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Executive Summary
INTRODUCTION
The Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA) commissioned Dalberg Global Development
Advisors to conduct an independent evaluation of the performance of the Market Access Program
(MAP), one of the core AGRA programs funded through the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation,
Rockefeller Foundation and the Swedish government. The primary goal of MAP is to improve the
livelihoods of smallholder farmers across Africa by directing investment and resources to grantee
organizations in order to improve the market infrastructure of core food staples.
The MAP model involves identifying and funding organizations in targeted African countries to
implement projects that address key market access challenges faced by smallholder farmers. The
program funds interventions that reduce transaction costs from farmgate to market; increase value
addition in food usage by improving how farmers dry, store, sort, and grade crops; increase demand
through alternative uses by increasing production and processing of staples for non-food uses; and
improve the enabling environment by improving opportunities and policies for trade and access to
finance.
This report derives evaluation findings, lessons learned and recommendations based on analyses
from a sample of six countries (Burkina Faso, Ghana, Kenya, Mali, Mozambique and Tanzania) and
across the MAP grant portfolio ($50.6 million allocated to 77 grants across 13 countries). To
undertake this evaluation, we sought direct feedback from 95 internal and external stakeholders
including, MAP and AGRA staff, grantee organizations, beneficiaries, private sector, government
officials, development partners, and NGOs. We complemented stakeholder engagement with a survey
of over 4,000 farmers, and a desktop review of MAP documents, including the initial proposal and
grantee M&E reporting documents.
SUMMARY OF EVALUATION FINDINGS
To date, the program has achieved significant progress in impacting the lives of farmers. MAP has
improved the livelihoods of the majority of participating farmers through an increase in cash revenue
from farming, while also increasing access to finance for small and medium enterprises (SMEs) serving
farmers. MAP has prompted changes in norms and practices among farmers, including how they
engage with actors across the value chain. The majority of surveyed farmers that received support
from a MAP grantee reported an increase in their cash income from farming. Farmers supported by
MAP also increased their processing 1 (doubled from 16% to 33% on average) and reduced postharvest losses (cut in half from 19% to 11% on average) after program interventions. The evaluation
found evidence that MAP is beginning to create long-term impact in some areas, such as out-grower
schemes with large processors and how farmers approach agricultural practice and commercialization.
The program results indicate that market access interventions prompt changes in how farmers
approach farming and participate in the market.

1

This includes only those crops transformed into another form (e.g., through milling), and does not include
changes in the quantity of crops cleaned, sorted, bagged, graded, etc. for value addition.
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MAP is making progress to achieve uptake and outcomes on interventions that can have broad in
addressing barriers to agricultural development and adding coherence to market mechanisms. The
majority of farmers surveyed reported that they had used the knowledge or resources gained from
the MAP interventions. Strong uptake was reported for support and training to establish farmers’
organizations (97%), improve grading practices (97%), improve farm production (96%), and improve
post-harvest handling practices (96%)2, confirming the relevance of these activities to farmers’ needs
as well as the effectiveness of grantees in reaching farmers with useful training. MAP has also focused
efforts on building structured trade systems, of which the warehouse receipt system (WRS) is one that
enables the creation of finance mechanisms that provide secured lending to farmers through stored
commodities. With 29% of farmers accessing WRS loans, WRS has high relevance and impact potential.
While uptake has been low relative to other market access interventions, MAP has made progress in
building such a complex system.
There were significant variances in performance across grantees and countries. In many cases, the
out-performing results of some grantees offset the unsatisfactory results of other grantees. Output
achievements showed varied results, with some high-performing projects driving up program level
averages. This was often because they were boosted either by strong achievement rates in particular
project activities or affected by factors in the enabling environment. Some of the high performers
include CGA and EAGC in Kenya, RUDI and TechnoServe in Tanzania, and CRS in Niger. For example,
the on-going project led by CRS in Niger has already surpassed its target for farmers selling produce
collectively at 163% achievement of targets. Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda and Burkina Faso had
consistently high achievement of results both against project targets and at the farmer level. After
reviewing the initial results from the grantees3 that received multiple grants from MAP, there is strong
indication that having multiple grants allowed grantees to build on prior accomplishments to achieve
strong results.
MAP performed strongly against the four criteria used to assess performance: relevance and
additionality, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. MAP set itself up to follow country-specific
strategies and plug into other AGRA programs in order to address a more nuanced set of challenges
in the value chain.




For relevance, the evaluation found that the program’s theory of change, design strategies,
and management structure aligned well with the program objectives. The core program
objectives and its activities are relevant to AGRA’s strategy, other AGRA programs, and the
priorities of agricultural players in the broader ecosystem. The program received an average
rating of 4.4 out of 5 on relevance from external and internal stakeholders, whom all gave
ratings of 3 out of 5 or above, indicating that MAP has been addressing critical needs of
agricultural sectors in the target countries.
For effectiveness, MAP achieved most of its output targets and many of its outcome targets
on aggregate level, though performance varied significantly across grantees. Grants across
all countries performed fairly well on achieving output targets (9 out of 10 countries achieved

2

Percentage figures in parentheses represent the proportion of farmers using knowledge, services or facilities
offered by MAP’s grantees among those who were offered such knowledge, services or facilities.
3
Eight grantee organizations have received funding from MAP for multiple projects, including Agribusiness
Systems International, Cereal Growers Association, Concern Universal Ghana, Farm Concern International,
International Fertilizer Development Center, RUDI Tanzania, Uganda Development Trust, and TechnoServe.
v





more than 70% of targets). In some countries, the average results were driven by a few highachieving grantees. Farmer surveys confirmed that achievement of immediate outcomes –
reflected in uptake and use of services and facilities offered – was high across most program
activities. Survey results also confirmed that the program had concrete outcomes in areas
such as reducing post-harvest loss and increasing proportion of crops being processed. These
results were stronger in projects implemented by the grantees in the countries that also
performed strongly on outcome M&E indicators, i.e., Burkina Faso, Kenya and Tanzania.
For efficiency, the program made sound use of its resources, integrating itself strongly with
other AGRA programs and market actors. The program staff cultivated strong relationships
with grantees and other AGRA programs, and program governance was cited as being highly
efficient. When asked about the relative efficiency of different program processes, grantees
reported that contracting, proposal writing, and due diligence were efficient, while proposal
evaluation and first disbursement had long durations, as is the case across AGRA.
For impact and sustainability, MAP is beginning to produce signs of both, evidenced by the
achievement of immediate and secondary outcomes in the farmer surveys. In fact, it is early
to fully capture the program’s impact and some grants are still on-going. MAP has improved
the livelihoods of the majority of participating farmers, prompted systems change along
financial, institutional and social dimensions, and provided dedicated coaching to strengthen
grantee organizations. Across the deep-dive projects, more than half of surveyed farmers
reported cash increase in income from farming. Surveys also found that a significant
proportion of farmers increased the use of improved inputs (i.e., improved seeds and
fertilizers) after the program support, suggesting behavioural change and greater market
orientation.

The evaluation did not find any meaningful differences in effectiveness of different delivery
archetypes. What we found was that use of multiple delivery archetypes was effective in driving
outcomes and impact. There was only slight variation in performance for the individual delivery
archetypes around which MAP projects were originally oriented (Market development, Direct
procurement, and Storage and services). These archetypes were set up to address different types of
challenges in market access in the original program business plan. In reality, MAP used multiple
delivery archetypes within a single grant to address multiple challenges simultaneously. One of the
key findings of the evaluation was that the combination of multiple delivery mechanisms was key in
driving certain outcomes, where a combined intervention was more likely to stimulate greater levels
of change. For example, the percentage of crops lost to post-harvest spoilage reduced by 10 points
when grantees provided farmers with training and access to better storage facilities versus a 3- and 4point reduction with just one of the two interventions.
Assessing the drivers of performance, a set of core factors related to project design and execution
emerged that can enhance the results of MAP’s grantee projects and overall portfolio. The program
design factors were found to either have a frequent or significant effect on performance, which
enabled high-achieving projects when designed properly or led to failed projects when poorly
designed. In addition to these design factors, there are equally important project execution factors
that affected performance based on actions made during implementation.
CORE DESIGN FACTORS
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Comparing the overall program results with the initial design, several core design areas were
identified that had strong influence on performance. The common themes that affected project
performance include adopting a holistic approach to market access interventions, creating direct links
to market for farmers, offering strong value propositions and incentives to farmers and market players,
selecting the appropriate crops for project focus, and sequencing activities appropriately.
Holistic approach: Design processes that take a holistic approach to gaps in market access from
production through to commercialization are highly relevant to the market access interventions of
grantees. Rather than using a single project activity or strategy to address market access challenges,
a holistic approach incorporates the conditions and relationships between the different levels of the
market, including the various stakeholders, their preferences, and the broader enabling environment,
to develop a multidimensional strategy. A number of grantees did so by plugging into services already
offered to their target farmers through other agriculture interventions. For example, CGA, after
recognizing that farmers were not producing enough crops, engaged other organizations to provide
agronomic services to farmers and improve the volume of production. At the design stage, deeper
feasibility study and partnership mapping can lead to the design of more grants that address gaps
holistically. The primary enabler and barrier to the holistic approach is the presence of adequate
partnerships for market linkages.
Market linkages: Direct links to markets—such as a contract with a large buyer— motivate farmers
for collective sales. Where there is an agreement with an institutional buyer such as WFP or a private
company, farmers have a greater incentive to sell collectively, especially if they will gain a price
advantage. Across grantee projects focused on collective sales, the data shows that sales are
consistently higher where farmers have the clear link to buyers or markets. Projects with strong
market links to SMEs or institutional buyers such as TechnoServe (Uganda), Uganda Development
Trust and Frontier Development Associates (Zambia) achieved their targets. Having an assured buyer
or a relationship with off-takers makes collective sales a more attractive option to farmers, and helps
mitigate some of the inherent riskiness with which farmers associate it.
Using incentives: Providing clear value propositions for farmers, buyers and other eco-system actors
to engage ensures uptake and more sustainable markets. Market actors are profit-seeking and driven
by their assessment and interpretation of market conditions. For projects to be effective, the design
process should include a clear value proposition of incentives for actors to engage. These incentives
should be based on a deep understanding or assessment of how that incentive will push and pull
market levers to prompt market actors to operate in the desired way. Many SMEs could be potential
buyers, but they unfortunately are not incentivized to work with smallholder farmers. SMEs working
with MIRUKU reported that there are poor incentives to procure from smallholders, as farmers were
unable to deliver crops with the poor road infrastructure in Mozambique. Understanding the drivers
and motivations of beneficiary farmers also had a major influence on project performance. This is, in
part, is a result of the policy and regulatory environment, which has not introduced enough controls
on informal traders, and because additional capacity building and/or aggregation at the farmer level
is needed to make buying from farmers more profitable in the broader market landscape.
Market-driven crop selection: Relevance of target crops to the local market context is also key to
success—specifically, market-driven selection of crops is key for linking farmers to markets. Marketdriven crop selection includes studying market sales and trends to understand which crops have high
market potential for sales, either because there are high quantities in demand or a willingness among
buyers to pay high prices. Not selecting the right crop during design caused problems during execution:
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Faso Jigi in Mali initially planned activities to process dry shallot as a project activity, but discovered
during the project that there was no market for the product and ultimately switched strategy to focus
on fresh shallot. In addition, the focus on food staple crops did not always align well-enough with
product preferences to attract institutional buyers or SMEs that were more interested in cash crops
or much larger quantities of food crops than could be procured from smallholder farmers.
Sequencing activities: When there are many gaps between farmers and markets, sequencing of
activities plays a key role in project efficiency. Program activities often take longer than initially
planned, and timing and project duration become particular issues when projects encounter many
challenges simultaneously. We found that the time to set up over-ran initial plans for projects that
work with subsistence farmers (i.e., farmers with low market-readiness) or that initiate programming
by establishing farmers’ groups. In the case of the consortium led by Concern Universal in
Mozambique, the initial number of farmers’ organizations targeted was far beyond what was feasible,
particularly given that the readiness and effectiveness of those farmers’ organizations was much lower
than initially assumed. The farmers’ organizations lacked the capacity to manage project activities,
which resulted in more time and resources used to build their operational capacity and monitor
performance than initially planned. These grantee projects have high potential for impact because
they serve farmers who are not market-ready and contribute to building systems or project models
relevant to the majority of African smallholders. However, these projects require extra effort to
overcome the significant barriers related to low market-readiness, such as low yields and production
levels that reduce the degree of commercialization, lack of farmer interest or trust in FOs, weak
governance systems, and low levels of transparency in farmers’ organization.
KEY EXECUTION FACTORS
Several characteristics of the ways grantees implemented their projects affected performance and
results. The main characteristics of project execution affecting project performance include general
level of grantee capacity and flexibility, grantee expertise or capacity in a particular activity,
coordination between grantees, farmers, and other market stakeholders, level of market
development, and external factors including physical infrastructure and government policy.
Grantee capacity and flexibility: Project results are strong where grantees have either capacity to
implement activities despite implementation challenges, or the flexibility to alter planned activities
to bypass or address those challenges. Grantees with previous experience implementing their project
activities or with a history of working with the target farmer population were consistently high
performers against output and outcome targets. These grantees had worked long enough in the space
or in the geographical area to have the resources, skills and familiarity to address challenges as they
arise. Other effective grantees adapted their strategies or had an existing suite of skills to respond to
challenges or opportunities. Many grantees were unable to build the necessary relationships with local
actors, for project activities to be implemented. After Concern Universal in Ghana recognized that the
original off-taker from the proposal was an unreliable trade partner due to a restructuring of their
operations, they were unable to build enough links with private sector players because of their weak
networks.
Expertise in a particular activity: In some cases, the grantee organization’s expertise in a particular
activity was the critical success factor or constraint in the implementation of the project. In these
cases, grantee capacity in a targeted area, such as farmer mobilization, could drastically affect results
for farmers reached and outcomes achieved. Challenges with the execution capacity of grantees and
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their partners influenced the attainment of results. One common challenge among organizations that
focused on farmer engagement was the inability to engage market actors. Often the constraints or
success factors in particular areas of expertise were a factor of human resource capacity at grantee
organizations. RUDI attributed part of its success to having program implementation staff located in
their own villages facilitating outreach to farmers, as well as having both the CEO and Program
Manager spending most of their time in the field. The proximity of the staff to beneficiaries allowed
RUDI to identify challenges and take corrective action efficiently. In some cases, grantees were able
to collaborate with other organizations to complement their skill areas.
Coordination with value chain actors: Further affecting project performance is the level of
coordination between grantees and farmers’ organizations and other value chain actors. Across the
board, collaboration with other actors and institutions in the course of the project was necessary to
reach farmers and deliver program activities. Collaboration and partnership—whether and how
grantees will use market actors and stakeholders to participate in the implementation of project
activities— should technically be a part of the program design, but the evaluation found wide
variability in the grantees’ performance in building the necessary partnerships. Close coordination
with farmers’ organizations was a success factor to project implementation as it facilitated the
execution of project activities, such as the organization of trainings, collective sales and aggregation,
and the provision and maintenance of facilities and equipment. The evaluation found that the
grantees with strong farmer outreach, such as CGA in Kenya, which reached 142,000 farmers, did so
primarily through work with existing farmers’ groups or by setting up new farmers organizations to
reach new farmers. Significant collaboration between grantees and other stakeholders enabled the
provision of services to farmers and actors across the value chain to fill gaps constraining market
access. Successful grantee projects are plugging into the work of other actors and leveraging the
complementary expertise of partners to support market access.
Private sector engagement: The level of development of the private sector in a given market
drastically affects project execution for grantees as they navigate market dynamics. The high
fragmentation of markets is the ideal environment for informal trade to flourish as buying informally
still yields a price advantage despite high transaction costs and lower crop quality. Bringing private
sector off-takers and buyers in from informal trade was extremely difficult for grantees because the
market conditions encourage informal trade. In the case of Sasakawa, the project was not able to
mobilize large enough volumes of produce to attract large buyers. In projects in Ghana and
Mozambique, farmers struggled to compete with the prices on the open market when using standard
weights at sale. Project execution that takes into account assessments of key off-takers and their
needs, commitment, and trustworthiness is needed. In some cases, the lack of partnerships with SMEs
and institutional off-takers or processors highly affected the project’s ability to link farmers to markets,
and the lack of grantee coordination with private sector partners inhibited implementation.
External factors: External factors including the presence of physical infrastructure and government
policies also affected program execution. The poor physical infrastructure in most countries is not
only a key barrier to smallholder farmers’ access to markets, but also an obstacle for the successful
execution of grantee projects. A number of projects experienced delays or barriers to execution
because of infrastructure constraints. In other cases, unfavourable government policies impeded
project execution. In Kenya, the imposition of a 50% excise duty on beer made from sorghum led to
the cancellation of contracts between a private company and farmer associations for CGA’s second
grant. Market price distortions from government actions, such as those caused by export bans or the
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announcement of prices, destabilize the market for all actors and discourage farmers from engaging
in project activities.
ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
The program has done well given the resources and staff available, as well as sudden changes in the
team make-up. The program was implemented efficiently, and several grantees reported positive
feedback about the support received from Program Officers. Grantees gave high ratings for the level
of technical and financial support received across multiple program processes. The program’s diligent
support to local organizations helped build the capacity of grantees to achieve sustainability, where
in some cases the institutional strengthening led to additional funding support from donors. Deepdive grantees perceived that particular functions were highly efficient, including contracting, financial
reporting and progress reporting processes.
With the challenges faced in achieving consistent performance across grants, the program
management for results has demonstrated a strong capacity to “learn by doing”. There are limits to
the extent that program design can account for the realities of program execution. Of note, are the
adjustments made over time to program management in order to better support grantees. In
particular, Map learned over time how to best coordinate, support and build capacity of local
organizations. MAP’s support to local grantees has ranged from funding an independent consultant
to support Faso Jigi during the proposal writing process to having Program Officers conduct field visits
to provide technical backstopping. With dedicated capacity building support, many of the local
organizations that received grants from MAP became strong performers. The Market Access Program
has learned from its past performance and that of its grantees in order to make changes over time to
its strategy, grant making and position within AGRA to become more effective.
LESSONS LEARNED: THE WAY FORWARD WITH MARKET ACCESS INTERVENTIONS
Gains in productivity, food security and incomes for smallholder farmers could be driven by a more
systematic approach to removing market-access bottlenecks and strengthening market
infrastructure. The findings of this evaluation can guide the design and execution of future
interventions. Smoothly functioning markets can help attract production and productivity increases,
reward producers and other market players for value creation and make the products that people
need accessible to them— over time, distance and price. Most agriculture markets in Africa are underdeveloped and inefficient, lacking the key elements necessary for effective markets infrastructure—
including transport systems, market linkages, storage facilities, legal and policy frameworks, and
financial systems. Even as efforts are directed towards increasing food supply and reducing hunger in
Africa by raising smallholder productivity, an equal push to improve access to markets is lagging. Since
2008, MAP has been working to address market access issues and the findings of this evaluation can
serve as lessons learned to inform future interventions:
Firstly, market access interventions are more effective when they link holistically from farm to
market, and are strengthened where the program engages the full value chain— which highlights
the importance of integrating with the other AGRA programs that address different issues in the
value chain. Strong market linkages are only possible when each preceding link of the value chain
from land preparation to input supply to storage and processing is also strong. For example, strong
linkages to input and output markets are important contributors to the adoption of improved inputs
and production practices among farmers. Providing farmers with access to the right inputs affects
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levels and quality of production, and in turn can drive the design of post-harvest programming,
especially as input providers increasingly become channels for both input distribution and aggregation.
For MAP, finding ways to reinforce the interconnecting links and levers along the value chain is
important. Initially, MAP appeared to collaborate with other AGRA programs incidentally– e.g.,
bringing in the Soil Health Program to work with ADEM to address the soil problem keeping
productivity low. However, with the change in AGRA’s approach to promote coordination and
integration across the value chain, this challenge is being addressed. We already see the strengthening
ties between MAP and other programs. Integration strengthens the activities led by other programs
by strengthening their alignment with market dynamics, and enables MAP to have much broader
reach, applicability and relevance.
Secondly, market access interventions can include multiple competencies from agronomy to farmer
engagement, business planning, and commercial acumen—this is true at both the program
management level and the grant implementation level. The effective implementation of an
agricultural market access program requires engagement at the ecosystem level, from informal input
providers to subsistence and commercial farmers to owners of agribusinesses—whom together
contribute to commercialization of crops. In the case of MAP, the program team possessed a wide mix
of competencies including private sector engagement, NGO management, and project management
in the agriculture sector. However, a more detailed and robust competency mapping would have been
a strong asset to identify all the competencies required at the grantee level. For example, grantees
focused on farmer engagement lacked the ability to engage large agro-processors, while those
grantees whose expertise lay in SME capacity building were unable to organize farmers effectively to
engage with participating SMEs.
Thirdly, at the ground level, as smallholder farmers face challenges across the value-chain that
require holistic support, grantees can engage in effective partnerships to address these constraints.
Market access challenges, including shortages of quality inputs, poor access to credit, policy changes,
and poor extension services and mechanization— are constraints for the entire value chain. AGRA
grantees developed partnerships and models such as input-credit schemes and out-grower systems
to provide farmers with a broad range of support.
Lastly, depending on the context, linking farmers to market takes varying time and efforts, and
programs need to account for the time and sequencing of activities required to achieve objectives
efficiently. Projects can incorporate upfront mitigation plans to manage changes that could affect
timelines. There is also a need for building systems that respond effectively to challenges as they arise.
Building in more formal systems for flexibility in the design phase to extend either project timelines
or funding may allow grantees to improve results.
RECOMMENDATIONS
To inform AGRA’s future strategies for market access interventions, we identified a set of
recommendations to improve program performance. While the evaluation found that program
performance was strong, we see some specific areas that align with existing momentum and
opportunity for AGRA to support interventions.
Continue investing in market access interventions. Not only has the Market Access Program
demonstrated strong overall performance, but the improvements in post-harvest practices, income
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from agriculture, and value addition seen at the farmer level across different grantee projects has
exceeded expectations.
Implement a holistic approach to addressing all the issues from farm to buyer for all grantee projects.
Conceptually, this idea has driven the Market Access Program strategy, but it needs to be
implemented at the level of all grantee projects. This can be done primarily through conducting indepth feasibility assessments prior to project design to ensure that the project is built
comprehensively.
Continue to pursue a flexible approach in grant management. The conditions, stakeholders and
available products in agricultural markets are ever changing. While business plans are valuable in
guiding strategy and plans for engagement, following a business plan in disregard of new information
or changing market conditions can lead to project failure. Allowing grantees to adjust their activities
from the proposal when necessary is an element of the program management that should be
maintained, and if possible, formalized.
Invest in building the capacity and performance of grantee organizations. The Market Access
Program has been quite successful in identifying organizations able to implement projects with strong
outputs and high potential for impact. As AGRA continues to intervene in this space, we recommend
that further investments be made to strengthen these organizations and their performance beyond
the technical and financial support currently being provided.
Provide targeted technical or financial assistance to tackle challenges with markets infrastructure
to remove the bottlenecks to systems change. MAP projects have been affected by a myriad of
market infrastructure-related challenges, such as poor transport systems, storage facilities, and
financial systems. These factors have a direct impact on the achievement of outcomes. Where gaps or
infrastructure constraints exist in the market, MAP can consider providing technical or financial
assistance to market actors that may be able to help clear barriers for other grantees.
Streamline the reporting processes for integrated AGRA grants to better track results. MAP’s high
level of integration with other AGRA programs is a major strength. However, the present reporting
structure for such projects is not adequately coordinated, which makes it challenging for MAP to
obtain a full picture of all projects. A streamlined reporting system for integrated projects can create
opportunities for MAP to further highlight successes and learn from challenges.
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1. Background and context
Numerous barriers have limited market access for smallholder farmers in Africa, leaving them unable
to leverage and benefit from recent gains in farm productivity. Agriculture contributes more than 50%
to most African economies, and is the basis for at least 70% of livelihoods in most countries. 4
Smallholder farmers produce 70% of Africa’s food supply — contributing to the broader economy,
GDP and food security of their respective countries5. However, much of this agriculture is subsistencebased and characterized by low productivity and limited access to markets for the smallholders
themselves.
As efforts are directed towards increasing food supply and reducing hunger in Africa by raising
smallholder productivity, an equal push to improve access to markets is lagging. The under-developed
and inefficient agriculture markets mean that farmers face challenges in preparing to sell their crops
and connect with buyers.
Figure 1: Overview of market access challenges for farmers
1

2

CHALLENGES LINKED TO PREPARING TO SELL CROPS
•
•
•
•
•

CHALLENGES WITH CONNECTING TO BUYERS
• High costs of transport and low marketable volumes
• Lack of information on buyers and prices at local and
regional markets, poor contract enforcement
• Limited information for buyers on quality and
quantity of stocks
• Lack of effective systems for grading and measuring

Lack of efficient storage facilities
High level of post-harvest losses
Limited finance to absorb surpluses at harvest
Underdeveloped agro-processing capacity
Poor infrastructure

Source: Market Access Program documents; Dalberg analysis

Many African countries lack key elements necessary for efficient and effective markets infrastructure,
including transport systems, market linkages, storage facilities, legal and policy frameworks, and
financial systems. For farmers, the lack of market resources is linked to low farm-gate prices, weak
farmers’ organizations, narrow markets, a lack of market information, and a lack of affordable finance.
In addition to directly increasing incomes of smallholder farmers, a systematic approach to removing
market-access bottlenecks and strengthening market infrastructure would drive gains in productivity
and improve food security. Smoothly functioning markets work to attract production and productivity
increases, reward producers and other market players for value creation and make the products that
people need accessible to them— over time, distance and price.
Given this context, the Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA) launched its Market Access
Program (MAP) in 2008 with the objective of directing investment and resources into realizing
meaningful improvements to the market infrastructure of the core food staples in Africa.

4
5

UNDP, “Africa Economic Outlook 3”, 2013
http://www.unep.org/pdf/SmallholderReport_WEB.pdf
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The Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA)
Mission: Established in 2006, AGRA seeks to trigger a uniquely African Green Revolution that transforms agriculture into a
highly productive, competitive and sustainable system that assures food security and lifts millions out of poverty. AGRA
uses a value chain approach to intervene across multiple stages in the value chain in 17 African countries.
Key goals:
• Reducing food insecurity by 50% in at least 20 sub-Saharan African countries
• Doubling the incomes of at least 20 million smallholder farmers across the continent
• Moving at least 30 countries onto a sustainable path towards transforming their agricultural sectors
Major programs:
• Program for Africa’s Seed Systems
• Soil Health Program
• Policy and Advocacy Program

•
•
•

Farmer Organization Support Center in Africa
Innovative Finance
Market Access Program

The Market Access Program is an important component of AGRA’s mission as sustainable transformation of the
agriculture sector depends on well- functioning markets that provide reliable outlets for farm produce, while also serving
as dependable sources of affordable food

To assess the performance of MAP and generate recommendations to improve future programming,
AGRA engaged Dalberg Global Development Advisors (Dalberg) to conduct an independent evaluation.
In line with the overarching purpose of this evaluation, the specific objectives as drafted in the terms
of reference for the evaluation focus on:
i.

Determining the relevance or appropriateness of the Program and AGRA theory of change,
design, strategies, management structure and delivery mechanisms and assessing whether or
not they are adequate to realize the intended objectives of the program and country
landscape

ii.

Critically assessing to what extent, if any, the program achieved its intended objectives;
outputs, and whether these are beginning to yield into outcomes, both intended and
unintended

iii.

Ascertaining to what extent the program was effective in achieving its intended objectives

iv.

Assessing whether the program has been cost effective in achieving the desired outcomes

v.

Identifying to what extent MAP integrates and aligns with other AGRA programs, the quality
of partnerships built with grantees and relevant national and regional institutions and other
stakeholders in supporting program delivery and whether these are sustainable over time

vi.

Assessing the efficacy of the different models utilized by the program, for instance, building
the capacity of market access actors, improving infrastructure, promoting produce quality
through improved post-harvest handling practices and using output market structures to
facilitate access to finance for SMEs and farmers’ organizations

vii.

Identifying challenges and documenting lessons learned and best practices that will inform
future strategic program directions

viii.

The evaluation will also provide recommendations on practical strategic actions that need to
be taken to improve future implementation and ensure sustainability of outcomes and
institutionalization of key lessons learnt. Suggestions on how to build stronger governance
systems, gender integration, and how future program initiatives should feed into ongoing and
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planned national-level agricultural strategies to enhance synergy, complementarity and value
addition
Background on the Market Access Program
AGRA through its Market Access Program has been a key actor in developing well-functioning markets
in Africa through a variety of interventions, including the development of rural marketplaces, storage
and warehousing systems, equipment operations, market information systems and promotion of
enabling legal and policy frameworks. MAP complements AGRA’s other programs by contributing to
impact for smallholder farmers across the value chain. The program has the following core objectives:





Reduce transaction costs for smallholder farmers
Increase value addition in food usage
Increase demand of food staples through alternative usage of food staples
Promote an enabling environment for local and regional trade of food staples

The figure below highlights the key challenges the program seeks to tackle, its strategic objectives and
activities, as well as its position within AGRA’s value chain approach.
Figure 2: Overview of MAP’s strategic objectives and activities
Land
preparation

Soil Health
Program

Input supply

Farm
production

Storage &
Processing

Retailing

Consumption

Market Access
Program

Program for Africa’s
Seed Systems

The program aims to address key
challenges faced by smallholders
in Africa:
• Lack of efficient storage facilities
• High level of post-harvest losses
• Limited finance to absorb
surpluses at harvest
• High costs of transport
• Lack of information on buyers
and prices local and regional
markets
• Limited information for buyers
on quality and quantity of stocks
• Lack of effective systems for
grading and measuring
• Underdeveloped agroprocessing capacity

Distribution
& trade

The program is
addressing these
challenges through
funding to
interventions that:
• Reduce transaction
costs
• Increase value
addition in food
usage
• Increase demand
through alternative
uses
• Improve the
enabling
environment

Program Activities:
• Aggregation centers supported or established
• Training for farmers in post-harvest handling,
storage techniques, quality management, WRS,
contracts, commodity exchange, warrantage,
low cost and small scale processing equipment,
trade policy, and use of risk management tools
• Market information systems supported or
established
• Traders and SMEs provided with business
development services
• Traders and processors trained on structured
systems, trade policy, and use of risk
management tools
• Companies using cassava for non-food uses
• Development of guarantee funds and financial
products

Source: Market Access Program documents; Dalberg analysis

MAP’s model involves identifying and funding organizations in targeted African countries to
implement projects in line with its objectives. From 2008 to 2014, the program made a total of 77
grants worth US$ 50,631,319. The portfolio covered East, South and West Africa, with grantee projects
planned in 13 countries (Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Niger,
Nigeria, Rwanda, Tanzania, Uganda, and Zambia).
This report aims to synthesize the findings of the evaluation through an assessment of performance
and the key trends in project design, execution and management that contribute to performance
results. The evaluation seeks to capture the details and nuances of the program’s results across
countries and grantees in order to provide AGRA with actionable recommendations on how to
improve performance. To this end, the report is structured as follows:
3














Section 2 provides a brief overview of the evaluation methodology and approach
Section 3 analyses the program and portfolio performance. This section provides a summary
of findings on the program’s performance to date, describing and assessing results against
evaluation criteria, achievement against outputs and outcome targets, and sustainability.
Section 4 analyses trends in project design and execution contributing to performance. The
section outlines major findings and common themes around project design and execution,
including the breakdown of factors affecting performance.
Section 5 analyses MAP’s efficiency, cost-effectiveness, and program management for results.
Section 6 uses the findings in the previous report sections to present a summary of lessons
learned.
Section 7 includes a presentation of strategic recommendations.
Annex A provides a list of stakeholders interviewed for the report.
Annex B includes the full set of English language interview guides used to collect data from
stakeholders and farmers during focus groups.
Annex C includes the English language interview guide used with the deep dive grantees.
Annex D includes the English version of the survey questionnaire used for the farmer survey.
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2. Evaluation objectives and methodology
AGRA commissioned Dalberg to conduct an independent evaluation of the performance of the Market
Access Program (MAP) through an independent call for proposals. The Dalberg team conducted the
evaluation over a period of 16 weeks from June to September 2015.
The purpose of the evaluation is to derive recommendations, best practices, and lessons learned by
measuring the outputs, outcomes, impact and sustainability produced by the program. The evaluation
has been designed to provide lessons and recommendations to inform AGRA’s future programming in
market access by assessing how well its current model works.
Analytical framework and approach
The evaluation assessed the program’s performance across four criteria: Relevance and additionality,
Effectiveness, Efficiency, and Sustainability. The evaluation criteria guided key evaluation questions
and analyses, as outlined in the table below. Though the original analytical framework was oriented
around developing findings and recommendations for impact, delivery mechanisms, and internal
management, this report has updated the analytical framework to center around findings related to
key drivers of performance: Project design, Project execution, and Program management for results.
Figure 3: Key questions guiding the evaluation and assessment tools
Tools
1.
External
Interview

2. MAP
doc /data
review

3. Benchmarking
review

4. Farmer
surveys
and focus
groups

5.
Internal
interview
with
AGRA
staff

Relevance and additionality: Are the theory of change, design
strategies, management structure and delivery mechanisms
aligned with program objectives?

X

X

X

X

X

Effectiveness: To what extent did the program achieve its target
objectives and outputs?

X

X

Efficiency: To what extent was the program efficient in achieving
its intended objectives? Cost-effective? Does MAP integrate and
align with other AGRA programs? To what extent has the program
integrated with other AGRA programs, partners or stakeholders to
support program delivery?

X

X

Impact: To what extent has the program started to yield
outcomes?

X

Sustainability: What is the likelihood that the program’s results be
sustainable over the medium to long term?

X

Key Questions
PRELIMINARY

X

X

X

X

X
X

The team blended several methodologies and instruments to explore the evaluation questions,
including interviews, documents review, benchmarking, focus groups, and surveys. The team
reviewed MAP program documents and portfolio data, including past M&E plans and reports, financial
reports, grantee progress reports and country agriculture development strategies. To obtain a
comprehensive view of activities, the evaluation team also analysed M&E data from the top 80% of
projects in terms of grant commitments, which ended up including all grants over US $500,000.
Interviews were conducted with both internal (program staff, and other AGRA grantees) and external
stakeholders (beneficiaries, private sector, government officials, development partners, and other
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NGOs). 6 During stakeholder interviews, stakeholders were asked to rate MAP against evaluation
criteria from 1-5, with each rating defined as: 1: poor; 2: acceptable; 3: good; 4: very good; 5: excellent.
This was complemented by deep-dive analysis on 12 grants in six countries (Burkina Faso, Ghana,
Kenya, Mali, Mozambique, Tanzania) to gain an in-depth perspective of factors influencing
performance as well as impact and sustainability. Surveys were also conducted in each of the deep
dive countries with beneficiary farmers. The table below summarizes the sources used for data
collection and analysis.
Figure 4: Sources of field data used in the evaluation
Burkina Faso

Ghana

Kenya

Mali

Mozambique

Tanzania

4 groups,
with 45 total
participants

3 groups,
with 27 total
participants

4 groups,
with 18 total
participants

4 groups,
with 34 total
participants

3 groups,
with 36 total
participants

4 groups,
with 31 total
participants

841

628

769

868

399

791

Grantees

2

2

2

2

2

2

Interviews (individual)
with government

2

2

1

9

4

1

Interviews (individual)
with private sector

5

5

6

1

16

3

Interviews (individual)
with NGOs

5

4

1

4

11

6

Interviews (individual)
with donors

1

2

3

1

1

1

Focus group discussions

Farmers surveyed

Total: 95 stakeholders (organizations) interviewed, 4,296 farmers surveyed

Country and grantee selection
The 12 grantees across Burkina Faso, Ghana, Kenya, Mali, Mozambique and Tanzania, which formed
the basis of our deep-dive analysis were selected to provide geographic balance and programmatic
representation. The criteria used to select these grants covered country strategic importance to MAP
in terms of value of grant commitment, size of grant commitment, degree of program integration with
other AGRA grants and potential for scalability. The evaluation deliberately over-sampled projects
initiated prior to 2012 to enhance the potential for tracking longer-term outcomes of grantee projects.

6

Note on stakeholders interviewed: Grantees included the 12 deep dive organizations listed in Figure 4.
Government stakeholders interviewed include a mix officials from the Ministry of Agriculture, agriculture
development agencies, or public sector programs at the local level. Private sector actors interviewed include
SMEs, agribusinesses, off-takers, processors, and financial institutions partnering or collaborating with the
grantee project. NGO stakeholders include both project partners as well as other market access stakeholders.
Interviews with donors include stakeholders from bilateral and multilateral organizations like USAID or WFP,
that are active in the market access space.
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Figure 5: Deep dive grants, by country
Country

Selected deep-dive grantees

Burkina Faso

•
•

Agence pour la Promotion de la Petite et moyenne entreprise Agriculture et Artisanat (APME2A)
Fédération des Professionnels Agricoles du Burkina (FEPA/B)

Ghana

•
•

Agribusiness Systems International (ASI)
Concern Universal

Kenya

•
•

East Africa Grain Council (EAGC)
Cereal Growers Association (CGA)

Mali

•
•

Sasakawa Africa Association
Faso Jigi

Mozambique

•
•

Concern Universal
MIRUKU - Sociedade Cooperativa de Desenvolvimento e Serviços

Tanzania

•
•

Rural Urban Development Initiatives (RUDI)
Farm Concern International (FCI)

Sampling for farmer surveys
We approached farmer sampling as independently as possible within the practical limitation of our
evaluation with its budget and timeline. Our approach sought to capture representation of various
regions and types of farmers covered by grantees’ activities. Survey questionnaires were prepared in
English, French and Portuguese, and entered into a smartphone mobile application used by teams of
local surveyors. The survey questionnaire itself was designed so that the evaluation could determine
the outputs of the grantee programs funded by MAP, the first-order and long-term outcomes of the
grantee programs funded by project, and the potential for sustainability. We received a list of all
beneficiary farmer groups or communities from each grantee, from which the evaluation team
selected target communities to capture geographic and socio-economic differences. We then
randomly selected specific farmers within these targeted communities from lists of farmers provided
by grantees, while ensuring diversities in farmer age and gender.
Evaluation limitations
Due to time and budgetary constraints, we limited field work to six of the program’s 13 focus countries,
covering 12 out of 77 grantees. The absence of baseline data on the production, storage and marketing
practices of beneficiary farmers was a limitation for analysis of changes over time related to the
intervention. There were also significant gaps in grantee M&E reporting in the narrative and progress
reports, which made it difficult to make comparisons across grantee projects to obtain a more
comprehensive view of portfolio performance. Furthermore, the timing of the evaluation, may be too
early to capture long-term impact or sustainability of the grants that have been launched recently. In
a similar vein, since our field work covered grants initiated in 2012 or earlier as a matter of practice,
we may not capture the performance of newer grantees, which may reflect some learnings and
strategy shifts compared to earlier grants. The security situation in Mali meant that the evaluation
team was unable to travel outside of Bamako, and had to rely on a sub-contractor to conduct farmer
focus groups and interviews with project partners in rural areas. This did not affect the quality of the
fieldwork or findings for Mali.
The evaluation included a survey of over 4,000 farmers across six countries, which has provided strong
insight into outcomes at the farmer-level, but which has limitations as a dataset. These limitations
include, (i) the fact that the survey was not a controlled experiment and only studies the experience
of farmers connected to or participating in MAP activities; and (ii) that without a baseline, “before
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program” data is retroactively self-reported by the farmer, which may lack accuracy or may have
resulted in fewer data points if farmers struggle to recall information from up to five years prior.
Despite these limitations, the evaluation team is confident in the overall evaluation results and
recommendations, given the variety and depth of data generated through stakeholder interviews,
surveys, cross-referencing and desk research. Additionally, as MAP’s objective is to fill gaps in the
markets infrastructure landscape in targeted countries and engender systemic changes, we did not
aim to capture or attribute specific changes to MAP grantees, but assess MAP’s contribution within
an ecosystem of institutions and actors.
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3. Assessment of program and portfolio performance
This section provides a summary of findings on the program’s performance to date, describing and
assessing results against evaluation criteria, achievement against targets for outputs and outcomes,
and sustainability. It provides contextual information on the program components that did and did
not work well.

A. Assessment of program performance at aggregate level
1. Summary of program-level results
MAP performed strongly against the evaluation criteria, indicating that the program was well
designed, executed and managed to lead to strong outcomes for farmers. The evaluation assessed
MAP to determine its performance across four evaluation criteria, including Relevance and
additionality in creating a unique value proposition for AGRA and the broader market access landscape;
Effectiveness in achieving target organizational objectives; Efficiency in maximizing resources and
partnership; and Sustainability in building systems and structures to achieve development impact.
MAP received strong stakeholder ratings across the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency criteria and
sustainability, in line with the broader evidence in program documents and farmer surveys. The
program received high ratings of good, very good and excellent (ratings of 3 to 5 out of 5) from the
majority of internal and external stakeholders across relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and
sustainability (see Figure 6)7. Stakeholders perceive that the program adds high value to the market
access landscape, achieves its targets, and utilizes resources and partners efficiently. The program
document review, the feedback collected during the deep dive case studies, and the farmer surveys
that which are analysed later in the report provided further evidence of MAP’s strong performance
against the evaluation criteria. The evaluation found that MAP is addressing the critical needs of
farmers, building on existing programs in the agriculture sector, and has improved farmers’ livelihoods.
Further interventions are likely required to reinforce the program’s sustainability, but we found
promising evidence that MAP is beginning to create lasting effects in some areas, such as out-grower
schemes with large processors and changes in how farmers approach agricultural practice and
commercialization. We will cover these topics in more details in the sections that follow. The report
assesses efficiency in-depth in the section on program management.
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Stakeholders were asked to rate MAP against evaluation criteria from 1-5, with each rating defined as
follows: 1: poor; 2: acceptable; 3: good; 4: very good; 5: excellent.
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Figure 6: Overall stakeholder ratings across evaluation criteria
Internal and external stakeholder ratings across all evaluation dimensions on scale of 1-5
5.0
4.4

4.5
4.0

3.8

3.6

3.5

3.4

Ø 3.8

3.0
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
0.0
N

% good, very
good or
excellent

Relevance

Effectiveness

Efficiency

Sustainability

61

50

20

43

100%

94%

100%

91%

Note: Number of valid responses varies across questions.
Note: Stakeholders were asked to rate MAP against evaluation criteria from 1-5, with each rating defined as follows: 1:
poor; 2: acceptable; 3: good; 4: very good; 5: excellent.
Source: Dalberg analysis of responses from stakeholder interviews across all stakeholder groups

2. Assessment of MAP’s relevance
The evaluation found that MAP was relevant, based on a review of core program objectives and
analysis of their alignment with AGRA’s strategy, the market access landscape, and the needs of
farmers. The assessment of the relevance dimension aimed at analysing how MAP was aligned with
AGRA’s overall objectives, whether its objectives met the needs of the market, and whether its theory
of change and intended activities were relevant to MAP’s objectives (i.e., transforming direct
investment and resources into realizing meaningful improvements to the market infrastructure of core
food staples in Africa).8 Findings are detailed below.
MAP was established to address the critical needs of transforming the market access ecosystem for
farmers in Africa, with strong alignment with AGRA’s objectives. Not only is MAP relevant to AGRA’s
strategy, but it fills a core function within the institution. MAP is complementary to AGRA’s other
programs and allowed AGRA to address gaps across the value chain. In particular, the program’s work
to promote increased storage capacity, value addition, bulk output marketing and structured trade
systems fills a key gap in AGRA’s value chain approach. In other areas, such as support and training to
agro-dealers, farmers’ organizations, policy advocacy, and access to finance, the Market Access
Program has strengthened AGRA’s other existing programs. MAP often collaborated with other
programs within AGRA, and achieved strong outcomes when collaboration was successful (See Figure
7 for how MAP complemented other programs and examples of successful collaboration).
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The section on portfolio-level analysis discusses MAP’s relevance to deep-dive countries’ agricultural sector
strategy more in detail.
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Figure 7: MAP’s complementarity to other AGRA programs
Land
preparation

Input supply

Farm
production

Storage &
Processing

Distribution
& trade

Retailing

Consumption

MAP
• A competitive, efficient and accessible
agriculture market is a key component of
policy measures needed to transform African
agriculture
• Markets and PAP collaborated to remove
policy, institutional and regulatory bottlenecks
• E.g., In Ghana, a PAP/MKT grant focused on
improving the business environment for
agribusiness development

PAP

• Strong output markets is critical in PASS’s work
to improve farmer adoption of improved seeds
• PASS collaborated with Markets to strengthen
agro-dealer capacity/density as they also serve
as traders to purchase farmer outputs
• E.g, Through joint grants such as USAID
SAIOMA or at implementation phase - when
Markets requested PASS support to strengthen
agro-dealer network in project areas

PASS
MAP

• A key barrier to adoption of technologies in
SHP interventions is the farmers’ lack of
access to input and output markets
• SHP collaborated with the Markets Program
to encourage farmers to increase production
by having market linkages
• E.g, In Mozambique, Markets had difficulty
with productivity due to poor soil health, and
brought in SHP to work with ADEM

FOSCA • While FOSCA focuses on building the capacity of
farmers organizations for bulk trading, weak
market linkages hinder market access
• FOSCA worked with Markets in aggregation and
market linkages to help farmers engage along
value chains
• Out of 30 FOSCA projects in the last 2 years,
over 60% were co-funded with Markets

SHP

Source: Stakeholder interviews; Dalberg analysis

Stakeholders confirmed that MAP is working on the right set of impact objectives to promote
market access for farmers. Stakeholders perceived MAP’s key impact areas (reducing transaction
costs, increasing value addition, increasing demand for food staples, and promoting an enabling
environment for local and regional trade of food staples) to be fairly to highly relevant (weighted
average9 rating ranging from 3.4 to 3.6) for promoting farmers’ market access. They also recognized
the additionalility of MAP to existing players in the same areas.
Figure 8: Stakeholder ratings of relevance and additionality of MAP’s key impact objectives
Relevance

Additionality

Reducing transaction costs

3.6 n = 31

Increasing value addition in food usage

3.8 n = 33

Increasing demand of food staples

3.7 n = 33

Promoting enabling environment for trade

3.1
Ø 3.6

n = 32

3.4 n = 24
3.2
2.9
3.0

n = 27
n = 25

n = 25

Ø 3.1

Source: Stakeholder ratings recorded during interviews; Dalberg analysis

Our benchmark assessment of other programs focused on market access for farmers confirmed that
MAP’s program activities and principles cover key areas that a market access program should
9

Rating weighted by type of stakeholders, including private sector, government, donors, NGOs and farmer
organizations.
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address. Whereas other actors such as IFAD and the African Development Bank are working on four
to six program objectives, MAP offers a flexible menu of options, making it highly adaptable to the
needs and challenges of different crops and market conditions. By allocating grants to several different
grantee organizations, MAP ensures that the right implementing organizations carry out projects.
With such a broad menu of possible intervention areas and implementers, MAP’s investments are
adapted to the circumstances of the specific project and the availability of effective partners. As such,
the program is better able to focus on the gaps in the market and remain relevant across various
contexts.
Figure 9: Benchmarking the program focus of different market access interventions
Program core objective

IFAD

Increase prices at farm
gate/and or market for SHFs



Capacity building for farmers’
organizations and across the
value chain



Effective outreach to women
and disadvantaged groups



Improve value chain
coordination and efficiency, &
reducing transaction costs



AfDB

World Bank

USAID

MAP












Improve market & storage
infrastructure



Invest in agro-processing and
value addition



Improve the policy and
enabling environment for
market-oriented agriculture



















Improve product standards,
quality control & food safety





Increase access to finance









Facilitate intra-regional trade




Source: Dalberg analysis

3. Assessment of MAP’s effectiveness
The assessment of MAP’s effectiveness aimed to analyse how MAP performed against target output
and outcome indicators. The evaluation team assessed these through the review of M&E reporting
data of grantees collected by MAP, as well as the analysis of farmer survey results. This section focuses
on MAP’s achievement at the aggregate program level.
MAP was highly effective in achieving its targets; the program was able to achieve most of its output
targets on an aggregate level. The evaluation’s portfolio-wide review of the grantee M&E reporting
data demonstrated the program’s strong performance against targets. Based on the analysis of the
most recent IPTT reports of the grants over US $500k10, the output achievement was generally strong
across indicators. Most grantee projects out-performed targets for activities where they trained the
trainers (168% achievement of targets) and provided support to or established farmer organizations
(129%). Often, where output achievement was high at the aggregate level, it was driven by a few high10

The evaluation team analysed M&E data from the top 80% of projects in terms of grant commitments, which
ended up including all grants over US $500,000.
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achieving grantee projects. Some grants included in this analysis are still in progress, and so have not
submitted final M&E data on output achievement, so we have differentiated the unmet targets on
these grants from that of completed projects. Given the number of grants still in progress, the
evaluation team expects that MAP will yield even higher achievement rates across all indicators upon
completion. Figure 10 below provides the output achievement rates for grants receiving over US
$500K in commitments from MAP.
Figure 10: MAP’s output achievement against targets – program level
Met
Farmers trained 1

Unmet

541,789

Trainers trained (extension
workers, group leaders, etc)
Aggregation/post-harvest
cent supported/formed
SMEs supported

Farm/equipment
demonstrations held

74,020

66%

203,355

168%

11,240
700
1,646

Number of FOs
formed or supported

Membership of farmer
organizations

In-progress

189

79%

92 261

83%

10,281
99,887

129%
18,656 17,777

2,861

165

73%
95%

Note: Analysis only includes grants over US$500K and selected deep-dive grantees
1Farmers trained in production practices, post-harvest handling, storage techniques, quality management, including use of
equipment, structured trade systems, business, marketing skills, group dynamics..
Data is incomplete as it is based on historical data, does not factor in grantees not providing target data, and may also be limited to
specific time frames within the life of the grant

Source: Grantee IPTT and narrative reports; Dalberg analysis

Farmer surveys confirmed that achievement of immediate outcomes – reflected in uptake and use
of services and facilities offered – was high across most program activities. On interventions that
aimed for broad impact such as training on warehouse receipt systems (WRS), progress is still being
made to achieve uptake and outcomes. Farmers participating in MAP-funded projects received a wide
variety of training across the value chain from farm production to entrepreneurship to access to
finance. The majority of farmers surveyed reported that they had used the knowledge or resources
gained from the MAP interventions. Particularly strong uptake was reported for support and training
to establish farmers’ organizations (97%), improve grading practices (97%), improve farm production
(96%), and improve post-harvest handling practices (96%), confirming the relevance of these activities
to farmers’ needs as well as the effectiveness of grantees in reaching farmers with useful training. 11
One area that experienced relatively lower uptake was among interventions that aimed to achieve
broad systemic impact, such as WRS. This is primarily because structured trade projects are complex
and take time to achieve uptake and outcomes. Given the novelty of these interventions for farmers
and grantees, and the requirements of the enabling environment to foster such projects, the slower
time to uptake is within expectations. Among the farmers that received training on WRS, 56% store
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Percentage figures in parenthesis represent the proportion of farmers using knowledge, service or facilities
offered by MAP’s grantees among those who were offered such knowledge, services or facilities.
13

their crops in a warehouse. Among those that store their crops in a warehouse, 42% take loans using
WRS, making the effective uptake rate 24%. Compared to the other program activities this uptake is
low, but in the context of building such a complex system, already seeing consistent uptake of a new
financial product among over a quarter of farmers is impressive.
As MAP continues affecting systems change, it will be important to understand the dynamics of
these more complex, high-impact interventions. MAP is already beginning to identify the factors
limiting uptake, as well as the requirements for ensuring outcomes– e.g., for WRS, when the
warehouse is not in proximity or not ready, farmers may not buy-in to the system’s value. Market
price distortions by the government may also impede WRS systems by nullifying the incentive to store,
when the price set by the government is on par with the anticipated price after storing. This does not
mean that such a system will not work, but rather implies that the ecosystem to support a WRS was
not ready for many of the trained farmers. The next section on project design covers WRS in-depth,
though we note that WRS is just one example of the types of systems that MAP is building and piloting.
Performance on M&E outcome indicators showed mixed results, as output to outcome conversion
varied significantly per type of activity. We selected outcomes indicators to demonstrate whether
project activities were leading to desired effects. We selected specific indicators based on the
robustness of M&E reporting data from grantees. Figure 11 below provides a visual of the outcome
targets met across the portfolio of grants, showing that overall achievement of outcomes was
inconsistent across indicators. As with outputs, high achievement on a given outcome indicator was
most often due to certain grants that offset the performance of other projects in the calculations of
average achievement. At the outcome level, these numbers serve as a guide for where projects are
having impact. The next section analyses the differences across grantees and delivery models.
In general, the outcomes that require either strong engagement from counterparts (i.e., buyers or
banks) or changes in farmer behaviour show relatively lower achievement as at the last reporting
cycle— indicating that these may require extra effort or more time. By definition, outcomes include
the results data that indicates that the program has had some kind of effect. Across MAP projects,
producing results or effects generally took longer for the projects requiring either strong engagement
from counterparts or changes in farmer behaviour. In particular, indicators related to access to finance,
structured trade, and market information systems had lower relative outcome achievement (see
Figure 11). The outcomes that require strong engagement from counterparts tend to be associated
with longer-term and high-risk, high-return projects (i.e., once established, these systems are
expected to create a fairly sustainable result for the program but it takes more effort, that may not
yield results quickly), in contrast to aggregation, collective sales, etc., which operate at a transactional
level. The outcomes that require farmers’ behaviour change also require diligent support to farmers
to promote progress. In some of the MAP projects, providing training and market information did not
prompt many farmers to use the information provided, or sometimes led to incorrect interpretation
of the information (e.g., farmers failing to calculate transportation costs when comparing prices across
different markets). In these cases, more trainings and closer support for using market information
systems could have improved uptake.
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Figure 11: MAP’s outcome achievement against targets – program level
Met
Volume of produce sold
through aggregation

Unmet

602,021

Farmers selling collectively
or linked to buyers
23,432

SMEs receiving finance
from financial institution

Farmers/FOs/SMEs using
market information systems

100,113 116,905

74%

37,803

88%

273,274

Farmers with access to finance

Farmers selling through
structured trade systems*

In-progress

26,800
151

25,821

14,060

5,295

2

1,928
95

82,099
1,560

9,720

45%
61%
21%
32%

Note: Analysis only includes grants over US$500K and selected deep-dive grantees
• Structured trade systems refers to sales through warehouse receipt systems, commodity exchanges, warrantage systems and
contracts.
• Data is incomplete as it is based on historical data, does not factor in grantees not providing target data, and may also be limited
to specific time frames within the life of the grant.

Source: Grantee IPTT and narrative reports; Dalberg analysis

Beyond outcomes tracked in regular M&E reporting, surveys found that farmers supported by MAP
grantees increased their processing and reduced post-harvest losses after program interventions.
For processing across all crops, there was an increase in the proportion of crops processed in the latest
season following training or access to a processing facility. The before-and-after analysis of the survey
results showed that on average, the proportion of crops processed doubled from 16% to 33%. When
analysed by crop, processing of maize, millet and sorghum doubled, while processing of beans
quadrupled. This includes only those crops transformed into another form (e.g., through milling), and
does not include changes in the quantity of crops cleaned, sorted, bagged, graded, etc. for value
addition. There was also significant reduction in post-harvest losses in the latest season as compared
to before farmers received training, storage, or inputs from the Market Access Program. On average,
post-harvest loss dropped by approximately 50% from 19% to 11%. When analysed by crop, maize
farmers saw a 40% reduction in losses, while rice farmers saw a 23% reduction on average. Figure 12
below show the proportion of crops that farmers reported as lost to post-harvest losses and processed
before the MAP training compared to in the latest season across all crops.
Figure 12: Average change in post-harvest loss and crops processed 12 among surveyed farmers

12

Farmers in the survey responded to the question, “What proportion of crop was processed in the latest
season vs. before the MAP intervention?” We have chosen to label this result under processing, but recognize
that the term can be confused with value addition depending on definitions and interpretations.
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33%

Before training
Latest season

19%
16%
11%

% Post-harvest loss
Includes all crops. Sample size Before
training: 1,791. Sample size Latest season:
1,908. Significance: 99%

% Processed
Includes all crops. Sample size Before
training: 2,018. Sample size Latest
season: 1,915. Significance: 99%

Source: Farmer survey results; Dalberg analysis

4. Assessment of MAP’s impact and progress towards sustainability
This section touches on MAP’s effect on improving farmers’ livelihoods, measured by the increase in
cash income from farming, and discusses some sustainability indicators. It is still early to assess MAP’s
impact and sustainability, and the following analyses do not intend to capture the full impact and
sustainability story. However, the evaluation team believes that these analyses provide insights on the
impact potential of MAP as well as steps made towards long-lasting system change.
The Market Access Program has improved the livelihoods of the majority of participating farmers,
as indicated by the farmer survey. Across all farmers who responded to the survey, more than half
reported an increase in cash revenue from farming since participating in the Market Access Program.
The following section of the report covers these results in more detail, with a breakdown by project.
There was also evidence of systems change in financial access, which manifested differently
depending on the project. One form of financial and economic sustainability witnessed was increased
access to finance for SMEs that led to increased market outlets for farmers. After the provision of
business development services by UDET, Ugandan SMEs were able to raise an additional US $17.6 m
of credit from financial institutions beyond the original transactions facilitated UDET. SMEs were then
able to provide market outlets to upwards of 131,350 smallholder farmers.
The program achieved capacity and institutional sustainability through building and facilitating
lasting institutional partnerships within grantee projects. At the grantee level, partnerships
facilitated by RUDI led to the creation of a financing model for farmer inputs, which other
organizations now replicate. RUDI’s partnerships with government and other actors such as USAID led
to continued support to Tanzanian farmer organizations to consolidate outcomes after the Market
Access Program grant closes.
The evaluation also found strong evidence of social and cultural sustainability with changes in the
norms and practices of farmers, including how they engage with actors across the value chain.
Smallholder farmers working with EAGC noted changes in practices, from production to marketing,
that made them more mindful and strategic about their use of improved production methods and the
use of equipment for shelling and drying. This behaviour shift is being reinforced as farmers receive
better prices selling to buyers.
From a programming perspective, MAP went beyond its basic mandate as a grant-making program
and demonstrated a strong support to grantee organizations to build their capacity. In some cases,
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the institutional strengthening led to additional funding from other donors for grantees to expand
their work in market access. MAP and AGRA staff coached grantees through several processes from
proposal preparation, to auditing financial reports, to collecting M&E reporting data. As a result, upon
completion of the grants, many grantee organizations were better equipped with skills to manage
projects and secure funding from other sources.
In addition to changes observed at the program and project levels, the survey of more than 4,000
farmers found signs of changes in farmer attitudes towards farming, which indicates a growing
willingness among farmers to participate in the market. In particular, the market access interventions
had a significant effect on how farmers used improved inputs (see Figure 13). Following the provision
of market access training, support, and services, the majority of farmers increased their usage of
improved seeds and fertilizer used for cultivation of cowpea, maize, rice, sorghum, millet, cassava and
beans. This greater uptake of improved inputs was observed among both farmers who received inputs
from another agriculture intervention and those who did not. In general, farmers limit their use of
improved inputs for crops intended for their own consumption, while more likely investing in
improved inputs for the crops they intend to sell. As such, the increase in improved inputs used for
cultivation among MAP farmers indicates a greater willingness to participate in the market. In addition
to the increased use of inputs, a considerable proportion of farmers increased the plot size allocated
to maize cultivation after participating in a MAP project. These behavioural changes among farmers
are important indicators of the role and importance of market access in the broader agricultural value
chain. As farmers gain increased access to markets, their activities at other points in the value chain
are likely to shift as a result. Some of the drivers of these increases in input use could include increased
opportunities for commercialization providing farmers with outlets for crops and the incentive to
invest in inputs to increase production; a relatively low baseline, as target farmers had limited access
to inputs prior to the intervention; and access to other projects that facilitated access to input dealers.
Figure 13: Change in use of improved inputs and land allocated among surveyed farmers – examples of maize
and rice farmers13

Maize
Improved seeds

76%

19% 5% 1,548

Fertilizer

76%

17% 7% 1,548

Plot allocated

58%

Rice

(N)

39%

3% 1,628

Increased

Haven’t changed

(N)

80%

13% 7% 361
19% 7% 367

74%
44%

51%

5% 369

Decreased

Source: Farmer survey results; Dalberg analysis

5. Note on variability of performance per grantee in driving program-level results
There were significant variances in performance across grantees and, in many cases; the outperforming results of some grantees offset the unsatisfactory results of other grantees. In the
performance assessment of grants over $500K, output achievements showed varied results, with
some high-performing projects driving up program level averages. Some of these high performers
include CGA and EAGC in Kenya, RUDI and TechnoServe in Tanzania, and CRS in Niger. Simultaneously,

13

Maize was a crop common to the countries where we conducted a deep-dive, though the degree of focus on
maize varied across countries.
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the low performance of other grants also pulled down averages—for example, in Mali, Sasakawa had
poor achievement in a specific indicator for farmer training targets on warrantage systems, despite
meeting other targets satisfactorily. We found no clear link between overall value of grants and output
effectiveness, as grants receiving the highest funding were neither the highest performing, nor the
most productive at reaching farmers and achieving results. Reviewing the initial results from the
projects of the eight grantees14 that received multiple grants from MAP, there is strong indication that
the subsequent grants build off of prior accomplishments to achieve strong results. The figure below
provides a snapshot of the overall achievements the Cereal Grower’s Association in Kenya has
accomplished with two MAP grants. The following sub-section provides more details on performance
by country and grantee.
Figure 14: Achievements of the Cereal Growers Association in Kenya
Formed 88 farmer groups,
and supported 79 to sell
close to 30,000 MT of
aggregated produce
collectively

CGA received a $999K
grant from MAP in 2009

Linked 5,286 farmers to
WFP and 126 FOs to
private traders or
industrial buyers

Has supported 13,447
farmers to sell collectively
and a further 6,552 to use
structured trade systems

CGA received a second
$999K grant from MAP in
2011 (on-going)

These variances in performance across grantees provide an opportunity for MAP to analyse its key
success factors as it reflects on future programming. The section on project design and execution
identifies some common factors that affected project successes and informs our recommendations.

B. Assessment of project performance by country and grantee
The program’s adaptability was a major asset to AGRA, as MAP set itself up to follow countryspecific strategies and plugged into other AGRA programs in order to address a more nuanced set
of challenges in the value chain. The program was initially guided by country-specific business plans
that used analysis of commodity value chains to determine key market access challenges by country,
and inform the focus of programming. For example, whereas in Mozambique the program focused on
facilitating access to credit and strengthening farmers organizations to target the poor access to
finance for the agriculture sector and limited use of improved inputs; in Burkina Faso, the program
focused on improving storage infrastructure and management to support an existing warrantage
system. MAP positioned itself strategically from the start to collaborate heavily with AGRA’s other
programs, largely due to the team’s strong background in markets. This was how the program was
able to focus on improving post-harvest handling practices with its grantees while simultaneously

14

Eight grantee organizations have received funding from MAP for multiple projects, including Agribusiness
Systems International, Cereal Growers Association, Concern Universal Ghana, Farm Concern International,
International Fertilizer Development Center, RUDI Tanzania, Uganda Development Trust, and TechnoServe.
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improving the business environment for agribusiness in partnership with PAP, or providing funding to
FOSCA projects to establish and strengthen farmers’ organizations.
This section covers the assessment of MAP across relevance, effectiveness, and impact and progress
towards sustainability by country and/or by grantee to provide greater visibility on how MAP-funded
projects performed.

1. Assessment of MAP’s relevance at country level
Assessment of relevance at the country level focused on MAP’s relevance to the countries’ agricultural
sector strategy.
The evaluation found that MAP has been addressing critical needs of agricultural sectors in the
target countries. Reflecting the complementarity to other agricultural programs at AGRA and other
organizations, and the need to build on what already exists in each country; MAP based its
implementation on country-specific strategies. In each region, MAP developed strategies to address
key challenges in the market and ecosystem. All of the grants reviewed in the evaluation deep dive
plugged in directly to national agriculture policy priorities, and many went the further step of plugging
into public initiatives and interventions in the agriculture sector (see Figure 15). A bottom-up planning
process fed into the development of MAP’s country strategies, which shaped country programs. For
example, in response to limited commercial lending to the agriculture sector, the low use of improved
inputs and poor market information systems in Mozambique, MAP projects in the country have
provided business development services for SMEs and strengthening farmer organizations. For Kenya,
with relatively developed support systems for the agriculture sector characterized by higher access to
credit and increased use of improved inputs, MAP has emphasized support to farmer-based
organizations to engage in value chains and warehouse receipt systems, including through increasing
access to rural storage facilities and financing.
Figure 15: Alignment and engagement with country strategies and government initiatives
Burkina Faso

Ghana

Kenya

Mali

Mozambique

Tanzania

Alignment
with country
strategy and
priorities

Aligns with national
policy which aims to
enhance market
development by
improving quality of
products and
increasing the
demand for locallyproduced food
products

Government
policy on linking
smallholders to
agribusinesses in
a value-chain
approach
outlined in GASIP
document aligns
with MKTs focus

Aligns with
Agriculture
Sector
Development
Support Program
for a more
productive,
commercial and
market-oriented
agriculture
sector

Aligns with policy
on Agricultural
Orientation aiming
to develop market
opportunities for
local crops through
linkage with large
buyers. Focus on
breadbasket areas
also aligns with
country priority

3 national
agricultural
strategies (Green
Revolution
Strategy, PAPA and
PEDSA) aim at
increasing land
productivity
among
smallholders,
especially in key
cereal, root and
cash crops

Aligns with
2013
National
Agriculture
Policy which
emphasizes
commercializ
ation of
staples and
other crops
to improve
food security

Direct
engagement
with
government

Limited direct
engagement with
Ministry of
Agriculture to date,
but ongoing
discussions to support
Ministry’s new policy
on market access.
Grantees partner
provincial offices.

Strong
engagement at
national level.
MKTs has
provided
Ministry of Food
and Agriculture
with a grant to
improve policy
coordination

MAP grantee
(CGA) works with
the Ministry of
Agriculture. E.g,
It sits on the
regional
coordination
committee to
ensure better
alignment

AGRA has national
level collaboration
with the Institute
of Rural Economy
through an SHP
project. MAP
provided the
government with a
grant to update its
commercialization
strategy of staples

Overall limited
engagement, but
national-level
collaboration
stronger than at
provincial levels

Stronger
engagement
at district
levels, but a
working
relationship
exists with an
initiative at
the Prime
Minister’s
office

Source: Stakeholder interviews; Grant proposal documents; Dalberg analysis
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2. Assessment of MAP’s effectiveness at country and grantee levels
This section breaks down the analysis of effectiveness by country and grantee, based on grantee M&E
reporting as well as farmer survey results, and provides more details on which countries/grantees
drove overall MAP results. It also lays out the fact base to discuss success factors in Section 4.
While all countries performed fair to well on achieving output targets (9 out of 10 countries
achieving more than 70% of target), in some countries, the average results were driven by a few
high-achieving grantees, which offset the gaps of other grantees. Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda and
Burkina Faso had consistently high achievement of results both against project targets and at the
farmer level. These top performers were boosted by strong achievement rates in particular project
activities, such as the training of trainers and support to farmers’ organizations.
About two-thirds of the target countries struggled to convert outputs into outcomes—though some
of the gaps are due to the time required to convert output into outcome in relatively new grants.
When comparing achievement of output targets against achievement of outcome targets, there was
not consistent conversion. Figure 16 below provides a snapshot of the conversion ratios for MAP
target countries based on M&E reporting data gathered from project reports for grants over US$ 500K.
The figure below serves as visual representation of program performance against targets by country.15
Figure 16: Output-outcome achievement by country

Source: Grantee IPTT and narrative reports; Dalberg analysis

Farmer surveys confirmed the strong results in longer-term outcomes, such as increase in value
addition and reduction in post-harvest loss among the farmers served. These results were stronger
in projects implemented by the grantees in the countries that also performed strongly on outcome
M&E indicators, i.e., Burkina Faso, Kenya and Tanzania. In Figure 17 below, farmers responding to
15

Normally the comparison of output and outcome achievement would not be sufficient given the significant
differences in reaching either, but in the case of this graph, we are assessing how the program performed
against targets that already take into account the country context and the likelihood of achieving outputs and
outcomes.
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the survey reported that across all crops, the proportion of crops that they processed in the latest
season was higher (33% at aggregate level) than the proportion of crops that they processed before
participating in MAP projects (16% at aggregate level). Similarly, in Figure 18 below, farmers reported
that across all crops, the proportion lost to post-harvest losses in the latest season was lower (11% at
aggregate level) than the proportion of crops that that they lost before participating in MAP projects
(19% at aggregate level). Farmers working with CGA in Kenya more than doubled the percentage of
farmers engaging in processing, while farmers in in Burkina Faso (working with APME2A and FEPAB)
and Tanzania (working with RUDI) almost halved post-harvest losses.
Figure 17: Average share of crops processed among surveyed farmers, across crops16
Before training
Latest season
72%
63%

41%
36%

36%
30%
22%

20%

33%

30%
20%

19%

19%

22%
16%

12%
2%

4%

1%

3%

APME2A
(BF)

FEPAB
(BF)

CGA
(Ken)

EAGC
(Ken)

Faso Jigi
(Mali)

Sasakawa
(Mali)

Farm
Concern
(Tan)
(*)

RUDI
(Tan)

Aggregate

(**)

Concern
Univeral
(Moz)
(*)

Difference
significant?1

(***)

(***)

(***)

(***)

(**)

(***)

(***)

Sample size
Before

113

167

336

173

109

190

23

47

144

1,915

Sample size
Latest

117

189

358

177

111

189

27

54

146

2,018
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Statistical significance of the difference between levels before training and the latest season is represented
by asterisks (*) in the figure above, where (***) is significant at 99% level; (**) is significant at 95% level; (*) is
significant at 90% level; and NS is not significant at 90% level.
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Figure 18: Rates of post-harvest loss among surveyed farmers, crops 17
Before training
Latest season
30%

30%

22%
20%

19%

17%
14%
10%

10%

11% 10%

10%

13%

13%

11%

10%
6%

APME2A
(BF)

19%

5%

9%

8%

7%
5%

4%

FEPAB
(BF)

ASI
(Gha)

Concern
Universal
(Gha)

CGA
(Ken)

EAGC
(Ken)

Faso Jigi
(Mali)

Sasakawa
(Mali)

Concern
Univeral
(Moz)

Farm
Concern
(Tan)

RUDI
(Tan)

Aggregate

Difference (***)
significant?1

(***)

NS

(*)

(***)

(***)

NS

(*)

(**)

(*)

(***)

(***)

Sample size
Before
Sample size
Latest

99

107

106

244

325

186

108

188

40

52

152

1,791

115

123

137

271

338

187

108

188

51

56

154

1,908

Source: Farmer survey results; Dalberg analysis

3. Assessment of MAP’s impact and progress toward sustainability at country and
grantee levels
It is too early to fully capture the program’s impact, and some grants are still ongoing (e.g., ASI in
Ghana). This section touches on how farmers reported income change before and after the program
in order to review how MAP affected farmers’ livelihood by grant, and how project achievements on
outcome may or may not leads to greater improvement of livelihood.
Across the deep-dive projects, more than half of surveyed farmers reported cash increase in income
from farming, while those demonstrating strong outcome achievements had greater proportions of
farmers with increased income. Approximately 50% to over 90% of surveyed farmers that received
support from a given MAP grantee reported increase in their cash income from farming. Since increase
in income is a concrete sign of improvement in livelihood, this is a significant achievement. In most
projects, the increase in income is due to a combination of factors, including increased agricultural
activity and productivity and farmers winning higher prices for produce at market. Across grantees,
those that demonstrated greater outcome achievement – those in Burkina Faso, Kenya and Tanzania
– had larger proportions of farmers reporting an increase in income. ASI in Ghana, while its
achievement on outcomes was not so high, also had a relatively high proportion of farmers with
increased income. This is possibly due to its specific intervention activities: out-grower schemes, which
take more effort to execute, secure farmers with a constant source of funds.

17

Statistical significance of the difference between levels before training and the latest season is represented
by asterisks (*) in the figure above, where (***) is significant at 99% level; (**) is significant at 95% level; (*) is
significant at 90% level; and NS is not significant at 90% level.
22

Figure 19: Change in income generated from farming among surveyed farmers
APME2A (BF)

64%

FEPAB (BF)

89%

ASI (Gha)

11%

77%

Concern Universal (Gha)

7%

62%

EAGC (Ken)
CGA (Ken)

6% 4% 360

71%

20%

67%

Concern Univeral (Moz)

Increased

7%

12%

Haven’t changed

368

4% 126

43%
85%

303

5% 206

42%

53%

RUDI (Tan)

9%

28%

51%

Farm Concern (Tan)

6% 368
10% 2% 279

90%

Sasakawa (Mali)

390

215

16%

32%
87%

Faso Jigi (Mali)

1% 378

35%

3% 294

Decreased

Source: Farmer survey results; Dalberg analysis

4. Notes on performance by delivery archetype
MAP’s implementation strategy was oriented around three delivery archetypes that were to inform
the design of projects, but that became less important to program strategy as MAP progressed
towards a holistic, coordinated approach. Projects falling into the market development archetype
focused on strengthening the enabling environment for the commercialization of agriculture, and
namely targeting: access to credit, SME development, equipment and infrastructure, farmers groups,
market information, trader networks, and research and policy. Storage and services focused on
addressing key systemic barriers by engaging in the building or strengthening of physical infrastructure,
farmers groups, traders, SMEs, market information, and credit and capital. Lastly, direct procurement
projects aimed to create linkages between farmers, buyers and off-takers through direct contracting
and sales. In practice, most MAP grants used multiple delivery archetypes to achieve market access.
Since this categorization was in the initial business plan, we have analysed the difference in
performance across archetypes. Though we found only slight variation between delivery archetypes,
we found that the combination of multiple archetypes was effective as farmers are facing multiple
barriers to access markets, and that there is a trade-off between shorter time horizons to reach
outcomes and the sustainability of outcomes across archetypes.
The evaluation found only slight variation in output achievement by delivery archetype, where
results were highest among grants focused on market development and storage and services. This
narrow difference is largely because the delivery archetype approach was developed during the
formulation of the MAP business plan, but was not strictly followed during implementation. For
example, many projects trained farmers in post-harvest handling prior to linking them to buyers and
markets. The MAP team was flexible in developing interventions that would effectively address market
barriers, and most projects involved some combination of different archetypes. The market
development archetype had a high average achievement rate of 88% for outputs. The storage and
services archetype also saw high average achievement of 85% for outputs. Direct procurement had
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slightly lower output achievement (76%), probably due to the higher hurdle to execute on some of the
indicators such as linkages with off-takers.
The combination of multiple delivery mechanisms was key in driving certain outcomes, where a
combined intervention was more likely to stimulate greater levels of change. Figure 20 reviews
survey results, which show that the magnitude of change is multiple times higher for interventions
with combined trainings and access to facilities, than in cases where only a single intervention was
provided to farmers. For example, the percentage of crops lost to post-harvest spoilage reduced by
10 points when grantees provided farmers with training and access to better storage facilities versus
a 3- and 4-point reduction with just one of the two interventions. Similarly, when farmers received
training and access to a processing facility, they increased their processing of crops, and specifically
the transformation of crops into another form, by 27 percentage points as compared to 6- and 8-point
increases with just one of the two interventions. In Ghana, Concern Universal supported farmer
organizations by providing post-harvest services and facilitating direct procurement. As a result of the
combined project, farmer income has doubled from higher yields and higher output prices, reduced
post-harvest losses, and the farmer organizations established by the project are serving as vehicles for
a community-driven savings and loans scheme. The accessibility of physical infrastructure also played
an important role in uptake. Training on WRS, when provided without access to functioning
warehouses within adequate proximity of farms, did not achieve meaningful results for farmers.
Figure 20: Effects of the combination of training and access to facilities on reduction in post-harvest loss and
increase in proportion of processed crops18
Percentage of crops lost post-harvest, before and after
program, across crops, by type of services or facilities provided

Percentage of crops processed, before and after program,
across crops, by type of services or facilities provided
n Before: 1084
n Latest: 1139
(***)

+27

n Before: 1296
n Latest: 1357
NS
n Before: 36
n Latest: 32
NS

-4

-10

22%

48%
n Before: 344
n Latest: 381
NS

n Before: 115
n Latest: 130
NS

+6

-3
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12%

12%

+1

11%
8%
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to better
storage*

n Before: 181
n Latest: 182
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Access to Drying and/or
better
storage
storage &
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drying and/or
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training

+8
22%

21%

15%

8% 9%

n Before: 280
n Latest: 302
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14%

9%
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Before training

n Before: 365
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+4
6%

Access to
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Processing
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9%

None
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Source: Farmer survey results; Dalberg analysis

As discussed at the program-level assessment, projects that require strong engagement of a partner
or counterpart (e.g., direct procurement) have lower outcome achievement. However, when
successful, these projects are impactful and tend to be sustainable. The grantees that were
18

Statistical significance of the difference between levels before training and the latest season is represented
by asterisks (*) in the figure above, where (***) is significant at 99% level and NS is not significant at 90% level.
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successful in linking buyers to farmers for direct procurement such as Uganda Development Trust,
have driven the achievement across target indicators. On the other hand, grantees like ASI struggled
to reach targets for numbers of farmers linked to out-growers or buyers, as initially identified deals
did not go through as planned. Since direct procurement can be more complicated to execute,
especially when driven by agro-processors or off-takers, higher levels of commitment are needed from
the counterpart.

5. Cross-country / cross-grantee analysis
As most deep-dive grantees achieved relatively high outputs, the conversion rate from outputs into
outcomes drove the difference in outcome achievement across grantees and countries. As noted
earlier in the report, Burkina Faso, Kenya, Tanzania, and Uganda were able to yield relatively high
achievement on outputs and outcomes, as these countries (in the case of Tanzania, only RUDI) had
high conversion ratio from outputs to outcomes. These countries also enjoyed relatively greater
impact on farmers’ income. In contrast, other countries struggled to turn project activities and output
achievement into intended outcomes. The following chart summarizes Output-outcome conversion
by country.
Figure 21: Output-outcome conversion by country and key explanations
High

Low

Country

Output-outcome
conversion ratio

Key explanations

Burkina Faso

Strong government commitment in investments to catalyze growth in the agriculture sector
though gaps in market infrastructure inhibit further development

Ghana

Inadequate SME absorption capacity and links to off-takers affected volumes of produce sold
collectively by farmers

Kenya

The relatively strong financial sector and dynamic private sector drives strong performance in
access to finance for farmers and SMEs

Malawi

Low levels of market-readiness in the agriculture sector, with only 10-15 percent of
smallholders estimated to participate in the marketing of grain each year

Mali

Security instability, low financial sector penetration and poor markets infrastructure affect
attainment of outputs and outcomes

Mozambique

Poor access to finance, low productivity, and low agricultural commercialization for staple
crops inhibit market readiness

Niger

High exposure to production and market risks for the agriculture sector due to frequent
droughts and high price volatility

Tanzania

High market-readiness characterized by strong commercialization of the agriculture sector.
Some restrictive national policies and trade restrictions inhibit further development

Uganda

Dynamic SME sector and commercialization of agriculture drive outcomes in volume of
produce sold through aggregation and number of farmers linked to markets

Zambia

Poor rural infrastructure and access to finance inhibit market readiness of smallholder
farmers

Source: Grantee IPTT and narrative reports; Market Access Program proposals; Desk research findings; Dalberg analysis

The variability in results was driven by challenge and success factors classified into two broad
categories: program design and program execution. In addition, there are some exogenous factors
affecting program performance negatively, such as climate shock and drought, sudden changes in
government policies or the macroeconomic environment, security concerns. These exogenous factors
are regular project risks that many agricultural programs in Africa face. Within MAP, project design
and execution appear to explain a large proportion of variance in project results. Variance in several
factors at the country level, and in particular culture, the general level of entrepreneurship, and the
level of market development, affect the ease of implementation market access interventions. Figure
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22 below, outlines some of the key success factors and challenges. The next section is dedicated to
discussing key design and execution factors and challenges in detail.
Figure 22: Key challenges in project design and execution
Project design success factors and
challenges
• Availability of appropriate markets
infrastructure
• Access to inputs such as improved seeds
or finance—contributing to yields
• Crop choice for market-oriented
interventions
• Adequacy of project timelines in relation
to targets
• Accurate knowledge of the absorbtion
capacity of private off-takers
• Sequencing in design of project activities

Project
Design

Project
Execution

Source: Dalberg analysis

26

Project execution success factors and
challenges
• Strength of partnerships with private
sector off-takers
• Capacity to broker relationships
between farmer organizations and
buyers
• Grantee capacity in areas such as farmer
mobilization
• Sequencing in implementation of project
activities

4. Assessment of project design and execution
Design and execution have significant influence on the results of the portfolio. These two categories
of factors overlap to a certain degree since they depend on the same combination of inputs, resources,
partnerships, and ecosystem; they also overlap because project design informs execution. The
evaluation identified a series of discrete factors linked to the design and execution processes that
significantly affected the performance of grantee projects. To analyse trends in design and execution,
the evaluation combined qualitative findings from stakeholder interviews and survey results in deep
dive cases, as well as portfolio data and information gathered in interviews with AGRA staff. The rest
of this section outlines major findings and common themes around project design and execution,
including the breakdown of factors affecting performance.

A. Assessment of project design
Comparing the overall program results covered in the previous section with the initial design,
several core design areas were identified that had strong influence on performance. The common
themes that affected project performance include: (i) adopting a holistic approach to market access
interventions, (ii) creating direct links to market for farmers, (iii) offering strong value propositions
and incentives to farmers and market players, (iv) selecting the appropriate crops for project focus,
and (v) sequencing activities appropriately. In addition to these common themes arising from various
types of projects, the section also analyses in depth the design requirements for uptake of warehouse
receipt systems.
(i) Design processes that take a holistic approach to gaps in market access from production through
to commercialization are highly relevant to the market access interventions of grantees. Rather than
using a single project activity or strategy to address market access challenges, a holistic approach
incorporates the conditions and relationships between the different levels of the market. A holistic
design accounts for the various stakeholders, their preferences, and the broader enabling
environment, to develop a multidimensional strategy. Projects were more effective when grantees
addressed several market access gaps from farm to buyers or addressed a single gap with a
multidimensional strategy— whether on their own, or with other AGRA or external programs. A
number of grantees did so by plugging into services already offered to their target farmers through
other agriculture interventions. Survey results indicate that the rate of uptake of an intervention is
higher among farmers receiving several services.
At the micro level, a combination of access to hard infrastructure and training is key to achieving
greater results—whereas interventions with one and not the other have no or less influence. As
touched on in the previous section, the combination of relevant training and access to facilities
achieved much greater results in increasing processing activities and reducing post-harvest losses,
compared to the cases in which only one of the two (training or access to facilities) was offered. In
some cases, grantees went beyond the domain of market access to enhance farmers’ ability to access
markets. For example, CGA, after recognizing that farmers were not producing enough crops, engaged
other organizations to provide agronomic services to farmers and improve the volume of production.
Making the connection from farm to market requires the engagement of multiple actors in the value
chain. Farmer engagement alone is insufficient to achieve results, and other stakeholders (including
farmers’ organizations, agro-dealers, extension workers, informal off-takers, institutional buyers,
financial institutions, etc.) must participate to achieve market access. While MAP conceptually took
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the holistic approach in some projects, not all projects demonstrated a cross-cutting strategy at the
ground level. At the design stage, deeper feasibility study and partnership mapping can lead to the
design of more grants that address gaps holistically. The primary enabler and barrier to the holistic
approach is the presence of adequate partnerships for market linkages.


Increased integration among AGRA programs can play a role in providing farmers with a
more holistic package of support services. CGA’s initial grant in 2009, which was not
integrated with other AGRA programs, focused on core MAP program activities such as
strengthening smallholder associations, linking farmer associations to suitable grassroots
storage facilities, and training farmers on quality management. An on-going grant committed
in 2011 focused on increasing production and commercialization with a much broader scope
of activities, including improved seed supply, agriculture practices, capacity building of
community-based SMEs, and trainings on post-harvest losses and market linkages. By
integrating with the Program for Africa Seeds Systems (PASS) and the Soil Health Program
(SHP), the second CGA grant is helping farmers to tackle challenges across the value-chain. As
mentioned above, CGA has also formed partnerships with other organizations who leveraged
their respective skills to deliver services to farmers.

(ii) Direct links to markets—such as a contract with a large buyer—prompt farmers to be more
motivated for collective sales than they are with push-based aggregation. Where an agreement has
been made with an institutional buyer such as WFP or a private company, farmers have a greater
incentive to sell collectively, especially if a price advantage is to be gained. These agreements serve as
a pull-factor, encouraging increased farmer participation in aggregation. With a push-based approach
to aggregation, warehouses and aggregation centres are set up to attract buyers with the hope that
the cost-effectiveness of reduced transaction costs is sufficient incentive. However, with no agreed
buyer, uptake and motivation among farmers for collective sales tends to be lower. As we observed
in the previous section, linking to large buyers can be complex, and the conversion of efforts (e.g.,
outreach, negotiation) into an actual contract is relatively lower than effects produced by activities
that are more push-driven such as farmer training.




Looking at collective sales by grantee project, along with whether a link was made to major
buyers, the data shows that sales are consistently higher where farmers have the clear link
to market. Collective sales are a relatively new concept for many farmers who traditionally
sell staples individually. Most forms of collective sales systems depend largely on the dynamics
of the community or farmer organization and the variations in the needs of individual farmers
across crops. In some cases, the social and cultural norms of rural communities may not align
with the concept of collective selling. In the portfolio analysis of reported results of MAP
projects, beneficiary farmers sold a total of 602,021 MT of produce collectively, out of a target
of 819,039 MT, reaching an overall achievement rate of 74%. Projects with strong market links
to SMEs or institutional buyers such as TechnoServe (Uganda), Uganda Development Trust
and Frontier Development Associates (Zambia) achieved targets. Having a clear link to market,
through either a contract or a relationship with a buyer, is less risky from the farmer’s
perspective. Many farmers prefer to receive a direct payment from local off-takers than to sell
to an institutional buyer at a higher price in a far-off market. Having an assured buyer helps
mitigate some of the inherent riskiness that farmers associate with collective sales.
The importance of market linkages was also clear by the large proportion of farmers who
indicated that the reason for not using a warehouse is that they “prefer to sell immediately”.
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When asked why they do not store their produce in a warehouse, a sizeable portion of survey
respondents (17%) who had received training on storage reported that they “prefer to sell to
immediate buyers” than to store crops in the warehouse.
The evaluation found an exception to the role of market linkages where farmers’
organizations are able to obtain finance to pay individual farmers to contribute produce,
and then repay MFIs or banks once they have identified and sold to off-takers. In this case,
the push-mechanism bypasses the risk-averse behaviour of farmers as they commercialize
their crops. RUDI’s programming for WRS in Tanzania faced challenges since financial
institutions had not bought into the idea that produce stored in warehouses could serve as
adequate collateral without assured buyers for the produce. To address this design challenge,
RUDI is working with banks and MFIs to lend to farmers’ groups with functional stores to buy
produce in advance, with repayment after the sale of goods.

(iii) Providing clear value propositions for farmers, buyers and other eco-system actors to engage
ensures uptake and more sustainable markets. Market actors are driven by profit-seeking behaviour
that depends on their assessment and interpretation of market conditions. For projects to be effective,
the design process should include a clear value proposition of incentives for actors to engage. These
incentives should be based on a deep understanding or assessment of how that incentive will push
and pull market levers to prompt market actors to operate in the desired way. Some of the MAP grants
were well designed in their ability to adjust programming to meet the needs of particular stakeholders,
while others struggled to make the connection between the project activities, and full engagement
with market players.




Designing projects around the needs and market context of farmers is important for project
success. Understanding the drivers and motivations of beneficiary farmers had a major
influence on project performance. For example, although the APME2A project achieved many
of its output targets, only 18% of its targeted farmers used the trading facilities established,
in part due to the lack of trust between individual farmers and the leaders of farmers’
organizations. Project design can incorporate activities and incentives to strengthen
cooperation among group members. RUDI reported that incorporating farmers’ needs into
the design process and the implementation of activities was a key part of the project’s success.
The project purchased milling machines for all of its farmers’ groups to motivate participation,
even though the original budget from AGRA had not provided for capital equipment purchase.
With the introduction of equipment in demand from farmers, the project maintained high
levels of farmer participation. In contrast, EAGC experienced low farmer participation and
uptake for storage and aggregation of pulse crops because farmers chose to sell their crops
individually. Due to some initial delays, EAGC’s activities in pulses started at the wrong point
of the cultivation season; by the time aggregation activities began, market prices were already
high enough for individual sales. The initial value proposition for aggregation was correct, but
the program design did not have additional incentive for farmers to participate at different
points in the growing season.
In some cases, SMEs did not have incentive to buy from farmers even after they were trained
and linked to farmers. Structured transactions between farmers and traders make up a small
portion of crop sales in Africa, where informal networks still dominate trade dynamics.
Informal networks of intermediaries have the products, flexibility and business model to serve
larger buyers as compared to smallholders attempting to make linkages. SMEs working with
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MIRUKU reported that there are poor incentives to procure from smallholders, as farmers
were unable to deliver crops with the poor road infrastructure in Mozambique. And with
relatively low farm production, inadequate organization of farmers, and the high transaction
costs associated with doing business with smallholders, it is a buyer’s market— where
informal traders have the advantage. As an alternative to linking with larger buyers, many
SMEs could be potential buyers, but they unfortunately do not have incentives to procure
from smallholder farmers. This is, in part, a result of the policy and regulatory environment,
which has not introduced enough controls on informal traders. Additional capacity building
and/or aggregation at the farmer level is needed to make buying from farmers more profitable
in the broader market landscape.
(iv) Relevance of target crops to the local market context is also key to success—specifically, marketdriven selection of crops and types of crops (e.g., white beans instead of red beans) is key for linking
farmers to markets. Market-driven crop selection includes studying market sales and trends to
understand which crops have high market potential for sales, either because there are high quantities
in demand or a willingness to pay high prices.




Whether crops found a market depended on what the market or off-takers wanted. The
focus on staple crops did not always align sufficiently with product preferences to attract
institutional buyers or SMEs, which are more interested in cash crops or larger volumes of
food crops. In Mozambique, MIRUKU reported that cash crops have greater opportunities to
link with stronger networks of agro-dealers and buyers in the market access space, as many
SMEs focus on non-staple crops including moringa, rice, and sesame. At the low volumes of
production reached by most smallholder farmers, staple crops in Mozambique are destined
for informal trade or personal consumption. In a different example, Faso Jigi in Mali initially
planned activities to process dry shallot as a project activity, but discovered during the project
that there was no market for the product and ultimately switched the strategy to focus on
fresh shallot. One of the Market Access Program’s strongest partners uses market demand to
benefit smallholder farmers: the World Food Programme P4P initiative procures from
smallholder farmers on contract, providing them with opportunity to commercialize at
relatively lower risk and ensuring that quality and volumes are aligned to their expectations.
It was difficult to secure resources and inputs for marketable crops since the different AGRA
programs have differing agendas when it comes to crop selection. Although the Market
Access Program and its grantees conducted feasibility studies to better understand market
needs (e.g., the type of beans off-takers want to purchase), it was often difficult to design and
follow a market-driven crop selection. When collaborating with other AGRA programs, the
different areas of focus across AGRA programs meant that the same project could be
simultaneously driven by two or more agendas, resulting in very different approaches to crop
selection. The Market Access Program was proactive about implementing projects to address
critical needs for farmers through collaboration with other AGRA programs (e.g., providing
beans to off-takers with PASS), These issues around cross-program coordination are being
addressed by greater integration across programs within AGRA, which builds on these
learnings.

(v) When there were many gaps between farmers to market, sequencing of activities played a key
role in project efficiency (and effectiveness in a limited period). Several grantees requested no-cost
extensions whereby project activities extended beyond original timelines without additional budget
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allocated— as some program activities took longer than initially planned. Some grantees had lower
performance and output-to-outcome conversion rates because the poor sequencing of specific
activities affected project-wide results. Establishing or improving the capacity of farmers’
organizations and conducting training for large numbers of farmers were among the activities most
often contributing to project delays. Other factors contributing to project delays included insufficient
resources or time allocated to set up appropriate physical infrastructure for farmers to practice trained
skills or to use facilities, such as aggregation centres. Beyond the difficulties faced in implementing
specific activities, when grantees encountered many execution challenges simultaneously, the project
duration appeared to be too short to address them all.




The time to set up over-ran initial plans for projects that either work with subsistence
farmers (i.e., farmers with low market-readiness) or initiate programming by establishing
farmers’ groups. These grantee projects have potential to reach farmers that are not yet
producing at high enough volume to effectively market crops. They often have high potential
for impact because they serve farmers who are not market-ready and contribute to building
systems or project models relevant to the majority of African smallholders. However, these
projects require extra effort to overcome the significant barriers related to low marketreadiness. In part, these projects are constrained by low yields and production levels that
reduce the degree of commercialization, lack of farmer interest or trust in FOs, and the weak
governance systems and low levels of transparency of farmers’ organization. In the case of
the consortium led by Concern Universal in Mozambique, the initial number of farmers’
organizations targeted was far beyond what was feasible, particularly given that the readiness
and effectiveness of those organizations was much lower than initially assumed. The farmers’
organizations lacked the capacity to manage project activities, and required more time and
resources to build their operational capacity and performance than initially planned.
The importance of project sequencing is also evident in cases where grantees struggled
either to accomplish tasks due to sequencing challenges or complete planned activities
within the given timeline. Designing project activities in the right order and with adequate
timelines (i.e., sequencing) is important because success or failure on specific activities can
affect performance on those following. Sequencing challenges often occurred where farmers
did not have access to equipment, aggregation centres or warehouses following training on
those topics. The poor quality of equipment and low level of training for operators led to
several instances of equipment failure. In focus groups, farmers were critical of the
maintenance costs and delays related to the processing activities, not to mention the high
farmer to equipment ratio, which led to over-use and contributed to equipment failure. In
Mali, Faso Jigi provided FOs with access to equipment, but few farmers’ organizations had
strong enough financials, proper management of finances, and adequate volumes or
production to qualify for equipment. When sequencing challenges arise, delays on certain
activities can hamper the entire project timeline. In Kenya, CGA was very effective in achieving
most of its output targets for delivering trainings and support to farmers associations on
aggregation in Kenya, but did not meet targets for collective sales. Only 28% of the target for
the volume of produce bulked and marketed collectively was met because of the effects of a
shortage of aggregation centres, weak relationships with off-takers, and low volumes of
production. Both Faso Jigi and CGA requested no-cost extensions to complete activities after
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facing obstacles, and at least three other deep dive grantees reported that some of their
activities took more time than expected and requested extensions as well.
The consortium approach, whereby multiple partners serve target beneficiaries in tandem
across a variety of products and services, allows grantee projects to address multiple
challenges simultaneously. Catholic Relief Services (CRS) is leading a consortium, including
Niger Agricultural Research Institute (INRAN), Purdue University, and two producer
organizations, which utilizes the capabilities of each partner to achieve results. While CRS has
focused on promoting storage techniques, Purdue University has strengthened farmer supply
chains by linking cowpea producers and input dealers through value chain and marketing
studies. INRAN has also leveraged its expertise in agricultural technology development and
dissemination to support partnering producer organizations with strong grassroots presence.
While the project is ongoing, it is expected to achieve targets on several key indicators, and
has surpassed its target for farmers selling produce collectively (163%). Although the
consortium approach requires more time and effort to design and initiate than a grant made
to a single organization, it can lead to effective projects that bring together a broad range of
expertise from multiple consortium members.

(vi) The successful uptake of warehouses and warehouse receipt systems (WRS) or warrantage
systems19 appear to require several market components– both on the supply and demand side. Not
many WRS-trained farmers enjoy such a cohesive market environment yet, so uptake has generally
been lower than that of other grantee activities. WRS allows for the creation of finance mechanisms
that provide secured lending to the owners of non-perishable commodities, thereby addressing the
collateral constraints faced by most smallholder farmers and value chain actors, and enabling the
development of market infrastructure in emerging economies. If successfully implemented with
adequate uptake, these systems can address barriers to agricultural development and add coherence
to market mechanisms. However, they must be able to adapt to the specific country context and
characteristics of the market. The grantee projects supporting WRS are making significant progress
towards targets: Of those farmers receiving training on WRS, two-thirds (67%) now store crops in a
warehouse, and 29% of all farmers trained on WRS end up taking out a loan through the system. These
initial results indicate that WRS is working and producing outcomes. As WRS is a new concept in many
countries, it is expected that uptake levels will continue to grow overtime. The following section delves
deeper to understand key requirements for uptake. Among others, physical access to large
warehouses is important, as it becomes difficult or costly for farmers to store their crops at the
facilities at a far distance. Once crops are stored, the WRS project design should address the possibility
of high interest rates, low financial sector willingness to lend to smallholders, significant trust and
cultural issues among farmers, and low value proposition where selling individually or immediately is
a better option for farmers. Figure 23 provides an overview of farmer survey responses regarding the
trends of use and uptake of WRS.

19

Grantees in Kenya and Tanzania implemented WRS, while grantees in Mali and Burkina Faso implemented a
warrantage system, reflecting differences in local contexts. One notable difference between WRS and
warrantage is the volumes of crop required to access and use the system—WRS requires at least 10 MT of
product, while warrantage allows for smaller-scale aggregation.
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Figure 23: Snapshot of farmer survey responses on warehouse receipt systems
Received training on WRS

58%

Among those who received training, store in a warehouse*

67%

Among those who store in a warehouse, take loan using WRS

44%
Equivalent of 29% of those trained on WRS

Why do you not store crop in a warehouse? (multiple responses allowed)
Prefer to store my produce

18%

Prefer to sell to immediate buyers

13%

The warehouse is far from my farm

8%

I don’t produce enough to meet the minimum threshold

13%

The transport cost to the warehouse too high

2%

The warehouse storage fee high

2%

Don’t trust the system

2%

Didn’t understand how warehouse receipt system works

3%

Quality of warehouse operations not ideal

2%

Preference for status quo
and/or lack of value
proposition of WRS

Inconvenience or too high cost
or both

Lack of trust or understanding

Other

14%

Why do you not take loans using WRS? (multiple responses allowed)
Prefer not to take risk of low market price
Interest rates too high
Other

31%

15%
55%

*Please note that, the number of respondents to this question (N = 792) is smaller than the total respondents who responded
yes to “store in a warehouse” (N = 898). Hence, there may be a slight over-estimation of the percentage of farmers taking
WRS loan if we assume that those who did not respond do not take a WRS loan.
Note: *Many of “Other” responses were lack of operational warehouse / WRS services in both questions. Thus, a large
number of farmers trained on WRS did not have access to warehouse and/or WRS.
Source: Farmer survey results; Dalberg analysis





For many farmers, moving from individual sales to collective sales after warehousing meant
a significant behaviour change. While the majority of farmers trained on WRS store their
crops in a warehouse, a lesser but sizeable section of farmers still prefer the status quo or
report that there is a weak value proposition in the WRS, as it has been offered. From survey
results, the evaluation found that close to a fifth (18%) of smallholder farmers prefer to store
their own produce rather than to use a warehouse, while 13% prefer to sell their crops to
immediate buyers. In both cases, the value of the warehouse or WRS is not translating into
incentives for all farmers. From a design standpoint, WRS projects need to develop effective
methods to change the storage preferences of farmers.
Physical infrastructure and functioning WRS financial access must be in place for WRStrained farmers to ensure uptake. A relatively small proportion of farmers trained on WRS
reported that the level of inconvenience or cost (or both) associated with the WRS is too high,
while others reported that they do not understand or trust the system. With these subsets of
farmers, additional training or awareness building could increase uptake. The WRS project
design can address challenges with physical infrastructure and financial access to reduce
inconveniences felt by farmers. When assessing the trade-offs between the costs and benefits
of participating in a WRS scheme, 10% of farmers deciding against participation reported
either that the distance of the warehouse was too far or that the transportation cost was too
high. In Kenya, an additional 15% of farmers who do not store crops in the warehouse after
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WRS training reported that WRS is not available or functioning20, suggesting that there may
be additional farmers for whom a functioning WRS was too distant.
Given its volume requirement, WRS tends to work better for larger farmers. WRS requires
farmers to aggregate at least 10 MT of crops, while warrantage systems are accessible at a
smaller scale with lower minimum volume requirements. Approximately 12% of the farmers
in Kenya and Tanzania trained in WRS reported that they do not store crops in a warehouse
due to the volume requirement. Following WRS training, when mean plot size was compared
between farmers who use WRS and those who do not, the former had slightly larger plots in
both Kenya and Tanzania.21 In Kenya, WRS training was targeted towards farmers with larger
plots, whose plots were 30% larger than the plots of farmers not trained on WRS. In other
words, farmers with larger plots were both more likely to be targeted for WRS training and
then participate in WRS after training.

B. Assessment of project execution
Several characteristics of the ways grantees implemented their projects affected performance and
results. The main characteristics of project execution affecting project performance include: (i)
general level of grantee capacity and flexibility, (ii) grantee expertise or capacity in a particular activity,
(iii) coordination between grantees, farmers, and other market stakeholders, (iv) level of market
development, and (v) external factors including physical infrastructure and government policy.
(i) Project results are strong where grantees have either the capacity to implement activities despite
implementation challenges, or the flexibility to alter planned activities to bypass or address those
challenges. Grantees with previous experience implementing their project activities or with past
relationships with the target farmer population performed well against output and outcome targets.
These grantees have generally worked long enough in the space or in the geographical area to gain
the resources, skills and familiarity needed to address challenges as they arise. While MAP also funded
grantee organizations that were expanding to new domains or geographical areas, expansion had little
effect on performance compared to the effect of the grantee’s capacity on performance. Grantees
that were able to adapt their strategies or that had an existing suite of skills to respond to challenges
or opportunities were more effective.


Many grantees were unable to build the necessary relationships with market actors, for
project activities to be implemented. In some cases, the lack of partnerships with SMEs and
institutional off-takers and processors had a significant effect on volumes of collective sales.
Concern Universal in Ghana recognized that the original off-taker from the proposal was not
an appropriate trade partner at the time of project implementation. Following from this
execution challenge, they were unable to build enough links with private sector players
because of their limited networks.

(ii) In some cases, the grantee organization’s expertise in a particular activity was the critical success
factor or constraint in the implementation of the project. In these cases, grantee capacity in a
targeted area, such as farmer mobilization, could drastically affect results for farmers reached and

20

In the Kenya survey, ~85% of “Other” responses (19% of total responses) to the question “Why do you not
store your crop in a warehouse?” were related to the unavailability of functioning WRS.
21
In Kenya, the difference was statistically significant only when the sample was limited to maize farmers.
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outcomes achieved. Challenges with the execution capacity of grantees and their partners negatively
affected results, as shown through the case study in Figure 24 below.






One common challenge among organizations that focused on farmer engagement was the
inability to engage market actors. Similarly, organizations that typically worked with SMEs
were unable to identify strong farmers’ organizations with which to work. Many grantees
were only effective in engaging one of either farmers or market actors, and not both.
Often the constraints or success factors in particular areas of expertise were a factor of
human resource capacity at grantee organizations. RUDI attributed part of its success to
having program implementation staff located in their own villages facilitating outreach to
farmers, as well as having both the CEO and Program Manager spending most of their time in
the field. The proximity of the staff to beneficiaries allowed RUDI to identify challenges and
take corrective action efficiently.22
In some cases, grantees were able to collaborate with other organizations to complement
their skill areas. For the consortium led by Concern Universal in Mozambique, farmers were
the main target of the Concern Universal activities, while other consortium members that
collaborated directly with agro-dealers led the project’s private sector engagement.

Figure 24: Case study of project affected by the capacity of the grantee to implement activities
Sasakawa (Mali)
Description: Supporting improved post-harvest handling for farmers and scaling-up of warrantage systems
Outputs: 19% achievement for farmers trained on warrantage system. Only 1,280 farmers out of a target of 25,500
received credit through warrantage
•
•
•

Low incentives for trainers: Reliance on farmer group leaders and extension agents to facilitate trainings on
warrantage affected attainment as they were poorly incentivized to perform due to limited budget allocation
Limited number of trainers: Insufficient number of village animators reduced farmer access to follow-up trainings on
post-harvest handling
Other systemic factors – political turmoil – also affected project results

Source: Grantee narrative reports; grantee interviews; Dalberg analysis23

(iii) Further affecting project performance was coordination between grantees, farmers’
organizations and other value chain actors. Collaboration with other actors and institutions in the
course of the project was necessary to reach farmers and deliver program activities. Collaboration and
partnership—whether and how grantees use market actors and stakeholders to contribute to the
implementation of project activities— is technically part of the project design, but there was wide
variability in the grantees’ performance in building necessary partnerships. Engaging with actors to
reach farmers as well as with those to engage further along the value chain in commercialization is
important for market access interventions. This engagement is particularly important for projects
implemented in relatively under-developed markets, where finding reliable farmer organizations and
off-takers is difficult. In many cases, there were insufficient or weak relationships built with local actors

22

One key factor that allowed RUDI to place staff in their own villages was that RUDI is a local NGO with a track
record of working in these villages. MAP’s efforts to work with local NGOs is discussed later in the section on
Program Management.
23
Questions delving into the reasons why farmers do not use WRS/ warrantage were added to the farmer
survey after the Mali field work had commenced. Hence, the Mali survey results do not provide further context
on why farmers do not use warrantage.
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or a poor selection of project partners and implementers—realities that the project design cannot
fully address, and that often depend on the landscape of partners available.




Close coordination with farmers’ organizations was consistently cited as a success factor to
project implementation. Working with farmers’ organizations facilitated the execution of
project activities, such as the organization of trainings, collective sales and aggregation, and
the provision and maintenance of facilities and equipment. The close coordination with
farmers’ organizations was highly facilitated by having field staff located in villages to maintain
relationships and monitor implementation. The evaluation found that the grantees with
strong farmer outreach, such as CGA in Kenya, which reached 142,000 farmers, did so
primarily through work with existing farmers’ groups or by setting up new farmers’
organizations to reach new farmers.
Significant collaboration between grantees and other stakeholders enabled the provision of
services to farmers and actors across the value chain to fill gaps constraining market access.
While a few grantees work in areas or on topics with few potential partners, others operate
in rich partnership environments and benefit from access to networks, resources, technical
knowledge, and information, which facilitate the expansion of activities. Successful grantee
projects are plugging into the work of other actors and leveraging the complementary
expertise of partners to support market access activities. In Kenya, EAGC’s effectiveness has
been driven by collaboration with a number of other organizations, as they have been able to
build off the work developed by existing programs. In Mali, Faso Jigi was originally unable to
work on sorghum commercialization because of low productivity, but started collaborating
with SOS Faim, which now works with Faso Jigi farmers to increase productivity. Two further
case studies outlined in Figure 25 below show how strong partnership and cooperation along
the value chain can drive successful project implementation.

Figure 25: Case studies of strong partnership and cooperation

Uganda Development Trust

Concern Universal (Ghana)

Description: Providing Business Development Services
to SMEs that source raw materials from smallholder
farmers in Uganda
Outputs: 131,352 farmers selling produce to SMEs,
exceeding target of 110,000. 225,000 MT of produce
sold by smallholders, exceeded target by 50%

Description: Developing Market Access & Post Harvest
Services for Smallholder Farmers in Ghana
Outputs: 513 FOs with membership of 12,028
supported, exceeding targets of 200 and 10,000
respectively. Exceeded targets for number of FOs
receiving credit by 127% and amount of credit mobilized
for farmers by 50%

Partnerships: UDET developed partnerships with three
groups of value chain actors – farmer organizations,
SMEs (55) and financial institutions (11), and effectively
linked these actors together to improve coordination.

Partnerships: CU’s partnership with an apex farmer
organization, district government agriculture office and
local NGO enabled strong farmer mobilization and onthe-ground presence for targets relating to farmer
group support.

By collaborating with SMEs to develop business plans
and linking them to partnering financial institutions,
UDET helped SMEs to access credit. Credit from financial
institutions enabled SMEs to reach more farmers and
farmer groups thereby reaching or exceeding key targets

Collaboration between private off-taker (Sahel Grains),
farmer groups and financial institution (Opportunity
International) forged by CU led to creation of an inputcredit scheme that enabled farmers to access input
credit and markets

Source: Grantee narrative reports; grantee interviews; Dalberg analysis
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(iv) The level of development of the private sector in a given market drastically affects project
execution for grantees as they navigate market dynamics. The high fragmentation of markets is the
ideal environment for informal trade to flourish, as buying informally still yields a price advantage
despite high transaction costs and lower crop quality. Bringing private sector off-takers and buyers in
from informal trade was extremely difficult for grantees to execute because the market conditions
encourage informal trade. Grantee projects struggled to engage with the private sector, both in terms
of linking to buyers and more broadly in terms of executing activities.




Not enough off-takers are willing to deal formally with smallholder farmers or farmers’
organizations for higher quality produce; those that do procure from farmers have low
absorption capacity to purchase farmer outputs on a consistent basis. Due to the informality
and fragmentation of the market, in which standards for grading, quantities, and transaction
costs vary widely, farmers struggle to connect with off-takers even after they improve the
quality of their yields. In the case of Sasakawa, the project was not able to mobilize large
enough volumes of produce to attract large buyers. In projects in Ghana and Mozambique,
farmers struggled to compete with the prices on the open market when using standard
weights at sale. Project execution that takes into account assessments of key off-takers and
their needs, commitment, and trustworthiness is needed.
In some cases, the lack of partnerships with SMEs and institutional off-takers or processors
highly affected the project’s ability to link farmers to markets. In many instances, the lack of
grantee coordination with private sector partners inhibited implementation. For Faso Jigi in
Mali, the original financial institution identified as a partner in the proposal pulled out of the
project, and Faso Jigi was forced to find another partner to support the project. In other
projects, grantees have not been so successful at identifying and securing new partners, and
some aggregators were unable to connect farmers to off-takers.

External factors including the presence of physical infrastructure and government policies also
affected program execution.




The poor physical infrastructure in most countries is not only a key barrier to smallholder
farmers’ access to markets, but also to the successful execution of grantee projects. A
number of projects experienced delays or barriers to execution because of infrastructure
constraints. Where facilities or equipment were provided to farmers, they either were not
sufficient to meet the high demand among farmers, had high operational costs or were
difficult to maintain. Sasakawa reported that limited machinery for harvesting, shelling,
threshing and drying affected the quality and losses of crops despite farmer training. For
interventions targeting storage and post-harvest handling, there are high transport costs of
moving equipment to farms and farm produce to warehouses and aggregation centres.
In other cases, unfavourable government policies impede project execution. Unfavourable
and changing government policies, such as complicated regulations for setting up and
operating warehouse receipt systems, can have significant effect on results. The Government
of Kenya’s decision to impose a 50% excise duty on beer made from sorghum led to the
cancellation of contracts between a private company and farmer associations for the sale of
sorghum for Cereal Growers Association’s second grant. Market distortions from government
actions, such as those caused by export bans or announcement of prices, destabilize the
market for all actors and discourage farmers from engaging in project activities.
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5. Assessment of program management
MAP was implemented efficiently, with grantees giving high ratings for the level of technical and
financial support received across multiple program processes. The program’s diligent support to local
organizations helped build the capacity of grantees to achieve sustainability, where in some cases the
institutional strengthening led to additional funding support from donors.

A.

Efficiency

The program has done well given the resources and staff available, as well as sudden changes in the
team make-up. The program was implemented efficiently, and several grantees reported positive
feedback about the support received from Program Officers. The program staff were able to cultivate
strong relationships with grantees and other AGRA programs, and program governance was cited as
being highly efficient. This was even as the Market Access Program team lost two of its core staff.
Looking at the breakdown of the program expenses, expenditure aligned well to the budget outlined
in the business plan and proposals. Total expenditure was 3% less than the program budget, while
expenditure on program management has been 12% less than the budget and allocation to sub-grants
was a slight 1% above budget.
Figure 26: Breakdown of total expenses and program management expenses

Breakdown of total expenses
USD
35,252,176

27,687,856
(79%)

100%

Breakdown of program management expenses
USD

$7,564,321

$4,719,217

Sub-grants

$1,369,934
$1,475,170
7,564,320
(21%)
Total Budget

Program
management costs
Program
management costs

Direct program
management

M&E

Indirect costs

Source: Market Access Program Financial Reports to BMGF and RF; Dalberg analysis

Grantees felt well-supported by the Market Access Program, reporting that financial support was
adequate to conduct planned activities and that technical support was valuable. Several deep dive
grantees reported positive feedback about the support received from Program Officers. Program
Officers provide strong support to grantees during the proposal writing process through to
implementation, though a few grantees mentioned that they would appreciate even more field visits.
Grantee follow-up was cited as an area where more staff could have been deployed. There was high
participation among deep dive grantees in capacity building in M&E, but further support was also
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requested on communications strategies, and particularly a desire to improve processes for
documenting successes, learnings and results in external-facing reports.
Deep-dive grantees perceived that particular functions were highly efficient, including proposal
writing, due diligence, contracting and progress reporting processes. When asked about the relative
efficiency of different program processes, grantees reported that proposal writing (3.8/5.0), due
diligence (3.8/5.0), contracting (3.8/5.0), and progress reporting (3.7/5.0) were among the most
efficient processes, noting the speed with which the contracting process was executed and the relative
easy format of the progress reports.
Figure 27: Perspective from deep-dive grantees on the efficiency of different program components
Ratings of efficiency of Markets Program processes by grantees
interviewed
Scale of 1 – 5: (1) = ‘Not at all efficient’, (5) = ‘Very efficient’

Proposal writing

3.8

Proposal evaluation

n = 11

n = 11

3.4

Due diligence

3.8

n = 11

Contracting

3.8

n = 11

First disbursement

n = 10

3.2

Financial reporting

3.6

Progress reporting

3.7

n = 11
n = 10

3.6

Source: Stakeholder interviews; Dalberg analysis

Grantees gave lower ratings for the proposal evaluation (3.4/5.0) and first disbursement (3.2/5.0)
processes. At times, the duration of the proposal evaluation process and first disbursement were
long—in some severe cases, proposal review took up to a year, and grant disbursement was delayed
up to four months. However, it is important to note that the long duration of these processes are
standard across the different AGRA programs. Interviews with non-Market Access Program staff
recorded the same effect across other programs. With the long duration of the proposal process, MAP
can use the additional time to improve project design and strengthen program strategies and activities.
From a portfolio management perspective, the distribution of grants across countries has largely
been concentrated in East Africa, with diversification to other countries occurring over time. MAP
began its work in Kenya in 2008 and has since funded several projects in East Africa, and particularly
in Kenya and Tanzania. To date, the allocation of Program Officers has remained in balance with the
project load. As the portfolio continues to shift to address market access challenges and more projects
are funded across Africa, the team structure may also need to shift to meet new demands for technical
support. Figure 28 provides a visual on the grant allocation between 2008 and 2014.
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Figure 28: Graphs reviewing total MAP portfolio by year and grant commitment
Geographic distribution of MAP grants by total
value of commitments*

Geographic distribution of MAP grants by year
of first grant
2008

2009

2012

2010
2011
2014 *No new countries
added in 2013

< $1m

$1m – $3m

$5m – $6m

$7m – $8.5m

$3m – $4m

*Excludes grant commitments targeting multiple countries.
Source: Market Access Program Portfolio (Dec 2014); Dalberg analysis

B.

Cost-effectiveness

In terms of program cost-effectiveness, the cost to reach farmers corresponded closely with the
level of effort involved in implementation. Across projects, the average cost to reach a single farmer
varied across grantees, noting that the definition for “reaching a farmer” also varied across grantees.
Since most MAP grants have different components, the degree of services provided to farmers, as well
as the expected benefits to farmers, vary greatly. As such, one-to-one comparisons of costs per farmer
reached do not reveal much insight, but an aggregate view across the program and different projects
shows that grants were cost-effective. Incorporating the variance in level of effort required to reach a
farmer, the evaluation found that the program was cost-effective, with an average cost of $20.43 to
reach one farmer based on grant commitments and proposal targets. The figure below provides a
snapshot into the cost per farmer reached across a selection of Market Access Program grants and
serves as a meter stick for cost-effectiveness. Further analysis could be done to take into account the
long-term sustainability and reach of a given program, whereby cost per farmer reached may decrease
over time for a project that is projected to have broader impact in the long term. In the case of the
Agribusiness Systems International project, which costs $56 per farmer, out-grower models and other
systems are being put in place to strengthen relationships between farmers and private sector actors,
which could lead the program to impact livelihoods beyond those of the target farmers in the shortterm.
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Figure 29: Overview of cost per farmer reached for selected grants
Intervention / description

Farmer
targets

Cost

Average Across Total Committed US $46.3 MN
Grants

Cost per farmer
targeted

2,266,186
Incl. grants in
progress

% farmers
increased income

Level of
effort

Overall

$20.43

----

Medium

$

Completed grants – based on farmers actually reached
Eastern African Grain Council
(Kenya)

US $646 K

13,232

$48.83

93%

High

$$

Sasakawa Africa Foundation
(Mali)

US $1.01 MN

24,544

$41.22

67%

Medium

$$

FEPAB (Burkina Faso)

US $822 K

29,747

$27.65

89%

Low

$

Cereal Growers Association
(Kenya)

US $999 K

141,728

$7.05

88%

Low

$

On-going grants – based on targets
Concern Universal (Ghana)

US $853 K

10,000

$85.30

62%

High

$$$

Faso Jigi (Mali)

US $359 K

5,610

$63.99

71%

Medium

$$$

Agribusiness Systems
International (Ghana)
APME2A (Burkina Faso)

US $ 844K

15,000

$56.26

77%

Medium

$$

US $650 K

13,000

$50.00

64%

Medium

$$

$ = Relatively low cost

$$ = Relatively inexpensive

$$$ = Relatively expensive

$$$$ = Relatively high cost

Source: Market Access Program Portfolio (Dec 2014); Dalberg analysis

C.

Assessment of ability to learn by doing

With the challenges faced in achieving consistent performance across grants, the program
management for results has demonstrated a strong capacity to “learn by doing”. There are limits to
the extent that program design can account for the realities of program execution in a landscape filled
with other actors and stakeholders. The Market Access Program has learned from its past performance
and that of its grantees to make changes over time to its strategy, grant making and position within
AGRA in order to become more effective. This section covers some of the most visible examples of the
program’s organic progression towards effectiveness.
MAP’s learn by doing approach is primarily evident in the shift in strategic direction that has taken
place over time, and which has altered the types of activities financed by the Program. The program
initially focused on implementing solution sets that were to have broad scale, such as commodity
exchanges, warehouse receipt systems, and guarantee financing programs. According to M&E data,
these projects struggled to produce strong results—not because these approaches do not work, but
because a complex set of factors and market conditions are needed for these system-wide
interventions to produce impact. Over time, MAP continued to pursue ambitious, innovative
interventions, but also shifted focus to projects that integrated with other AGRA programs to achieve
broad scale, and to smaller, targeted projects that focused on linking smallholder farmers to market
players and actors from across the value chain. Despite some indication that the three-year timeline
has been short for the implementation of grantee projects, the fast turnaround time has allowed the
Market Access Program to implement a significant number of grants across multiple countries. This
iterative process is extremely valuable going forward, because the program has covered such a broad
range of projects in different countries, and it is now well-informed on what works.
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MAP also learned lessons about working with and managing different types of grantee organizations.
It is perceived that international organizations often require less support from AGRA program staff to
meet project documentation requirements, such as such as proposals and progress reports, because
they have access to a wider pool of support staff and global networks compared to local organizations.
However, with adequate capacity building support, local organization bring a strong understanding of
local contexts and a grassroots presence that can be important assets in project delivery. Across MAP’s
grant portfolio, international organizations did not perform more strongly than local organizations; in
fact, several of the strongest performers were local organizations, such as RUDI and CGA. MAP learned
over time how to best coordinate, support, and build the capacity of local organizations.
This discovery learning has afforded the Market Access Program with remarkable freedom to
address market access challenges in a market-driven and needs-driven approach. AGRA will gain by
adopting and documenting a more structured, systematic approach, to comprehensively interpret the
data and results from the program to regulate the learning process. This is particularly relevant, as the
style of grant management has enabled grantees to conduct activities outside of the original proposal
to address market access challenges more effectively. As AGRA moves forward with market
interventions, it will be important to find a balance between programmatic flexibility and adequate
monitoring of program results.
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6. Lessons Learned
Based on the findings presented in the preceding sections, the below focuses on distilling lessons
learned to inform project design and programming going forward. A few of these lessons were
identified by AGRA during program implementation, and efforts to integrate the lessons learned into
later grants were notable. This section lists these key lessons learned.
The ability for a program to link holistically from farm to market, is strengthened where a program
engages the full value chain – where the Market Access Program (MAP) leveraged other AGRA
programs engaging in different parts of the value chain, program performance was stronger. The
advantages of MAP’s integration with other AGRA programs is bi-directional: integration strengthens
the activities led by other programs by strengthening their alignment with market dynamics, and
enables MAP to have much broader reach, applicability and relevance. For example, strong linkages
to input and output markets are important contributors to the adoption of improved inputs and
production practices among farmers. Providing farmers with access to the right inputs affects the
levels and quality of production, and in turn can drive the design of post-harvest programming,
especially as input providers increasingly become channels for both input distribution and aggregation.
Strong market linkages are only possible when each preceding link of the value chain from land
preparation to input supply to storage and processing is also strong. For MAP, finding ways to reinforce
the interconnecting links and levers along the value chain will be important. Initially, MAP appeared
to collaborate with other AGRA programs incidentally – e.g., bringing in the Soil Health Program to
work with ADEM to address the soil problem keeping productivity low. However, with the change in
AGRA’s approach to promote coordination and integration across the value chain, this challenge is
being addressed. We already see the strengthening ties between MAP and other programs. Of the 30
FOSCA projects implemented over the last two years, over 60% were co-funded with MAP.
Market access programs typically require multiple competencies from agronomy to farmer
engagement, business planning, and commercial acumen—while the MAP program team at AGRA
has multiple competencies, several of the MAP grantees have capacity gaps. The effective
implementation of an agricultural market access program requires engagement at the ecosystem level,
from informal input providers to subsistence and commercial farmers to owners of agribusinesses—
whom together contribute to commercialization of crops. In the case of MAP, the program team
possessed a wide mix of competencies including private sector engagement, NGO management, and
project management in the agriculture sector. However, a more detailed and robust competency
mapping would have been a strong asset, to identify all the competencies required at the grantee
level. For example, grantees focused on farmer engagement often lacked the ability to engage large
agro-processors, while those whose expertise lies in SME capacity building were unable to organize
farmers effectively to engage with participating SMEs. To address this issue, MAP organized: 1) AGRA
program staff to complement the grantee’s expertise (e.g., support in connecting to agro-processors),
2) External experts to support grantees on specific tasks (e.g., drafting a business plan for off-takers)
and 3) Different organizations to form consortia prior to grant approval in order to ensure that
implementers had the required competencies.
Building capacity of local grantees can be costly and requires patience, but pays out. International
grantees and local grantees typically present a trade-off between ease of working together and grant
management (e.g., capabilities to draft proposals and provide the required regular reporting), and
commitment to local communities (credibility with farmers, full-time officers on the ground, and
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willingness to support communities in the long-term). The Market Access Program consciously chose
to work with some local grantees instead of only working with international grantees. Program
Officers spent disproportionately greater hours supporting and coaching local organizations, and the
program provided funding to support local grantees’ administrative personnel – in order to backstop
program management. This approach allowed MAP not only to work with grantees committed to
create long-term impact in their local communities, but also to build the strong capabilities of certain
high-performing local grantees. With RUDI, capacity building progressed to the extent that RUDI can
now obtain a grant from other donors that have stringent administrative requirements.
At the ground level, as smallholder farmers face challenges across the value-chain that require
holistic support, grantees can engage in effective partnerships to address these constraints. Market
access challenges, including shortages of quality inputs, poor access to credit, policy changes, and poor
extension services and mechanization— are constraints for the entire value chain. AGRA grantees
developed partnerships and models such as input-credit schemes and out-grower systems to provide
farmers with a broad range of support. Following the imposition of a 50% excise duty on beer
produced by one of CGA’s off-takers, the company cancelled its contracts to purchase sorghum from
farmers due to reduced sales volumes. Such risks can be managed by expanding the scope of project
partners and increasing project flexibility. For example, following changes in government policy on
import and export restrictions that led to market price movements changing farmer incentives for
using WRS in Tanzania, TechnoServe shifted focus to supporting the development of communitybased warehouses to be centres of economic activity in the community.
Increased engagement with government, private sector players and institutional partners at the
country-level can also create market-enhancing mechanisms for sustaining key outcomes and
expanding systemic change. Several grantee projects made important gains in introducing standard
measurement systems and quality premiums to increase farmer incomes. In order to sustain and
expand these systemic changes, projects will require coordination between government and other
market actors to implement market standards and protocols effectively. MAP can play an important
role in catalysing such changes by sharing the successes and lessons learned from grantee projects.
AGRA can accomplish this by providing grants to government and other actors to implement projects
aimed at consolidating these changes. AGRA can also convene forums to bring key players together to
propose changes to improve market efficiency.
However, due diligence of key counterparts or partners and their contributions is critical for
managing project risk – especially when converting outputs (e.g., farmers applying the trained
knowledge) into long-term outcomes or impact (e.g., farmers having long-term contract with agroprocessors) depends on the commitment of a single counterpart. Contracting with large buyers –
whether commercial agro-processors or institutional buyers such as the WFP P4P program – is an
attractive opportunity to link farmers to market relatively quickly once their production volume and
quality meet requirements. The immediate linkage also reinforces the incentive for farmers to meet
expectations for the timely delivery of crops of sufficient quality and volumes. Outcomes were lower
for grantee projects that first aggregated crops and subsequently looked for off-takers because farmer
incentives for aggregation were not strong enough. When a buyer has been identified, rigorous due
diligence of the buyer and their requirements is critical for managing project risk, and particularly
when success relies on only one or a limited number of buyers. MAP had both success and challenges
in working with pre-identified buyers. For example, WFP’s P4P sourced crops aggregated by farmers
that had received training from CGA. Yet ASI in Ghana ended up purchasing from far fewer farmers
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than initially planned due to management issues and a strategy shift in the partnering off-taker
business. While projects cannot avoid risks completely, careful assessment of key counterparts,
including but not limited to buyers and off-takers, should be a critical step of project preparation.
Depending on the context, linking farmers to market takes varying time and efforts, and programs
need to account for the time and sequencing of activities required to achieve objectives efficiently.
All projects should incorporate upfront mitigation plans to manage changes that could affect timelines.
There is also a need for building systems that respond effectively to challenges as they arise. No-cost
extensions and project delays are common eventualities in agriculture interventions, and MAP built in
adequate time and flexibility for grantees to adjust their efforts as needed. MAP allowed grantees to
re-allocate funding towards areas of projects that needed further support in order to have greater
impact on farmers. Building in more formal systems for flexibility in the design phase to extend either
project timelines or funding may allow grantees to improve results.
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7. Recommendations
To inform AGRA’s future strategies for market access interventions, we identified a set of
recommendations to improve program performance. While the evaluation found that program
performance was strong, we see some specific areas that align with existing momentum and
opportunity for AGRA to support interventions. This section lists the key recommendations.
Continue investing in market access interventions. Not only has the Market Access Program
demonstrated strong overall performance, but the improvements in post-harvest practices, income
from agriculture, and value addition seen at the farmer level across different grantee projects has
exceeded expectations.
Implement a holistic approach to addressing all the issues from farm to buyer for all grantee projects.
Conceptually, this idea has driven the Market Access Program strategy, but it needs to be
implemented at the level of all grantee projects. This can be done primarily through conducting indepth feasibility assessments prior to project design to ensure that the project is built
comprehensively. In particular, we recommend that the strategies around the following project
elements be rigorously reviewed prior to approving a proposal:





Market demand for type of crop that grantee focuses on
Presence / capacity of complementing actors to support grantee’s activities
Adequate value proposition and incentives for farmers and market actors to engage
Appropriateness of timing and sequencing of activities

Continue to pursue a flexible approach in grant management. The conditions, stakeholders and
available products in agricultural markets are ever changing. While business plans are valuable in
guiding strategy and plans for engagement, following a business plan in disregard of new information
or changing market conditions can lead to project failure. The Market Access Program’s flexibility in
grant management has allowed grantees to adjust the planned course of action and, in turn, yield
better outcomes. For example, CGA was able to engage other actors to work on improving farm
production practices after realizing that production was too low for their project to be impactful.
Allowing grantees to adjust their activities from the proposal when necessary is an element of the
program management that should be maintained, and if possible, formalized.
Invest in building the capacity and performance of grantee organizations. The Market Access
Program has been quite successful in identifying organizations able to implement projects with strong
outputs and high potential for impact. As AGRA continues to intervene in this space, we recommend
that further investments be made to strengthen these organizations and their performance beyond
the technical and financial support currently being provided. To pursue a balanced and holistic
approach to market development, AGRA could consider addressing both supply-side (farmers) and
demand-side (buyers) challenges through its grants. While the majority of projects focused on
strengthening the capacities of farmers and farmer organizations to engage effectively with markets,
inadequate linkages to institutional buyers and limited absorptive capacity of SMEs inhibited the
achievement of key outcomes. Developing closer coordination or considering targeted, direct support
to SMEs, private sector off-takers and other institutional buyers could improve market outlets for
farmers. Depending on the level of engagement determined in the updated AGRA strategy, the
portfolio performance can be improved in any combination of the following ways:
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Further investment in capacity building sessions for grantees to share learnings about what
has worked in the past for a given project type or market context
Deeper engagement on the part of Program Officers to help grantees build partnerships and
linkages to market
Continued partnership with other donor-led programs focused on improving market access
(e.g., USAID SAIOMA)
Additional investments to strengthen market linkages and conditions (e.g., challenge fund for
buyers to link to smallholders).

Provide targeted technical or financial assistance to tackle challenges with markets infrastructure
to remove the bottlenecks to systems change. MAP projects have been affected by a myriad of
market infrastructure-related challenges, such as poor transport systems, storage facilities, and
financial systems. These factors have a direct impact on the achievement of outcomes. For MIRUKU
in Mozambique for example, the steep collateral requirements of financial institutions and the
inability of SMEs to meet these requirements limited the number of SMEs able to receive loans despite
strong performance by MIRUKU in providing business development services to the SMEs. Where gaps
or infrastructure constraints exist in the market, MAP can consider providing technical or financial
assistance to market actors that may be able to help clear barriers for grantees. In the case of MIRUKU,
MAP could complement the organization’s work by funding another grantee to facilitate access to
collateral for SMEs.
Streamline the reporting processes for integrated AGRA grants to better track results. MAP’s high
level of integration with other AGRA programs is a major strength. Integrated grants offer
opportunities to leverage the resources and capabilities of AGRA as a whole to provide solutions across
the value chain. However, presently, the reporting structure for such projects is not adequately
coordinated given the unclear reporting lines and monitoring metrics. This makes it challenging for
MAP to obtain a full picture of its work and impact. For example, there is limited attribution for or
tracking of MAP’s activities in policy advocacy in program documents. In the course of its regular
programming, MAP has identified critical policy barriers that it has relayed to the Policy team, which
then implements policy projects. In Tanzania, after export restrictions constrained grantees from
pursuing WRS, and MAP grantees were unable to push forward with planned activities, MAP
collaborated with Policy on a solution. This level of collaboration, as well as the financing that MAP
has provided to Policy and other AGRA programs, is largely untracked in the MAP program documents.
A streamlined reporting system for integrated projects can create opportunities for MAP to further
highlight successes and learn from challenges.
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ANNEX A. List of stakeholders interviewed
Burkina Faso
Institution

Name and role

IFDC Burkina

Abdoulaye Ouedraogo (Program Coordinator)
Kouka Kabore (Program Officer)
Athanasse Birba (Project Coordinator)

FEPAB

Awa Kone (Programme Officer)
Direction du Developpement des Marches David Tiemtore (Director)
des Produits Agricoles
MicroAID
Elisee Ouedraogo (CEO)
Francoise Konate (General Director)
APME2A / GRAD Consulting
Isac Bonkoungou (Project Coordinator), and colleagues
Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security Jean Bihoun (Responsible for inputs and agricultural equipment)
SNV Burkina
Laurent Stravato (Country Director)
SEGAS
ARCOP
Esoko
FERT
World Food Programme
SONAGESS

Mahamadou Badiel (Expert for cereals)
Leonard Ouedraogo (General Director)
Leonie Ilboudo (Director)
Simeon Savadogo (Project Coordinator)
Marta Kasprzyk (Technical expert for agricultural development)
Yves Gerard AKLAMAVO (P4P Programme Coordinator)
Zakari Sebgo (Commercial Director)
Rufin Simde (Deputy Program Manager)
Louise Dabo (Supply Manager)

Ghana
Institution

Name and role

Ministry of Food and Agriculture

Angela Danson (Director, Policy Planning Monitoring and
Evaluation)
Cyril Quist (Regional Director, Brong Ahafo)

Farmer/paddy aggregator

Asase Bibby (Paddy aggregator)

Agribusiness Systems International

Betty Annan (Country Director)
Moses Adenusi (GCORP Project Director)

European Commission

Christopher Ackon (Program Officer)

2SCALE

Divine Buo (Cluster Advisor)

USAID Ghana

Fenton Sands (Senior Food Security Officer)

IMAGEAD

Garcia Honvoh (Head, Business Development)

Wienco Ghana Limited

Joel Tsatsu (Head of Operations)

Concern Universal Ghana

Juliette Lampoh (Country Director)
Raymond Yaotse (M&E Officer)

Sahel Grains Ltd

Kwame Boateng (CEO)

Esoko

Mederick Kokouvi (Marketing Executive)

Ghana Grain Council

Orleans Nii Chinery (Warehouse Operations Manager)
Samuel Okang-Boye (Business Development and Outreach
Manager)
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GADCO Ghana Limited

S. K Singh (General Manager)

GhanaVeg

Sheila Assibey-Yaboah (Deputy Program Manager)

Peasant Farmers Association of Ghana

Victoria Adongo (Program Coordinator)

Kenya
Institution

Name and role

Cereal Growers Association

Antony Kioko (CEO)

Rockefeller Foundation

C.D. Glin (Africa Deputy Director )

Lessiolo Grain

Carl Tundo (Former owner and MD)

East Africa Grain Council

Davine Minayo (Kenya Country Manager)

KALRO

Davis Karanja (GCORP Project Director)

Equity bank

Esther Muiruri (Head of Agribusiness)

Diageo

Gabriel Kitenga (Policy Analyst)

EABL

Joseph Sunday (Communicatons)

LGHL

Kevin Manyara (General Manager)

Agriculture Finance Corporation

Lucas Meso (CEO)

World Food Programme

Zippy Mbati (Program Officer AMAL)

Mali
Institution

Name and role

Projet de Mobilisation des Initiatives en
Matière de Sécurité Alimentaire au Mali

Abdramane Traoré

Sasakawa Africa Association

Abou Berthe (Country Director)

Bokar Sissoko (Programme Officer)
Comité National de la Recherche Agricole Aly Kouriba (Executive Director)
Chambre Régionale de l'Agriculture
Sikasso
International Fund for Agricultural
Development
KAFO JIGINEW

André Fomba (Secretaire General)

Chambre régionale d'Agriculture

Fousseyni Diakite (General Secretary)

Observatoire du Marché Agricole

Francis Keita (Assistant Coordinator)

KAFO JIGINEW

Ibrahima KEÏTA (Chief Operating Officer)

Bakary Coulibaly
David Dao (General Director)

Coordination Nationale des Organisations Kanta Soumana (Coordinator)
Paysannes
Institut d’Economie Rural

Lamissa Diakite (Programme Officer)

Secteur Régional d'Agriculture

M. Fofana (Chef du sector)

Direction Régionale de l'Agriculture
Sikasso
Direction Régionale de l'Agriculture

Makonon Koné (Programme Officer)
Makonon Sangara (Chef de la division agricole)
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Faso Jigi

Mamoutou Kané (Project Manager)

Système d’Alerte Précoce

Mamy Coulibaly (Manager)

Comissariat à la sécurité alimentaire

Nango Dembele (Commissioner)

World Food Programme

Nouhoum Cisse (Monitoring and evaluation Officer for P4P)

Observatoire du Marché Agricole

Pierre Traore (Coordinator)

Assemblée Permanente des Chambres
d'Agriculture du Mali
Ministère du développement Rural

Salif Diarra (General Secretary)

Comissariat à la sécurité alimentaire

Tagalifi Bazo MAÏGA (Chef du Département Promotion des
Echanges)
Youssouf Sanogo (Technical Advisor)

Ministère du développement rural

Siaka Fofana (Technical Advisor)

Mozambique
Institution

Name and role

MIRUKU

Abdul Cauio (Project Coordinator)
Haje Antonio (CEO)

Rainha dos Frangos

Ana Bela des Reis Borges (CEO)

Companhia de Zembe (CZ)

Antonio Chirindza (CEO)
Antonio Manjate (CEO)

KixiQuila Research and Consultancy

Arnesto Walter (CEO)

KULIMA

Cesaio Fernandos (President)

Ministry of Agriculture

Dr. Mutula (National Director of Agricultural Economy)

Ministry of Agriculture

Dr. Vala (National Director of Agricultural Services)

Moza Banco

Edvan Ho Poon (Director of Northern Region)

KAFO JIGINEW

Elidio Sitoe (Technical consultant)

Sementes Nzara Yapera Lda

Elizabeth Sikaya (CEO)

Industria Moageira Fatima

Fatima Florencio (CEO)

AGRIMEC

Gil Mukaye (Executive Director)

Empresa de Comercialização Agrícola Ltd Grant Taylor (CEO)
Concern Universal

Helena Skember (Country Director)
Arlindo Muambole (Project Coordinator)

JNB Empreendimentos

Jaime Roila (CEO)

Guita Chicken

Joaquim Maciel Guita (CEO)

WISSA

Judite Mawawa (CEO)

Agencia de Deservolvmento Economica
de Manica
Dengo Comercials Lda.

Mauel Queiroz dos Santos (Executive Director)

Maeuaku Mussa Lda

Moeigera Rapate (CEO)

Cooperativa Agraria Moreno

Moreno (President)

UCAMA

Norberto Simbe (Project Coordinator)

AGRA Mozambique Country Office

Paulo Mole (Country Director)

World Bank

Pedro Arlindo (Agriculture Economist)

Ministry of Agriculture

Pedro Dzucule (Provincial Direction of Agriculture in Nampula)

Mauriao Dengo (CEO)
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Chimpene Agro Comercialização

Pita Damuchucho (CEO)

CEPAGRI

Luis Zeca Tomo (Provincial Delegation in Manica)

Socop Industrial

Raul Armando (Manager)

IDEAA-CA

Refu Sousa (CEO)

Empresa Chipanque & Filhos

Regua Chipenque (CEO)

National Seed Dialogue Platform

Ruis Santos (President)

Moageinu Eimulo Aiuude

Sarina Eimulo (CEO)

Mine Canhiutcia

Silva Alhento (CEO)

Ministry of Agriculture

Sonia Namaumbo (Provincial Direction of Agriculture in Manica)

OCODEMA

Succeed Tsvanhu (Field Officer)

Chicuízo Cooperative

Xavier Razao Singuize (Chairman)

Tanzania
Institution

Name and role

USAID/ Feed The Future

Adam Stefan (Private Sector Development Unit Head)
Randy Chester (Office Director, Economic Growth)

Women in Entrepreneurship

Astronaut Bagile (Executive Director)

Meru District Council
Big Results Now Directorate

Grace Solomon (District Agriculture, Irrigation and Cooperatives
Officer)
Henry Kinyua (Marketing Coordinator, BRIN)

Meru Community Bank

Lucas Vario (General Manager)

Agricultural Council of Tanzania

Mark Magila (National Coordinator, Tanzania Agriculture
Partnership Project)

Kilimo Trust

Mary Shetto (Project Coordinator)

Kilolo District Council

Michael Mwaisonda (District Agriculture, Irrigation and
Cooperatives Officer)
Moses Logan (Agro Officer)

SUBA Inputs company

Neema Ngunda

Financial Sector Deepening Trust

Sosthenes Kewe (CEO)

Small Enterprises Development
Organization
Agriculture Seed Agency

Stephen Loyani (Technical Officer)

AGRA staff
Department
Markets

Zawadiel Mrinji (Farm Production Manager)

Name

Role

Anne Mbaabu

Program Director Market Access

John Macharia

Associate Program Officer
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Matiéyédou Konlambigue

Program Officer

Onesphore Karuho

Program Officer

Mellyne Ongang’o

Program Coordinator

Dr. David Ameyaw

Director, Strategy, Monitoring & Evaluation

Aboubacar Diaby

Program Officer, Monitoring & Evaluation

PASS

Mr Fred Muhhuku

Program Officer

SHP

Rebbie Harawa

Senior Program Officer

FOSCA

Fadel Ndiame

Former FOSCA Lead Coordinator

Pauline Kamau

Program Officer

M&E
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ANNEX B. Interview guide for external stakeholders
Market Access Program Evaluation – External Stakeholders
Conducted by: Dalberg Global Development Advisors
Overall context:
As efforts are directed towards increasing food supply and reducing hunger in Africa by raising
smallholder productivity, an equal push to improve access to markets is lagging, resulting in localized
glut of staple foods that drive food prices down and generate significant post-harvest losses.
Barriers to market access are caused by a range of issues including poor physical infrastructure, limited
market information, lack of product differentiation, and inadequate support institutions and policies.
Several interventions have been made by various agricultural actors to help drive sustainable
productivity gains, improve livelihoods and reduce production risks for smallholder farmers. AGRAs,
through its Market Access Program in particular has been a key actor in developing well-functioning
markets through interventions such as developing rural marketplaces, commodity exchanges,
warehousing systems, milling operations, and promoting enabling legal and policy frameworks.
Through MAP, AGRA has provided a significant amount of grant money to support the objectives of
increasing market access for smallholder farmers (SHFs), focusing on four specific interventions;
reducing transaction costs; increasing value addition; increasing demand for food staples; and
promoting an enabling environment for local and regional trade of food staples. Across 13 countries,
a total of $US 50 million has been deployed.
As the program comes to an end, AGRA seeks to conduct a final evaluation to understand the impacts
of its interventions, as well key lessons and recommendations to inform future programming. The
organization has subsequently commissioned Dalberg Global Development Advisors, undertake the
evaluation.
Objectives of the study:
 Understand the constraints and interventions for farmer access to market
 Determine MAP’s role in addressing the barriers to farmer access to market
 Assess potential partnerships and best practices
 Understand national agricultural policies
Approach:
We will take about 1 hour of your time to gain your perspectives on the challenges faced by farmers
in accessing markets, and the opportunities that lie in addressing these challenges. Further, we also
hope to understand how agriculture development actors such as AGRA align their strategies with
planned national level agricultural strategies.
The information you provide will be synthesized with that of others to develop an overall
assessment that will not have any individual interviewee responses, and which will serve to enhance
future grant management processes and AGRA.
Confidentiality:
We aim to maintain the confidentiality of any information you provide; the report arising from this
evaluation will not attribute information to individual interviewees and any perspectives/ opinions
will be synthesized to ensure such confidentiality. As noted, any information gathered from
interviews will remain confidential and become the proprietary information of the client company so
may be reproduced for further internal use.
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Interview Information
Name:

City/Country:

Organization/Department:

Interviewer Name:

Title:

Date:




How long have you been working on market access for farmers in Africa?
What is your prior experience with AGRA and the Market Access Program?

Section 1: UNDERSTAND THE CONSTRAINTS AND INTERVENTIONS FOR FARMER ACCESS TO
MARKET
1. What are some of the critical barriers for farmers to access to market?
2. What are the current investments, if any, made by government to address these barriers?
3. What is the role of NGOs and other agricultural development actors in addressing these barriers?
Where are there gaps in market access interventions in the country?
4. How would you rate the overall relevance and additionality of MAP program to the needs of
agricultural sector in the country? (Rating 1-5 for reach of relevance and additionality and
qualitative feedback)

Section 2: DETERMINE AGRA MAP’S ROLE IN ADDRESSING THE BARRIERS TO FARMER ACCESS TO
MARKET
5. In order the address these barriers, AGRA’s Market Access Program has focused on:
a) Reducing transaction costs
b) Increasing value addition in food usage
c) Increasing demand of food staples
d) Promoting an enabling environment for local and regional trade of food staples
6. How would you rate the relevance and additionality of the actual interventions that MAP
program has done to the needs of agricultural sector in the country? (Rating 1-5 for reach of
relevance and additionality and qualitative feedback)
7. Are there other barriers/interventions that MAP should focus on?(please specify)
________________________________________________________
Section 3: ASSESS POTENTIAL PARTNERSHIPS AND BEST PRACTICES
8. How would you rate the overall effectiveness of MAP program to date (rating of 1-5 and
qualitative feedback)?
9. How would you rate the overall sustainability of MAP program’s impact (or program’s impact in
making systemic change in eco-system) (rating of 1-5 and qualitative feedback)?
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10.If you are aware of particularly successful MAP interventions or particularly unsuccessful ones,
please briefly explain the case and why.
11.What kind of partnerships would the government be interested in making to increase access to
markets for farmers?
12.What types of contributions/investments would the government interested in making in such
partnerships?
13.Which organizations do you think are doing well in terms of increasing access to markets for
farmers? What are some of the best practices?
Section 4: UNDERSTAND NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL POLICIES
14.How can MAP and other agricultural development actors better align their strategies with
planned national level agricultural strategies to enhance synergy, complementarity and value
addition?
15.What are some of the best practices in the country that have ensured greater impact for women
in agriculture production and commercialization?
Section 5: Non-government stakeholders (e.g., other donors)
16.If you collaborated with MAP, please describe your experience. What did MAP do well and what
can MAP improve?
17.How would you rate MAP’s approach in building collaborative working relationship with other
organizations in the space?
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ANNEX C. Interview guide for grantees
Market Access Program Evaluation – Interview Guide for Grantees
Conducted by: Dalberg Global Development Advisors
Overall context:
AGRA is looking to better support farmers to overcome some of the barriers to market access such as
poor physical infrastructure, limited market information, lack of product differentiation, and
inadequate support institutions and policies. To date, AGRA has been a key actor in developing wellfunctioning markets through interventions such as developing rural marketplaces, commodity
exchanges, warehousing systems and milling operations through its work with local partners.
Objectives of the interview:
 Understand the perception of the grant application process amongst grantees
 Assess the use and results from grant funding
Approximate time to complete: 1.5 hours
Confidentiality:
We aim to maintain the confidentiality of any information you provide; the report arising from this
evaluation will not attribute information to individual interviewees and any perspectives/ opinions
will be synthesized to ensure such confidentiality. As noted, any information gathered from interviews
will remain confidential and become the proprietary information of the client company so may be
reproduced for further internal use.

A.

Interview Information
Name:

City/Country:

Organization/Department:

Interviewer Name:

Title:

Date:

Assessment of the grant application process
1. How would you rate the efficiency of various components of the grant application process?
(Rating 1 to 5)
a) Proposal writing
b) Proposal evaluation/approval
c) Due diligence
2. How can the grant application and due diligence processes be improved?
3. How would you rate the efficiency and timeliness of the grant-disbursal process? (Rating 1 to
5)
a) Contracting
b) First disbursement
4. Do you have any suggestions to make on improving the grant management process?
5. How would you rate MAP’s financial/progress reporting procedures? (Rating 1 to 5, with 5 as
very effective)
6. If you have other grants for similar programs or others, from different donors, how would
you compare the efficiency of process of the other grant to the Markets grant?
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B.

Support from the Markets Program
7. What forms of ongoing support does your organization receive from the Markets program
after grant disbursement? Which of these do you consider the most important?
a) Training on entrepreneurial/financial management skills
b) Access to partners
c) M&E training
d) Proposal writing training
e) Reporting
8. Do you have any further suggestions on support that the Markets program/ AGRA can offer
to grantees to ensure success of implementation?

C.

Program activities and perception of achievement
9. [Activities conducted] What are the major activities that you conducted under MAP
funding?
e) Capacity building for farmers, traders, SMEs and agribusinesses (i.e., trainings)
f) Establishment of farmers’ groups
g) Linking farmers with manufacturers
h) Provision of market information
i) Improved access to credit for SMEs
j) Establishment of storage capacity and food processing facilities
k) Support to industries using crops for alternative uses
l) Promotion of greater import substitutions
m) Facilitation of cross border trade
n) Engagement in policy advocacy
10. [Target beneficiaries – are they targeting right people? Are they missing anyone?] Who are
the main recipients of the activities you conducted under MAP funding?
a) How do you decide your target farmers? What are their profiles? Can we see the
breakdown by gender and/or age cohort?
b) How do you reach those farmers (e.g., via farmer organizations?)
c) Are there particular types of farmers that are difficult reach and you could not
include in your target? Who are they? And why is it difficult to reach?
11. [Perception of achievement] What is your perception of achievement of meeting objectives
in activity?
For each activity listed in #9, what is your sense of achievement (Rating 1-5)
12. [Complementing actors] Who else are active in supporting farmers/value chains that you
are supporting? How do you work with them?
13. [Success factor] What has contributed most to the program’s success?
14. [Challenges/constraints] What have been the biggest challenges to the program’s success?
(Output/first-order outcome)
15. [Perception on systemic change] In terms of sustainability, have you witnessed any systemic
changes to the ecosystem since the Markets program started providing funding?
16. [Perception on systemic change] What has worked for your organization to catalyze
systemic change in the market access landscape?
17. [Gender] Does your organization/ or the grant have specific commitments to gender
empowerment? What has worked for your organization to ensure greater impact for
women?
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D.

Details on program activities and outcomes – ideally based on data/records
18. [Farmer training] On farmer training you provided:
a) Please describe what kind of trainings you provided
b) Who are the trainers? Are they your full-time staff? Agricultural extension workers?
Others?
c) How do you engage these trainers if they are not full-time staff? How do you
compensate them?
d) How did you train trainers?
e) How were trainings to farmers organized? One-on-one or group sessions?
f) Did you use written materials? If so, can we see them? (Take photo of all!!)
g) Did you use demonstration of actual activities?
h) When did you provide the trainings to farmers, in relation to the timing of farming
cycle (or in relation to the timing in which farmers actually needs skills, e.g., harvest
training xx weeks before actual harvest season?)
i) Were there any follow-up sessions or visits to reinforce the learnings? If so, how?

19. Can we speak to some concrete outcomes of your support to farmers, such as below? As
much data/record you can provide as possible would be appreciated. (interview to ask
follow up question on how it’s linked to the grantee’s activities).
a) Price spread between farm gate and the market – historical evolution, by crop
b) % change in post-harvest losses using improved storage system – by crop
c) Use of improved on-farm storage technologies (interviewer to visit one)
d) Use of trading facilities (WRS, contracts, commodity exchanges) – Can you show the
record of actual transactions by farmers supported by your organization?
e) Volume of transaction in active commodity exchanges – Can you show the record of
actual transactions by farmers supported by your organization?
f) Value of transaction in active commodity exchanges – Can you show the record of
actual transactions by farmers supported by your organization?
g) Volume of commodity processed (drying, cleaning, threshing, milling) in the last
planting season – can you show the record of actual processing activities?
h) For physical facilities, who owns the facilities and who are responsible for paying
electricity (if there is cost) and maintenance?
i) Change in value of staple foods processed in the last two planting seasons – Can you
show the record of actual processing by farmers supported by your organization?
j) Volume of staple foods going to alternative uses (kilograms)
k) Value of staple foods going to alternative uses - Can you show the record of actual
transactions by farmers supported by your organization?
l) Increase in participation into farmer groups - Can you show the record of actual
transactions by farmers supported by your organization?
m) Increase in participation in crop aggregation for sales?
E.

Financial and organizational data
20. Can we see the financial budget and actual booking of MAP activities?
a) Was the program executed and expensed as planned? (what were the plan and
actual budget in each year?)
b) Roughly, how much % is indirect costs (incl. administrative and managerial
personnel, and overhead (office/car/utility, etc.) pro-rated to them)?
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c) Roughly, how much did it cost to train a farmer on one standard skill (e.g., drying)?
21. Can you provide organizational structure (in print, or can be hand-writing) so we can
understand who runs MAP program within your organization?
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ANNEX D. Farmer survey questionnaire
Survey Questionnaire – Smallholder Farmer Beneficiaries/Participants
Introduction:
AGRA is looking to better support farmers to overcome some of the barriers to market access such as
poor physical infrastructure, limited market information, lack of product differentiation, and
inadequate support institutions and policies. To date, AGRA has been a key actor in developing wellfunctioning markets through interventions such as developing rural marketplaces, commodity
exchanges, warehousing systems and milling operations through its work with local partners.
From this questionnaire, we hope to collect data to enable us understand the impacts of AGRA’s
interventions on farmers livelihoods, as well key lessons and recommendations to inform future
programming.
Survey Frame: Smallholder farmers participating in or benefitting from programs run by MAP grantees
Objectives of the questionnaire:
 Understand the profiles of the smallholder farmers who are beneficiaries to the project
 Determine the outputs of the grantee programs funded by MAP
 Determine the first-order outcomes of the grantee programs funded by project
 Determine the long-term outcomes of the grantee programs funded by the project
 Determine the potential for sustainability

Approximate time to complete: 30-45 minutes
About AGRA:
AGRA’s vision is to create a food secure and prosperous Africa through rapid, sustainable agricultural
growth, and improve the productivity and livelihoods of smallholder farmers in Africa. In order to
realize this vision, AGRA designs programs that will assure higher returns to farmer investments;
connect farmers to regional markets; create alternative markets for crops such as animal feeds or food
processing operations; and promote enabling legal and policy frameworks.

Section 1: UNDERSTAND THE PROFILES OF SMALLHOLDER FARMERS WHO ARE
BENEFICIARIES TO THE PROJECT
1_1: What is your telephone number ? Choose “9999” if you do not have.
1_2: What is your country ?
Multiple choice: Ghana, Kenya, Mozambique, Tanzania
1_3: What is your village?
1_4: How old are you ? Choose “9999” if you do not know.
1_5: What is your gender ?
Multiple choice: Male, Female
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1_6_1: What is the size of your farming plot in the last harvest season (in number)24 ? Choose “9999”
if you do not know.
1_6_2_1: What unit do you use to measure the size of land?
Multiple choice: acre, hectare, others, I do not know
1_6_2_2: If others, what is the unit that you use?
1_7_1 : What are your main crops of production?25
Multiple choice: Cassava, Maize, Rice, Sorghum, Millet, N/A
1_7_XXX_a: What is the plot size dedicated for xxx26 in the last harvest season?
Choose “9999” if you do not know.
1_7_XXX_b_1: What is the volume of production of xxx in the last harvest season (I
number)? Choose “9999” if you do not know.
1_7_XXX_b_2_1: What unit do you use to measure the size of land?
Multiple choice: kg, standard bag, others, I do not know
1_7_XXX_b_2_2: If others, what is the unit that you
use?
1_7_XXX_c : What % of the harvested xxx has been sold in market in the last harvest
season ? Choose “9999” if you do not know.
1_7_XXX_d : How much was your cash income from the crop in the last planting
season in [the local currency]27?
1_7_XXX_e : Do you use improved seeds for xxx?28
Multiple choice: Yes, No, I do not know
1_7_XXX_f : Do you use fertilizer for xxx?29
Multiple choice: Yes, No, I do not know
1_8 : How many seasons have you received/used project services? Choose “9999” if you do not
know.
1_9_1 : Are there other members of your household participating in the activities of this project?
Multiple choice: Yes, No, I do not know
1_9_2 : If yes, how many?

Section 2: DETERMINE THE OUTPUTS OF THE GRANTEE PROGRAM FUNDED BY MAP and
OUTCOME

24

We will only ask about the plot size dedicated during “last harvest season “ no matter whether the season
was the major harvest season or minor harvest season.
25
On Echo Agent, only the questions related to selected crops in 1_7_1 will appear. E.g., if a farmer responses
“cassava and rice” in “1_7_1”, In “1_7_2_x” questions, s/he will be asked only the questions related to cassava
and rice.
26
Crop name will appear here in Echo Agent
27
When asking this question to farmers, please use the local currency of your country.
28
Some improved seeds are recyclable for a few years, but many farmers keep using them for 5 – 6 years…and
these farmers often believe that they use “improved seeds”. Those farmers who recycle seeds for too many
years will not be considered as “improved seed users.”
29
We will only ask about “fertilizer that farmers purchase”. That being said, traditional and organic fertilizers
are not included.
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2_1_X_a 30: Did you receive this product or service from the project?31
Multiple choice: Yes, No, I do not know
2_1_X_b : If yes, do you practice the knowledge or resources that you received from this product or
service to the date? 3233
Multiple choice: Yes, No
i.
Land Preparation: soil health training
ii.
Input Supply: access to better inputs – seeds
iii.
Input Supply: access to better inputs – fertilizers
iv.
Input Supply: access to better inputs – pesticide
v.
Training on farm Production
vi.
Training on pre-harvest handling
vii.
Training on storage
viii.
Training on drying
ix.
Training on sorting and grading
x.
Training on processing / value addition
xi.
Training on entrepreneurial/financial management skills
xii.
Training on warehouse receipt system34
xiii.
Access to better storage
xiv.
Access to processing facilities
xv.
Access to finance
xvi.
Formation of farmers’ organization
xvii.
Promotion of collective selling
xviii.
Aggregation services
xix.
Linking to buyers
xx.
Access to market information
xxi.
Others
2_1_xxi_b : If others, please specify
2_1_xxi_c : Do you practice the knowledge or resources that you received from this
product or service to the date?
Additional questions for “vii. Training on storage” and “xii. Training on warehouse receipt system”
2_1_vii_b_1: If yes, do you now store your crops in a warehouse?
Multiple choice: Yes, No
30

There will be a code, such as I, ii, iii, iv….. in this space. E.g., if the question code is “2_1_iii_a”, the question
is asking particularly about “iii. Input Supply: access to better inputs – fertilizers”. On Echo Agen platform, the
question will be displayed in this way: “Input Supply: access to better inputs – fertilizers: Did you receive this
product or service from the project?”
31
As for product or service, choose from the following list of selections
32
This question should be asked in an open-question form. For example, for “vii. Training on storage”
question, you must ask “how do you store your crops now?” Then, you can categorize the answer to
“practicing” or “not practicing” based on the answer that you hear from the farmer.
33
For questions of “Do you practice the knowledge from this product or service to the date?” ask farmer how
they treat crop in [various practice, such as pre-harvest handling, sorting, etc.] and use your judgement to see
if they actually practice what they are taught in training. When it’s physical infrastructure, simply ask “do you
use [xxx facility]?” For each item, ask both questions (a and b) one after another.
34
Warehouse Receipt System (WRS) allows farmers to avoid low selling prices. Farmers are expected to deliver
a certain quantity of crops to a warehouse after a planting season, where farmers can store their crops until
the market price becomes high enough to sell. As farmers wait, they'll need some source of cash to buy inputs
for the next planting season: therefore, the warehouse gives farmers a receipt which they can use as collateral
to get a loans.
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2_1_vii_b_2: If you do not store your crops, why is this?
Multiple choice:
 The warehouse is far from my farm
 I prefer to store my produce
 I do not trust the system
 I prefer to sell to immediate buyers
 Quality of warehouse operations aren’t ideal
 The warehouse storage fee is high
 I did not understand how warehouse receipt system works
 The transport cost to the warehouse is too high
 The volume of crop i produce is not enough to meet the minimum
threshold
 Other
2_1_vii_b_3: If other, please specify
2_1_vii_c: How many minutes do you need to walk to the warehouse from your farm?
2_1_xii_b_1: If yes, do you now store your crops in a warehouse?
Multiple choice: Yes, No
2_1_xii_b_2: If you now store your crops, have you borrowed a loan with your
warehouse receipt?
Multiple choice: Yes, No
2_1_xii_b_3: If you have never borrowed a loan with your
warehouse receipt, why is this?
Multiple choice:
 High interest rates
 Prefer not to take the risk of low market price for
produce in warehouse
 Other
2_1_xii_b_4: If other, please specify
2_1_xii_b_5: If you do not store your crops, why is this?
Multiple choice:
 The warehouse is far from my farm
 I prefer to store my produce
 I do not trust the system
 I prefer to sell to immediate buyers
 Quality of warehouse operations aren’t ideal
 The warehouse storage fee is high
 I did not understand how warehouse receipt system works
 The transport cost to the warehouse is too high
 The volume of crop i produce is not enough to meet the minimum
threshold
 Other
2_1_xii_b_6: If other, please specify
2_1_xii_c: How many minutes do you need to walk to the warehouse from your farm?
2_2_1 : What additional training, services or facilities would be most helpful to you? Choose up to 5
from the list.35
35

Ask an open question. Choose up to 5 from the list (or other if farmer’s answer isn’t in the list)
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i.
Land Preparation: soil health training
ii.
Input Supply: access to better inputs – seeds
iii.
Input Supply: access to better inputs – fertilizers
iv.
Input Supply: access to better inputs – pesticide
v.
Training on farm Production
vi.
Training on pre-harvest handling
vii.
Training on storage
viii.
Training on drying
ix.
Training on sorting and grading
x.
Training on processing / value addition
xi.
Training on entrepreneurial/financial management skills
xii.
Training on warehouse receipt system
xiii.
Access to better storage
xiv.
Access to processing facilities
xv.
Access to finance
xvi.
Formation of farmers’ organization
xvii.
Promotion of collective selling
xviii.
Aggregation services
xix.
Linking to buyers
xx.
Access to market information
xxi.
Others
2_2_2 : If others, please specify

Section 3: DETERMINE THE OUTCOMES OF THE GRANTEE PROJECT FUNDED BY THE
PROGRAM
3_1_XXX_a: Have you received products or services for xxx36 in the program?3738
Multiple choice: Yes, No, I do not know
3_1_XXX_b: What proportion (%) of xxx did you process at the latest season? 39
Choose “9999” if you do not know .
3_1_XXX_c: What proportion (%) of xxx did you process before you had training (or
had processing facility given by MAP)? Choose “9999” if you do not know .
3_1_XXX_d_1: How much xxx did you sell at the latest season (in number)? Choose
“9999” if you do not know.
3_1_XXX_d_2_1: How much xxx did you sell at the latest season
(unit) ?
Multiple choice: kg, standard bag, others, I do not know
3_1_XXX_d_2_2: If others, please specify
36

Crop name will appear here in Echo Agent
On Echo Agent, only the questions related to selected crops in 1_7_1 will appear. E.g., if a farmer responses
“cassava and rice” in “1_7_1”, In “3_1_XXX_a” question, s/he will be asked only the questions concerning
cassava and rice.
37

38

We will ask about the “major crops” that farmers mentioned in the Session 1.

39

For questions that ask proportion, use a handful of grain, place them on a table, and ask farmer to show the
proportion (of process or wastage depending on the question) by dividing the pile of grain or peanut. Then,
you insert approximate % into as data.
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3_1_XXX_e: How much xxx did you sell at the average season before you had
training, or had storage or other inputs from MAP (in number, in the same unit)?
Choose “9999” if you do not know.
3_1_XXX_f: At what price 40did you sell xxx at the latest season? Choose “9999” if
you do not know.
3_1_XXX_g: At what price did you sell xxx before you had training, or had storage or
other inputs from MAP? Choose “9999” if you do not know.
3_1_XXX_h: Approximately what % of production did you not consume nor sell (e.g.,
give to animals, did not harvest) at the latest season? Choose “9999” if you do not
know.
3_1_XXX_i: Approximately what % of production did you not consume nor sell
before you had training, or had storage or other inputs from MAP? Choose “9999” if
you do not know.
3_1_XXX_j: At what price did you sell processed xxx at the latest season?41 Choose
“9999” if you do not know or N/A.
3_1_XXX_k: How much was the price if you had sold without processing? Choose
“9999” if you do not know or N/A.
3_1_XXX_l: How did you change the amount of improved seeds you use since you
had the market access training or other support from MAP?
Multiple choice: Increased, decreased, haven’t changed, I do not know
3_1_XXX_m: How did you change the amount of fertilizer you use since you had the
market access training or other support from MAP?
Multiple choice: Increased, decreased, haven’t changed, I do not know
3_1_XXX_n: How did you change the plot size you allocate since you had the market
access training or other support from MAP?
Multiple choice: Increased, decreased, haven’t changed, I do not know
3_2_1 : How have your cash revenue from farming since you had the market access training or other
support from MAP? 42
Multiple choice: Increased, decreased, haven’t changed, I do not know
3_2_2 : If it has changed, how much has it changed43? Choose “9999” if you do not know.44

Section 4: DETERMINE THE POTENTIAL FOR SUSTAINABILITY
4_a_1 : Did the program enrolled you in a farmer organization?
Multiple choice: Yes, No, I do not know
4_a_2 : When did you become a member? (xx years ago)
4_b_1 : Did the program enroll you into an out-grower scheme?
Multiple choice: Yes, No, I do not know
4_b_2 : When did you become a member? (xx years ago)

40

Price per kg. The same for the following questions which ask about the price.
Ask only if processing/value addition training or facility has been provided.
42
Ask only about the revenue, and we are NOT asking about profit.
43
When asking this question to farmers, please use the local currency of your country.
44
in order to capture the transaction cost, we will collect market price from other sources than farmer surveys
(e.g., grantee, farmer focus group, statistics).
41
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