP.

Timing and coverage of the COSOP. The 2008 COSOP was informed by the
2007 CPE, and was prepared in a timely manner soon after the completion of the
CPE. The latter was concluded in December 2007 and the new COSOP was
considered by the Board in September 2008. The COSOP includes a good
description of the main lessons from past experience and addresses many of the
recommendations from the CPE.

The COSOP was originally planned to cover the period from September 2008 to
2013, just over a five-year horizon, which is an appropriate time frame for the
coverage of an IFAD country strategy. In the end, the 2008 COSOP will have
covered the period from September 2008 to April 2016 (the latter being the
planned date of presentation of the new COSOP, following the completion of this
CPE). Having a new COSOP adopted in early 2016 would be appropriate, as it
coincides with the beginning of the Tenth Replenishment period of IFAD (2016-
2018), when a new financial allocation would be available to Brazil under the PBAS.

COSOP consultation process. The process followed in the development of the
2008 COSOP was participatory and is clearly documented in appendix | of the
COSORP itself. A number of preparatory studies was commissioned on poverty
analysis, gender, institutions and other related topics. Multiple country stakeholders
were consulted at different stages of the process.

Executive Board review of COSOP. As part of the consultation process, the
Executive Board reviewed the COSOP for Brazil. The minutes of the Board state
that the Board Directors commended the quality of the COSOP, in particular the
response to the recommendations of the CPE and the relevance of the broad and
participative consultation process that was an integral part of the COSOP’s
preparation, which ensured country ownership of the programme. The Board
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endorsed the focus on the north-east region, considering the size of the country
and the fact that this region had the highest concentration of rural poverty. Board
Directors also expressed their satisfaction with the special attention paid to KM and
policy dialogue. The Board requested clarity in assigning responsibilities to the
Country Office in Brazil, in order to avoid possible duplication of work at
headquarters.

The Brazilian Representative to the Board declared that the COSOP proposals fitted
with the country’s strategies and policies. He expressed his country’s agreement
with the regional focus in the north-east and stated that the Brazilian Government
would like IFAD to explore possibilities of working further in other regions,
particularly in the north and in the Amazon. He also stressed the relevance of
setting up an office in Brazil in order to strengthen the relationship between IFAD
and the country. Finally, he pointed out that, for the national government, the
involvement of IFAD in KM and policy dialogue is even more relevant than financing
projects, although IFAD’s funding is very important for sub-national (state-level)
governments.®®

2008 COSOP objectives. The 2008 COSOP contained four main objectives: (i) to
increase agricultural production by small farmers, with corresponding access to
markets; (ii) to improve access by the rural poor to off-farm employment and
business activities in rural areas and villages, focusing on women and young
people; (iii) to improve, through knowledge generation and dissemination, the
capacity of the rural poor and of relevant institutions in the north-east to co-exist
with semi-arid conditions, to adapt to climate change and to exploit the
development potential of the semi-arid region; and (iv) to deepen the discussion on
rural poverty reduction and family farming policies at the national and international
levels.

The 2015 CPE considers the 2008 COSOP objectives to be broadly relevant in
relation to IFAD’s Strategic Framework (covering the period 2007-2010), which
emphasized the need to improve agriculture technologies for enhanced
productivity, promote access to markets, develop off-farm employment and small
and medium enterprises, and for IFAD to be engaged in national and international
policy processes. However, the COSOP objectives did not explicitly underline the
need to promote private sector engagement and strengthening financial inclusion
of the rural poor, which were two other key dimensions of the Strategic Framework
and areas where more can be achieved in the Brazil country programme. The 2008
COSOP objectives were in line with the main policies of the Government for rural
poverty reduction at the time, including the Bolsa Familia and PRONAF. It also
explicitly outlined risks and risk management measures.

COSORP priorities. The CPE assesses the COSOP against the principal elements
listed in table 6 of chapter 111, namely: geographic priority; subsector focus and
activities; target group; main partner institutions; country programme funding;
and COSOP and country programme management.

The COSOP rightly selected the semi-arid north-east of Brazil as the focus of IFAD
operations, with state governments as the main executing partners in most cases.
The CPE considers this appropriate, because Brazil’s north-east region has the
single largest concentration of rural poverty in Latin America and is the country’s
poorest and least-developed region. In this region and as mentioned in chapter II,
58 per cent of the total population and 67 per cent of the rural population is poor.®*
The COSOP also made reference to working in the north as recommended by the
2007 CPE, noting that it would consider such an expansion only depending on the
availability of resources.

8 paragraphs 374 and 375 have been taken from the minutes of the 94" session of the Board held in September 2008.
8 Data from the United Nations Economic Commission for Latin America.
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With regard to the latter, the CPE agrees with the decision to concentrate new
operations in the north-east between 2008 and 2014. However, now that IFAD has
a sizeable portfolio in the region, the Fund should not rule out working in the future
in other non-semi-arid regions of the north east and in the north of the country —
in partnership with other development partners — to ensure that all disadvantaged
communities in Brazil can benefit from IFAD assistance. Around 15 million people
live in the north, of whom 4 million people live in rural areas. Most of them are
poor and marginalized from economic and social development, and would therefore
classify as beneficiaries of IFAD operations. A large number of the population in the
Northern rural areas are indigenous peoples, who are at the core of IFAD’s
development efforts and global experience, and be in line with IFAD’s corporate
targeting and indigenous peoples policies. Similarly, there are some rural areas in
the north-east of the Brazil with presence of poor indigenous people who would
deserve IFAD’s attention.

Working in the north would be consistent with Government priorities, which stated
in its 2015 CPE self-assessment that “notwithstanding .... the limitation of
resources available for projects in Brazil, IFAD could begin to explore the prospect
of working in the north region, which is the second poorest region in the country
and faces complex rural development challenges. A pilot project in the region could
serve as a window into the region’s reality, being instrumental for identifying the
challenges for and potential contribution of IFAD’s engagement in the region”. Any
future intervention in the north should carefully consider the implications of
agricultural development to deforestation, which is a major concern in the region.

The subsector focus in the COSOP (see chapter 1l1l), and of the new operations
designed after its adoption has on the whole been appropriate. Considering the
poverty profile and agroecological conditions in the north-east region, the COSOP
correctly adopts a strategy that combines agricultural and non-agricultural
activities as a basis for rural transformation. In terms of target group coverage, the
COSORP rightly recognizes the need to prioritize poor farmers, agrarian reform
settlers, rural workers, youth and women, including indigenous people living in the
north-east.

However, the CPE notes that none of the investments projects and programmes are
classified as agriculture operations and a better balance between agricultural and
non-agricultural activities and more explicit attention to agriculture would have
been fitting, especially taking into account IFAD’s core mandate to “provide
financing primarily for projects and programmes specifically designed to introduce,
expand or improved food production systems....[and] the need to increase food
production...[and] the importance of improving the nutritional level of the poorest
populations....”.?®> Having said that, the CPE also notes the importance of providing
essential rural services and inputs to project beneficiaries to prepare and organise
them effectively to engage in agriculture production activities for better incomes.

In terms of institutional partnerships, the COSOP underlined that IFAD would
mainly work with the Ministry of Planning, Budget and Management, the Ministry of
Agrarian Development, and EMBRAPA in the federal government. It did not,
however, refer to potential partnerships with other key federal government
agencies, such as the Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Food Supply or the
Ministry for External Relations, two potentially important players for IFAD. It spoke
about developing partnerships with several multilateral development agencies, but
these have not materialized to the desired extent.

The COSOP includes a section on the allocation that would be available to Brazil
based on the PBAS (to be used primarily for loans on ordinary terms), but there is
no indication of the amount of regional/global grants required to further some
COSOP objectives and activities (e.g. on policy dialogue or KM).

% See article 2 in the Agreement Establishing IFAD.
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In terms of COSOP management and country programme management, appendix
111 of the 2008 COSOP document included a well-formulated results management
framework matrix that is consistent with the main document. It aligns the four
strategic objectives with broader country priorities and includes outcome indicators,
milestone indicators, and institutional and policy objectives. However, some of the
outcome and milestone indicators do not have targets and are difficult to measure,
especially those related to KM and policy dialogue objectives. Finally, the COSOP
commits to: (i) establishing an IFAD country office in Brazil, which was opened in
mid-2011, (ii) undertaking direct supervision in all new operations (which is indeed
the case); (iii) carry out a midterm review of the COSOP in 2011, which was done
according to agreed timelines; and (iv) undertake an independent evaluation of the
country strategy in 2013.

However, the planned independent evaluation was deferred to 2015 for three
reasons: (i) the funding available to Brazil for investment operations in the Ninth
Replenishment period (2013-2015) had been provided as loans for two new
projects at the end of 2013, and doing an evaluation earlier in the year would not
have allowed it to assess the relevance of their design; (ii) the major start-up
delays in the new operations funded by IFAD in the country since 2009; and

(iii) the announcement of the general presidential elections in 2014, which could
potentially have caused challenges in the implementation of a comprehensive
evaluation in that year.

Costing of the COSOP. As for all other IFAD COSOPs, the Brazil 2008 COSORP is
not costed. That is, there is no indication of the estimated administrative resources
that were needed to achieve country programme objectives, nor specific resources
that would be required for translating COSOP objectives and planned activities
related to non-lending activities (e.g. policy dialogue, KM and SSTC) into action.
This is critical to avoid overly-ambitious goals that later cannot be realized, as the
2015 CPE finds that insufficient resources is one limitation that has constrained
further achievements, especially in non-lending activities. However, on the positive
side, the 2008 COSOP does include an indication of the modalities for project
supervision, country presence and country programme management, and M&E
instruments and processes (but these areas too were not costed).

Rating. All in all, the CPE considers the relevance of the 2008 country strategy to
be satisfactory (5). It is not highly satisfactory, as it was not costed, did not
consider institutional partnerships with a broader set of federal government actors,
some of the indicators in the results management framework are not easy to track
and measure, and it could have devoted more explicit attention to agriculture,
promoting private sector engagement and financial inclusion.

COSOP effectiveness

It is not possible to make an assessment of the outcome indicators in the 2008
COSOP’s results management framework — such as “75 per cent of targeted
farmers in the north-east region report an average of 20 per cent increase in farm
income”, or “75 per cent of supported small and micro enterprises report an
average of 20 per cent increase in their profitability”, which are related to the first
two strategic objectives of the COSOP. Therefore, in this section, an overview is
provided on some of the milestone indicators, those related to the third and fourth
strategic objectives, respectively on KM and policy dialogue. This is possible given
that the latter activities have mostly been funded through grants and the various
initiatives have been on the ground for some years by now.

With regard to KM, the results management framework states that "regional
discussion forums set up/enhanced in the north-east with IFAD support” and
“partnerships established among north-eastern stakeholders involved in rural
development”. In this regard, and as mentioned in chapter VI, IFAD has helped the
Government recently establish a Forum for Secretaries of Agriculture/Rural
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Development of the north-eastern states. This is indeed a useful initiative, as it will
enable cross-fertilization of knowledge and lessons, also based on the experience
of IFAD operations. Moreover, the grant-funded KM programme in the north-
eastern Semi-arid Region of Brazil (SEMEAR) is helping in supporting the
strengthening and/or the establishment of collaborative networks related to the
Programme’s strategic thematic areas: technological innovations; natural resource
management and adaptation to climate change; and rural business (farm and non-
farm productive activities). Regular meetings are also convened by the Ministry of
Planning, Management and Budget among project stakeholders to discuss
implementation issues and emerging opportunities and challenges.

These are good initiatives, but it is not possible at this stage to assess whether
“networks and information flows supporting policy-making, public management and
technical innovations oriented to the North-Eastern Rural development” actually
contribute to achieving the COSOP’s strategic objective “to improve, through
knowledge generation and dissemination, the capacity of the rural poor and of
relevant institutions in the north-east to co-exist with semi-arid conditions, to
adapt to climate change and to exploit the development potential of the semi-arid
region”.

Moving forward, more work is needed, also taking into account that the SEMEAR
programme will be completed at the end of 2015. KM is a key dimension of the
IFAD-Brazil partnership, and learning in a more systematic way also from IFAD
experiences in other countries would be desirable. This is a priority for the
Government, which states in its CPE self-assessment that “Brazil projects could
possibly benefit from greater awareness of the successes and hurdles of projects in
areas and countries with similar conditions, especially in large middle-income
countries such as Argentina, China, India and Mexico”.

With regard to policy dialogue, the 2008 COSOP’s results management framework
indicators state that the country programme would contribute to “improved policy
dialogue and knowledge sharing between Brazil and other countries (MERCOSUR
and African countries) about rural poverty reduction and family farming” and
“south-south cooperation activities supported by IFAD with strong Brazilian
participation”.

In this regard, encouraging efforts are under way, including through the REAF
platform, and the Agricultural Innovation Marketplace. Moreover, the US$200,000
grant (2010) implemented by the UNOPS in Panama for policy dialogue on family
farming in middle-income countries was a step in the right direction.

The IFAD Country Office is active in furthering dialogue with sub-national
authorities, but more can be achieved at the federal level also by engaging with
legislative organs and other federal agencies dealing with family farming, including
multilateral development organizations. The role of the Brazil CPM in this regard is
critical, as discussed earlier in the report.

Moreover, though the Dom Hélder Camara | was well integrated into national
priorities, partly due to its federal-level implementation by the Ministry of Agrarian
Development, the Gente de Valor evaluation concluded that the convergence of
state-led programmes funded by IFAD could be further strengthened. This will
ensure IFAD-supported operations can be sustainable beyond the individual project
life and also contribute based on their experience to forming policy priorities for
food security, family farming and commercial agriculture. Hence, this finding should
be carefully factored in during the implementation of the six ongoing projects.

Finally, an important issue is related to assessing the results against the indicators
in the COSOP’s results management framework. In this regard, COSOP annual
reviews have been done more or less on a systematic basis, and a midterm review
of the COSOP was done in October 2011. The MTR is a good and comprehensive
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document. Thereafter, a further review was done in October 2013, which generated
another good document structured around the objectives in the COSOP, providing a
fair assessment of the opportunities and areas requiring attention. However, these
documents do not coherently report progress against each outcome and milestone
indicator in the COSOP’s results management framework, something that is worth
considering in the future. Likewise, in spite of the commitment in the 2008 COSOP,
no comprehensive self-evaluation was undertaken by the Latin America and
Caribbean Division of the 2008 COSOP before the preparation of the new COSOP.

Key points COSOP performance
The relevance of the 2008 COSOP is satisfactory.

The COSOP was prepared in a timely manner and built on the main lessons and
recommendations from the 2007 CPE. It followed a participatory process, including
consideration by the IFAD Executive Board.

It defined four strategic objectives, which are aligned with IFAD and government
priorities including the needs of the poor. However, more explicit attention could
have been given to private sector engagement and financial inclusion.

Also, a better balance between agricultural and non-agricultural activities — to
promote food production and food security and nutrition — would have been in line
with IFAD’s core mandate of promoting agricultural development, as enshrined in
the Agreement Establishing IFAD. The CPE does however recognise that project
beneficiaries also need essential non-agricultural service to ensure their proper
participation in wider rural transformation.

The COSOP underlined that IFAD operations would mainly concentrate in the north-
east of the country, given the prevailing rural poverty in the region as well as the
challenging semi-arid terrain. It would target poor rural people including women,
youth and indigenous peoples.

However, the COSOP (like all other IFAD COSOPs) was not costed. Though it had a
good results management framework, several indicators are hard to measure.

It is not possible to assess or rate at this stage the effectiveness of COSOP
objectives, given that all six new operations funded after the 2008 COSOP are in
very early stages of implementation.

In spite of this, the CPE notes that good progress is being made in terms of policy
dialogue, KM and SSTC, which are at the core of two of the four COSOP strategic
objectives. Yet, there is scope for consolidation of initiatives and strengthening
efforts in these areas to ensure they play a wider role in the country’s rural
transformation.

Overall Government-1FAD partnership assessment

In terms of ratings, the 2015 CPE has assessed the relevance of the country
strategy (i.e. the 2008 COSOP) as satisfactory, and portfolio relevance, IFAD
performance and Government performance are also satisfactory, whereas non-
lending activities are moderately satisfactory.

All in all and taking all factors into account, including the analysis in the
benchmarking chapter to follow, the CPE considers the partnership to being close
to satisfactory, because the “sum of the various parts is greater than the total”.
This, however, should be not considered a formal rating of the Government-IFAD
partnership, given the reasons mentioned at the outset of this chapter.

In summary, the IFAD-Government of Brazil partnership is performing well and
there has been a decisive improvement since the 2007 CPE. A new portfolio of
projects has been developed since 2009. A country office was established in 2011,
and direct supervision and implementation support is enabling IFAD to more closely
support its operations. Good activities are being done in the areas of policy
dialogue, KM and partnerships including SSTC.
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402. There are challenges that need to be addressed moving forward to raise the bar to
the next level. This will require outposting the CPM to Brazil, consolidating the
ongoing portfolio of projects to achieve effectiveness, and enhancing partnerships
with the federal government and other multilateral organization. Opportunities for a
greater involvement of the private sector, financial inclusion, and convergence with
national policies and programme will need to be explored. Above all, a greater
emphasis on agricultural activities — alongside essential non-agricultural activities -
would be fitting for IFAD, given that agriculture lies at the core of its mandate,
comparative advantage and specialization.
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Benchmarking

Background. All CPEs by IOE include benchmarking of the performance of the
portfolio of projects in the corresponding country with the overall average
performance of IFAD operations in the same geographic region. However, this CPE
has gone further by comparing the performance of the Brazil country programme
with: (i) selected individual countries in the Latin America and Caribbean region;
and (ii) key IFAD corporate targets for end-2015.%° It is important up front to
underline that the data on the performance of other selected country programmes
benchmarked in this chapter is already publically available through the IOE section
of the IFAD website.

Benchmarking allows the reader to: (i) see how the performance of IFAD
operations in Brazil stand in relation to other country programmes; and (ii) identify
areas of good and less good performance together with the underlying causes
thereof, which can serve as a basis for more focussed attention to areas that need
improvement in the Brazil country programme. The experience and lessons from
Brazil in strong areas of performance can be useful for other IFAD country
programmes. Finally, assessing the performance of the Brazil country programme
in relation to selected corporate targets is important, because the achievement of
key corporate targets is determined by the performance of individual IFAD country
programmes.

It is difficult to compare the performance of IFAD operations with the operations of
other multilateral and bilateral development organizations working in Brazil, given
the different mandates and sizes of various organizations (e.g. FAO, IDB, World
Bank), and different evaluation methodologies used. In spite of that, this CPE
report includes a summary of the lessons, opportunities and challenges, and results
of the work of selected development organizations in Brazil, based on their
respective evaluations in the recent past (see annex V).

That said, this chapter includes comparisons between Brazil and selected countries
in terms of: (i) partner performance (IFAD and Government); (ii) non-lending
activities (policy dialogue, partnership building, and KM); and (iii) country
strategies (i.e. COSOP relevance, effectiveness and overall performance). With
regard to project portfolio performance, comparisons have only been made of the
relevance criterion, because the 2015 Brazil CPE has not been in a position to
assess the portfolio across the other evaluation criteria adopted by IOE for reasons
mentioned in chapter I.

Countries benchmarked. Based on the availability of recent CPEs in the Latin
America and Caribbean region, IOE has selected three countries (Argentina,
Bolivia, and Ecuador) to benchmark the performance of IFAD operations in Brazil.
While noting the diversity of the countries compared, it is useful to recall that these
country programmes are managed by the same regional division in IFAD.

Project portfolio relevance. Chart 3 compares the relevance of the IFAD-funded
project portfolio with other countries selected.

% As agreed with Member States in the context of the Ninth Replenishment of IFAD Resources. See document:
https://webapps.ifad.org/members/gc/35/docs/GC-35-L-4.pdf
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Chart 3
Comparison of the Brazil Project Portfolio Relevance with other selected countries

Brazil 2007

0

Portfolio Relevanc

e
Note: The year in each bar refers to the year in which 10E conducted a CPE in the corresponding country.

Source: IOE CPEs.

The relevance of the projects funded by IFAD in Brazil has traditionally been
satisfactory (5), also given their focus on the north-east of the country, which has
high rates of rural poverty, severe water scarcity and generally weaker institutional
capacities as compared to other states in the country. The relevance of the IFAD
project portfolio in Brazil is better than the relevance of the portfolios in Argentina,
Bolivia, and Ecuador. One limiting of the relevance of the portfolio in Argentina was
that some objectives such as the incorporation of small farmers into the
commercial banking system and the creation of markets for the supply of technical
services were fairly unrealistic in the country’s rural context. Moreover, IFAD did
not take sufficient account of institutional difficulties in the country and the
provinces’ public-sector institutional capacity was limited.

Partner performance. Chart 4 compares the performance of the two main
partners in furthering country programme objectives, namely IFAD and the
Government. In assessing and rating Government performance, it is important to
clarify that CPEs do not assess Government performance at large but their
performance specifically in the context of IFAD operations.
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Chart 4
Comparison of Partner Performance (i.e. IFAD and Government) with other selected countries

6

Brazil 2007
Brazil 2007

IFAD Government

Note: The year in each bar refers to the year in which IOE conducted a CPE in the corresponding country.
Source: IOE CPEs.

The performance of both IFAD and the Government in Brazil has improved since
2007. Moreover, the performance of partners is better in Brazil than in Argentina,
Bolivia, and Ecuador. One of the factors affecting the performance of the
Government in Ecuador was the high levels of political and institutional instability
over much of the period covered by the CPE. This led to high turnover among the
institutions responsible for implementation, irregular fulfillment in providing
counterpart funds, and problems with monitoring and assessing the impact of
operations.

Non-lending activities. Table 16 shows the performance of different countries in
terms of non-lending activities, policy dialogue, partnership-building and KM. The
clear improvements within the Brazil country programme stand out, as compared
to 2007, and the country’s current performance is broadly comparable to Ecuador
but better than Bolivia. None of the countries show highly satisfactory ratings,
apart from policy dialogue in Argentina.

In fact, only in Argentina did the CPE (2010) consider non-lending activities
performance to be overall satisfactory with a Rome-based CPM, even though KM
was moderately satisfactory. One of the reasons why Argentina was successful in
non-lending activities is because throughout the period 2000 — 2010 IFAD had only
three projects under implementation as a result of the low PBAS allocation. This
allowed IFAD to devote greater attention to non-lending activities. In fact, one of
the three projects closed in March 2003, and the other two became effective in
September 2007 and December 2009, respectively.

Most of the countries face similar challenges as compared to Brazil, such as over-
ambitious objectives, limited allocation of human and financial resources, lack of
outposted CPM (apart from in Bolivia), and weak M&E of non-lending activities. It is
also important to note that the Bolivia CPE results cover the period 2005-2012,
during which IFAD did not have an outposted CPM. In fact, IFAD only opened a
Country Office in Bolivia in 2011, and outposted the CPM in 2012.
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-(I;fi)brfpt?ison of non-lending activities in Brazil with other selected IFAD country programmes
Brazil Brazil Argentina Bolivia Ecuador
Non-lending activities 2007 2015 2010 2014 2013
Policy dialogue 2 4 6 4 4
Partnership-building 3 4 5 3 3
Knowledge management 3 4 4 3 4
Overall non-lending activities 3 4 5 3 4

Note: All ratings are on a 6 point scale, with 1 being the lowest and 6 the highest score.
Source: IOE CPEs.

Country strategy. Table 17 benchmarks the Brazil country strategy performance
based on the assessments of COSOP relevance and effectiveness. However, it is
important to note that IOE introduced a common methodology for assessing
COSOP performance in 2008, and therefore the 2007 Brazil CPE did not assess
COSORP relevance and effectiveness separately. It did, however, assess and provide
a consolidated rating for the overall quality of the country strategy, which may be
considered tantamount to assessing COSOP relevance (as per IOE’s current
methodology for CPES). In determining the overall quality of the Brazil country
strategy, the 2007 CPE assessed the COSOP according to seven dimensions,®’which
were rated either moderately satisfactory or moderately unsatisfactory. Only one
dimension (understanding key challenges to rural poverty reduction) was
considered satisfactory.

Table 17
Comparison of COSOP (country strategy) performance

Brazil Brazil Argentina Bolivia Ecuador
COSOP 2007 2015 2010 2014 2013
Relevance NR 5 4 4 4
Effectiveness NR NR 4 4 3
Overall COSOP performance 4* NR 4 4 3

Note: All ratings are on a 6 point scale, with 1 being the lowest and 6 the highest score. NR stands for not rated.

* This rating refers to the overall “quality of the Brazil country strategy”.

Source: IOE CPEs.

For reasons mentioned in the previous chapter, the 2015 CPE has not rated the
effectiveness of the Brazil country strategy. However, it has found the relevance of
the 2008 country strategy satisfactory. This is an improvement from the
assessment (moderately satisfactory) made by the 2007 CPE on the quality of the
previous Brazil country strategy from 1997. The 2008 country strategy is better,
also because it follows coherent guidelines for the preparation of COSOPs adopted
by the Board in 2006. Moreover, the table shows that the relevance of the 2008
Brazil country strategy is better than the country strategies in Argentina, Bolivia,
and Ecuador. One factor affecting the quality of country strategies in general is that
relatively few resources are allocated (between US$30,000 to US$50,000 per
country) towards the preparation of country strategies. As a result, this does not
always enable the undertaking of necessary analytic work required to properly
underpin the country strategies.

Comparison with IFAD’s corporate targets. This section (see table 18)
identifies selected indicators in IFAD’s results measurement framework (2013-
2015) and compares them with the performance of the Brazil country programme
(i.e. based on the six ongoing projects and other related aspects). The indicators

100



Appendix 11 EC 2016/91/W.P.4/Rev.1

418.

4109.

420.

selected are those for which data on performance is readily available. The sources
of data for this section include both IOE ratings and data from the 2014-2015
annual portfolio review by the Latin America and Caribbean Division.

Table 18
Comparison of selected indicators in the IFAD9 results measurement framework with the
performance of the Brazil country programme

Indicator IFAD?9 target for 2015 Current performance in Brazil Source

Relevance of projects 100% 100% 2015 CPE

Percentage of results-based 100% 100% 2015 CPE

COSOP rated 4 or better for quality (COSOP relevance rated 5)

at entry

Gender focus in implementation 90% 83% Portfolio

(Moderately Review
satisfactory or better)

Time from project approval to first 14 months 20 months 2015 CPE and

disbursements Portfolio
Review

Projects-at-risk 18% 0% Portfolio
Review

Annual disbursements ratio — 18% 11% Portfolio

overall portfolio (new) Review

Cofinancing (international and 1.6 2.2 2015 CPE

national) ratio

Workforce from List B and C 40% 80% 2015 CPE

Ratio of General Service staff costs 25 23 2015 CPE

to total staff costs

Ratio of administrative budget to 14.1 per cent 8 per cent 2015 CPE

planned programme of loans and

grants

Source: IOE ratings and data from the 2014-2015 portfolio review by the Latin America and the Caribbean Division.

The following are some clarifications that will facilitate interpreting the data in the
above table: (i) although the average time from loan approval to first disbursement
is higher (20 months) than the corporate target (14 months), the three most
recent projects show a considerably improved performance of 14, 14, and 10
months, respectively, from approval to first disbursement; (ii) to determine the
workforce from List B and C countries and the ratio of General Service staff costs to
total staff costs, the CPE considers the five main staff working on the Brazil country
programme — including the CPM, two country programme officers, and one full-
time administrative assistant and one part-time programme assistant; (iii) in
determining the ratio of General Service staff costs to total staff costs, the CPE has
used standard position costs applied across IFAD, and considered the fact that the
CPM and programme assistant also have other duties in addition to work on IFAD
operations in Brazil.

In sum, the data shows good performance in a number of areas including
cofinancing (thanks largely to domestic sources), but confirms the need to work
towards better disbursement performance to ensure portfolio effectiveness and to
continue promoting gender focus in implementation. With regard to the latter,
however, only one out of the six projects shows a moderately unsatisfactory
performance at the moment.

Other donors. As mentioned, annex IV includes a summary of the experiences,
lessons and results of other main development partners. There are some issues
worth underlining here. Firstly, the World Bank’s overall assistance to Brazil is
considered as moderately satisfactory and one of the challenges it faced was in
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promoting better water management and conservation. The IDB has not invested
sufficiently in non-lending work, as they have mainly used investment programmes
to further their development cooperation. FAO and the IDB have faced weaknesses
in M&E and in measuring results in general. Mainstreaming gender was raised as an
issue in FAO-supported activities, and the dissemination of knowledge is an area
where more can be achieved by the IDB. Operational efficiency is a cause for
concern in UNDP and IDB operations. So, all in all, the performance of other
development partners has been in the range of moderately satisfactory to
satisfactory, but with similar challenges faced by IFAD.

Key points on benchmarking the Brazil country programme

The performance of the IFAD country programme is comparable to or better than
other country programmes benchmarked.

The Brazil country programme is also performing well in contributing to achieving
several targets, in particular the Fund’s cofinancing ratio, workforce from List B and C
member states, and ratio of General Service costs to total staff costs.

Two areas that need attention are the time taken from loan approval to first
disbursement and gender focus in implementation.

The performance of selected development partners (e.g. FAO and World Bank) has
been in the range of moderately satisfactory to satisfactory; they also face similar
challenges to IFAD.
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Conclusions and recommendations

Conclusions

Storyline. Brazil is the largest country in terms of size and population in the Latin
America and Caribbean Region. Almost thirty million people live in rural areas; the
north-east region of the country has the single largest concentration of rural
poverty in Latin America and Caribbean and is the country’s poorest and least
developed region. Around 55 million people live in the north-east of the country, of
whom 15 million live in rural areas. Fifty-eight per cent of the total population and
67 per cent of the rural population in the north-east is poor.

Brazil and IFAD have developed a solid and strategic partnership over more than 35
years, and the Fund’s investment activities are concentrated in the semi-arid north-
east region of the country. IFAD is supporting the Government in promoting family
farming and grass-roots development as a means to improving productivity, food
security, nutrition and incomes. However, while recognising the importance of non-
agricultural activities for wider rural transformation, a better balance between
agricultural and non-agricultural activities could be achieved moving forward. This
would require more emphasis than at present to smallholder agriculture activities
in IFAD-supported investment operations, in line with the organization’s mandate,
comparative advantage and specialization.

IFAD’s role has been and will remain important in the foreseeable future, given the
wide inequalities and the central role of family farming as an engine of agricultural
production and productivity in the country. Nonetheless, although important at the
sub-national level, the transfer of IFAD resources to Brazil is not the main
motivation for a strengthened partnership. In fact, the transaction costs for Brazil
of its partnership with IFAD are relatively high, but the country values IFAD’s
specialised role in combating rural poverty through smallholder agriculture
development interventions. Moving forward, however, the partnership will need
even more attention to non-lending activities and SSTC that would enable Brazil to
make further inroads into sustainable and inclusive rural transformation and better
livelihoods.

The strategic partnership with Brazil is important also for IFAD, given the country’s
growing role and recognition as a key player in shaping global agriculture policies
and priorities. Moreover, the country’s valuable financial contributions to IFAD
resources — whether through regular replenishment processes or counterpart
funding to IFAD operations in Brazil — is, among other issues, critical to scaling up
impact and the financial sustainability of the Fund.

By actively participating in IFAD Governing Bodies, Brazil’s voice — based on
demonstrated attention to, and results in, the area of rural poverty reduction,
especially in the last 15 years — can help ensure that the concerns of the rural poor
in Brazil and elsewhere are properly reflected in IFAD’s strategic frameworks and
related activities. In addition, as an active member of the BRICS group of
countries, Brazil is playing an important role in promoting a level playing field in
the Fund’s governance architecture.

All in all, the strategic partnership between IFAD and Brazil is based on mutual
trust and reciprocity. It needs to be further fine-tuned and nurtured, so that lasting
results can be achieved on the ground and valuable lessons and good practices
generated that can inform IFAD activities and other rural poverty reduction policies
and programmes in Brazil and beyond.
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Based on the evidence collected and analysis undertaken, the Brazil CPE offers six
salient conclusions.®®

There have been decisive performance improvements in several areas, but
there is need for consolidation to ensure effectiveness (see paragraphs 15-
153186-205, 208-223, and 227-256). The findings from the 2015 CPE show a
marked improvement in performance in many areas since 2008, such as in terms
of the priorities selected in the 2008 country strategy, partner performance (i.e.
IFAD and Government) and non-lending activities including activities related to
SSTC.

Closed projects have shown good development results in terms of water
management with beneficiaries increasing their food production and consumption,
increases in incomes from non-farm activities, empowerment of beneficiaries and
improvements in their capacities to influence resource allocation, gender
mainstreaming, involvement of the rural youth, and innovation and scaling up.
Beneficiaries have also improved their assets, and projects have nurtured a new
way of thinking by considering the environment and natural resources as partners
for long-term development that required care and comprehension. However, the
evaluation has underlined concerns with operational efficiency and the
sustainability of benefits that need to be addressed.

One of the main achievements under the 2008 COSOP has been the development
and approval of six new loan-funded projects in a relatively short period of time
since the COSOP was adopted. IFAD now has a sizeable on-going investment
portfolio with US$141 million in loans and therefore an opportunity to contribute to
the country’s rural poverty reduction. However, there have been significant start-up
delays and slow disbursements in several operations, needing concerted actions
towards consolidating initiatives and ensuring that activities take off in a timely
manner and on the right track to achieve effectiveness.

Focus on the semi-arid north-east region in the past has been appropriate
and targeting has been good including women, rural youth and quilombola
communities (see paragraphs 135, 140, 146, 246-256, and 382-384). It is indeed
appropriate that IFAD’s investments in the period covered by the CPE have focused
on the north-east, in light of the prevalent poverty rates and the Fund’s past
experience in the region. At the same time, it would be useful to explore the
opportunities of working in the north of Brazil in the future, given that 4 million
people out of the estimated 15 million who live there are among the poorest in the
country. Moreover, possibilities of working in other non-semi-arid regions of the
north-east could be considered (e.g. Maranhdo, parts of which shares similar agro-
ecological conditions as the Amazon), where a large number of poor people live
including indigenous peoples.

The need to consolidate activities in the north-east should not be seen as being
inconsistent with the call for exploring opportunities in the north or other parts of
the north-east, which would imply a further geographic expansion of IFAD
operations in Brazil. This is because working in the north and/or other uncovered
states in the north-east would be in line with IFAD’s principles of improving the
lives of poor and marginalized communities who live in remote rural areas, and
within the remit of its corporate targeting and indigenous peoples policies.

Working in the north will entail challenges, which will be exacerbated by IFAD’s
limited experience in the region. However, a cautious approach would be
appropriate, including in particular by working in partnership with other
development agencies that have a track record and experience in the region. A
portion of the forthcoming lending and grants envelope that will be allocated to

8 Each of the six conclusions have been cross-referenced with relevant sections in the main findings of the CPE report.
The purpose of doing so is to illustrate that the conclusions are based on the evidence and analysis included in the
CPE report.
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Brazil in the Tenth Replenishment period (IFAD10, 2016-2018) could be used for a
pilot project that could eventually be scaled up, following a thorough evaluation
and assessment of results. Funding a pilot project in the north would still ensure
the availability of sufficient IFAD resources in the IFAD10 period for new activities
in the north-east as well.

Investment projects have paid attention to both agricultural and non-
agricultural activities, though with less attention to the agriculture and
food production and productivity, which is at the core of IFAD’s mandate
(see paragraphs 111-114, 314-315, and 384). Both closed operations evaluated
and new projects have devoted some attention to agricultural activities,
engagement of private sector actors, rural finance and market access. However,
while the CPE acknowledges that sustainable and inclusive rural transformation
requires continued provision of support activities (e.g. technical assistance,
community infrastructure, etc.) to beneficiaries, the smallholder agriculture
component does not feature prominently in the projects funded by IFAD. For
instance, none of the eight projects covered by this CPE is classified as an
‘agricultural’ project by IFAD Management itself. A further reflection of the
aforementioned is that IFAD’s partnership and dialogue with other federal
institutions dealing with family farming is rather limited, though partnership with
the Ministry of Agrarian Development is strong and appropriate. These are areas
that will require attention to further support commercialisation of family farming
and off-farm employment, to allow beneficiaries to make the quantum jump
towards sustainable and better incomes and well-being.

Performance in non-lending activities has improved, but according to the
CPE they are still moderately satisfactory (see paragraphs 298-311, 312-323,
324-342, 384, and 391-395). In line with the 2008 country strategy, IFAD took
positive initiatives to strengthen KM and introduce SSTC activities, supported by
grant funding. These are good steps in the right direction, but much more would be
needed in the future to leverage comprehensively non-lending activities to support
institutional and policy transformation to benefit family farmers in Brazil and other
countries. For instance, there are opportunities for strengthening the ties between
lending operations and non-lending activities, to ensure that all interventions by
IFAD are well co-ordinated and mutually reinforcing for enhanced effectiveness.

Some good work has been done in policy dialogue at the sub-national and regional
levels, though more can be achieved in dialogue with a wider range of federal
agencies involved in agriculture and rural development including legislative organs.
Partnerships have been good with state authorities, the Ministry of Planning,
Budget and Management and the Ministry of Agrarian Development. However,
partnerships with municipal authorities and multilateral and bilateral development
agencies are limited, including with the Rome-based agencies (i.e., FAO and WFP).
The latter is a priority for the Government and IFAD, which will need enhanced
attention in the future.

Good evolution in IFAD’s operating model, but further adjustments would
bring added value (see paragraphs 260-267, and 343-347). The establishment of
the IFAD country office in Salvador in mid-2011 has been an excellent
development, bringing IFAD closer to the ground and enabling the Fund to conduct
more timely supervision and implementation support and to strengthen the
dialogue in the north-east region with different actors.

The continued presence of the Brazil CPM at IFAD headquarters is a limiting factor,
especially in national policy dialogue at the highest level with federal agencies and
other development partners, identifying and nurturing strategic partnerships,
scaling up impact and knowledge sharing, and pursuing SSTC. These activities
require continuous engagement at the country level that is not possible through
periodic missions from Rome. Outposting of the CPM to Brazil would allow the Fund
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to have a multiplier effect to strengthen its development effectiveness in a broader
sense, and enhance its participation, credibility and visibility in key agriculture
processes in the country. Moreover, spending time in managing other IFAD country
programmes concurrently constrains the CPM from providing full attention to the
Brazil country programme, which it deserves in light of the importance and size of
the Brazil-IFAD partnership. The CPM’s permanent presence in the country would
be a key driver in raising the bar of the partnership, which is currently assessed
holistically as being nearly satisfactory, to satisfactory or even highly satisfactory.

Direct supervision and implementation support in all new operations and the two
closed projects covered by this evaluation has proven to be another important
adjustment to IFAD’s operating model since the 2007 CPE. The supervision model
is good with a major role for staff in the IFAD Country Office, who are supported by
a network of Brazilian and international consultants. One fact that will need
consideration is how to ensure timely supervision and implementation support to
the six new projects that are all mostly in their start-up phases and new operations
that are likely to be funded in IFAD10 (2016-2018), irrespective of whether the
new operations are located in the north, semi-arid northeast, or non-semi-arid
northeast regions.

Weaknesses in M&E and results measurement have been a common aspect
across the portfolio, though there are some signs of improvement (see
paragraphs 293-296, 386 and 398). The terms of reference of one of the staff hired
in 2014 in the IFAD country office emphasize support to M&E activities, which is an
encouraging development. COSOP annual reviews and the midterm review were of
good quality and were done in a timely manner. The Fund’s internal self-evaluation
system is also good, but it understandably relies on effective and efficient M&E
systems at the project and country level.

Notwithstanding the above, independent evaluations of the two closed projects
examined by the CPE raised issues about inadequate M&E systems that did not
sufficiently capture outcome and impact level data. No baseline surveys have been
done in the new projects so far, and their M&E systems are still being developed.
The application of IFAD’s RIMS has also posed a challenge at the project level,
though recent developments indicate that a common framework for M&E across
projects is being finalized. M&E of grant-funded activities, especially non-lending
activities, has not been done in a systematic manner. With regard to the latter,
sharper and more measureable indicators as part of the COSOP results
measurement framework would have facilitated the task.

All in all, M&E activities — which are also at the foundation of furthering country
strategy objectives of enhancing knowledge sharing, learning and policy dialogue —
have in general not received the required level of resources and attention in the
past.

Recommendations®®

The CPE makes three strategic recommendations and leaves it to the Government
of Brazil and IFAD to take forward other opportunities and challenges raised in this
evaluation.

Recommendation 1: Focus and priorities of the country strategy and
operations (see paragraphs 422, 431, 434, 441 and 446). The CPE recommends
that the country strategy and projects devote more explicit attention to smallholder
agricultural activities, which is at the core of IFAD’s mandate and comparative
advantage, as a vehicle for improving incomes and rural livelihoods. This would
include priority to agriculture and food production and productivity enhancements
through investments in adaptive research and extension to address climate change

8 Each main recommendation has been cross-referenced to the pertinent paragraphs in the conclusions. The purpose
of doing so is to illustrate that the recommendations clearly stem from the evaluation’s conclusions.
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issues, water resources management and irrigation development, value chain
development with appropriate linkages to input and output markets, greater
engagement of private sector actors (for instance, in value addition and agro-
processing) and the promotion of financial inclusion of the poor. IFAD investments
should continue to provide essential rural support services to promote family
farming, but a better balance between agricultural and non-agricultural activities
should also be a pursued.

Opportunities for working in the north of the country — with a primary focus on
indigenous people — on a pilot basis is worth exploring in the next COSOP and
lending cycle. Similarly, opportunities of working in other uncovered states and
regions of the non-semi-arid region of the north-east may be considered, given the
poverty profile of rural people who live there. The opportunities and challenges of
possible expansion to geographic areas beyond the current states covered should
be carefully studied.

The country strategy should be costed and include an estimate of all types of
resources (for investments, grants, non-lending activities, south-south and
triangular cooperation, and administrative resources) needed to achieve COSOP
objectives. Its results measurement framework should include measurable
indicators that can be tracked during implementation and evaluated periodically,
including at completion. The COSOP should also clearly specify the time frame it
will cover.

Recommendation 2: Strengthen engagement in non-lending activities
including South-South and Triangular Cooperation (see paragraphs 423, 434-
436). Building on the good work done since 2008, IFAD should devote even more
attention to non-lending activities, including south-south and triangular
cooperation, in the future country programme.

This will require enhanced work in capturing project experiences and a more
systematic way of disseminating lessons learned and good practices, also to
strengthen IFAD’s visibility and brand. The lending programme would mainly be the
basis for learning lessons and identifying good practices in promoting poverty
reduction in remote rural areas. A programme of knowledge cooperation would
include attention to documenting and sharing experiences and lessons from Brazil
that can help towards scaling up success stories in the country and elsewhere, as
well as proactively supporting activities and organizing events that will promote the
transfer of IFAD’s accumulated knowledge, good practices, and lessons in
smallholder agriculture and rural development from other countries to Brazil. With
regard to the latter, one concrete area is indigenous peoples’ development, where
IFAD’s rich experience in other countries could be of use in supporting the
development of indigenous peoples in the north and north-east of the country.

In addition to maintaining a close dialogue with the Ministry of Planning, Budget
and Management and the Ministry of Agrarian Development, strengthening
partnerships and policy dialogue with a wider range of federal agencies should be
actively pursued. Concrete partnerships with multilateral and bilateral development
organizations should be developed, for instance, in the areas of cofinancing
operations, knowledge sharing, policy dialogue, scaling up and south-south and
triangular cooperation. Greater engagement of private sector actors and academic
and research institutions would also add value to the activities supported by IFAD
in Brazil.

South-south and triangular cooperation should be a key objective in the new
country strategy, in cooperation particularly with the Rome-based agencies dealing
with food and agriculture and other development partners working in agriculture in
the country. IFAD south-south and triangular cooperation activities should be
anchored in the Fund’s investment operations and focussed on few topics, such as
promotion of family farming, an area in which IFAD has gained quite a bit of
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experience in the past decade in Brazil. The COSOP should clearly articulate the
specific objectives, focus and measures of success for south-south and triangular
cooperation. All this will require strengthened M&E systems, both at the project
level and the country level.

Recommendation 3: Further adjustments to IFAD’s operating model for
greater development effectiveness (see paragraphs 423, 430 and 438).
Attention needs to be devoted to consolidating activities related to the six on-going
operations to ensure desired results, which will required continued focus and
support by the IFAD country team working on Brazil. Moreover, there is need for a
better balance between lending and non-lending activities including enhanced
national policy dialogue with federal agencies for scaling up impact and knowledge
sharing.

In order to effectively realise the above, the CPE recommends the out-posting of
the IFAD country programme manager to Brazil. The recommendation of out-
posting the country programme manager is primarily aimed at enhancing the
broader impact of the important IFAD-Brazil partnership in promoting better rural
livelihoods, recognising the possible cost implications this might have for the Fund.

Under the broader guidance of the country programme manager, the IFAD Country
Office staff should continue to provide timely supervision and implementation
support to IFAD investment operations. In addition to supervising its staff, the
country programme manager would take the lead in high-level policy dialogue,
identifying opportunities for strategic and institutional partnerships (especially
beyond the project level), south-south and triangular cooperation, and knowledge
sharing. The country programme manager would also devote time to enhancing
IFAD’s visibility and brand.

Finally, the country programme manager should have exclusive responsibilities for
Brazil, and not be concurrently responsible for other IFAD country programmes.
The out-posting of the CPM would require a Professional-level staff member at
headquarters to be assigned on a part-time basis to the Brazil programme to
follow-up on day-to-day operational matters requiring attention at headquarters.
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Ratings of IFAD-funded project portfolio covered by the 2015 Brazil CPE®

60T

Dom Hélder Gente de Viva o Semi Dom Paulo Dom Hélder
Criteria Céamara | Valor Arido PROCASE Téavora Freire Camara Il Pro-Semi-Arid  Overall portfolio
Project performance
Relevance 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Effectiveness 5 4 NR 4 NR NR NR NR NR
Efficiency 4 4 NR 4 NR NR NR NR NR
Project performance b 4.7 4.3 NR 4.3 NR NR NR NR NR
Rural poverty impact
Household income and net assets 5 4 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR
Human and social capital and 6 5 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR
empowerment
Food security and agricultural NR NR
productivity 5 5 NR NR NR NR NR
. NR NR
Natural resources, environment and
climate change 5 5 NR NR NR NR NR
Institutions and policies 5 4 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR
Rural poverty impact © 5 5 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR
Other performance criteria
Sustainability 4 4 NR 4 NR NR NR NR NR
Innovation and scaling up 5 5 NR 4 NR NR NR NR NR
Gender equality and women'’s NR 5 NR 4 NR NR NR NR NR
empowerment
Overall project portfolio achievement d 5 5 NR 4 NR NR NR NR NR
Performance of partners
IFAD 5 4 NR 5 NR NR NR NR NR
Government 5 4 NR 3 NR NR NR NR NR

& Rating scale: 1 - highly unsatisfactory; 2 - unsatisfactory; 3 - moderately unsatisfactory; 4 - moderately satisfactory; 5 - satisfactory; 6 - highly satisfactory; NR - not rated.

® Arithmetic average of ratings for relevance, effectiveness and efficiency.

° This is not an average of ratings of individual impact domains.

This is not an average of ratings of individual evaluation criteria but an overarching assessment of the project, drawing upon the rating for relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, rural poverty impact,
sustainability, innovation and scaling up, and gender.
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IFAD-financed projects approved since 1980 in the Federative Republic of Brazil

Short Total cost  IFAD Fin Beneficiary Planned/
Project project Project. (Uss (US$ Cofinancing Govt.(US$ financing (US$ Board Loan Project actual Current
ID Project name name type millions) millions)  (US$ millions)  millions) millions) Cofinancier  approval effectiveness completion closing date status
51 Ceard Second Ceara Rural 151 25 44.8 82.14 - IBRD 04/12/1980 17/06/1981 30/06/1987 23/12/1988 Closed
Rural Second
Development Project
Project
344  Low-Income Low- Rural 26 17.9 - 8.03 - - 02/12/1993 16/10/1995 31/12/2002 21/10/2003 Closed
Family Support income
Project in the Family
Semi-Arid Support
Region of
Sergipe State
493 Community Communit Rural 40.4 20.1 - 19.8 0.4 - 07/12/1995 03/12/1996 30/11/2005 31/05/2006 Closed
Development y Dev. Rio
Project for Rio  Gaviao
Gaviado Region
Projects included in Brazil’'s CPE
Short Total cost  IFAD fin. Govt. Beneficiary Planned/
Project project Project. (Uss (US$  Cofinancing (US$ financing (US$ Board Loan Project actual Current
ID Project. name  name type  millions)  millions) (US$ millions)  millions) millions)  Cofinancier approval effectiveness completion closing date status
1101  Sustainable Dom Credit 99.3 25 45.7 (39.9 25.5 3 GEF Banco 03/12/1998 21/12/2000 31/12/2009 30/05/2011  Closed
Development Hélder Domestic) do Nordeste
Project for Céamara |
Agrarian Reform
Settlements in
the Semi-Arid
North-East
1486 Semi-arid Viva o Rural 39.1 20 - 12.47 6.6 - 15/09/2009 09/04/2013 30/06/2020 31/12/2020  Ongoing
Sustainable Semi
Development  Arido
Project in the
State of Piaui
1487 Cariri and PROCASE Rural 49.7 25 - 15.5 9.2 - 15/12/2009 17/10/2012 31/12/2018 30/06/2019 Ongoing
Serid6
Sustainable

Development
Project
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Short Total cost  IFAD fin. Govt. Beneficiary Planned/
Project project Project. (Uss (US$  Cofinancing (US$ financing (US$ Board Loan Project actual Current
ID Project. name  name type  millions)  millions) (US$ millions)  millions) millions) Cofinancier approval effectiveness completion closing date status
1563 Rural Business Dom Credit 37.8 16 - 12.6 9.2 - 21/09/2012 30/08/2013 30/09/2019 31/03/2020 Ongoing
for Small Tavora
Producers
Project
1619 Productive Paulo Rural 94.9 32.2 8 39.82 14.9 Spanish  21/09/2012 27/06/2013 30/06/2019 31/12/2019 Ongoing
Development Freire Trust Fund
and Capacity- Project (Through
Building Project IFAD)
1620 Policy Dom Rural 125.3 3 15 82 25.2 Spanish  11/12/2013 22/08/2014 30/09/2020 31/03/2021 Ongoing
Coordination Hélder Trust Fund
and Dialogue Céamara ll (Through
for Reducing IFAD)
Poverty and
Inequalities in
Semi-Arid
North-east
Brazil
1674 Rural Pro-Semi- Rural 105.8 45 - 50 10.8 - 11/12/2013 20/08/2014 30/09/2020 31/03/2021 Ongoing
Sustainable Arid
Development Project

Project in the
Semi-arid
Region of Bahia
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IFAD-funded grants with activities in the Federative Republic of Brazil since 2008

LGS
ID/Flexcube . Year of Amount
ID Title of grant Recipient Approval (US$)
1036 Regional Research and Dissemination Programme on International Development Research
Campesino Innovations: A Joint IFAD-IDRC Initiative (Scaling up Centre
Rural Innovations) 2008 1 000 000
1039 Programme for Designing Integrated Financing Strategies for Global Mechanism of the UNCCD
UNCCD Implementation in Selected Countries of Asia and the
Pacific, and Latin America and the Caribbean 2008 1 250 000
1044 Capacity-Building for Women and Men Farmers’ Leaders in South  National Association of Rural Youth -
America Terra Livre 2008 124 000
1056 Institutional Consolidation of the Commission on Family Farming  Southern Cone Common Mark
of the Common Market of the South (MERCOSUR) 2008 1 080 000
1073 Improving Sustainability of Impacts of Agricultural Water International Water Management
Management Interventions in Challenging Contexts Institute 2008 1200 000
1086 Learning and Sharing Knowledge on Climate Change and Praia Foundation
Mitigation in the Amazonian Basin 2008 181 400
1109 Strengthening Rural Organizations for Policy Dialogue in South Confederation of Family Farmer
America programme Producer Organizations of
MERCOSUR 2009 416 000
1152 Developing Terra Madre in Brazil Slow Food International 2009 120 000
1167 Programme for Designing Integrated Financing Strategies for Global Mechanism of the UNCCD
UNCCD Implementation in Selected Countries of Asia and the
Pacific, and Latin America and the Caribbean 2009 1 250 000
1169 Regional Programme in Support of Rural Populations of African International Center for Tropical
Descent in Latin America Agriculture 2009 1 500 000
1178 Learning Routes Training Programme |l Corporacion Regional de Capacitacion
en Desarrollo Rural 2009 1500 000
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LGS
ID/Flexcube . Year of Amount
ID Title of grant Recipient Approval (US$)
1187 Policy Dialogue on Family Farming in Middle-income Countries United Nations Office for Project
Services - Panama 2009 200 000
1192 Strengthening Support to Afro-Descendants through the International Center for Tropical
Institutional Consolidation of the ACUA Programme, Brazil Agriculture 2009 197 650
1206 Africa-Brazil Agricultural Innovation Marketplace Fundacao Arthur Bernardes 2010 500 000
1305 Promoting Young People’s Entrepreneurship in Poor Rural Corporacion Regional de Capacitacion 2011 2 000 000
Territories in Latin America and the Caribbean en Desarrollo Rural
1312 Disseminating CPWF Innovations and Adoption Processes for International Water Management 2011 1 000 000
Water and Food, and Piloting their Mainstreaming in the IFAD Institute
Portfolio
1317 Programme for the Development of Alternative Biofuel Crops World Agroforestry Centre 2011 2 500 000
1326 Public policy dialogue on family farming and food security in the Centro Latinoamericano para la 2011 1 800 000
Southern Cone of Latin America Economia Humana
1334 LAC-Brazil Agricultural Innovation Marketplace Fundacao Arthur Bernardes 2011 500 000
1369 Programme to Increase the Visibility and Strengthen the Fundacion Acua 2011 1750 000
Entrepreneurship of Rural Afro-descendant Communities in Latin
America
SP-16 Knowledge Management in the North eastern Semi-Arid Region Inter-American Institute for Cooperation 2011 4132 605
of Brazil on Agriculture
1373 Programme for Conditional Cash Transfers and Rural Universidad de Los Andes 2012 1750 000
Development in Latin America
2000000141 A global partnership to promote local sustainable food systems Slow Food International 2013 500 000
that include small farmers and indigenous organizations
2000000209 Programme for Inclusive Growth, Rural Productive Policy and Comisién Econémica Para América 2013 1490 770
Participatory Value Chains in Latin America and the Caribbean Latina y el Caribe
Total 27 942 425

*Names of recipients as given in the GRIPS System.
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The focus, results and lessons of other selected
development partners in Brazil

1.

The United Nations Development Programme’s (UNDP)! evaluation aimed to
evaluate and analyse the contribution of UNDP to the country’s development
results. In the period covered by the evaluation, UNDP’s assistance focused in the
following thematic areas: (i) social and inclusion policies; (ii) human rights and
public security; (iii) modernizing the state; (iv) environment; and (v) Millennium
Development Goals, governance, and South-South Cooperation.

The evaluation notes that, overall, UNDP’s contribution to advocacy and project
support was relevant, and that UNDP is an important partner in the implementation
of Brazilian public policies. The assessment of UNDP’s action was effective in most
cases; however there were areas in which effectiveness was considered low such
as environment and human rights, and public security.

The efficiency and sustainability of UNDP’s actions is the most problematic of all the
criteria evaluated. Some of the issues raised include UNDP’s lack of agility to
support the projects, conflict between the application of UNDP procurement rules
and those established by federal law, and lack of adequate personnel in various
supported areas.

The evaluation used a five-point scale to assess UNDP’s interventions (with one
being the lowest score and five the highest). The evaluation provided a composite
rating, combining the performance in each of the thematic areas assessed. Overall,
relevance receives a score of five, effectiveness a four (although effectiveness in
promoting human rights and public security and environment received a rating of
three). Finally, efficiency and sustainability each received an overall rating of three.

The World Bank’s? overall lending to Brazil during the evaluation period was
US$16.8 billion. The four strategic pillars included: equity, sustainability,
competitiveness, and foundations for economic progress and governance.

The results on the first pillar towards a more equitable Brazil were “satisfactory”,
largely due to the reduction of poverty through the income transfer programme for
poor families (Bolsa familia), which by 2010 provided transfer for almost 50 million
beneficiaries, about 22 per cent of Brazil’'s population. The results of the second
pillar towards a more sustainable Brazil were “moderately satisfactory”. According
to the Independent Evaluation Group’s evaluation, Bank support assisted to
enhance water resources management in priority river basins, mostly in the north-
east area, and reinforced the National Water Agency. However, despite a significant
improvement in the provision of water supply to households, the results in other
aspects such as enhancing water quality were very modest. The results for the
third pillar on a more competitive Brazil were “moderately unsatisfactory”. One of
the issues found by the evaluation was the high costs of starting a business,
registering property and paying taxes in Brazil. Since then, however, some states
already started to simplify policies and procedures in this area. Finally, the results
on the fourth pillar on sound and macroeconomic and public sector management
were “satisfactory”. The overall assessment of the Bank’s activities in Brazil were
considered “moderately satisfactory” by the evaluation.

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations’s (FAO’s)? financial
resources of all national projects during the period under evaluation reached
approximately US$100 million. The FAO'’s strategic objective for the period 2000-
2015 are: (i) reducing food insecurity and rural poverty; (ii) ensuring enabling
policy and regulatory frameworks for food, agriculture, fisheries and forestry;

! UNDP: Evaluation conducted in 2011 for the periods 2002-2006 and 2007-2010.
2 World Bank: Evaluation conducted in 2013 for the period 2004-2011.
% FAO: Evaluation conducted in 2011 for the period 2002-2010.
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11.

12.

(iii) creating sustainable increases in the supply and availability; (iv) conserving
and enhancing sustainable use of the natural resources base of agricultural, fishery
and forest products; and (v) generating knowledge of food and agriculture,
fisheries, and forestry. The overall results in the area of food security were positive.

The evaluation concluded that FAQO’s collaboration in Brazil has been relevant,
mostly efficient and effective, and sustainable in many cases. One of FAO’s
contribution was to support the development of policy instruments, sharing
international expertise and experience and building institutional capacity. The areas
benefiting by such contribution were fishery, forestry, sustainable agriculture, food
security, and right to food. Also, FAO was responsible for facilitating the adoption of
international standards and norms for agriculture.

Overall, however, neither gender equality nor social inclusion was mainstreamed
systematically into FAO projects, and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) tools were
not provided sufficient attention. FAO-supported projects reflected the country’s
social, economic, and environmental priorities, but the evaluation found few
national projects were supported by FAO in agriculture. This was due partly to the
strong national capacity in agriculture and partly to the low performance by the
organization as an honest broker and facilitator of debate and exchange on
controversial issues. The evaluation report does not include ratings for the different
evaluation criteria applied.

Inter-American Development Bank’s (IDB’s)* total operations during the
evaluation period were US$10,130 billion (for 102 projects). During the evaluation
period, all projects were considered consistent with the Bank’s four priorities which
are: (i) productivity and infrastructure, according priority to small- and medium-
size enterprises and to the use of public private partnership model in new
investments; (ii) poverty, equity, and human capital formation, with emphasis on
income-distribution programmes as a short term measure for poverty alleviation
and education and health programs as sustainable measures for enhancing equity;
(iii) living conditions and efficiency in cities and integrating action for reducing
poverty in urban areas through improvements in habitability, efficiency, and
environmental qualities in cities; and (iv) modernization of the state and
institutional strengthening.

The evaluation’s main conclusion was that the country programme was relevant.
However, there were issues regarding operational efficiency and development
effectiveness partly due to the operational model. The evaluation also found
worrying trends in terms of operational efficiency in the delivery of services to
Brazil. Preparation time and cost measures have generally worsened due to a
number of factors. The first is the higher proportion of lending to subnational
governments in the portfolio, given that operational efficiency indicators for state
and municipality-implemented projects are weak. The second is the relative lack of
standardization of umbrella operations to sub-regional governments. Third, there is
insufficient use of local partners in the delivery and supervision of projects. Fourth,
there is an almost exclusive use of the investment lending instrument, and within
investment lending, limited adoption of country systems.

In terms of effectiveness, the Bank’s portfolio shows an improvement in the clarity
of measurable expected results of projects and the greater use of ex-ante cost-
benefit calculations. There is no commensurate improvement in the measurement
of actual development results. For a large number of active and closed projects no
data were or are being collected to document development results. However, where
there are data, they show that the Bank is often achieving development results
according to existing project completion reports. The absence of a tracking system
for outputs and the lack of a dissemination system to facilitate third party access to
those outputs reduce the value of knowledge generated.

* IDB: Evaluation conducted in 2011 for the period 2007-2010.
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13. Norway. As mentioned earlier, Norway is the largest bi-lateral donor to Brazil. Its
most recent country evaluation was conducted in 2010. The evaluation focused on
the Amazon Fund?® initiative with the strategy to Reduce Emissions from
Deforestation and Forest Degradation through the Norway’s International Climate
Forest Initiative. In terms of relevance, the evaluation is positive about policy
decisions taken and improved governance. Effectiveness and efficiency were
difficult to assess given to the early stages of implementation of the programme.
However, the evaluation showed that the support had successfully stimulated the
Brazilian environment and climate policy debates and efforts to reduce
deforestation. On the other hand, it was noticed that there is not a clear strategy
for sustainability of funds in order to reduce dependence on international
donations.

® The Amazon Fund is a performance-based fund aimed at raising donations for non-reimbursable investments in
efforts to prevent, monitor, and combat deforestation, as well as to promote the preservation and sustainable use of
forest.
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of the 2007 Brazil CPE

2007 Brazil CPE recommendations,

agreed by IFAD and Government
(See CPE ACP)

Joint response of IFAD and
the Government, as
included in the ACP

Follow-up reported by
Management in the 2009
PRISMA

Assessment by the 2015 Brazil
CPE

Strengthen innovation promotion,
including KM

- Innovation in agricultural
technology

- Establishment of wider
partnership

- Documentation of good
practices

Partnership to support the IFAD
Country Programme

- Explore direct lending to the
States

- Maintain close dialogue and
communication with federal
government

- Intensify cooperation state
governments, municipal
authorities and civil society

- Enhance partnerships with
multilateral and bilateral
development agencies

Explore other geographical focus

and targeting options

- Continued to focus on the north-
east region

- |dentification opportunities for
supporting indigenous peoples
in the north of the country
(Amazon)

Redefine priority areas of

operations

- Support services for small
farmers

- Enhance market linkages and
provision of microfinance

- Provision of support to the
agrarian reform settlements

IFAD would take the lead in
implementing this
recommendation in the
framework of the
development of the new
Brazil COSOP which will be
presented to the Executive
Board by December 2008.

IFAD and the Government
of Brazil would be
responsible for
implementing this
recommendation, which
would also be reflected in
the new COSOP and
operations funded by IFAD
in the future in Brazil.

IFAD should implement this
recommendation, while
developing the COSOP, in
consultation with the
Government of Brazil and
its concerned agencies.

IFAD should take the lead
in implementing this
recommendation by
seeking the support of the
Technical Advisory Division
and in consultation with the
Government of Brazil and
other international financial
institutions operating in
Brazil. These issues would
also be covered in the new
COSOP for the country.

In relation to KM, in the

2009 report it is claimed that

"the programme will launch

discussions and knowledge-

sharing networks so that
successful experiences and
technologies for
development can be
exchanged in particular in
the semi-arid north easier
region" (p. 11, vol. 10)

The 2009 Report claims that

in response to the sub-
recommendation relating to
policy dialogue, IFAD
approved the third and final
grant to Commission on
Family Farming (REAF).
The objectives of the grants
are to: (i) consolidate the
REAF; (ii) prepare an
impact assessment;

(iii) disseminate lessons
learned to other IFAD
partners in Latin America
and other regional groups.
As a response to the
necessity to strengthen the
dialogue at the federal level,
the report highlights that the
Federal Government fully
endorsed the new COSOP
(p. 9, para. 39)

The 2009 report claims
that the 2008 COSOP for
Brazil will work towards
providing access to
markets under rewarding
and sustainable conditions
through measures such
as: (a) improving
productive infrastructure,
equipment and support
services; (b) strengthening
farmers‘ organizations;

(c) promoting and
supporting productive
alliances; (d) providing
incentives to small-scale
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This recommendation has been
partly implemented. Good efforts
have been made to establish
knowledge partnerships and
document lessons, but the
visibility and knowledge of IFAD’s
experiences, lessons and work
can be further strengthened.
Insufficient attention has been
devoted to agricultural
technology.

This recommendation has been
partly implemented. Strong
partnerships have been
established with subnational
authorities including civil society.
Direct lending to states
implemented in all new six
projects after 2008. Strong
dialogue has been established
only with some federal agencies,
but there is scope for expanding
cooperation with other federal
agencies. Little concrete
partnerships are in place with
multilateral and bilateral
development agencies including
the United Nations Rome-based
agencies.

This recommendation has been
partly implemented. All new
projects funded after 2008 have
been in the north-east region,
which was appropriate at the time
to build a new portfolio in the
poorest region of the country.
However, no operation covers the
Amazon, and it is timely to re-
consider this option in the future.

This recommendation has been
largely implemented in the
2008 COSOP and design of new
projects. However, the results of
the two closed projects and early
implementation of the six new
projects shows that skills and
capacities of technical
assistance service providers
need enhancement. Moreover,
market linkages, private sector
engagement and financial
inclusion needs expansion. The
CPE also finds insufficient
attention to agriculture activities
in implementation, though they
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2007 Brazil CPE recommendations,

agreed by IFAD and Government
(See CPE ACP)

Joint response of IFAD and
the Government, as
included in the ACP

Follow-up reported by
Management in the 2009
PRISMA

Assessment by the 2015 Brazil
CPE

IFAD's operating model

- Conduct direct supervision and
implementation support in
ongoing and new projects

- Establish sub-regional office in
Brazil, covering MERCOSUR
countries

- Increase resource allocation in
Brazil within the PBAS
framework including towards
non-lending activities

IFAD should implement this
recommendation in close
consultation with the
Government of Brazil by
December 2008

farmers. Also it is affirmed
that these strategic
objectives have been
incorporated into the
design of new projects (p.
9, para.35)

are part of design. None of the
projects are classified as
agriculture.

This recommendation has been
largely implemented. The two
closed projects and all new
projects are directly supervised
by IFAD. A Country Office
established in mid-2011, covering
only Brazil but not the
MERCOSUR. All resources
under the PBAS have been used
for new loans, and additional
resources under the Spanish
Trust Fund provided to Brazil.
Grants have been used for non-
lending activities, but more
resources (human and financial)
are needed.
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Definition of the evaluation criteria used by I10E

Criteria Definition 2

Project performance

Relevance The extent to which the objectives of a development intervention are consistent
with beneficiaries’ requirements, country needs, institutional priorities and
partner and donor policies. It also entails an assessment of project design in
achieving its objectives.

Effectiveness The extent to which the development intervention’s objectives were achieved, or
are expected to be achieved, taking into account their relative importance.

Efficiency A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.)
are converted into results.

Impact is defined as the changes that have occurred or are expected to occur in
the lives of the rural poor (whether positive or negative, direct or indirect,
intended or unintended) as a result of development interventions.

Rural poverty impact b

Household income and Household income provides a means of assessing the flow of economic benefits

assets accruing to an individual or group, whereas assets relate to a stock of
accumulated items of economic value.

Human and social capital Human and social capital and empowerment include an assessment of the

and empowerment changes that have occurred in the empowerment of individuals, the quality of

grass-roots organizations and institutions, and the poor’s individual and
collective capacity.

Food security and Changes in food security relate to availability, access to food and stability of

agricultural productivity access, whereas changes in agricultural productivity are measured in terms of
yields.

Natural resources, the The focus on natural resources and the environment involves assessing the

environment and climate extent to which a project contributes to changes in the protection, rehabilitation

change or depletion of natural resources and the environment as well as in mitigating

the negative impact of climate change or promoting adaptation measures.

Institutions and policies The criterion relating to institutions and policies is designed to assess changes
in the quality and performance of institutions, policies and the regulatory
framework that influence the lives of the poor.

Other performance criteria

Sustainability The likely continuation of net benefits from a development intervention beyond
the phase of external funding support. It also includes an assessment of the
likelihood that actual and anticipated results will be resilient to risks beyond the
project’s life.

Innovation and scaling up The extent to which IFAD development interventions have: (i) introduced
innovative approaches to rural poverty reduction; and (ii) the extent to which
these interventions have been (or are likely to be) replicated and scaled up by
government authorities, donor organizations, the private sector and others

agencies.
Gender equality and The criterion assesses the efforts made to promote gender equality and
women’s empowerment women’s empowerment in the design, implementation, supervision and

implementation support, and evaluation of IFAD-assisted projects.

Overall project achievement  This provides an overarching assessment of the project, drawing upon the
analysis made under the various evaluation criteria cited above.

Performance of partners This criterion assesses the contribution of partners to project design, execution,
IFAD monitoring and reporting, supervision and implementation support, and
evaluation. It also assesses the performance of individual partners against their

Government expected role and responsibilities in the project life cycle.

& These definitions have been taken from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development/Development Assistance
Committee Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results-Based Management and from the IFAD Evaluation Manual (2009).
bThe IFAD Evaluation Manual also deals with the ‘lack of intervention’, that is, no specific intervention may have been foreseen or
intended with respect to one or more of the five impact domains. In spite of this, if positive or negative changes are detected and
can be attributed in whole or in part to the project, a rating should be assigned to the particular impact domain. On the other hand, if
no changes are detected and no intervention was foreseen or intended, then no rating (or the mention ‘not applicable’) is assigned.
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List of key persons met

Government
Mr Patrus Ananias, Minister for Agrarian Development

Mr Claudio Castelo Branco Puty, Secretary, Secretariat for the Internal Affairs (SEAIN) of
the Ministry of Planning, Budget and Management

Mr Carlos Eduardo Lampert Costa, Deputy Secretary, SEAIN

Mr Benvindo Belluco, former Deputy Secretary, SEAIN

Mr Jodo Guilherme Abré&o, Head of Cabinet, SEAIN

Mr Marcelo Moises de Paula, General Coordinator for External Funding (COGEX), SEAIN

Ms Maria Fatima Cavalcanti, Coordinator, Unit of Coordination for support to the
Secretariats, SEAIN

Mr Rafael Ranieri, General coordinator of the Unit of coordination/management of
relations with international organizations (COGER), SEAIN

Mr Ronald Ferreira de Melo, (COGER), SEAIN
H.E. Jodo Almino de Souza Filho, Director, Brazilian Cooperation Agency (ABC)

Mr Humberto Oliveira, Secretary, Secretariat of the Territorial Development, of the
Ministry of Agrarian Development (MDA)

Ms Cristina Timponi Cambiaghi, Head of the Advisory Council for International Affairs,
MDA

Mr Caio Tibério da Rocha, Secretary, Secretariat of Development of Farming and
Cooperativism, Ministry of Agriculture, Farming and Food Supply (MAPA)

Mr Francisco Fujita de Castro Melo, Advisor, Secretariat of Development of Farming and
Cooperativism, MAPA

Mr Renato de Oliveira Brito, General coordinator of environmental sustainability, MAPA
Mr Rui Samarcos Lora, Advisor, MAPA

Mr Assis do Couto, National Deputy (Head of Family Farming Commission)

Mrs Leticia Gobbi, Chief of Cabinet for Assis do Couto

Mr Tiago Duarte Horta, Superintendent for Family Agriculture of the National Company
for Public Supply (CONAB)

Mr Gustavo Lund Viegas, Manager for Monitoring and Control for Family Agriculture,
(CONAB)

Mr Felipe Jalfim, Coordinator for Planning and Monitoring of the Dom Hélder Camara (I
and 1)

Mr Fabio dos Santos Santiago, Technical Coordinator of the Dom Hélder Camara (I and
1))

Mr Cristiano da Fonte Neves, Administrative Manager of the Dom Hélder Camara (I and
1))

Mr Geraldo Firmino da Silva, Financial Manager of the Dom Hélder Camara (I and I1)

Mr Francisco Lima, Secretary of the State Secretariat for Agriculture and Fisheries
(SEDAP), State of Piaui

Mr Antonio Rodrigues de Souza Neto, Secretary of the State Secretariat for Planning
(SEPLAN), State of Piaui
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Mr Carlos Alberto da Silva, Director of the Unit for Poverty Relief of SEPLAN, State of
Piaui.

Mr Eugenio Carneiro, Legal Advisor of SEPLAN, State of Piaui

Ms Edna Maciel, Communication Advisor, State of Piaui

Mr Emilio Joaquim de Oliveira Junior, Superintendent of State Treasury, State of Piaui

Mr Marcio Kildari, Director of Administration and Financing, Secretariat of Work and
Development

Mr Marcos Avelino, Administration and Treasury of the Secretariat of Rural Development,
State of Piaui

Mr Fabio Neto, Credit Operations keeper, State of Piaui

Mr Mauro Gomez de Lima, Director of the Public Debt, State Treasury (SEFAZ), State of
Piaui

Mr Emilio Joaquim de Oliveira Junior, SEFAZ, State of Piaui

Mr Sergio Goncalves de Miranda, Superintendent of the Technical and Financial
Cooperation, State of Piaui

Ms Maria Lucia Araudjo e Silva, Director of the Unit for the Fight against Rural poverty,
State of Piaui

Mr Jose Barros, Secretary, Secretariat for Education (SEDUC), State of Piaui
Mr Natali Oliveira, SEDUC, State of Piaui
Mr Dante Galvao, SEDUC, State of Piaui

Mr Marcio Kildare Saraiva, Director for Administrative and Financial Affairs, Secretariat of
Labour and Entrepreneurship (SETRE), State of Piaui

Ms Carla Suarez Santos, Director for Professional Qualification, SETRE, State of Piaui
Mr Fabio Neves, Financial Analyst, SETRE, State of Piaui
Mr Cristovam Colombo dos Santos Cruz, Financial Director, SETRE, State of Piaui

Mr Romulo Aradjo Montenegro, Secretary, Secretariat for Agriculture and Fishery
(SEDAP), State of Paraiba

Mr Lenildo Dias de Morais, Secretary, Secretariat for Family Farming and Semiarid
Development (SEAFDS), State of Paraiba

Mr Hélio Silva Barbosa, Coordinator of PROCASE, State of Paraiba

Ms Ana Patricia Sampaio, Technical Adviser, State of Paraiba

Mr Nicholas Queiroz, Sub-coordinator for Farmer Organizations Support, State of Paraiba
Mr Alex Pimentel, Technical Adviser, State of Paraiba

Ms Elimar Maria Neves de Sousa, M&E Specialist, State of Paraiba

Ms Priscila Esteva@o da Cunha, Research Fellow, State of Paraiba

Mr Danilo Luna de Albumquerque, Communication Specialist, State of Paraiba

Mr Felipe Leal de Alcantara, Agronomist, State of Paraiba

Mr Francisco Jose Teixeira, Secretary, Secretariat for Agrarian Development (SDA), State
of Ceara

Ms Iris Tavares, Coordinator of the Paulo Freire Project, State of Ceara

Ms Regina Régia Rodrigues Cavalcante, agronomist, supervisor of the Productive
Development and Environmental Sustainability, State of Ceara
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Ms, Sandra Bandeira, Former Coordinator of Paulo Freire, Present Vice-coordinator, State
of Ceara

Ms Francisca Lucia Ferreira de Sousa, M&E specialist, Paulo Freire Project, State of Ceara

Ms Elaine Lima Paiva, Supervisor of the Capacity Development Component, Paulo Freire
Project, State of Ceara

Mr Silvio Roberto Andrade Siqueira, Administrative and Finance Manager, Paulo Freire
Project, State of Ceara

Ms Lidiane Mourdo Mota, Advisor, Paulo Freire Project, State of Ceara
Ms Marta Sileda Reboucas da Costa, Advisor, Paulo Freire Project, State of Ceara

Ms Keila Delly Verissimo, Regional PMU of the Paulo Freire Project, Inhamuns-Crateus,
State of Ceara

Mr Josué Dantas de Oliveira, Technical Advisor of the Paulo Freire Project , Cariri Region,
State of Ceara

Mr Josemar Brito Junior, Technical Advisor of the Paulo Freire Project, Cariri Region, State
of Ceara

Mr Jerdbnimo Rodrigues, Secretary, Secretariat of Rural Development, State of Bahia

Mr Wilson José Vasconcelos Dias, Executive Director of Regional Development Agency,
Secretariat of Rural Development, State of Bahia

Mr César Mayart, Coordinator of the Pré6-semiarido Bahia Project and former Gente de
Valor project, State of Bahia

Mr Esmeraldo Leal dos Santos, Secretary, Secretariat of Agriculture and Rural
Development, State of Sergipe

Mr Eduardo Cabral de Vasconcelos Barreto, Coordinator of the Dom Tavora, State of
Sergipe

Mr Sandro Roberto Kruger, Coordinator of the Rural Development Component of the Dom
Tavora, State of Sergipe

Mr Manoel Messias Meneses Freire, Coordinator of the Capacity Building Component of
the Dom Tavora, State of Sergipe

Mr Clodualdo de Oliveira Lima, Monitoring and Evaluation specialist, Dom Tavora, State
of Sergipe

Mr Cauidonor Dos Santos, administrative and financer coordinator, Dom Tavora, State of
Sergipe

Ms Carmen Lucia da Silva, technical advisor, Dom Tavora, State of Sergipe

Mr Marcio Alonso, Alternate Permanent Representative of Brazil to Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO) in Rome

International and donor institutions

Mr Gregor Wolf, Programme Leader for Agriculture, World Bank

Mr Diego Arias Carballo, Senior Agriculture Economist, World Bank

Ms Fatima Amazonas, Senior Agriculture Specialist, World Bank

Ms Cynthia Jones, Deputy Director and Senior Policies Officer, World Food Programme
Ms Daniela Carrera Marquis, Country Representative, Inter-American Development Bank

Mr Alan Bojanic, Country Representative, FAO
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Mr Gustavo Chianca, Deputy Country Representative, FAO

Mr Jorge Chediek, United Nations Resident Coordinator/United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) Resident Representative

Mr Frederico Lacerda, Programme Advisor, UNDP

Ms Dirce Ostroski, Programme Coordinator of the Semear Programme, Inter-American
Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture (11CA)

Mr Simone Amorim, Communication coordinator, Semear Programm, IICA
Ms Marcia Sertao, Coordination Adviser, Semear Programme, [1ICA
Mr Marcos Quinan, M&E Specialist, Semear Programme, IICA

Ms Maria Elisa Tavares Sousa,Financial Specialist, Semear Programme, IICA

Research and training institutions

Mr Antonio Cezar da Cruz Forte, Centre for Economic and Social Research of the State of
Piaui (CEPRO), State of Piaui

Ms Nilza Diogenes Pessoa, CEPRO State of Piaui
Mr Luis Eduardo Leite, General Chief of Embrapa Meio Norte, State of Piaui

Mr Bruno de Almeida Souza, Chefe Adjunto de Transferéncia de tecnologia da Embrapa
Meio Norte, State of Piaui

Mr Antbénio Rodrigues, President of the Extension and Technical Assistance Enterprise of
the State of Ceara (EMATERCE), State of Ceara

Mr Jefferson Feitoza de Carvalho, President of the Enterprise for the development of
farming and stock breeding (EMDAGRO), State of Sergipe.

Mr Gismario Nobre, Director for Technical Assistance and Rural Extension, EMDAGRO,
State of Sergipe

Mr Sérgio Guerra, Director for Administrative and Financial Affairs, EMDAGRO, State of
Sergipe

Mr Gilson Barreto, Director for Rural Credit, EMDAGRO, State of Sergipe

Mr Henoque Ribeiro da Silva, Researcher, EMPRABA

Mr Paulo Cesar Nogueira, Deputy Technical Cooperation Cordinator, EMPRABA
Mr Fernando Antonio Hello, Researcher, EMPRABA

Ms Adriana M. C. Bueno, International Cooperation Analyst, EMPRABA

Beneficiaries
Maria Aparecida President of Association Caiana Community, State of Paraiba

Mr Josivaldo, Presidente of the Association of the Assentamento Paulo Freire |, State of
Paraiba

Ms Maria Joana, Vice President of the Association of the Assentamento Paulo Freire I,
State of Paraiba

Mr Ronaldo, Assentamento Paulo Freire |, State of Paraiba
Mr Rodrigo, Spokeman, Associacao do Assentamento Paulo Freire |, State of Paraiba
Mr Miguel, Adminsitrator, Associacdo do Assentamento Paulo Freire |, State of Paraiba

Mr Damiao, Presidente da Associacdo da Comunidade Salitre, State of Ceara
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Over 25 Quilombola community members, State of Ceara

Over 60 community members for the Goat Cheese Enrichment Production, State of
Sergipe

Women’s community for handicrafts, State of Sergipe

Several other beneficiaries (list to be completed)

IFAD
Mr John Mclintire, Former Associate Vice-President, Programme Management Department

Ms Josefina Stubbs, Associate Vice-President, Strategy and Knowledge Department and
former Director of the Latin America and the Caribbean Division (LAC)

Mr Joaquin Lozano, Director, Latin America and the Caribbean Division
Mr Paolo Silveri, Brazil Country Programme Manager, LAC

Mr Ivan Cossio, former Brazil Country Programme Manager, LAC

Mr Tomas Rosada, Regional Economist LAC

Ms Luisa Migliaccio, Portfolio Adviser, LAC

Mr Hardi Michael Vieira Wulf, Country Programme Officer

Mr Leonardo Bichara Rocha, Country Programme Officer

Ms Adenike Ajagunna, Country Office Assistant

Mr Danilo Pisani Souza, procurement specialist, IFAD consultant
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