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The Independent Office of Evaluation’s (IFO) Engagement in 
Impact Evaluations: past, present and future 
International cooperation and IFAD are in an evolving context. Growing global atten-
tion and demand for better evidence on development results has increased pressure on 
international development organisations to measure and report their results and impact 
more precisely, particularly since the publication of in 2006 of a “manifesto” by the Centre 
for Global Development, “When Will We Ever Learn.” The document advocates for more 
quantitative evidence for the result of anti-poverty programs, particularly through more 
robust evaluation methods including randomised control trials.  Project IEs have emerged 
as an instrument to support accountability and learning.  

Similarly, in recent years, IFAD has received requests increasingly from its member states for 
more accurate measurement of results and impact on rural poverty reduction. In response 
and in line with the decision of the Executive Board, the IOE of IFAD introduced IEs of 
completed IFAD-financed projects in 2013 as a new evaluation product.

Since then and taking into account resource availability, IOE has undertaken one impact 
evaluation per year thus far. The aim of such IEs is to measure rural poverty reduction in a 
more quantitative and rigorous manner and to promote accountability and learning from the 
experience of specific projects towards enhancing development effectiveness on the ground.
The conduct of IEs allows IOE to learn and gain hands on experience on how to address the 
challenges of applying rigorous quantitative evaluation methods to complex multi-compo-
nents rural development programs. IEs are now considered one of IOE’s key products and 
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the second edition of the IFAD Evaluation Manual, 
currently under development (IFAD 2015), includes 
a chapter dedicated to IEs.1 

It is important to underline that IOE conducts ex-
post impact evaluations, in particular at the time 
of project completion or some years later. It has 
consciously decided not to get involved in ex-ante 
IEs, which are embedded in project design and 
involve the collection of data at different intervals 
during implementation. Being involved in ex-ante 
IEs would compromise the independent of IFAD’s 
evaluation function and be inconsistent with the 
Fund’s Evaluation Policy (2011).

Conducting ex-post IE has its own challenges. For 
instance, these IEs have to rely on already existing 
baseline data or adopt methods that do not strictly 
require a baseline. The challenge is exacerbated 
because, more often than not, such baselines are 
not available or are of inadequate quality.  

In addition, ex-post IEs rule out the option of car-
rying out randomised control trials (RCTs), which 
are also often referred to as experimental methods 
to conducting impact evaluations. RCTs are called 
experiments, among other reasons, because they 
involve the random assignment of individuals who 
broadly share the same characteristics to treatment 
and control groups before the project starts up, 
and include the collection of data on key indica-
tors from both groups at different intervals during 
implementation. Therefore, given that IOE impact 
evaluations are done ex-post, they can not apply 
experimental methods  and must rely on quasi-
experimental designs.2 

1 IFAD defines impact as “the changes that have occurred – as 
perceived at the time of evaluation – in the lives of the rural people 
(whether positive or negative, direct or indirect, intended or unin-
tended) as a result of IFAD-supported interventions”.
2 In experimental designs, the population studied is randomly 
assigned (usually through a lottery system) to a treatment or control 
group.  In quasi- experimental design, the assignment is not random 
and there is no assurance that the two sub-populations will share 
the same salient characteristics.

 Attribution. While most evaluations focus on the 
“contribution analysis”, impact evaluations allow 
IOE to conduct an in-depth analysis on the attri-
bution of impact to a given operation through the 
identification of the counterfactual (i.e., the sce-
nario that would hypothetically prevail without 
the development intervention). Measurement of a 
counterfactual poses significant challenges since, 
as already mentioned, most IFAD projects do not 
incorporate baselines and counterfactual obser-
vations. To overcome these problems, IOE uses a 
mixed-method approach combining econometric 
methods and qualitative data.

Evaluation criteria. While the primary focus of 
impact evaluations is on assessing changes in the 
lives of rural people, IOE’s impact evaluations cover 
all the evaluation criteria adopted by IOE in its evalu-
ation manual3.  IOE deems it important to cover the 
entire set of criteria so as to arrive at a more thorough 
and balanced assessment of project performance and 
results. The application of all the criteria, however, has 
consequences in terms of methodological options. For 
example, some criteria (e.g., relevance, innovation and 
up-scaling, and gender equality) require processing 
and analysing qualitative data and information in 
addition to quantitative data and information. For this 
and other reasons, as explained further below, impact 
evaluations conducted by IOE use mixed methods that 
allow for triangulation of at least two or more sources 
of data and information, including primary data col-
lected through large-scale quantitative surveys and 
qualitative exercises.

 IOE has developed a selectivity framework to 
enhance the transparency in prioritising and select-
ing projects for impact evaluations. Based on the 
selectivity framework, IOE conducts impact evalua-
tions of projects: (i) where a country program evalu-
ation is planned in the near future; (ii) that have 

3 These include: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, sus-
tainability, innovation and up-scaling, gender equality and women’s 
empowerment, performance of project partners.  In addition, impact 
distinguished five domains: (i) household income and assets; (ii) 
human and social capital; (iii) agricultural productivity and food 
security; (iv) natural resources and climate change, and (v) institu-
tions and policies.
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innovative characteristics and potential for scaling 
up that are worth deeper analysis, and (iii) that are 
relatively large in terms of loan amounts and cover-
age of beneficiaries and are therefore particularly 
worth evaluating to promote accountability and 
learning. The availability of national expertise in 
survey implementation is another factor considered 
in selecting projects for impact evaluations.

The first two impact evaluations
In 2013, IOE conducted an impact evaluation of 
the Dry Zone Livelihood Support and Partnership 
Program in Sri Lanka and in 2014 of the Jharkhand-
Chhattisgarh Tribal Development Program in India. 
The Sri Lanka program was approved in September 
2004 and completed in March 2013.  The program  
cost  USD27.2 million and, at design, directly and 
indirectly covered 120 000 households. The project 
included five components: (i) rainfed upland agricul-
tural development, through farmer field schools; (ii) 
marketing and enterprise development; (iii) irriga-
tion rehabilitation; (iv) microfinance and income-
generating activities, and (v) priority community 
infrastructure development.

The program in India was approved in April 1999 and 
completed in Chhattisgarh in 2010 and in Jharkhand 
in 2012 for a total cost of USD 41.7 million.It had 
an outreach at design of 87 000 households directly 
and indirectly. It aimed to implement a replicable 
model to ensure household food security and improve 
the livelihood opportunities of the poorest tribal 
groups. To this end, the program comprised two 
main components: (i) beneficiary-empowerment and 
capacity-building  especially of tribal grass-roots asso-
ciations and users’ groups, and (ii) livelihood-systems 
enhancement, with a particular focus on land and 
rural water management, rural micro-finance, health 
and nutrition services. The program is currently being 
scaled-up in Jharkhand and the findings of the impact 
evaluation will feed into the 2015 Country Program 
Evaluation in India.

Theory of change.  Both evaluations were concerned 
not only with “whether” but also “how” and “why” 
the program had or had not helped generated 
changes on selected households and communities 
in the program area. To this end, both tested the 
program’s theory through the links in the causal 
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chain.4 They analysed and, when required, critiqued 
and revisited the original project logic as given in the 
logical framework established at the design phase.  
In the case of the Sri Lanka evaluation, a map was 
prepared of the main domains of potential impact 
and through what mechanism. In the case of the 
India evaluation, the program’s theory of change 
was reconstructed ex-post together with the pro-
gram stakeholders, to receive their insights and 
generate consensus about the project’s intervention 
logic and causal linkages along the results chain, 
including the assumptions for impact achieve-
ment. Furthermore, an impact indicator matrix 
was developed to describe the effects of the program 
at immediate outcomes, long-term outcomes and 
impact levels and guided the design of the impact 
survey for the collection of primary quantitative 
and qualitative data.

These impact evaluations had to face a number 
of challenges, stemming from both design and 
implementation features: 

(i) Absent or non-usable dataset.  In Sri Lanka, 
a baseline survey including both project and 
comparison samples had been conducted at 
the time of project start-up but the electronic 
database had been lost.  In India a “baseline” 
survey had been conducted five years after 
the project activities started and the sample 
size of both treatment and comparison groups 
was too small and not representative of the 
population.

(ii) Sample selection bias. The two projects tar-
geted activities to disadvantaged groups, com-
munities and households so the project popu-
lation could not be expected to share the same 
characteristics as the population of adjacent 
areas and communities, which are likely to 
be better off than those where the project was 
implemented. 

4 The classic definition of program theory is, “a specification of 
what must be done to achieve the desired goals, what other important 
impacts may also be anticipated, and how these goals and impacts 
would be generated.” Chen, (1991) Theory Driven Evaluation.

(iii) Likely spillover effects. The likely spreading 
of benefits from target to non-target groups.  It 
is notoriously difficult to contain the impact 
of interventions such as agricultural extension 
and introduction of new crop varieties within a 
specified boundary.  This is particularly true for 
interventions spanning several years.  This time 
frame is long enough for other farmers who were 
not targeted by the project to learn about project 
activities and adopt similar crop varieties and 
management practices.
 
(iv) Incubation time of results.  This was more 
prominent in the case of Sri Lanka.  Although 
implementation had begun in 2006, most pro-
ject interventions took place between 2010 and 
2013, meaning that some of the results were 
emerging at the time of the evaluation (2013). 
On the other hand, as mentioned earlier, the 
India project closed in 2009 in Chhattisgarh 
and 2012 in Jharkhand and the impact evalua-
tion was done in 2015, some years after project 
closure, which raised difficulties in generating 
interest among stakeholders in conducting the 
evaluation and identifying data sets and key 
informants.

(v) Gaps in the quality of monitoring and evalu-
ation data, due to turnover of project staff and 
insufficient resources and capacities allocated to 
this function during implementation. Moreover, 
monitoring and evaluation systems tended to 
collect data at the output rather than at the out-
come and impact levels.

In order to address the main challenges in both 
impact evaluations, the quantitative component 
of the survey adopted the following features: 

(i) An attempt to reconstruct part of the baseline 
information (notably community characteristics, 
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certain household assets) through recall 
methods;5  

(ii) A quasi-experimental approach to correct for 
sample selection bias. In particular, the evalu-
ations adopted “propensity score matching”,6  
and in Sri Lanka the “treatment effect model” 
(an application of the Heckman sample selection 
model) also to test for the consistency and robust-
ness of results. Both can help address sampling 
bias when project participants have not been ran-
domly selected;7

(iii) The inclusion in the comparison group of a 
sub-sample of households located in the interven-
tion community but not targeted by the interven-
tion, in order to test for spillover effects. This was 
done assuming that spillover effects would first 

5 Recall methods consist of asking questions about the past, for 
example whether a household owned certain agricultural imple-
ments five years before the interview. Typical problems include 
“telescoping” (i.e. projecting an event backwards or forwards in 
time from when it actually occurred).
6 In order for the comparison group to validly estimate the coun-
terfactual, the treatment and comparison groups should be similar 
along all baseline characteristics that may influence outcomes of 
interest. This similarity is best achieved using random assignment 
to treatment and comparison groups. However, both in Sri Lanka 
and in India, this was not possible as the project specifically targeted 
communities of highest needs. Propensity score matching was 
applied to identify a plausible counterfactual and distinguish the 
impact of the project from other interventions.  Propensity score 
matching utilizes the household and community characteristics 
as predictors in a probit regression to calculate the probability 
that a particular household participated in the project, based on 
a set of predictor variables. Each sampled household is assigned a 
propensity score, which represents the likelihood of project par-
ticipation based on the household’s characteristics.   This generated 
sub-samples of project and comparison households that had close 
propensity scores (similar estimated probability to participate in 
the project) and were thus better comparable.  It is important to 
note that propensity score matching, as any quasi-experimental 
approach, is only able to account for observable characteristics. The 
omission of any potentially predictive unobserved characteristics 
that may influence both a household’s participation and outcomes 
could thus still contribute to potential bias.
7 The Heckman correction model, also known as the treatment 
effect model, is a direct application of Heckman’s sample selec-
tion model to estimation of treatment effects, when data is gener-
ated by a nonrandomized experiment, and thus selection bias is 
non-ignorable. The “correct” functional form is rarely known but 
sensitivity analysis can help compare different functional forms. 
The analysis uses a two-step procedure: (a) first specify a selection 
equation to model the selection process; (b) use the conditional 
probability of receiving treatment to control for selection bias in 
the outcome regression equation.

occur in the same communities and might spread 
only later to other communities given the rela-
tive geographical isolation of those communities 
targeted by the project.  

(iv) The adaptation of survey instruments, to 
cover both longer-term and short /medium-term 
expected project effects. 

In addition, as a further means of validation and 
in order to cover less standardiseable aspects (e.g., 
human and social capital, gender equality, policy 
issues), IOE applied qualitative tools, including key 
informant interviews with project staff, relevant 
government officers and focus group discussions 
with beneficiaries in the project areas. 
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In Sri Lanka, the quantitative survey covered 
over 2560 households (multi-stage cluster ran-
dom sampling), of which approximately half in 
communities served by the project and half in 
comparison communities. IOE also conducted 
a qualitative survey including 30 key informant 
interviews with project staff, relevant government 
officers and 41 focus group discussions with ben-
eficiaries in the four project districts. In India, 
the impact evaluation covered two States and the 
sample size was larger: 4400 households were 
selected in each State including both treatment 
and comparison groups, for a total sample size 
of 8800 households. The survey included tagging 
questions to identify direct and indirect benefi-
ciaries. In addition, a social mapping exercise 
was conducted and a village representation map 
prepared for each sampled village, which provided 
a clearer picture of the village settlement, includ-
ing socio-economic and ethnic distributions. The 
evaluation also conducted 66 in-depth interviews 
and 22 focus group discussions.

 
Management of the evaluation.  In both cases, IOE 
retained the intellectual and process leadership for 
the overall exercise.  It defined the main evaluation 
criteria and questions as well as the main elements of 
the evaluation strategy. It collaborated with national 
(Sri Lanka and India) and international companies 
(Sri Lanka) in order to draft and fine tune the survey 
instruments, pre-test them, hire and train a large 
number of enumerators required for the quantitative 
and qualitative data collection, and conduct prelimi-
nary analysis. It played a leading role in refining and 
finalising the analysis and in writing the impact 
evaluation report.  Econometricians and survey 
practitioners in reputed academic institutions were 
hired to provide peer review and further analytical 
support before the finalisation of the analysis.  In the 
case of India, the collection and analysis of impact 
data was done entirely by a national company that 
was hired through a closed solicitation process, 
reducing evaluation costs.
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Emerging findings.  To date, the full results are 
available for the Sri Lanka impact evaluation while 
the results from the India impact evaluation will be 
available by the middle of 2015. In the Sri Lanka 
case, primary data contributed to explaining project 
targeting processes and critically reviewing project 
impacts on household incomes and assets.  In the 
case of targeting, the econometric analysis showed 
that the project tended to intervene in communi-
ties with less access to basic infrastructure (e.g. a 
well, a health post, a primary school, a police post), 
and further from the District Secretary Division (a 
sub-district administrative unit), thus confirming 
project claims. Within the assisted communities, 
project staff tended to select households that were 

more “asset-poor” but grew a more diversified range 
of crops and had a slightly younger, more educated 
household head and fewer children under five. As 
also found through qualitative interviews, project 
extension staff tried to engage marginalised house-
holds but had to balance with farmers’ dynamism 
and responsiveness (Table 1).  

Findings on impact were more mixed and nuanced.  
In the case of impact on human and social capi-
tal and agricultural productivity, there was com-
mon support through quantitative and qualitative 
analysis to the claim that the project had exposed 
farmers to new knowledge, techniques, crops, and 
practices with some initial observable effects on 
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Table 1 Probit Estimates for Participation in the Program

Characteristics General 
Treatment

Direct 
Beneficiaries

Intense 
Treatment

Direct vs. Indirect 
Treatment

Distance to DSD Capital 0.279*** 0.406*** 0.624***

(0.074) (0.079) (0.101)

Distance to the District capital -0.171*** -0.183*** -0.388***

(0.039) (0.044) (0.061)

2006 Community Infrastructure Index -0.080*** -0.052*** -0.029

(0.016) (0.018) (0.024)

Household Head Age -0.007*** -0.006*** -0.007*** 0.007**

(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003)

Household Head Sex 0.033 -0.032 -0.157 -0.181

(0.090) (0.104) (0.142) (0.130)

Household Highest Education 0.075*** 0.064** 0.025

(0.029) (0.032) (0.041)

2006 Asset Index -0.040*** -0.044*** -0.069*** -0.042**

(0.014) (0.016) (0.022) (0.021)

2006 Total Crops 0.301*** 0.326*** 0.303*** 0.053

(0.027) (0.031) (0.040) (0.035)

2006 Livestock Index 0.031 0.036 -0.038 0.032

(0.023) (0.025) (0.043) (0.031)

Number of Children under Age 5 -0.151**

(0.074)

Household Head Education 0.135***

(0.038)

Constant 0.039 -0.309 -0.398 -0.183

(0.193) (0.216) (0.284) (0.257)

Observations 2,550 2,108 1,592 1,291

Pseudo R-square 0.0616 0.0674 0.0820 0.0156

Note: Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Source:  IFAD (2014)
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crop diversification. Contrary to the claims made 
by the project’s monitoring and evaluation system, 
the impact evaluation found very mixed evidence 
on changes in household expenditures.  Analysis 
under the treatment effect model suggested that 
household expenditures had increased compared 
to non-project households only in a few cases, 
while propensity score matching suggested that 
they might have decreased for some expenditure 
items (see excerpted data in Tables 2, 3, and 3a).  
Triangulation with qualitative data suggested that 
project households had invested in fruit trees, 
improved crop varieties and cattle, mainly using 
their own financial resources, with limited access 
to credit. This may have led to a “crowding-out” 
effect on the purchase of some household con-
sumption items.  This observation supported the 
evaluation’s conclusion that, while the project had 
nurtured a process of diversification of crops and 
activities with potential higher returns, a single 
implementation phase had not been sufficient to 
consolidate results. 

Opportunities, constraints  
and lessons
Experience emerging from IOE impact evaluation 
suggests that the use of mixed methods and the 
fielding of large surveys will make it possible to 
conduct more systematic analysis on items such 
as the actual project targeting approaches, as well 
as the evolution of household asset and expendi-
ture patterns. This may also generate unexpected 

results, as in the case of Sri Lanka, leading to some 
revisiting of the claims made by the projects.  In 
the case of the impact evaluation in India, two 
additional benefits are expected: (i) the findings 
will inform the implementation and management 
of the follow-up phase of the project, and (ii) the 
impact evaluation survey may be used as the base-
line of the follow-up phase.

Impact evaluations can also provide an opportu-
nity to actively engage program stakeholders in 
the evaluation process and build their evaluation 
capacity. They provide an opportunity to sensitize 
the project authorities about the importance of 
an outcome oriented M&E system as well as of 
conducting sound baseline studies. 

While impact evaluations generate value added, 
their cost is higher than conventional project-
level evaluations based on desk review and short 
missions. The two evaluations described in this 
article have been carried out within a budget of 
USD 200,000 or less.  This is low compared to 
budgets of USD 500,000 in other international 
organizations, but several times higher than 
for conventional project evaluations that do not 
include large surveys.  

Multi-component projects.  One of the assump-
tions underlying common impact evaluation 
designs is that the interventions studied are 
homogenous and produce the same type of effects 
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Table 2 Expenditures – Treatment Effect Method

Log of Expenditures General 
Treatment

Direct 
Beneficiaries

Intense 
Treatment

Direct versus 
Indirect Treatment

Coefficient N Coefficient N Coefficient N Coefficient N

Log of total expenditures in a 
typical two weeks

0.621 
(0.78)

2549 0.389 
(0.49)

2108 -0.839** 
(-2.04)

1592 1.305** 
(2.39)

1290

Log of total food expenditures in 
a typical two weeks

0.715 
(0.76)

2523 0.195 
(0.21)

2086 -0.684 
(-1.45)

1575 0.520 
(0.94)

1277

Log of total non-food expendi-
tures in a typical two weeks

0.191 
(0.20)

2549 -0.172 
(-0.18)

2108 -1.164** 
(-2.36)

1592 1.810*** 
(2.60)

1290

Source:  Excerpted from IFAD (2014)
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Table 3 Expenditures – Propensity Score Matching

Table 3a Expenditures– Propensity Score Matching 

GENERaL TREaTMENT DIRECT BENEFICIaRIES

Matching Treatment Mean Comparison Mean Difference S.E. T-stat Matching Treatment Mean Comparison Mean DIFFERENCE S.E. T-STaT

Total expenditures in a typical two weeks Total expenditures in a typical two weeks

Unmatched 6448.772 6733.984 -285.211 221.278 -1.29 Unmatched 6254.010 6733.984 -479.974 211.849 -2.27**

Matched 6448.772 6747.320 -298.548 236.415 -1.26 Matched 6254.010 6784.907 -530.897 224.579 -2.36**

Total food expenditures in a typical two weeks Total food expenditures in a typical two weeks

Unmatched 2171.864 2349.893 -178.029 80.252 -2.22** Unmatched 2027.809 2349.893 -322.083 82.420 -3.91***

Matched 2171.864 2372.392 -200.528 86.848 -2.31** Matched 2027.809 2388.579 -360.769 87.060 -4.14***

Total non-food expenditures in a typical two weeks Total non-food expenditures in a typical two weeks

Unmatched 4276.909 4384.091 -107.182 175.167 -0.61 Unmatched 4226.201 4384.091 -157.890 171.532 -0.92

Matched 4276.909 4374.928 -98.019 187.052 -0.52 Matched 4226.201 4396.328 -170.127 183.302 -0.93

INTENSE TREaTMENT DIRECT vERSuS INDIRECT TREaTMENT

Matching Treatment Mean Comparison Mean Difference S.E. T-stat Matching Treatment Mean Comparison Mean DIFFERENCE S.E. T-STaT

Total expenditures in a typical two weeks Total expenditures in a typical two weeks

Unmatched 5662.035 6733.984 -1071.949 298.982
-

-3.59***
Unmatched 6254.010 6835.906 -581.896 355.232 -1.64

Matched 5662.035 6730.692 -1068.657 280.654
-

-3.81***
Matched 6254.010 7007.052 -753.042 442.820 -1.70*

Total food expenditures in a typical two weeks Total food expenditures in a typical two weeks

Unmatched 1794.820 2349.893 -555.072 114.388
-

-4.85***
Unmatched 2027.809 2453.311 -425.501 120.405 -3.53***

Matched 1794.820 2411.315 -616.494 96.756
-

-6.37***
Matched 2027.809 2461.210 -433.401 143.502 -3.02***

Total non-food expenditures in a typical two weeks Total non-food expenditures in a typical two weeks

Unmatched 3867.214 4384.091 -516.877 240.001 -2.15** Unmatched 4226.201 4382.595 -156.394 282.167 -0.55

Matched 3867.214 4319.377 -452.163 237.671 -1.90* Matched 4226.201 4545.841 -319.641 342.991 -0.93

Source:  Excerpted from IFAD (2014)

Source:  Excerpted from IFAD (2014)

Source:  Excerpted from IFAD (2014)
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in a similar same fashion (e.g. a vaccine, a medicine 
or, under certain conditions, a training program). 
This assumption may not hold in the case of IFAD, 
where projects have typically many components 
and sub-components.  This is challenging to con-
ceptualize, as each component may contribute to a 
different causality chain and may affect treatment 
and comparison groups differently.  An option 
for future impact evaluations at IFAD could be to 
focus on individual components or packages of 
sub-components rather than the entire range of 
project activities.

Timing of surveys: understanding the context 
before sampling.  When impact evaluations are 
conducted ex-post, the learning curve on the local 
context is typically steep.  Preparing a sampling 
strategy, designing a questionnaire and fielding a 
survey are daunting tasks without thorough inter-
actions with the persons who were in charge of 
project management and implementation on the 
ground. It may be preferable to initiate an ex-post 
survey when the project approaches its completion 
and the implementation team is still accessible or 
when a follow-up phase is starting and the original 
team is still on board. 

Interpreting the results. Developing and testing 
econometric models is not only complicated but 
often yields results that are not self-explanatory 
(e.g., some estimated regression parameters may 
have an unexpected sign). Contrary to what is often 
purported, analysis of large survey data typically 
generates findings that are more challenging to 
interpret. In the majority of cases, it is only through 
the triangulation with qualitative data and direct 
observations that results can be understood and 
the main explanatory factors can be identified: 
another arrow in the quiver to argue for mixed-
methods approaches.

The way forward. IOE will continue to conduct 
complex impact evaluations, to demonstrate the 
attribution of impact to IFAD operations towards 
better accountability and learning. Moreover, the 
experience gathered through these evaluations will 

help IOE to contribute to the discussion about the 
validity of standard international approaches to the 
typical IFAD project context, focusing on small-
holder farmers and with a multi-sectoral approach.  
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