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main factors that can positively affect farm productivity and, through it, food security. The present 

investment proposal focuses on these development needs by adopting an original multi-sector approach.  

 

2. Financing proposal 



personnel. Since OIP-2 has been recently extended to December 2015 with the objective of achieving 

“increased agricultural productivity among irrigation farmers” (para. 59), it is desirable to elaborate how 

components 1 and 2 of the present proposal differ from or complement OIP-2. It is also necessary to stress 

in the proposal that the irrigation component will benefit, through WUA membership, both the small 

household plots and the larger peasant farms.  

There is no question that irrigation increases agricultural productivity. However, the proposal should go 

beyond qualitative statements and draw on the monitoring and evaluation experience of OIP-1 and OIP-2 to 

provide quantitative evidence of increases in yields or incomes associated with previous and ongoing 

irrigation rehabilitation efforts. There are indications in the proposal that such evidence exists (see, e.g., 

paras. 89(6), 96, 109, and especially para. 126) and, if so, it should be presented in the proposal – similarly 

to the quantitative evidence presented for component 3: Agricultural advisory services (para. 76). The 
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2.4. Project management 

Component 5: Project management is concerned with implementation, including monitoring and evaluation 

activities. Consistently with the overall design of the project, it is proposed that the water management 

activities (components 1, 2) continue to be the responsibility of the implementing organization established 

under OIP-1 and OIP-1. The implementation and monitoring responsibility for components 3 and 4 will be 

entrusted to a new PIU to be established within the Ministry of Agriculture (MOALI). Component 3 

(agricultural advisory services) falls naturally within the scope of expertise of MOALI, but unfortunately the 

same cannot be said regarding component 4: nutrition intervention and social protection. It seems doubtful 

that MOALI has the expertise and the capacity to effectively oversee the implementation of a nutrition-

related component. The management of component 4 should preferably be separated from the 

development of agricultural advisory services and entrusted to a professional body other than MOALI. 

The discussion of monitoring and evaluation (paras. 120-129) again shows strong imbalance between 

components 1-2 and components 2-3: nine paragraphs are devoted to components 1-2 and only one 

paragraph deals with monitoring for components 3-4. This imbalance must be rectified and the monitoring 

procedures for components 3-4 must be elaborated in much greater detail. The proposal advocates baseline 

surveys and ongoing monitoring surveys as one of the tools for monitoring and evaluation of project 

performance. This reviewer would like to offer his unqualified support for this approach: the baseline and 

monitoring surveys should be allocated sufficient funds and sufficient expert manpower to cover all project 

components and ensure that they produce usable analytical outputs. Careful attention should be devoted to 

all aspects of survey design and data analysis to ensure that the results meet the needs of the users and the 

decision makers. 

 

Stakeholder participation 

The GAFSP concern with stakeholder participation was thoroughly addressed attention in the process of 

proposal preparation by organizing a series of dual-level consultations at the national level and the 

community level across all seven oblasts. National-level consultations were organized by MOALI, whereas 

community-level consultations were managed by non-government organizations contracted by MOALI.  The 

objective of the public consultations was to identify key agriculture and food security issues from 

stakeholders and ensure the proposal meets stakeholder expectations.   

The consultation process was organized in two phases – phase I identified common key problems as inputs 

for revising the draft proposal while phase II assessed the design and the relevance of the revised proposal 




