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Executive Summary 

“How can a donor together with NGOs join forces with the private sector to 

promote water efficiency in the production of water-intensive crops in such a way, 

that improving agricultural and water efficiency measures applied by smallholder 

farmers is rewarded with improved incomes and food security?” 

The “Water efficiency and food production in Rice & Cotton” (WAPRO) project of the 

Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC) addressed this issue in its first 

(2014 – 2018) and second phases (2018 – 2022). WAPRO as an innovative multi-

stakeholder project with a large number of private and civil society partners was imple-

mented in six countries using the Push-Pull-Policy approach addressing water effi-

ciency for smallholder farmers in cotton and rice production. Its overall goal is to en-

hance food security, farmers’ income and water productivity for 65’000 farmer families 

in Pakistan, India, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Myanmar and Madagascar. 

After eight years of implementation, an external evaluation commissioned by SDC as-

sessed the results achievements of the second phase in particular and the overall im-

pact of the project. The external evaluation is based on case studies conducted in two 

out of the six countries, an outcome harvesting inspired online survey with implement-

ers and partners on self-assessing intended and unintended results, several expert in-

terviews held online and offline and a Cost Benefit Analysis, which helps to discuss the 

efficiency and effectiveness of WAPRO’s implementation. 

The evaluation clearly shows that WAPRO is on a promising path towards achieving 

the target set, i.e. 65’000 farmer families increasing their incomes. Sustainable out-

comes are visible thanks to innovative agricultural and water efficiency techniques ap-

plied in the 10 sub-projects. In addition, WAPRO successfully lobbied in standard or-

ganisations with large outreach such as the Better Cotton Initiative (BCI) and the Sus-

tainable Rice Platform (SRP) so that water efficiency issues are better addressed in 

their standards. Impact has thus been rated as satisfactory by the evaluation team. 

The WAPRO project and its interventions on all levels are seen as highly relevant. Es-

pecially the way the project addresses the issue of cotton and rice as water-intensive 

key commodities through the application of the Push-Pull-Policy approach on micro, 

meso and macro level and the inclusion of relevant stakeholders in the respective value 

chains. 

As Helvetas Swiss Intercooperation and the implementing partners in all countries are 

well connected to relevant players as well as to Swiss Cooperation Offices in the coun-

tries where present, the internal and external coherence is satisfactory. 

Confirmed by all parties involved, WAPRO is achieving good results at the level of 

famers. Family incomes have increased, and water efficiency measures are success-

fully implemented. The farmers’ food security is only addressed indirectly and unfortu-

nately not systematically measured in the M&E system. Effectiveness has therefore 

been rated as satisfactory. 

The chosen project set-up with a small management team and its secretariate function 

ensuring overall coordination, M&E and knowledge management is seen as a very lean 
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and efficient project approach. However, sometimes more steering and better quality 

of reporting would have been desirable, which led to an unsatisfactory score for this 

sub-criterion. The Cost Benefit Analysis showed that the overall WAPRO budget of 

around CHF 27 million, which includes SDC contributions as well as contributions made 

by the private sector, was internalized well within the project timeframe. Having reached 

around 40’000 confirmed farmer families by 2021 with a relatively low budget by SDC, 

the interventions can therefore be ranked as overall cost-efficient. Private sector con-

tributions having come from Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) rather than accept-

ing to pay higher prices for the commodities is highly criticisable.  

Regarding sustainability of project interventions, the highest probability for continuation 

is with activities implemented by local stakeholders relating to the Push Factor. Re-

garding the Pull Factor, at the interface between farmers and the private sector, the 

potential for sustainable continuation of approaches introduced in course of WAPRO is 

mixed. The sustainability in the Policy area and issues related to water stewardship 

measures are the most questionable regarding its continuation. The different teams by 

Helvetas Swiss Intercooperation, as well as companies and partner organisations in 

the sub-projects in the WAPRO countries will without a doubt continue selected activi-

ties based on own interests and resources. Sustainability is therefore rated as satisfac-

tory. 

Because WAPRO showed the advantages of involving private sector already at design 

stage, the evaluation team recommends to SDC that planning further projects of this 

kind should be undertaken collaboratively with potential project implementers and part-

ners (intermediaries such as NGOs and the private sector). This recommendation also 

includes that SDC should orientate its implementation modalities to lean, time flexible 

project arrangements and agile project set-ups.  
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1 Introduction 

WAPRO (“Water efficiency and food production in Rice & Cotton”) is a multi-stake-

holder initiative to address water efficiency issues in agriculture. It was first imple-

mented between 2015 and 2018 in four countries in Asia by a consortium of nine part-

ners with a budget of about CHF 6.76 million and involving 23,600 farmers. By 2019, 

the project had grown to 5 countries in South and Central Asia and one country in 

Africa, aspiring to improve the lives of more than 60’000 farmers.  

After 2 phases and a 1-year extension due to the Covid-19 pandemic, the project is 

coming to an end by the end of 2022 and an external evaluation was foreseen for the 

project. The Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC)’s Global Program 

Food Security (GPFS) declares the purpose of this evaluation as an “external and ob-

jective assessment regarding the achieved results of the second phase in particular, 

and of the overall impact of the entire project in general”. In addition, as mentioned in 

the Terms of Reference (ToR), “the evaluation will have to contribute to the Learning-

Accountability-Steering “triangle” as specified in the SDC Evaluation Policy”. 

The evaluation should “provide an overall and comprehensive picture on the project 

results on the short and medium term as well as provide information on possible effects 

at the long-term including elements of impacts and sustainability.” 

2 Evaluation objective 

The evaluation object is the WAPRO project implemented by Helvetas and related con-

sortium partners in 6 countries (India, Pakistan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Myanmar, Mad-

agascar), the overall project management unit with their knowledge management and 

steering function based in Switzerland, and the respective 10 sub-projects, as shown 

in the Table 1 and Figure 1 below: 

Table 1 Overview of the 10 sub-projects working in the 6 countries 

Coun-
try 

No Name of Sub-
project 

Geographic 
area 

Local imple-
menting part-
ner 

Financial contribu-
tors/sponsors be-
side SDC 

 

India 1 SRP Rice India Haryana LT Food, PnP Mars  
 2 Organic Rice In-

dia 
Uttarakhand and 
Uttar Pradesh 

PNP Reismühle NUTREX, 
Coop Sustainability 
fund 

 

 3 BCI Cotton India  Gujarat (coastal 
districts) 

CSPC Tata Trust 
 

 4 Organic Cotton 
India 

Madhya Pradesh Remei India bioRe Foundation  
 

Paki-
stan 

5 BCI Cotton Pa-
kistan 

Selected districts 
in Punjab and 
Sindh 

REEDs BCI innovation fund 

 

 6 SRP Rice Paki-
stan 

Selected districts 
in Punjab and 
Sindh 

Galaxy, RPL Mars, Westmill 
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Kyrgyz-
stan 

7 Organic Cotton 
Kyrgyzstan 

Jalalabad IWIP Helvetas own funds 
 

Tajiki-
stan 

8 BCI Cotton Ta-
jikistan 

Sughd region Helvetas and 
Sarob 

Helvetas own funds 
 

Myan-
mar 

9 SRP Rice Myan-
mar 

Shan, Mandalay, 
Mon 

CESVI Norad 
 

Mada-
gascar 

10 Diversified Crop 
Rotations Mada-
gascar 

Atsimo An-
drefana 

Helvetas Scrimad, Bionnex, BCI 

 

 

Legend: Cotton  Rice  Other crops 
 

Figure 1 Map1 of countries in which WAPRO is active and the crops grown 

 

 

The “Regional Rice Value Chain Program (RRVCP)” project mainly financed by the 

Islamic Development Bank and implemented in ten sub-Saharan countries (The Gam-

bia, Senegal, Guinea, Sierra Leone, Niger, Mali, Burkina Faso, Benin, Cameroon, and 

Ivory Coast), is sometimes referred to as 11th sub-project. As the role of WAPRO (i.e., 

Helvetas and its partner Rikolto) in RRVCP is mainly related to technical assistance 

regarding building a solid monitoring, evaluation and learning framework based on the 

WAPRO lessons learned, the RRVCP program is not part of this evaluation exercise.  

 

1 Map retrieved from https://www.nationsonline.org/  

Tajikistan 

 

Madagascar 

 

India 

   

Pakistan 

   

Kyrgyzstan 

 

Myanmar 

 

https://www.nationsonline.org/
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3 Evaluation purpose and questions 

3.1 Purpose of the evaluation 

SDC in its ToR for this evaluation mandate defines the purpose of the external evalua-

tion as following three overall objectives, which are: 

1. To evaluate the WAPRO phase 2 according to the OECD/DAC (Organization for 

Economic Cooperation and Development's Development Assistance Committee) 

criteria (coherence, relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, impact) 

against the planned and agreed objectives and outputs. 

2. To assess how far systemic changes were triggered by the project and if impact 

results, susceptible to be sustainable as well as well as replicable, can be identified. 

3. To recommend SDC on the basis of the results of this evaluation, on how to further 

engage with the private sector along a logic of food systems approach and supply 

chains. 

3.2 Evaluation questions  

The evaluation team developed an extensive evaluation matrix (see annex 6) during 

the inception phase of this evaluation with a set of 37 evaluation questions, based on 

the original evaluation questions from the ToR written by SDC.  

In order to cluster and summarize the essence of this long list of evaluation questions, 

we formulated 2 core results (or contribution) hypotheses to be validated at the end of 

the evaluation exercise:  

 

Results Hypotheses = core of the evaluation Rele-
vance 

Co-
her-
ence 

Ef-
fec-
tive-
ness 

Effi-
ciency 

Im-
pact 

Sus-
tain-
abil-
ity 

A) The improvement of food security, farmers in-
come and water productivity for 65’000 
farmer families in the 6 countries is a result of 
the interdependency of the different elements 
of the Push-Pull-Policy approach applied by 
the WAPRO project. 
→ targets mainly on micro and meso level 

      

B) The Private Sector Engagement (PSE) mo-
dality including external facilitation enabled 
the stakeholders in the 6 countries to better 
cooperate towards sustainable (water effi-
ciency, food security and farmers income) so-
lutions in the key commodity value chains, 
also after the SDC funding comes to an end.  
→ targets mainly on meso and macro level 
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These will be discussed in the chapter 6 (the conclusion part of the report) as well in 

the chapter 7 (Lessons learned and recommendations) on how to deal with private 

sector engagement in supporting initiatives in sustainable agricultural practices and re-

sources management activities in the future. 

3.3 Evaluation team 

SDC announced the evaluation mandate in March 2022, and a team by KEK - CDC 

evaluators in partnership with specialists from mesopartner and Ecoplan AG have been 

awarded this assignment by handing in an offer document. KEK - CDC have been con-

tracted by SDC in May 2022. The evaluation team started their work immediately in 

May led by Carsten Schulz, who has overseen the whole evaluation process, coordi-

nated the case studies and acted as a single point of contact to SDC. Roman Troxler 

conducted interviews, contributed to the Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA) discussion, and 

participated in the analysis and interpretation of the evaluation results. Sophie Stahey-

eff led the online survey and supported the facilitation of the online validation workshop 

with the implementing partners. As specialist in systemic approaches, Marcus Jenal 

(from mesopartner) advised the evaluation team on using elements of Outcome Har-

vesting and participated in the analysis and interpretation of the evaluation results. With 

his vast experiences in Economic Financial Analysis, Felix Walter (from Ecoplan AG) 

advised the evaluation team in the CBA, and contributed to the analysis of the evalua-

tion results. 

3.4 Limitations of the evaluation 

WAPRO project is working with 10 sub-projects in 6 countries. Due to the tight sched-

ule in evaluating this project, the team leader visited 3 sub-projects for a short time 

in 2 countries (in Tajikistan for 5 days and in Pakistan for 3 days excluding travel). He 

had the opportunity to meet and interview most of the important stakeholders, thanks 

to the close collaboration with 2 national experts. They have been conducting case 

studies, which are elementary for the assessment process of the evaluation team.  

Although a specific online survey was conducted, and interviews and a validation work-

shop were done with representatives of all 6 countries, there might be a certain risk 

that the evaluation team assessed the implementation of WAPRO with a slight 

bias towards the subprojects in Tajikistan and Pakistan, while the results of the 

other 7 sub-projects and findings from India, Kyrgyzstan, Myanmar and Madagascar 

were given less attention. 

The evaluation team may lack understanding of the Pull component, as we only 

talked to farmers and ginners/rice mills (and on micro and meso level even to a very 

limited extent); but the evaluators were not in the position to discuss with  ginners/rice 

mills and the large buyers (or related CSR bodies or foundations) on the meso or even 

macro level about their relationships. 

The evaluation team had to find out by revising the provided documentation that some 

of the key documents prepared by WAPRO are lacking consistency and accuracy 

of terminology used, (budget) figures and monitoring data. The evaluation team 

used as main reference documents for monitoring and budgetary data the project doc-

ument (of September 2018) and the annual report 2021 (March 2022). An updated list 
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of partner contributions up to August 2022 has been provided by Helvetas upon re-

quest. As this evaluation report has been prepared in September 2022, additional part-

ner contributions due to the rice and cotton harvest 2022 in process, are still possible 

to be effectuated until the end of the year.  

4 Evaluation methodology and process 

4.1 Inspiration of Outcome Harvesting in the evaluation process 

In addition to discussing the two results hypotheses as mentioned under 3.2, exploring 

the contributing factors was an integral part of the evaluation. To that effect, the follow-

ing question was developed: 

What are the most important achievements of the WAPRO project on the level of 

behaviour changes in project partners and how has the WAPRO project contrib-

uted to these achievements?  

The data collection process was inspired by Outcome Harvesting (OH) and allowed the 

evaluation team to complement missing answers to several evaluation questions. OH 

is a method that enables evaluators or projects to identify, formulate, verify and make 

sense of qualitative outcomes of their initiatives. In OH, outcomes are defined as 

changes in the behaviour, relationships, activities, actions, or capacities of peo-

ple, groups, and organizations (partners or other societal actors). The method 

thereby does not measure progress towards predetermined targets or objectives, but 

collects evidence of what changes have actually happened and can be observed. It 

then works backwards to determine whether and how the project contributed to the 

change. In this way, using essences of OH allowed the evaluation team to find both 

intended outcomes and unintended outcomes and to determine how the project con-

tributed to them.  

This evaluation did not use the full OH process, but rather oriented itself on the princi-

ples of OH, particularly the collection of outcomes and contribution statements. These 

statements aim to document who changed what, when and where it was changed, 

and how the project contributed to the outcome. After the collection of said statements, 

the significance of the changes regarding the overall WAPRO objectives was also as-

sessed. 

Main application on meso and macro level 

Data collected for OH focused mainly on the meso and macro (policy) level of the 

WAPRO project. The partners who participated in this process were the WAPRO con-

sortium and implementation partners in the countries. A list of contacted stakeholders 

and partners can be found in Annex 2:. Figure 2 illustrates the process and timeline. 
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Figure 2 Online Outcome Harvesting process and timeline 

 

1. A 45-minutes online Kick-Off workshop on the 7th of July 2022 introduced the pro-

cess, the OH approach and the online survey to be filled out by the participants.  

2. The online survey was open to participants from the 8th of July 2022 to the 14th of 

August 2022. In addition to collecting the outcomes and the contributions of the pro-

ject to these outcomes, the survey inquired about WAPRO interventions – whether 

participants would have implemented them without the project, whether they will 

continue to implement them after the end of the phase and how they would rate their 

overall importance – and the collaboration with the WAPRO team at Helvetas Head-

quarters (HQ). A total of 48 people were invited to respond, 22 filled out the whole 

survey and an additional 4 responded to part of it. 

3. The evaluators analysed the collected data and created aggregated outcome state-

ments representing the major patterns in the responses received. 

4. The evaluators presented the aggregated outcomes at an online 2-hour validation 

workshop on the 30th of August 2022. The participants had the opportunity to verify 

the findings and indicate which patterns they also observe in their country or coun-

tries. Working in geographical groups, the participants then selected and ranked the 

three most significant outcomes for their country and what WAPRO interventions 

contributed to said outcomes. 

Gathering outcome stories on micro and meso level 

In Tajikistan and Pakistan in July and August 2022, the 2 national consultants as well 

as the team leader gathered outcome stories through in-person interviews and focus 

group discussions to better understand the what, when, where and how especially on 

beneficiary and field implementation (micro and meso) levels in those two countries. 

This data collection served as a complement to the results from the macro level out-

comes. It also allowed the comparison of the different meso level outcomes between 

the countries and the discussions among the participants with regards to the signifi-

cance of the changes generated additional insights for the evaluation. 

4.2 Methods 

For the evaluation process of the WAPRO project on the different levels of engagement 

(micro, meso and macro level), the evaluation team has foreseen the application of the 

following evaluation methods as illustrated in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3 Evaluation methods on various levels 

 

Document analysis and review 

An analysis of the essential documents provided by SDC, Helvetas and other stake-

holders (strategic documents, project documents, specific studies and reports by con-

sortium partners within the sub-projects, minutes of workshops and meetings, etc.) was 

carried out. In addition, the evaluation team consulted and analysed additional docu-

ments they identified as relevant for the evaluation. The analysis of documents allowed 

the evaluation team to discuss the hypotheses and orient the evaluation process ade-

quately. 

Field interviews during case studies 

Led by two national consultants in Tajikistan and Pakistan, interviews with all relevant 

stakeholders in 3 sub-projects were undertaken. During the visit by the team leader to 

Tajikistan and Pakistan, he interviewed selected implementing organizations on micro 

and meso level, relevant stakeholders including water stewardship initiatives, repre-

sentatives of the government, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), Business De-

velopment Services, etc. These field interviews gave the team a better understanding 

of the relations and processes. 

Focus group discussion 

One focus group discussion per subproject with different stakeholders active in the 

value chain was conducted for the 3 sub-projects in Tajikistan and Pakistan during the 

field visits, amounting to a total of around 5 to 6 focus group discussions. These dis-

cussions were conducted in the local language and facilitated by the national consult-

ants. The main questions revolved around the usefulness of the Push-Pull-Policy ap-

proach on micro level, the contribution by the different players to the approach, and the 

positive (and negative) results of its application, as well as the future perspective of 

working together in these commodity value chains after the financing by SDC has been 

ceased. 
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Online Outcome Harvesting Process 

The Online Outcome Harvesting Process, including the Online (Kick-Off) Workshop, 

the Online Survey, and the Online Validation Workshop, is explained in 4.1. 

Semi-structured interviews 

Through more than 25 interviews conducted mostly online, the evaluation team gath-

ered feedback on main aspects related to the efficiency, effectiveness, and coherence 

of the WAPRO project from key staff at Helvetas, the consortium partners, SDC and 

other stakeholders such as local and national authorities. In addition, some interviews 

with external experts from textile industry or certification organizations have been un-

dertaken to get a second opinion. 

CBA discussion focusing on break-even points  

While the above-mentioned methods mainly focused on generating qualitative findings 

on how the project contributed to certain intended and non-intended outcomes, the 

evaluation also aimed to provide evidence regarding the achievement of quantitative 

targets and the cost-effectiveness of the WAPRO project. 

At the end of its first phase the project already developed a rather simple yet straight-

forward CBA, contrasting SDC’s project cost and the income effects of the final bene-

ficiaries (farmers and their families). Using these calculations as a starting point, the 

evaluators developed a simplified CBA, based on reported costs and benefits per cut-

of date 2021 (see Annex 3: for more details) identifying break-even points with respect 

to the different sources of funding. 

Presentation of preliminary findings 

On the 5th of September 2022, at the end of the evaluation process, a meeting with the 

WAPRO team and members of GPFS, was organized. The consultants presented their 

findings, learnings and recommendations. The participants also had the chance to com-

ment on these findings and to validate the conclusions and recommendations pre-

sented. 

5 Evaluation findings per DAC criterium 

5.1 Relevance 

The WAPRO overall project and its interventions are highly relevant, as they ad-

dress the issue of water efficiency in key commodities, an issue of highest interest and 

very forward thinking when the project objective and approach were conceptualized 

eight years ago. The degree of WAPRO’s alignment with government priorities in all 6 

countries is given, as well as with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), Swit-

zerland's International Cooperation Strategy 2021-24 and the Environmental, Social, 

and Governance (ESG) strategy of most of private sector partners involved. 

WAPRO's ability to work with stakeholders at different levels together with government 

authorities and the private sector (including their readiness to contribute financially), its 
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Push-Pull-Policy approach at the micro, meso and macro levels has provided a good 

opportunity to both initiate or implement targeted measures and, in addition, to use 

advocacy to systematically address water productivity in the value chain. The private 

sector appears to have great interest in WAPRO interventions at the farmer or initial 

value chain level, and is ready to support meaningful initiatives with the payment of 

organic and FairTrade premiums (mainly from CSR budgets), but has little interest in 

the long run of paying a higher price for the commodity. 

What the evaluation team learned by visiting farmer groups and having a look at the 

sales statistics: WAPRO is not a project focusing necessarily on smallholder or disad-

vantaged farmers per se, as it was not meant to particularly address specific target 

groups (e.g. women farmers, youth, LNOB = leave no one behind). This could be seen 

as a mistake in design, or rather as a viable approach to have a fast adoption of water 

efficiency measures to all farmers working in these key commodity value chains. While 

we state this so clearly, it should not be disregarded that the majority of WAPRO ben-

eficiaries are smallholder farmers (with more than 15 % of female farmers) who benefit 

substantially from increased incomes and improved water efficiency because of 

WAPRO interventions. 

Mixed results on gender sensitivity in rice and cotton value chains2 

Although no specific mainstreaming issues have been mentioned in the ProDoc, 

WAPRO addressed gender sensitivity during implementation in some of the sub-pro-

jects based on the important need given that commodity value chains in selected coun-

tries are predominantly ruled by men. Based on the reflection of phase 1 that gender 

sensitivity was not addressed sufficiently (and mentioned as “cornerstone 6” of what 

should be done differently in phase 2, as presented in the ProDoc of phase 2), the 

application of gender approaches in phase 2 didn’t show much success, with positive 

exceptions, e.g. in Tajikistan the percentage of female farmers (and female trainers) 

could be raised to ca. 40% percent of all reported farmers; this effect is due to labour 

migration of male farmers to Russia, and WAPRO’s ability to address this issue during 

implementation. While the organic cotton sub-project in India exclusively targeted 

women farmers, in other sub-projects (e.g. in SRP rice in Pakistan) gender specific 

activities mainly addressed social welfare of female workers (and paid by Corporate 

social responsibility (CSR) initiatives from the private sector), as male are owners and 

decision makers in agriculture. In general terms the evaluation team is of the opinion 

that the target of 15 % of participating women was not an ambitious goal, but with 27 

% of female farmers reached (as mentioned in the annual report 2021) the project 

reached an overall satisfactory result. 

Critical observation: Organic cotton versus BCI cotton 

Helvetas has worked several years in the promotion of Organic cotton with projects in 

Central Asia and West Africa3. However, WAPRO has taken up water productivity as a 

core issue and has therefore prominently promoted the application of the BCI standard 

based on private sector demand, but continues to support Organic cotton in other re-

 

2 The evaluation describes the issue of gender sensitivity in the chapter of relevance, while you find the scoring in correspondence 
with SDC’s evaluation grid in chapter 5.3 effectiveness. 

3 The projects in Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan “Trade with Organic and Fair Trade Cotton” implemented by Helvetas have been 
financed by SECO until 2016. 

https://www.eda.admin.ch/deza/en/home/projekte/projekte.filterResults.html/content/dezaprojects/SECO/en/2012/UR00045/phase3?oldPagePath=/content/deza/en/home/projekte/projekte.html
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gions. Farmers in Tajikistan, who have benefitted from the previous Switzerland fi-

nanced and Helvetas implemented Organic cotton project with trainings and other 

measures, are now trained on water productivity issues (together with conventional 

agroecological knowledge) and have increased their yields remarkably.  

The evaluation team does not want to make a judgment as the market rules the sourc-

ing and production of cotton. On the one hand there is a risk of cannibalism or a power 

game between organic and “sustainable” production in a specific geographic region (as 

the example shows in Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan), and the farmers will make their 

choice based on higher yields and selling opportunities. On the other hand, BCI cotton 

with their in certain aspects less rigorous standards4 but a much bigger outreach (to 

millions of hectares of cotton fields) and recognition will have much more leverage than 

the niche product organic cotton. 

It is quite interesting to observe that WAPRO’s interventions (including the advocacy 

work done by AWS) successfully contributed to improving and amending the standards 

of BCI or SRP with water efficiency measures. 

Overall, the relevance of the project is rated as highly satisfactory with an aver-

age score of 1.3 (1 for target group needs, 1 for indirectly affected stakeholders, 2 for 

design elements of the intervention5). 

5.2 Coherence 

Good internal and external coherence 

The evaluation team assess internal coherence to be good as WAPRO being steered 

by a global division at SDC is coherent with global and country strategies by Switzer-

land; thanks to WAPRO management it maintained close synergies with other (SDC) 

interventions on countries level e.g. India, Tajikistan, where the Federal Department of 

Foreign Affairs (FDFA) runs a Swiss Cooperation Office. 

There is also a good alignment (and external coherence) on country level, as WAPRO 

worked based on opportunities and had – by project design – an open and transparent 

communication with relevant stakeholders from government, development partners, 

the private sector and civil society in the countries assessed. 

Noteworthy is the ability of WAPRO management to gather implementers and relevant 

stakeholders across all WAPRO countries in relevant training and coordination meet-

ings, which contributed enormously to knowledge and information sharing and mutual 

support. This led to the quite unique effect of competitors (sourcing of cotton as well as 

on rice) on national as well as international level sharing ideas and working together. 

The same applies with the coherence from a food systems perspective: WAPRO is 

coherent as water efficiency measures and improvement in the agricultural manage-

 

4 The consultants learned by talking to different specialists, that standards applied at BCI are less rigorous, when it comes to e.g. 
GMO-seeds (GMO=genetically modified organism) and the application of pesticides; and BCI standards are sometimes more 
rigorous, e.g. when it comes to the use of irrigation water – compared to organic standards. 

5 On a scale from 1 (highly satisfactory) to 4 (highly unsatisfactory). For more details see Assessment Grid in Annex 7:. 
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ment of smallholder farms are the backbone of (food) production in the selected coun-

tries. The Push-Pull-Policy approach offers a comprehensive way to involving relevant 

stakeholders in complex (market) systems. 

Satisfactory coherence with other Switzerland-financed projects 

WAPRO’s coherence on steering level with other global programs of SDC but as well 

with those from State Secretariat for Economic Affairs (SECO), such as "Transparency 

and Innovation of Sustainability Standards (TISS)"6 is not clearly visible. However, at 

field level, especially in countries with SCOs, there is a good coherence and exchange 

with other Switzerland financed projects, both by SECO and SDC. 

Overall, the coherence of the project is rated as highly satisfactory with an aver-

age score of 1.5 (1 for internal coherence, 2 for external coherence). 

5.3 Effectiveness 

WAPRO achieving good results at the level of famers 

WAPRO is likely to achieve the set objectives regarding the adoption of water efficiency 

measures and increase of income by farmers (as mentioned in the Monitoring & Eval-

uation (M&E) system) until the end of 2022. A large number of farmer families have 

indeed improved their water efficiency, their productivity and their incomes. 

The overall number of beneficiaries of 65’000 farmers was defined at the beginning of 

the second phase in 2019, and according to the annual report 2021 the number has 

already been exceeded in that year by more than 15’000 to 81’550 farmers. With regard 

to this figure, the evaluators would like to note that M&E reporting from different sub-

projects and countries seems to differ in terms of a clear definition of criteria and har-

monization on what can be considered a beneficiary of the WAPRO project. In addition, 

there are differences in the quality and length of training cycles provided by WAPRO 

partners, and huge differences in the integration or contracting of farmers in improved 

value chains (e.g. SRP Pakistan7). There is also the legitimate question of why the 

number of beneficiaries was not adjusted when discussing the extension of the phase 

by one year (due to Covid-19), taking into account the systemic nature of the project. 

Nevertheless, even with the number of 40’000 confirmed beneficiaries by end of 2021 

after 8 out of 9 years (as included for the CBA presented in Annex 3:), WAPRO 

achieved satisfactory results, with its 10 subprojects working in different political con-

texts and with the involvement of various private sector entities and government insti-

tutions.  

 

  

 

6 More information in the project database by FDFA on the TISS project financed by SECO. 

7 Due to COVID-19, there have been different approaches to train farmers on water efficiency measures: the group of 2’050 
contracted farmers around the participating rice mills have been trained by remote and onsite courses, followed by visits of 
extension workers for in-person advice and monitoring. Around 52’000 non-contract farmers had access to the remote training 
material (e.g. Robo calls, WhatsApp groups) without any tracing of results or any in-person training and follow-up by extension 
workers. 

https://www.eda.admin.ch/deza/en/home/projekte/projekte.filterResults.html/content/dezaprojects/SECO/en/2016/UR00999/phase1?oldPagePath=/content/deza/en/home/projekte/projekte.html
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WAPRO indirectly addresses food security – but not measured in the M&E sys-

tem 

WAPRO is (co-)financed by the Global Program Food Security (GPFS) of SDC’s Global 

Cooperation Domain8, but the topic of food security is not in the focus of the implemen-

tation of the project. Dealing with water productivity of 2 key commodities produced as 

cash crops by farmer families, food security was never actively addressed by WAPRO 

or even measured by a specific indicator in the M&E system9. However, it can be as-

sumed that water efficiency measures combined with agro-technical and agro-ecologi-

cal improvements have direct and positive implications on food security of farmer fam-

ilies. Another explanation is the high probability that due to the increased yield and 

higher productivity (thanks to the measures introduced), farmer will have increased 

their income which contributes as well to enhancing food security. This was confirmed 

by an external study conducted in India by a private sector partner10, and as well 

through the OH process as can be seen in outcome statement number 11 (cf. Annex 

4:). 

WAPRO aimed to reduce water consumption, which positively affected the effi-

ciency of using other agricultural inputs 

The activities in the Push component enhanced the knowledge of farmers in water 

productivity measures with the aim to reduce water in production of rice and cotton. 

Alongside these activities, farmers greatly benefited from higher production efficiency 

due to sharing improved agricultural techniques to improve the quality of the produce, 

by using high quality seeds, by reducing the use of (mineral) fertilizer or finding alter-

natives (e.g. manure). The commodity prices by participating companies buying the 

produce remain by and large unchanged and rely on international market prices.  

WAPRO countries in Asia well chosen – added value of Madagascar questionable 

The selection of WAPRO countries in Central and South Asia has proven successful, 

as the exchange of experience and knowledge has led to synergies and innovations. 

At the beginning of the second phase, 2 new countries were added to WAPRO. While 

the inclusion of Myanmar made sense, the inclusion of Madagascar is considered 

somewhat artificial due to language barriers, lack of regional linkages, and the fact that 

value chains other than cotton and rice were targeted. 

WAPRO’s Push-Pull-Policy approach is effective 

In most of the sub-projects, the interaction of the three components of Push-Pull-Policy 

contributed to reach the objectives. In almost all sub-projects, the discussion between 

farmers and the private sector led to a raise in awareness and to the incentivization of 

water productivity measures. In some particular sub-projects, the discussion with gov-

ernment authorities contributed to improving the water stewardship by smallholder 

farmers, e.g. in Tajikistan where SDC is supporting the government in water resources 

 

8 In course of the reorganisation process at SDC and the new structure (by September 2022), GPFS has been transformed to the 
Food Systems Section and is based in the Thematic Cooperation Division. 

9 According to the information received, the baseline study conducted at the begin of phase 1 was not recommending to include 
a specific food security indicator in the M&E system. 

10 The positive effect on food security was confirmed by the external evaluation of the Coop Organic Rice Project in India con-
ducted by KPMG in 2021. 
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management issues11, and WAPRO is contributing with practical examples of water 

productivity in smallholder agriculture, and very well testing the cooperation of state 

structures and water user associations. However, in countries with several sub-projects 

and implemented by various stakeholders, the interaction with government authorities 

on state-level would have needed more systematization from WAPRO stakeholders. 

The function of the policy coordinator (India, Pakistan) was seen by some stakeholders 

as not effective and not always successful.  

As it was assessed during the visits to Pakistan and Tajikistan and confirmed by all 

participants in the validation workshop, the Push component contributed more to the 

success of WAPRO compared to the Pull and Policy component.  

Overall, the effectiveness of the project is rated as satisfactory with an average 

score of 2 (2 for adequacy of approaches, 2 for achievement of objectives, 2 for trans-

versal themes)12. 

5.4 Efficiency 

Highly efficient project approach 

In order to assess WAPRO’s efficiency, the evaluators developed a simplified CBA, 

based on reported cost and benefits per cut-of date 2021 (see Annex 3: for more de-

tails). The analysis shows that considering benefits for the around 40’000 confirmed 

beneficiaries (as discussed above in 5.3), the project’s break-even point (i.e. the point 

where aggregate benefits exceed aggregate costs) is reached after just one year, if 

solely the SDC contribution for the current second phase is used as a reference. After 

less than two years, the SDC costs for both phases are internalized. 

WAPRO was highly successful in attracting co-financing from third parties. The SDC 

contribution of just under CHF 5 million was quadrupled to a total project budget of over 

CHF 20 million for the second phase. A more detailed breakdown of the contributions 

to WAPRO shows the following picture: 

• 36 % of the budget comes from official development assistance (ODA) SDC and 

Norad (Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation) 

• 5% of the budget is from NGOs (BioRe, REEDs, Helvetas own funds) 

• 8% are contributions from companies’ CSR budgets or their foundations (Tata Trust, 

Coop Sustainability Fund, LT Foods, etc.) 

• 50% are Fairtrade / SRP premiums (paid by Mars, Coop and Remei). 

Taking these contributions also into account and replicating the above-mentioned cal-

culations with regard to the total project costs, the project breaks even after about 4 to 

5 years (for the second phase) or 6 to 8 years (for the two project phases together). 

Summarizing, we can thus state that the WAPRO project has a quite good cost-benefit 

 

11 In Tajikistan, SDC is financing the National Water Resources Management Project (implemented by Helvetas) and working in 
the same region as WAPRO. 

12 See the comments on gender sensitivity under chapter 5.1 relevance and the respective footnote there. 

https://www.eda.admin.ch/countries/kyrgyzstan/en/home/international-cooperation/projects.html/content/dezaprojects/SDC/en/2013/7F08523/phase2
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ratio, assuming that most of the initiated changes at the level of the benefitting farmers 

will last.  

Assuming that by the end of 2022 considerably more than the 40’000 farmers docu-

mented so far will have adopted the improved techniques and thus achieve higher in-

comes, the effective cost-benefit ratio is likely to be even higher. In addition, it can also 

be stated that the project was implemented within the planned timeframe (which was 

then extended by one year due to the Covid-19 pandemic). There are considerable 

differences between the ten sub-projects; anecdotal evidence suggests that the sub-

projects managed by Helvetas itself on average achieve better results than those man-

aged by external third parties. 

Lean project management – however, sometimes more steering and better re-

porting would have been needed 

The project management of WAPRO is considered very lean and efficient – which most 

partners highly appreciated. However, the evaluators have learned of / found several 

aspects where more effort and accuracy would have been desirable: 

• Inaccuracies and conflicting information within the ProDoc, partly imprecise defini-

tions, logframe that does not comply with international standards. (e.g., “Number of 

male/female farmers involved in capacity building and value chains” cannot be con-

sidered an impact indicator). 

• Yearly reports are insufficiently structured and to some extent incomplete. In partic-

ular, the reports of the sub-projects differ massively in terms of level of detail and 

reader-friendliness. 

• Lack of transparency towards SDC and the other consortium partners regarding fi-

nancial contributions of partners, also communications about failures (withdrawal of 

key partners like IKEA and PIC) could have been more transparent and pro-active. 

• Announcements of meetings were sometimes made on very short notice, meetings 

were not always sufficiently well prepared and equally relevant to all participants, as 

some interviewees from consortium partners mentioned to the evaluation team. 

The (learning) exchange between the WAPRO countries was considered very fruitful 

by all stakeholders interviewed, while exchange and collaboration between the different 

actors / sub-projects within one country (for example between the sub-projects in India) 

could have been fostered further. 

Also SDC could have steered more 

Several stakeholders confirmed that the SDC's contribution was decisive in leveraging 

other contributions for this specific project. In particular for the central project manage-

ment services such as the inter-country exchange formats and knowledge manage-

ment, SDC funding was crucial. The other donors directly co-financed selected sub-

projects, but not the steering unit's work.  

In addition, SDC‘s role in WAPRO was seen primarily as a silent and likeminded donor, 

strong in conceptualizing but not interfering in project implementation on operational 

level, which was appreciated by all partners interviewed. Some partners also men-

tioned the advantage of having a public donor involved (which might give better access 

to decision makers). 
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Even though the SDC was praised by many stakeholders for its low-profile role, one 

may also note that the SDC was not always able to do justice to its steering role. For 

example, the project document for the second phase has been accepted despite the 

above-mentioned severe shortcomings. The evaluators are aware that the SDC repeat-

edly voiced concerns about the quality of the reporting, which has evidently not led to 

any improvements. The very limited time resources of the desk officer responsible for 

the project at the GPFS undoubtedly had a significant influence on the fact that the 

SDC was not able to play a more decisive role in the steering of the project. 

Overall, the efficiency of the project is rated as satisfactory with an average score 

of 2.3 (2 for cost-effectiveness, 2 for timeliness, 3 for management / monitoring / steer-

ing). 

5.5 Impact  

WAPRO contributed to impact on farmers’ level… 

With high probability the interventions initiated by WAPRO led to enhanced water 

productivity and increase of family income on the level of the (currently) at least 40’000 

farmers and their families.  

As already mentioned, the monitoring data of the several sub-projects lack harmonized 

criteria to distinguish different levels of adopting water efficiency techniques, which is 

unfortunate, as the quantification of the impact by this missing information is extremely 

complex to trace back on the level of the 10 sub projects. 

…but could have reached more scale (and been measured better) at the level of 

sub-projects 

From the monitoring data obtained, the evaluators are of the opinion that WAPRO pro-

ject missed the momentum to strategically think about scaling-up within its sub-projects 

, measure farmers crowding-in and reaching scale, and contributing to the institutional-

ization of water efficiency measures in the Push-Pull-Policy components.  

Referring to the well-known AAER framework used 

in market systems development13, it seems that 

WAPRO in selected sub-projects (e.g. in SRP rice 

in Pakistan, BCI cotton in Tajikistan) sticked too 

long to piloting activities rather than to steer the in-

terventions in specific sub-projects in a way, to sys-

tematically address the expansion of the transfor-

mational change to an institutionalization (see Fig-

ure 414), and therefore for scaling-up the numbers 

of beneficiaries, by better differentiating them in the 

M&E system. 

 

13 Adopt-adapt-expand-respond - A framework for managing and measuring systemic change processes 2014, Beam Exchange, 
by Daniel Nippard, David Elliott, Rob Hitchens https://beamexchange.org/resources/130/  

14 Graph retrieved from Marcus Jenal, 2018 https://www.jenal.org/attempt-at-a-typology-of-systemic-change/ 

Figure 4 The AAER framework super-positioned with the phases of systemic change 

 

https://beamexchange.org/resources/130/
https://www.jenal.org/attempt-at-a-typology-of-systemic-change/
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Impact on national policies 

In some countries (e.g., Tajikistan), WAPRO was able to contribute to policy/main-

streaming of water efficiency issues at the national level, while in others policy dialogue 

processes could only be initiated. Due to the size of the countries as well as the popu-

lation (e.g. India, Pakistan), policy influencing on water management issues have only 

been undertaken at the state or provincial level, and had the desired impact on local 

level only. Influencing policy at a higher political level seems to be a very difficult field 

of action that requires the right partners (e.g. a platform) and more time. 

Impact on partners (including standard organizations) 

WAPRO approaches will be sustained in ongoing activities by partner organizations 

and/or replicated in several new projects co-financed by the private sector and/or with 

other donors. One example is the intention of SRP in partnership with Helvetas to set-

up an SRP platform in Pakistan, and to channel advocacy issues of sustainable rice 

production issues (combined with water stewardship) to private sector partners and 

government authorities.  

An important success to which WAPRO contributed already during phase 1 was the 

adaptation of standards: through the successful implementation of water stewardship 

approaches in course of WAPRO thanks to the Push-Pull-Policy approach in the coun-

tries, the standards by BCI and as well by SRP have been better formulated, which was 

achieved also through the exchange and collaboration between AWS, BCI and SRP 

and with Helvetas being member of the Technical Committee of AWS, the board of 

SRP and asked to join the board of BCI. 

However, there is no evidence for WAPRO’s direct impact on ESG strategies of private 

sector partners. Most of them cooperate with quite a number of different donors, or they 

have their own CSR foundation at hand which jointly implements charitable activities. 

Overall, the impact of the project is rated as satisfactory with a score of 2 (no sub-

criteria defined in the assessment grid). 

5.6 Sustainability 

In some aspects of the interventions initiated by WAPRO there is the probability that 

activities will continue beyond the lifetime of the project. 

Highest probability for continuation is with activities by local stakeholders in the 

Push Factor. The adoption of water saving technologies by individual farmers will con-

tinue, as its application contributes to the reduction of the overall costs in crop produc-

tion. This applies to all geographic areas where irrigation water from irrigation canals 

costs individual farmers money in the form of water fees, or costs for electricity or diesel 

where water needs to be pumped. Combined with a higher awareness on agroecolog-

ical factors and applied agricultural techniques15, the costs of production will decrease, 

and therefore the income of farmer families will increase. WAPRO well understood to 

initiate training to farmers in form of demo plots and by farmers trainers/extensionists, 

as this is required by the standards or certification schemes. These farmer groups were 

 

15 Examples are: the reduction of the use of pesticides, the use of organic fertilizers with irrigation (fertigation), etc. 
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established with a close relationship to a Water Users Association (WUA) or to a com-

pany that buys the harvested crop. The continued existence of these groups is there-

fore highly dependent on the relationship with the company under the current market 

situation. 

Regarding the Pull Factor, at the interface between farmers and the private sec-

tor, the sustainability of approaches introduced in course of WAPRO is question-

able. The usage of incentives by the private sector for farmers to produce high quality 

crops or to adopt water efficiency techniques (e.g. in form of subsidies for agricultural 

input, or through providing or paying for training and advice, etc.) very much depends 

on their readiness and awareness. 

Although it has been successfully im-

plemented in most WAPRO subpro-

jects, its continuation is not necessarily 

guaranteed. In some sub-projects you 

see the private sector very much en-

gaged and incentivizing good practices 

by farmers based on quality and per-

formance criteria, which create a win-

win situation. Unlike organic certifica-

tion schemes, where binding and long-

term contracts are essential, voluntary 

standards (SRP and BCI) and the fi-

nancial incentives paid by the private 

sector depend on the interest in long-

term relationships and the ability of the 

private sector to contribute to these 

costs. What appears to be an impediment is that sourcing companies do not include 

these incentives as cost components in the overall cost of goods calculation. According 

to the information received, some companies pay these incentives or premium from the 

CSR budget or acquire a co-financing through public funds by NGOs or donors. 

The evaluators believe that the internalization of these incentives in the price of the 

sourced commodity is an important factor of sustaining the forthcoming activities in the 

Pull factor. The uncertain acquisition of external funding from private and even public 

sources is an impediment to these incentives, and thus to a long-term relationship with 

producers, as well as to sustained improvements in water efficiency. 

The sustainability in the Policy factor or all issues related to water stewardship 

measures is the most questionable regarding its continuation. Although water ef-

ficiency issues have been discussed at almost all levels in all subprojects, continuation 

after WAPRO ends depends on the willingness of farmers, the private sector, and the 

government to engage. There have been some cases reported (e.g. Pakistan SRP 

rice), where private sector was involved in water stewardship issues, discussing the 

situation with related authorities, and supporting and backing farmers in the overall dis-

cussions. There is a high probability that in those countries/regions with payment 

schemes for publicly available water resources (e.g. irrigation schemes), water stew-

ardship approaches will continue to work very well in the future, as it is a common 

property and WUA approaches might continue to work well. In cases where water is 

based on individual access e.g. by using a pump (e.g. channel water but even more 

Voluntary standards SRP / BCI and how they grant in-
centives to farmers is different: 

SRP: Besides the provision of advisory services by the rice 
mill and other direct benefits to the farmer (e.g. harvest be-
ing collected at the field etc.), SRP foresees the possibility 
for the private sector to pay a premium for high quality rice 
directly to the farmer. The provision of benefits or payment 
of premiums varies from company to company, as well as 
from country to country, and seems not to be very system-
atic in SRP.  

BCI: It is important to mention that in the case of BCI there 
are no premiums directly paid by private sector to farmers. 
Payment by the private sector is done to BCI or the BCI 
representative in the respective country in form of a yearly 
membership fee, a sort of license fee per ton of harvested 
cotton coming from a BCI certification system. In return, 
BCI sets up the certification system and organises train-
ings or advisory support to participating farmers. 
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important: ground water to be pumped) water scarcity will dictate whether water stew-

ardship approaches will function as well in the future. 

WAPRO did a good job in knowledge sharing and spreading lessons learned to 

interested partners and other projects. The list of publications in form of short video 

films, articles in journals, or contributions and posters presented in conferences on na-

tional, regional and international level is seen as a good step to share the knowledge 

with other interested entities outside the WAPRO community. There was a missing tool 

by WAPRO in the form of a platform with a blog-function to exchange on the good 

practices applied by WAPRO with others. The objective of this platform would be to 

share the experiences by other stakeholders in other countries on water efficiency 

measures in agricultural crops. Beside the technical dimension of water efficiency 

measures, learnings regarding the application of Push-Pull-Policy in their geographic 

context should be exchanged16. Thanks to mentioned publications in different forums 

there is a good chance that the conceptional ideas and proven results might be read 

by interested people. 

There have been articulated interventions by the implementing partners of WAPRO, 

which will be continued after the end of WAPRO in late 2022, as it is illustrated in the 

Figure 5 below. Activities in the Push and the Pull components include those in the 

promotion of water efficiency and income generation by scaling-up the overall number 

of farmers. 

 

Figure 5 Interventions to be continued by Helvetas and/or partner organizations after the end of 
WAPRO’s second phase (beyond January 2023) – source: WAPRO online survey 

 

16 The evaluation team learned thanks to GPFS of the CROPS4HD Project financed by SDC and implemented by SWISSAID, 
FIBL and AFSA in 3 African countries and India applying a quite similar approach as the Push-Pull-Policy approach. CROPS4HD 
call it Demand – Supply – Policy, aiming to increase food security and nutrition by smallholder farmers through agro-ecological 
approaches.  

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Percentage of responses

Which of the following interventions that were implemented during the 2nd phase of 
the WAPRO project will you continue after the project ends?

Linking farmers / farmers associations with private sector

Promotion of water efficiency measures for farmers

Applying improved production measures on farmers’ level

Setting-up an extension service for farmers

Introducing water use monitoring for farmers

Lobbying and advocacy work on improved production and
irrigation measures with government authorities
Learning and networking between the WAPRO like-minded
partners across the 6 WAPRO countries
Paying higher prices for sustainably produced key
commodities
Other incentives for sustainably produced key commodities

Setting-up water users associations on local and regional level

Scaling-up the WAPRO approach to additional countries in
Western Africa

https://crops4hd.org/
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Based on the interest in WAPRO and the demand by external stakeholders and spon-

sors, there is a high probability of follow-up projects and activities to be started 

soon. The evaluation team learned about the continuation of several initiatives and 

projects by the stakeholders working in the framework of WAPRO, including the follow-

ing: 

• SDC Tajikistan will use the WAPRO learnings and include them in the 3rd 

phase of the National Water Resources Management Project, to be scaled 

up in other regions (and other agricultural crops) in the country. 

• There is a desire from WAPRO stakeholders with several initiatives and do-

nors (e.g. in Pakistan and India) to widen the Push-Pull-Policy approach in 

commodity growing to a more holistic Landscape Approach, considering hu-

man and ecological wellbeing. 

• There are concrete plans to consolidate the set-up of the SRP platform in 

Pakistan by Helvetas, and to continue working on BCI cotton in Tajikistan.  

Overall, the sustainability of the project is rated as satisfactory with an average 

score of 1.7 (1 for capacity of partners, 2 for resources of partners, 2 for contextual 

factors). 

6 Conclusions 

Responding to the overall results and contribution hypotheses presented in 3.2, the 

evaluators have come to the following conclusions: 

Hypothesis A: The improvement of food security, farmers income and water 

productivity for 65’000 farmer families is a result of the interdependency of the 

different elements of the Push-Pull-Policy approach applied by the project. 

The targets regarding enhancing water productivity and improving farmers’ in-

comes will be most probably reached, although reliable monitoring data is only avail-

able for around 40’000 farmer families at the moment17. We can assume that many 

more farmers have been copying what their neighbours did and have thus also adopted 

some of the promoted technical measures towards water efficiency. Others may have 

profited from the changes in frameworks conditions (crowding-in) thanks to all interven-

tions with the Push-Pull-Policy logic on micro, meso and macro level. Unfortunately, 

WAPRO project management hasn’t defined clear criteria and ways to measure and 

aggregate these kinds of copying or crowding-in effects on various levels in order to 

use them in advocacy work and in dialogue with relevant stakeholders.  

The essence of the Push-Pull-Policy approach seems to be very useful having been 

applied in various settings and contexts and allows to include a range of different stake-

holders. Its beauty is that it has the potential to simplify some issues in complex envi-

ronments, by a long lasting and viable approach aiming for continuity and further out-

reach. It includes different levels of engagement with micro, meso and macro, without 

 

17 WAPRO management is currently conducting an adoption rate survey in selected countries to obtain the latest data on how 
many beneficiaries have adopted water efficiency measures, to be published in November 2022. 
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predetermining what needs to be done on which levels, thus allowing the sub-projects 

to be opportunity-driven. These different levels of engagement and the triangle rela-

tionship offers entities and stakeholders to be included in a meaningful way. 

Especially for (also future) projects in the context of food systems, the Push-Pull-

Policy approach can be a very useful model to plan systematic and interlinked inter-

ventions targeting different stakeholder groups. As the AAER example (see 5.5) very 

clearly shows, systems approaches should be well embedded. 

Hypotheses B: The Private Sector Engagement (PSE) modality including exter-

nal facilitation enabled the stakeholders in the 6 countries to better cooperate 

towards sustainable solutions in the key commodity value chains, also after the 

SDC funding comes to an end.  

We can conclude that the external facilitation (by Helvetas) indeed allowed private sec-

tor partners to better collaborate in the respective sub-projects, particularly when it 

comes to the advocacy and policy component – and that some of these activities might 

continue also after the SDC funding comes to an end. 

The key question here however relates to the additionality of SDC funding to WAPRO, 

i.e., was SDC able to trigger engagements or investments that the private sector would 

not otherwise make? Most private sector partners acknowledged, that they would (also 

without SDC) support with their own money the implementation of sub-projects with 

local partner organization (under the supervision of Helvetas). However, as explained 

in 5.4, the evaluators assume that the overarching project services (innovating, piloting 

and sharing knowledge) could only be realized thanks to SDC funds.  

For future PSE projects a straightforward working modality could thus be that SDC 

finances a facilitator (such as Helvetas) in form of a hub or a secretariate for innovation, 

idea creation, knowledge management and overall coordination, while the private sec-

tor partners (or other donors) should pay for the direct implementation of activities in 

the countries – maybe with some seed funding at the beginning by SDC. Such an ap-

proach would allow for a more flexible (opportunity-driven) start of sub-projects in a 

country. 

However, the evaluators were concerned to see that although SDC has managed to 

leverage substantial third-party funds (SDC pays only about a quarter of the total 

budget of the current phase), most of the leveraged funds were already earmarked for 

improving the living conditions of farmers. This applies on the one hand to the lever-

aged funds from Norad (ODA funds) and NGOs, but on the other hand also to the 

premiums mobilized by the private sector, which by definition have to be paid in order 

to comply with the corresponding labels, e.g. Fairtrade premium. We note that the pri-

vate sector investments beyond the abovementioned premiums are primarily made 

from corresponding CSR budgets (e.g. Coop Sustainability Fund) and are not internal-

ized in the production process. It can therefore be assumed that the private sector in-

vestments would also have been invested in a charitable sense without WAPRO 

(simply as a co-financing with another donor). 
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7 Lessons learned and recommendations 

As lessons learned from the WAPRO evaluation, the following success factors can 

be identified: 

• Unlike other projects in SDC’s global programs, WAPRO's focus is very much on 

implementing activities at country level, thus creating tangible results at the level of 

smallholder farmers and does not have too much bureaucracy on top management 

level. 

• WAPRO’s successfully reduced the complexity of working in 6 different countries 

with an integrative and comprehensive approach (Push-Pull-Policy). With necessary 

adaptation and contextualization, the main features of the Push-Pull-Policy ap-

proach could be used for future projects within a food systems logic. 

• The ability of speaking the same language, having a similar mind-set and addressing 

emerging topics (e.g. sustainable sourcing; water productivity) have facilitated pri-

vate companies joining WAPRO. 

• A good knowledge sharing component on project coordination level is essential, so 

that exchange on good practices, mutual learning and knowledge sharing among 

participating stakeholders’ functions well. 

Potential for improvement was particularly evident in the areas of steering, monitoring 

and reporting: While lean project management with not too complex reporting require-

ments is crucial in order to effectively collaborate with the private sector, Helvetas' pro-

ject management in WAPRO could have been better structured in order to standardize 

and harmonize monitoring and reporting of the sub-projects and the overall project. 

 

Based on the conclusions and lessons learned presented above, the evaluation team 

formulated some key recommendations, addressing either Helvetas or the SDC: 

1. To Helvetas: It is recommended that in future projects with a similar approach 

more emphasis and human resources shall be allocated to project management 

issues, particularly for standardization and harmonization of documents used 

for accountability management and reporting (e.g. definition of terminology used 

project-wide, collection of data and assessment of costs and benefits (see an-

nex 3), harmonization of M&E criteria). 

2. To Helvetas: WAPRO’s experiences and results in form of knowledge products 

should be captured better and presented on a meaningful online platform, apart 

from the WAPRO page on the Helvetas website. This platform can be used 

during the out phasing for external knowledge sharing and dissemination of 

good practices with other interested stakeholders. 

3. To SDC: As the Push-Pull-Policy approach makes sense, it could be  

a) used and included as a lean component to other Water Resources Manage-

ment Projects, especially for the improved link between the private sector and 

water stewardship issues  



KEK – CDC 24 

b) used for new (global) projects in the area of food systems, to connect different 

stakeholders on different levels (micro, meso and macro) and to reduce com-

plexity and focus on main objectives. 

4. To SDC: In order to attract the engagement of the private sector, find ways and 

plan projects together from the eyes of the future project partner: 

a. Allow for planning process with more “out of the box” ideas / co-creation 

processes to conceptualize innovative and foresighted projects. 

b. There is an urgent need for more flexible tender mechanisms (such as 

the open call used for WAPRO in 2013) to effectively partner with new 

partners, particularly from the private sector. 

c. There is a need for lean, time flexible project arrangements and agile 

project set-ups that are opportunity driven to attract investments / co-

financing by private sector partners. 

5. To SDC: We recommend to seek more synergies with the SECO portfolio 

(standard organizations / engagement with the private sector) and to have a 

more intensive exchange on success factors. 

6. To SDC: We highly recommend conducting an ex-post impact evaluation in 

2027, to see after 5 years what WAPRO project contributed to change on in-

come increase and water productivity on the level of farmer families. 
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Annex 1: References 

Find here a list of the main documents, publications and online tools reviewed by the evaluation 

team: 

- End of Phase Report WAPRO I (2018) 

- ProDoc by Helvetas WAPRO II (2018) and the annex of the sub-projects (2018) 

- Annual reports by Helvetas 2019, 2020, 2021 and the respective annexes of the sub-

projects 

- Cost Benefit Analysis conducted by Helvetas (2018) 

- A set of financial reports of WAPRO as provided by SDC (2019 – 2021) 

- A set of minutes of steering meetings (2019 – 2021) 

- Kobo Toolbox: cloud-based M&E system used by all sub-projects and supervised by 

WAPRO management 

 

- Selected reports by Helvetas or main stakeholders 

o Organic Rice India 2018 - 2021 Phase End Evaluation Study (KPMG) on behalf 

of COOP 

o Back to office report – visit COOP organic rice and WAPRO projects in India, 

Peter Schmidt 2022 

o Impact Study on Rice in India 2021 – by Mars 

o Diversification strategy to improve the water productivity in state of Haryana, 

PNP India Dr. Samraj Sahay 2022  

o Landscape Approach in the COOP rice project 22 – 25 – by Helvetas 

o WAPRO Policy Paper in India: Policy Paper on groundwater resource of Har-

yana 2020 

 

- Publications by standard organizations 

o AWS Standard 2.0 

o Better Cotton Principles Criteria V2.1 

o SRP Standard for Sustainable Rice Cultivation, Version 2.1  

o SRP Performance Indicators for Sustainable Rice Cultivation, Version 2.1 

o Better Cotton Conference 2022: Enablers of Landscape Approaches 

 

- Articles and factsheets by WAPRO 

o Articles in Rural 21 

o Factsheets produced in course of the project 

 

- Other documents 

o Textile Exchange - Organic Cotton Market Report 2021 

o Textile Exchange – Preferred Fiber and Materials Market Report 2021 

o Cotton: A case study in Misinformation – a report on building critical data con-

sumption in fashion – Transformers Foundation 2021 

The respective documents used by the national experts in Pakistan and Tajikistan are men-

tioned in each of the case study reports, as you can find in annex 7 and annex 8.  
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Annex 2: List of stakeholders and partners 

Find here the list of stakeholders and partners of WAPRO contacted during the evaluation 

process by the evaluation team, by sending out the link to the online survey – or by having a 

personal interview or focus group discussion online. 

Name Email Organisation 
name 

Country(ies) 

su
rv

ey
 

in
te

rv
ie

w
 

Bernd Steimann  Bernd.Steimann@helvetas.org  Helvetas Kyrgyzstan  X 

Antonia Does Antonia.does@helvetas.org Helvetas All, supporting M&E as 
well as knowledge man-
agement 

 X 

Maciej Rams  Maciej.Rams@helvetas.org Helvetas Tajikistan X X 

Faniry Rana-
ivoarisoa 

faniry.r@pic.mg PIC Poéles Inte-
grée des Crois-
sance 

Madagascar 
 

X 

Franziska Frei-
burghaus 

franziska.freiburghaus@eda.ad-
min.ch 

SDC   
 

X 

Sarah Wade  sarah@a4ws.org Alliance for Water 
Stewardship 
(AWS) 

All X X 

Adrian Sym  adrian@a4ws.org Alliance for Water 
Stewardship 
(AWS) 

All X 
 

M Mahery Andria-
nahy 

kmr.rdo@kmr.mg  Coopérative KMR 
/ Miharo Raiky 

Madagascar 
 

X 

Gregory Jean  gregory.jean@bettercotton.org Better Cotton Initi-
ative BCI 

India, Pakistan, Tajiki-
stan, Madagascar 

X X 

Shafiq Ahmad  ahmad.shafiq@bettercotton.org  Better Cotton Initi-
ative BCI Pakistan 

Pakistan X X 

Umair Aslam umair.aslam@bettercotton.org Better Cotton Initi-
ative BCI Pakistan 

Pakistan X 
 

Vivek Rawal  ceo.bioreindialtd@gmail.com BioRe India India X X 

Monika Tobler  monika.tobler@biorestiftung.ch  BioRe Foundation  India X X 

Kevin Sunil Parker  kevin.parker@ltgroup.in LT Foods India X X 

Jan Heusser Jan.Heusser@coop.ch  Coop Switzerland X X 

Peter Schmidt  peter.schmidt@helvetas.org Helvetas Myanmar, India X X 

Jens Soth  jens.soth@helvetas.org Helvetas Pakistan, Madagascar 
 

X 

Arjumand Nizami  Arjumand.Nizami@helvetas.org  Helvetas Pakistan X X 

Jawad Ali  Jawad.Ali@helvetas.org Helvetas Pakistan X X 

mailto:Bernd.Steimann@helvetas.org
mailto:Maciej.Rams@helvetas.org
mailto:faniry.r@pic.mg
mailto:franziska.freiburghaus@eda.admin.ch
mailto:franziska.freiburghaus@eda.admin.ch
mailto:sarah@a4ws.org
mailto:adrian@a4ws.org
mailto:kmr.rdo@kmr.mg
mailto:gregory.jean@bettercotton.org
mailto:ahmad.shafiq@bettercotton.org
mailto:umair.aslam@bettercotton.org
mailto:ceo.bioreindialtd@gmail.com
mailto:monika.tobler@biorestiftung.ch
mailto:kevin.parker@ltgroup.in
mailto:Jan.Heusser@coop.ch
mailto:peter.schmidt@helvetas.org
mailto:jens.soth@helvetas.org
mailto:Arjumand.Nizami@helvetas.org
mailto:Jawad.Ali@helvetas.org
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Name Email Organisation 
name 

Country(ies) 

su
rv

ey
 

in
te

rv
ie

w
 

Shahrukh Khan shahrukh.khan@helvetas.org.pk Helvetas Pakistan X X 

Shahid Tarer  shahid@galaxyrice.com Galaxy Rice Mill Pakistan X X 

Caroline Flecklin Caroline.Flecklin@reismuehle.ch Reismühle Nutrex India X X 

Gerhard Marty gerhard.marty@reismuehle.ch Reismühle Nutrex India 
 

X 

Junte Wasmann jwasmann@bionexx.com BioneXX Madagascar X X 

Rakesh Munan-
kami  

Rakesh.Munankami@helvetas.org  Helvetas Myanmar X X 

Jyldyz Abdyllaeva  Jyldyz.Abdyllaeva@helvetas.org  Helvetas Kyrgyzstan X X 

Marian Szyman-
owicz  

Marian.Szymanowicz@helvetas.org Helvetas Tajikistan X X 

Hasy Rar-
ivoarimanana  

Hasy.Rarivoarimanana@hel-
vetas.org 

Helvetas Madagascar X 
 

Vita Jarolimkova vita.jarolimkova@effem.com Mars Pakistan, India X X 

Ian Knight ian.knight@effem.com Mars Pakistan, India X 
 

Nicolas Morand  Nicolas.Morand@helvetas.org Helvetas Madagascar X X 

Maminiaina Ar-
naud RABESON 

paysannat.mgsud@bionexx.com  BioneXX Madagascar  X 

Shaheed Salem reedryk@gmail.com REEDS Pakistan X X 

Rohan Grover rohan.grover@naturebiofoods.or-
ganic 

Nature Biofoods India X 
 

Naresh 
Chaudhary 

naresh@pnpindia.org.in PnP (Partners in 
Prosperity) India 

India X 
 

Mustak Khan mustak@pnpindia.org.in PnP (Partners in 
Prosperity) India 

India X 
 

Dhirendra dhirendra@pnpindia.org.in PnP (Partners in 
Prosperity) India 

India X 
 

Dipankar Saha  dipankar@pnpindia.org.in PnP (Partners in 
Prosperity) India 

India X 
 

Zafar Iqbal  
 

Zafar.iqbal@rice-partners.com Rice Partners Lim-
ited 

Pakistan X X 

Tahmina Sayful-
laeva 

tamina_85@inbox.ru Sarob Tajikistan X X 

Simon Rako-
tondrahova  

scrimad.dg@scrimad.mg SCRIMAD Madagascar X X 

Piers de Ra-
veschoot Stépha-
nie  

stephanie.piers-de-ra-
veschoot@eda.admin.ch 

SDC GPFS 
 

X 

mailto:shahrukh.khan@helvetas.org.pk
mailto:shahid@galaxyrice.com
mailto:Caroline.Flecklin@reismuehle.ch
mailto:gerhard.marty@reismuehle.ch
mailto:jwasmann@bionexx.com
mailto:Rakesh.Munankami@helvetas.org
mailto:Jyldyz.Abdyllaeva@helvetas.org
mailto:Marian.Szymanowicz@helvetas.org
mailto:Hasy.Rarivoarimanana@helvetas.org
mailto:Hasy.Rarivoarimanana@helvetas.org
mailto:vita.jarolimkova@effem.com
mailto:ian.knight@effem.com
mailto:Nicolas.Morand@helvetas.org
mailto:paysannat.mgsud@bionexx.com
mailto:reedryk@gmail.com
mailto:rohan.grover@naturebiofoods.organic
mailto:rohan.grover@naturebiofoods.organic
mailto:naresh@pnpindia.org.in
mailto:mustak@pnpindia.org.in
mailto:dhirendra@pnpindia.org.in
mailto:dipankar@pnpindia.org.in
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mailto:scrimad.dg@scrimad.mg
mailto:stephanie.piers-de-raveschoot@eda.admin.ch
mailto:stephanie.piers-de-raveschoot@eda.admin.ch
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Name Email Organisation 
name 

Country(ies) 

su
rv

ey
 

in
te

rv
ie

w
 

Wyn Ellis  wyn.ellis@sustainablerice.org Sustainable Rice 
Platform SRP 

India, Pakistan, Thai-
land 

X X 

Divyang Waghela  dwaghela@tatatrusts.org Tata Trusts India X 
 

Harris, Anoushka  Anoushka.Harris@westmill.co.uk Westmill Pakistan X 
 

Richard 
Chenevard 

richard.chenevard@eda.admin.ch  SDC Tajikistan Tajikistan  X 

Christian Ra-
tovoson 

christian.ratovoson@helvetas.org  Helvetas Madagascar X 
 

Simon Hugento-
bler 

s.hugentobler@gherzi.com  Gherzi Textile Or-
ganisation 

Switzerland, external 
expert 

 X 

Tobias Meier tobias.meier@ecos.ch  ECOS Basel, 
Swiss Fair Trade 

Switzerland, external 
expert 

 X 

Felix Fellmann felix.fellmann@gmail.com  Former SDC Panama, resource per-
son 

 
X 

 

In the 2 case study reports, find the list of people visited and interviewed during the field mis-

sion by the two national consultants in Tajikistan and Pakistan. 

  

mailto:wyn.ellis@sustainablerice.org
mailto:dwaghela@tatatrusts.org
mailto:Anoushka.Harris@westmill.co.uk
mailto:richard.chenevard@eda.admin.ch
mailto:christian.ratovoson@helvetas.org
mailto:s.hugentobler@gherzi.com
mailto:tobias.meier@ecos.ch
mailto:felix.fellmann@gmail.com
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Annex 3: CBA Discussion 

At the end of its first phase the project already developed a rather simple yet straight-

forward Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA), contrasting SDC’s project cost and the income 

effects of the final beneficiaries (farmers and their families). Based on monitoring data 

provided by the WAPRO management, the evaluators tried to update this analysis, 

reflecting costs and benefits per cut-off date end 2021.  

 

Limitations:  

• The analysis is based on WAPRO's own monitoring data (see table below), 
which varies in detail and reliability depending on country and sub-project 
(some with control group, some without, adoption rates estimated, benefits not 
exhaustively documented). A comparison with productivity and income effects 
(data collected as part of the two country case studies) shows that the overall 
magnitude of the data can be considered reliable. It emerges that most 
WAPRO farmers cannot sell their products at higher prices, but that they sig-
nificantly increase the volume produced per hectare compared to control 
groups, without significantly higher costs (for agricultural inputs, labour, etc.). 

• The calculation of cost-benefit ratios per sub-project as such is possible and 
shows substantial differences in the profitability of the various sub-projects. 
However, since on the one hand not all sub-projects were launched at the 
same time, and on the other hand due to the high proportion of coordination 
costs of the WAPRO project that cannot be attributed to the individual sub-
projects (around 1/3 of the SDC contribution), the corresponding figures are 
not very meaningful. Nevertheless, it can be concluded that the cost-benefit 
ratios of the various sub-projects vary considerably. 

• On the cost side, the SDC contribution (CHF 5.0 million for phase 2, after 
budget top-up) is known as well as the partner contributions received by Au-
gust 2022. (CHF 15.1 million for phase 2, including 10.1 million in premiums). 
Investment and additional costs of farmers, including opportunity costs, are 
not explicitly reported but should be included in the "net income increases". 
For simplicity, it is also assumed that all costs for SDC and the partners are 
incurred in a theoretical year 0, and that these are 100% one-off costs (no an-
nually recurring costs).    

• On the benefits side, only monetary benefits (“net income increases”) for 
farmer families are taken into account. Possible benefits for intermediaries 
and purchasers (be they companies from the WAPRO consortium or beyond) 
are not included, nor are benefits for other, indirectly reached (crowding-in) 
farming families or non-monetary benefits such as improved access to educa-
tion or health. Only numbers for 2021 are available; it can be expected that 
the data for 2022 will be somewhat higher.  

 

 

Analysis: 

Assuming that the net additional income benefits measured for the target group in 2021 

(around 40’000 farmer families reached by then - excluding the BCI Pakistan sub-pro-

ject) are the result of improved production processes, which will similarly materialize in 

the subsequent years, the question arises as to how many years it will take for the 
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project investment to "pay off" (break-even). For this purpose, future benefits are dis-

counted at a rate of 10% - and 2% for comparison. 

 

• As can be seen in the chart below, the break-even point is reached after just 
one year, if only the SDC contribution for the current second phase of 
WAPRO is used as a reference. After less than two years, the costs for the 
first project phase are also internalized. 

• Since the WAPRO partner contributions besides quality premiums largely orig-
inate from public funds (ODA) or charity (NGOs and foundations), the evalua-
tors consider it to be more appropriate to calculate the break-even point with 
regard to the total project costs, and not only taking into account the SDC con-
tribution. This point is reached after about 5 years (for the second phase) or 8 
years (for the two project phases together). Applying a lower discount rate 
(dashed green line) shortens the payback to slightly more than 4 years (for the 
total costs of the second phase) or just under 6 years (for the two project 
phases together). 

 

 

Conclusion: 

Based on the data available we can attest the WAPRO project a favourable cost-benefit 

ratio - also when the total project costs and not only the SDC contribution are taken into 

account in the assessment.  

This is particularly the case since, in addition to the financial benefits calculated here 

for around 40’000 WAPRO farmer families reached by the end of 2021, many other 

actors (e.g. neighbouring farmers, distant family members or other population groups, 

particularly through the Policy component) could or can benefit directly or indirectly from 
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the learning experiences of the project. The actual benefits are therefore likely to be 

significantly higher than the calculated CHF 5 million per year. 

 

A detailed investigation of the extent to which the WAPRO model is also worthwhile for 

companies such as Mars or Coop (through direct benefits in the respective supply 

chains - or indirectly through a more social/ecological brand image among consumers) 

would certainly be of interest. However, this would require comprehensive access to 

key corporate performance indicators, which the evaluators did not have - and would 

also have gone beyond the scope of this evaluation mandate.  

 

 

Recommendations: 

For future, similar projects, a more detailed assessment (separating one-off and recur-

ring costs and benefits) and a differentiation for the various stakeholders is highly rec-

ommended. This would allow project management to gain a deeper insight into the 

profitability of the various sub-projects and to scale the most effective approaches ac-

cordingly. This would, e.g., allow to see under what conditions the projects can, after 

an initial impulse, generate revenues or other benefits exceeding recurring costs and 

can therefore be financially sustainable. Such an analysis could make the projects more 

attractive for actors from the private and also public sector. 

 

The elaboration of an in-depth ex-post CBA (even for selected sub-projects only) might 

generate further interesting findings and could also be used as a set of arguments vis-

à-vis potential partners for future, similar projects (provided that a differentiation is 

made between financial and economic analysis perspectives).  
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Annex 4: Aggregated Outcomes – results from online survey and validation workshop 

Analysis 

The following points are the evaluation team’s main observations from the analysis of the aggregated outcomes: 

• The vast majority of the outcomes have been observed in at least three countries or more (31 outcomes out of 33 = 94%), with the two 

other outcomes being very regionally specific (outcome no 2 and no 8). 

• A total of five outcomes have been observed in all six countries. These outcomes saw a better dialogue between the farmers and the 

authorities/government, the increased knowledge about water issues in crop farming among farmers, a stronger learning community 

both among farmers and among WAPRO implementing partners and overall fairer access to water for farmers (outcomes no 6, 12, 14, 

15, 31). 

• More than half of the outcomes (18 outcomes out of 33 – 55%) were submitted through the survey separately by two countries or more, 

meaning these outcomes were initially observed in several countries and submitted independently from each other to the evaluation 

team before the validation workshop. During the validation workshop, 14 of the outcomes submitted by only one country were validated 

in at least one other country too. 

• There were five instances where an outcome story was submitted but then not validated at the workshop (outcomes no 2, 6, 14, 25, 

29). In all these instances, the outcome was validated in at least one other country. This discrepancy could be explained by the fact 

that not every person having submitted an outcome through the survey was present at the validation workshop. 
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Overview 

Outcomes 

outcome written in survey and validated at workshop outcome written in survey but not validated at workshop  outcome only validated at workshop 
 

India 
 

Pakistan 
 

Madagascar 
 

Tajikistan 
 

Myanmar 
 

Kyrgyzstan 
 

Collaboration between actors 

1 
Stakeholders (local farmers, municipal representatives, etc.) have become aware of their own political agency. 

  
 

    

2 
While male farmers have advanced their knowledge and household income, women haven't had the same access so 
the gap between men and women may have increased even more.   

     

3 
Better and more close collaboration between private sector and non-profit organizations in questions of sustainability 
and water efficiency was achieved      

 
 

4 
Better and more close collaboration between private sector and the farmers was achieved (e.g. dialogues between farm-
ers and private enterprises to discuss fair water allocation)      

  

5 
Better collaboration between the private sector companies in the rice sector, even when they are competitors (e.g. rice 
mills and food companies) 

 
 

  
 

 
 

6 
Better dialogue was fostered between the farmers and the authorities/government on water saving technologies and 
water stewardship issues.        

7 
The project has gained recognition among water sector stakeholders and is being invited to share experiences by state 
agencies and development partners.     

 
 

 

8 
Producers who committed offences were sanctioned more systematically by the authorities and thus fewer offences are 
being committed. 

  
 

    

9 
The behaviour of farmers towards farm labour has improved thanks to better working conditions demanded by standards. 

    
   

10 
Female farmers have been empowered to lead and supervise other producers 
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Outcomes 

outcome written in survey and validated at workshop outcome written in survey but not validated at workshop  outcome only validated at workshop 
 

India 
 

Pakistan 
 

Madagascar 
 

Tajikistan 
 

Myanmar 
 

Kyrgyzstan 
 

Farmers’ income 

11 
There is a visible increase in rice and cotton farmers’ yield, which ultimately contributed to additional income for said 
farmers      

  

Water efficiency and management (producer) 

12 
Knowledge about water issues in crop farming among the farmers has increased 

       

13 
There is a more sustainable management of water, particularly groundwater resources  

   
  

 
 

14 
A strong learning community of farmers in the WAPRO regions was created or expanded  

      
 

15 
Farmers have fairer access to water 

      
 

16 
Awareness of water management issues was raised, and therefore farmers’ family have also started using water respon-
sibly (irrigation and drinking water)      

  

17 
Farmers are applying water saving techniques with other crops (such as cassava and cowpea) 

    
   

Production efficiency through fewer inputs 

18 
The farmers consume less irrigation water as they need to irrigate fewer times during a cycle 

     
  

19 
The farmers use fewer fertilizers when growing their crop 

     
  

20 
The farmers use fewer Highly Hazardous Pesticides when growing their crop and use environment-friendly pesticides 
and other biopesticides      

  

21 
There was a reduction of pressure on water, fuel and electricity resources 
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Outcomes 

outcome written in survey and validated at workshop outcome written in survey but not validated at workshop  outcome only validated at workshop 
 

India 
 

Pakistan 
 

Madagascar 
 

Tajikistan 
 

Myanmar 
 

Kyrgyzstan 
 

Quality of harvested products 

22 
The quality of the rice yielded has significantly improved 

   
 

 
  

23 
The security of the supply of rice has increased 

   
    

Sustaining water stewardship and efficiency approaches (community) 

24 The local implementing partner has begun to replicate the project's development in other regions of the country 

  
 

 
 

 
 

25 Water productivity and sustainability have become important issues in private sector companies (ginneries) 

     
  

26 Private sector companies (ginneries) have a more active role in spreading awareness about water efficiency and inte-
grate it more into their activities     

   

27 Farmers joined associations that ensure laws and rules linked to water usage are followed 

     
  

28 Water users associations (WUAs) are better managed, leading to fewer conflicts between members 

     
  

29 Legislation concerning water efficiency were put in place or reviewed in the country on regional and/or national level 

 
 

     

30 Government took ownership of WAPRO approaches (e.g. water saving technologies) and want to continue them after 
the end of the phase     

 
 

 

31 A strong Community of Practice was established within the WAPRO implementing actors 

       

32 An educational program for young students has been put in place to improve their irrigation skills and become profes-
sionally involved in the water and agricultural sectors, addressing one of the biggest bottlenecks in the sector: lack of 
qualified staff.   

 
 

   

33 The local government has appointed a person in charge of post-WAPRO monitoring and supervision of activities in 
anticipation of the end of the phase 
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Significance of the outcomes and what activities contributed to them 

The following results were gathered from the online validation workshop hosted on the 30th of August 2022 with the WAPRO partners. 

Overview of significance 

Outcome (ranked on their significance throughout the WAPRO countries) Number of coun-
tries 

Ranks (per number 
of countries) 

There is a visible increase in rice and cotton farmers’ yield, which ultimately contributed to additional income for said farmers 5/6 1st: 3; 2nd: 1; 3rd: 1 

Better and more close collaboration between private sector and the farmers was achieved (e.g. dialogues between farmers and private enterprises to discuss 
fair water allocation) 

3/6 1st: 2; 2nd: 1 

There was a reduction of pressure on water, fuel and electricity resources 2/6 2nd: 2 

Government took ownership of WAPRO approaches (e.g. water saving technologies) and want to continue them after the end of the phase 2/6 3rd: 2 

Water users associations (WUAs) are better managed, leading to fewer conflicts between members 2/6 3rd: 2 

Knowledge about water issues in crop farming among the farmers has increased 1/6 2nd: 1 

Legislation concerning water efficiency were put in place or reviewed in the country on regional and/or national level 1/6 1st: 1 

A strong Community of Practice was established within the WAPRO implementing actors 1/6 2nd: 1 

The project has gained recognition among water sector stakeholders and is being invited to share experiences by state agencies and development partners. 1/6 3rd: 1 

India 

Most significant outcomes Why is this outcome significant? Which WAPRO activities contributed to this outcome?* 

Better and more close collaboration between pri-
vate sector and the farmers was achieved (e.g. 
dialogues between farmers and private enter-
prises to discuss fair water allocation) 

Farmers and private sector are biggest water users (directly and through 
virtual water trade), better technology. 

[not filled out for India as a whole] 

• * due to the diversity of sub-projects, no consensus was found for all sub-

projects involved 

Knowledge about water issues in crop farming 
among the farmers has increased 

Rising water scarcity is catching farmers' attention lately and they are 
ready to switch to water saving technology. 

There is a visible increase in rice and cotton 
farmers’ yield, which ultimately contributed to 
additional income for said farmers 

Through reduction in cost of cultivation and can fetch better prices espe-
cially for organic produce. 
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Pakistan 

Most significant outcomes Why is this outcome significant? Which WAPRO activities contributed to this outcome? 

There is a visible increase in rice and cotton 
farmers’ yield, which ultimately contributed to 
additional income for said farmers 

Improved incomes and yields are the most significant factor in bringing 
about a behavioural shift among farmers  

• Capacity building trainings on agronomic practices  

• Access to technology (Laser levelling, AWD, MRT) 

• Awareness sessions  

• Access to quality inputs  

• Advisory services  

• Contract farming under SRP/BCI program  

There was a reduction of pressure on water, fuel 
and electricity resources 

Water efficiency is one of the most important objectives of the project. It is 
not only important from the point of view of the project but also a national 
priority.  

• Awareness raising  

• Access to technology  

• Advisory services 

Government took ownership of WAPRO ap-
proaches (e.g. water saving technologies) and 
want to continue them after the end of the phase 

This is significant from the point of view of sustainability of the project in 
the long term.  

• Advocacy sessions  

• Joint workshops/seminars  

• Evidence sharing  

• Policy dialogues  

Madagascar 

Most significant outcomes Why is this outcome significant? Which WAPRO activities contributed to this outcome? 

Better and more close collaboration between pri-
vate sector and the farmers was achieved (e.g. 
dialogues between farmers and private enter-
prises to discuss fair water allocation) 

[not filled out] Strengthening of capacities of local stakeholders, adoption of new tech-
niques (proximité dans l’accompagnement) 

There is a visible increase in rice and cotton 
farmers’ yield, which ultimately contributed to 
additional income for said farmers 

[not filled out] Strengthening of capacities of local stakeholders, adoption of new tech-
niques (proximité dans l’accompagnement) 

Water users associations (WUAs) are better 
managed, leading to fewer conflicts between 
members 

[not filled out] Strengthening of capacities of local stakeholders, adoption of new tech-
niques (proximité dans l’accompagnement) 
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Tajikistan 

Most significant outcomes Why is this outcome significant? Which WAPRO activities contributed to this outcome? 

There is a visible increase in rice and cotton 
farmers’ yield, which ultimately contributed to 
additional income for said farmers 

The project's mission was to increase farmers' income and food security. 
Financial well-being serves for the sustainability of the project approach, 
as well as allows the project beneficiaries to improve their livelihood. 

Transfer of knowledge, trainings, promotion of agro-ecological principles, 
consultations and organizing demonstration plots 

There was a reduction of pressure on water, fuel 
and electricity resources 

The project farmers save up 30% of water compared to the traditional 
farmers, which results in a reduction in electricity demand, as 85% of 
pump irrigation is used. 
This has an impact on the overall better management of natural resources 
and is a climate change mitigation measure. 

Implementation of simple, affordable and easy applicable water-saving 
technologies at farm level, development of water-use plans at WUAs level 
including mapping, strengthening capacity of WUAs  

Government took ownership of WAPRO ap-
proaches (e.g. water saving technologies) and 
want to continue them after the end of the phase 

WAPRO's existing approach has proven successful and extending the 
knowledge transfer to other areas ensures the sustainability of the project. 

Advocacy conducted by the project, development of training modules, de-
velopment of materials, brochures, educational videos, posters and by 
working at irrigation system level, participation in RTs, organization of 
multi-stakeholders workshops with government and private sector repre-
sentatives, development of recommendations for Agency for Land Recla-
mation and Irrigation and creation of Syrdarya River Basin Council Work-
ing Group on Water Use Efficiency and Productivity led by WAPRO. 

Myanmar 

Most significant outcomes Why is this outcome significant? Which WAPRO activities contributed to this outcome? 

There is a visible increase in rice and cotton 
farmers’ yield, which ultimately contributed to 
additional income for said farmers 

• It directly contributed to higher income by farmer, better food nutrition 

leading to food security. 

• Fair water access 

• Adoption of resource efficient technologies (SRP, SRI, AWD) 

• Rice miller extension model (training and coaching to farmers) 

Better and more close collaboration between pri-
vate sector and the farmers was achieved (e.g. 
dialogues between farmers and private enter-
prises to discuss fair water allocation) 

• Innovative approach (pull factor) relevant to Myanmar 

• One of the best approaches for sustainability 

• Building trust 

• encouragement/ facilitation for contract farming (formal and informal) 

• investment/ co-financing based on rice miller assessment 

Water users associations (WUAs) are better 
managed, leading to fewer conflicts between 
members 

• It guarantees sustainability for fair water allocation and usage in the fu-

ture 

• Restructuring the organization structure for WUAs 

• SOP include water risk management plan, incident response plan,  

• Facilitation for MoU between private sector partners and WUAs (WS 

plan updating and equal sharing of water) 

• Capacity development program WUAs (leadership skill, accountant skill 

and management skill) 

• Support / contribution for rehabilitations which is lead by WUAs 

• Support WUAs to manage collective action (financial and HR, etc.) 
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Kyrgyzstan 

Most significant outcomes Why is this outcome significant? Which WAPRO activities contributed to this outcome? 

Legislation concerning water efficiency were put 
in place or reviewed in the country on regional 
and/or national level 

• National law that was put in place and successfully approved on na-

tional level 

• It opens up legislative opportunities for water security 

• Multi-stakeholder discussion platforms 

• Expert support from Helvetas 

• Media coverage 

• Collaboration with state stakeholders (bilateral meetings, round tables) 

A strong Community of Practice was established 
within the WAPRO implementing actors 

• Strong local group of interested stakeholders 

• Through capacity building, they were able to talk as equals with the 

authorities and change the laws 

• Building capacity of the actors  

• Building/strengthening ownership of actors through strategy develop-

ment; the actors were involved in developing the strategy and the pro-

ject, they built it together 

• Mobilizing the involved and interested stakeholders 

• Establishment of local initiative group 

• Keeping up regular communication and meetings with the local initiative 

group (1 meeting every 2 months) 

• Broadening of the base of supporters (it started in a specific region, 

then more provinces were involved) 

The project has gained recognition among water 
sector stakeholders and is being invited to share 
experiences by state agencies and development 
partners. 

• Helvetas give support to the local actors in their water-related activi-

ties, especially policy related activities 

• Expertise provided (legal, technical and practical expertise); it was 

based on local knowledge, not only on INGO knowledge 

• Persistent advocacy and long-term thinking, not stopping after the first 

set back 
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Annex 5: Selected survey result graphs 

How would you rate the importance of the following WAPRO project interventions? 

 

 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%

Applying improved production measures on farmers’ 
level

Setting-up an extension service for farmers

Promotion of water efficiency measures for farmers

Introducing water use monitoring for farmers

Setting-up water users associations on local and
regional level

Paying higher prices for sustainably produced key
commodities

Other incentives for sustainably produced key
commodities

Linking farmers / farmers associations with private
sector

Lobbying and advocacy work on improved production
and irrigation measures with government authorities

Learning and networking between the WAPRO like-
minded partners across the 6 WAPRO countries

Scaling-up the WAPRO approach to additional
countries in Western Africa
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Annex 6: Evaluation matrix 

No Criteria Code Question improved / questions proposed 

1 Relevance R1 How far were project design (notably through the 4 components), scope, implementation modalities and budget adequate to reach the planned objectives and outputs? What about 
unplanned objectives and outputs? 

2 Relevance R2 Which of the different pillars and activities of the project were more relevant to tackle the different objectives of the phase? 

3 Relevance  R3 To what extent has the intervention responded to changes in the environment over time (risks and potentials)? 

4 Relevance  R4 How pertinent has the public-private partnership modality been to reach the overall goal of improved water resources management for increased farmers’ income and water productivity? 
What was their main motivation / incentive to get involved? 

5 Relevance R5 How far has gender mainstreaming been considered in the overall design and implementation of this phase, and how could it be improved in the future? 

6 Relevance R6 How far were challenges and opportunities of the youth taken into account in the overall project design and implementation, and how could it be improved in the future? 

7a Relevance R7a Was the intervention aligned with the goals and policies of Swiss development cooperation (incl. GPFS cooperation strategy 2017-2020 and 2021-2024) 

7b Relevance R7b Was the intervention aligned with the needs and priorities of partner countries? 

7c Relevance R7c Was the intervention aligned to the needs and priorities of target groups (famers)? 

7d Relevance R7d Was the intervention aligned to the needs and priorities of the target groups (international private sector)? 

8 Coherence C1 In view of the recent developments under the momentum of the UN Food Systems Summit, how coherent is the project approach and partnership through a food systems lens? 

9 Coherence C2 new How do you assess the coherence / synergies /subsidiarity with other SDC/SECO interventions in the countries (internal coherence)? 

10 Coherence C3 new To what extent is the intervention compatible with interventions of other actors in the country and thematic field regarding complementarity and synergies? (external coherence) 

11 Coherence C4 How far did the WAPRO phase 2 coordinate / cooperate with other interventions by other donors / projects in the similar regions or countries? 

12 Effectiveness EFFECT1 To what extent were the project results attained, in terms of smallholders reached, policies adapted, private sector engaged, etc.? 

13 Effectiveness EFFECT2 What evidence exists regarding results of the project on people’s livelihoods in terms of social or economic improvements (e.g. food security)? 

14 Effectiveness EFFECT3 At national and sub-project level, was the steering and implementation setup adequate enough to: (1) ensure effective project implementation, (2) guarantee a proper monitoring of the 
project results, (3) ensure transparency and accountability, (4) consolidate the results and advances for policy dialogue and general communication (notably through the national coordina-
tors)? 

15 Effectiveness EFFECT4 Was the selection of the 4+2 countries effective to promote the WAPRO Initiative? Were the countries selected coherent in terms of partner engagement, results attainment, and to gain 
leverage for replication potential? 

16 Effectiveness EFFECT5 To what extent have the three components (push / pull / policy) interacted between one another to reach greater effectiveness and sustainability of the interventions? (e.g. the push 
developments brought into policy frameworks, the pull incentives brought into adapted ESG guidance, etc.) 

17 Effectiveness EFFECT6 What was the value of SDC engagement for the overall partnership, objectives attainment and engagement of the stakeholders (AWS / BCI / SRP & co, Mars / Coop / Westmill, etc.? 

18 Effectiveness EFFECT7 Which have been the most important incentives for the Private Sector to become engaged in the project ("Pull” factor)? 

19 Effectiveness EFFECT8 How far was the private sector involved during this phase, and how could their involvement be positioned for greater engagement and impact in the future? 

20 Effectiveness EFFECT9 Which interventions have proven the least effective? 

21 Efficiency EFF1 Were the coordination mechanisms and leadership in project implementation fit for purpose to achieve the project results? 

22 Efficiency EFF2 How efficient was the partnership between the different project actors? 

23 Efficiency EFF3 How far did the various sub-projects communicate between each other, in terms of sharing of experience, lesson learning, or building on each other (notably for the policy dialogue at 
national level and globally)? 

24 Efficiency EFF4 Are the results (outputs, outcomes) delivered in a timely manner (within the intended timeframe or reasonably adjusted timeframe)? 

25 Efficiency EFF5 Were project resources efficiently utilized to achieve the project results, especially considering the last two years of the COVID-19 pandemic? 

26 Efficiency EFF6 A first cost-benefit analysis was done at the end of the first phase, with a ratio of approximately 1:1 with regards to the CH funds. Based on the available information, what would be the 
cost-benefit assessment of the overall project? 

27 Impact I1 How far were WAPRO approaches and methods mainstreamed, nationally and globally? 

28 Impact I2 What has been the impact of the WAPRO initiative on the CSR / ESG strategies of the private sector partners, but also within the global discourse? 

29a Impact I3a How far did the WAPRO overall project influence policies, in the countries of direct intervention? Are there any documented examples of such policy uptakes? 

29b Impact I3b How far did the WAPRO overall project influence policies globally? Are there any documented examples of such policy uptakes ? 

30a Impact I4a Have there been any unintended effects, such as: (1) relative to the uptake by non-stakeholders of elements promoted by the project, be it from neighbouring farmers, other governments 
or private sector companies? (2) relative to the re-orientation of markets (such as increased focus on export vs. local food supply), or new supply chain contracting? 

30b Impact I4b Have there been any unintended effects on a more global level? 

31 Sustainability SUS1 To what extent will the effects, impacts & partnerships be maintained once SDC’s support comes to an end ? 

32 Sustainability SUS2 To what extent are knowledge, information and experiences documented and shared during the project implementation at the national, regional and global level? 

33 Sustainability SUS3 How far have the implementation strategies been oriented keeping in mind a logic of sustainability? (e.g. in terms of anchoring the “push” practices into local institutions or entities, or in 
terms of increasing the “pull” effect adoption through the development of new supply chain contracting, or through concrete new governmental frameworks) 

34 Sustainability SUS 4 How far have the results and lessons learnt produced under the programs been fed into the Swiss country offices and interventions in the countries of intervention (for those countries where 
an SCO is / was present) ? 

35 Lessons Learned and Recommendations LL&R1 What lessons can be learned from the phase 2 in terms of relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability, and what recommendations could be drawn for the 
GPFS for any new support targeting private sector engagement along a supply chain? 

36 Lessons Learned and Recommendations LL&R2 Which are the good practices from this phase, which should be further promoted for replication and up-scaling, and which activities or approaches should be avoided in the future? 

37 Lessons Learned and Recommendations LL&R3 Make any other recommendation towards SDC/GPFS, which could be useful for the promotion of private sector engagement, of sustainable agricultural practices and resources manage-
ment, etc. – along the priorities of the GPFS cooperation framework 2021-2024. 
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Annex 7: Assessment Grid 

Assessment Grid for project/program evaluations of SDC / SECO interventions 

Version: 11.06.2020 

 

Note: this assessment grid is used for evaluations of SDC / SECO financed projects and programs (hereinafter jointly referred to as an 'interven-

tion'). It is based on the OECD Development Assistance Committee evaluation criteria.18 In mid-term evaluations, the assessment requires ana-

lyzing the likelihood of achieving sustainability and, to a lesser degree, the likelihood of effectiveness and efficiency. All applicable sub-criteria 

should be scored and a short explanation should be provided.  

 

Please add the corresponding number (0-4) representing your rating of the sub-criteria in the column “score”: 

0 = not assessed 

1 = highly satisfactory 

2 = satisfactory 

3 = unsatisfactory 

4 = highly unsatisfactory 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

18 For information on the 2019 revisions of the evaluation framework see: Better Criteria for Better Evaluations. Revised Evaluation Criteria. Definitions and Principles for Use, 
OECD/DAC Network on Development Evaluation, 2019. 
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Key aspects based on DAC criteria Score 
(put only integers: 0, 1, 

2, 3 or 4) 

Justification 
(please provide a short explanation for your score or why a criterion was 

not assessed) 

Relevance 
 

Note: the assessment here captures the relevance of objectives and design at the time of evaluation. In the evaluation report, both relevance at the design stage as well as relevance at the time 
of evaluation should be discussed.  

1. The extent to which the objectives of the intervention respond to the 
needs and priorities of the target group. 

1 Working with a Push-Pull-Policy approach on micro, 
meso and macro levels, WAPRO addresses the needs 
and priorities of the various stakeholders directly involved 
in the project. 

2. The extent to which the objectives of the intervention respond to the 
needs and priorities of indirectly affected stakeholders (not included in 
target group, e.g. government, civil society, etc.) in the country of the in-
tervention. 

1 WAPRO aligns with government priorities in all 6 coun-
tries, the SDGs, Switzerland's International Cooperation 
Strategy 2021-24 and the ESG strategy of most private 
sector partners involved. 

3. The extent to which core design elements of the intervention (such as 
the theory of change, structure of the project components, choice of ser-
vices and intervention partners) adequately reflect the needs and priori-
ties of the target group. 

2 Though the majority of WAPRO beneficiaries are small-
holder farmers, the design of the project does not specifi-
cally target them or any other specific disadvantaged tar-
get groups (e.g. women farmers, youth, LNOB), however, 
the chosen target group “farmer families” and the project 
interventions are seen to be very relevant. 

Coherence   

4. Internal coherence: the extent to which the intervention is compatible 
with other interventions of Swiss development cooperation in the same 
country and thematic field (consistency, complementarity and syner-
gies). 

1 WAPRO being steered by a global division at SDC is co-
herent with global and country strategies by Switzerland, 
and WAPRO management maintained close synergies 
with other SDC and SECO interventions in countries 
where the FDFA runs a SCO. 

5. External coherence: the extent to which the intervention is compatible 
with interventions of other actors in the country and thematic field (com-
plementarity and synergies). 

2 WAPRO worked based on opportunities and had by pro-
ject design an open and transparent communication with 
relevant stakeholders. Furthermore, the Push-Pull-Policy 
approach offers a comprehensive way to involve relevant 
stakeholders in complex (market) systems. 
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Effectiveness   

6. The extent to which approaches/strategies during implementation are 
adequate to achieve the intended results. 

2 In most of the sub-projects, the interaction of the three 
components of Push-Pull-Policy contributed to reaching 
the objectives. By addressing water efficiency, WAPRO 
also indirectly addressed food security, and water effi-
ciency knowledge was also applied to other crops. 

7. The extent to which the intervention achieved or is expected to 
achieve its intended objectives (outputs and outcomes). 

2 A large number of farmer families have improved their 
water efficiency, their productivity and their incomes. The 
initial goal of 65’000 farmers was exceeded – around 
81’550 farmers were reached based on the 2021 annual 
report. However, differences between the countries re-
garding M&E reporting bring a certain limitation to the 
true meaningfulness of this number. The confirmed num-
ber is 40’000 by 2021. 

8. The extent to which the intervention achieved or is expected to 
achieve its intended results related to transversal themes. 

2 Though the target of 15 % of participating women was not 
a particularly ambitious goal, given that the agronomy 
sector is highly male-dominated, the 27 % of female farm-
ers WAPRO ended up reaching (as mentioned in the an-
nual report 2021) is an overall satisfactory result. 

Efficiency   

9. The extent to which the intervention delivers the results (outputs, out-
comes) cost-effectively. 

2 The overall budget of around CHF 27 million for both 
phases allowed the project to reach around 40’000 con-
firmed farmer families by 2021. The CBA showed that the 
overall WAPRO budget (SDC contributions and third-
party contributions) was internalized well within the pro-
ject timeframe.  

10. The extent to which the intervention delivers the results (outputs, 
outcome) in a timely manner (within the intended timeframe or reasona-
bly adjusted timeframe). 

2 WAPRO was implemented within the planned timeframe, 
which was extended by one year due to the Covid-19 
pandemic. 

11. The extent to which management, monitoring and steering mecha-
nisms support efficient implementation. 

3 The project management style was lean, which was 
praised by many partners, however the lack of clear 
steering from SDC was seen by the evaluators as a 
missed opportunity. The project management lacked sys-
tematic and organized coordination and reporting and led 
to inaccuracy and opacity. Furthermore, though the inter-
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country exchanges were considered fruitful, intra-country 
exchanges – between the sub-projects and actors – could 
have been fostered more. 

Impact   

12. The extent to which the intervention generated or is expected to gen-
erate 'higher-level effects' as defined in the design document of the inter-
vention. 
 

Note: when assessing this criterion, the primary focus is the intended 'higher-level effects'. 
In the event that significant unintended negative or positive effects can be discerned, they 
must be specified in the justification column, especially if they influence the score.  

2 WAPRO led to enhanced water productivity and increase 
of family income of at least 40’000 farmers and their fami-
lies. However, the project could have reached more scale 
on the sub-project level. Furthermore, mainstreaming of 
water efficiency in policy was achieved on local, regional 
and even national level depending on the country.  

Sustainability   

13. The extent to which partners are capable and motivated (technical 
capacity, ownership) to continue activities contributing to achieving the 
outcomes. 

1 Activities in the Push category are the most likely to be 
continued (e.g. adoption of water saving technologies by 
individual farmers), in the Pull category it is questionable 
(it highly depends on the private sector’s readiness and 
awareness) and in the Policy category it is the most ques-
tionable (it depends on the willingness of farmers, the pri-
vate sector, and the government to engage). 

14. The extent to which partners have the financial resources to continue 
activities contributing to achieving the outcomes. 

2 Several examples showed that WAPRO approaches will 
be sustained by partner organizations and/or replicated in 
several new projects co-financed by the private sector 
and/or with other donors. 

15. The extent to which contextual factors (e.g. legislation, politics, eco-
nomic situation, social demands) is conducive to continuing activities 
leading to outcomes. 

2 Though there is a will from farmers, the private sector and 
to an extent the governments to work on water efficiency, 
not many policies or mandatory incentives for private sec-
tor actors were put in place, meaning in most countries 
there is still a lack of a clear framework with enforceable 
measures to push water efficiency measures long term. 

Additional information (if needed): no 

Title of the intervention: WAPRO Phase 2 

Assessor(s): Carsten Schulz, Roman Troxler 

Date: 12.10.22 
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Annex 8: Case study Pakistan 
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Annex 9: Case study Tajikistan 
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