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Preface  

 

In 2016, a group of funders came together, aiming to achieve greater impact through collaboration and 

alignment than they could achieve alone. The common entry point among these funders was a 

commitment to AGRA, an African-led institution focused on establishing a pathway out of poverty for 

millions of African smallholder farmers. This initiative was formalized as the Partnership for Inclusive 

Agricultural Transformation in Africa (PIATA) and informed by a 2016 DAI evaluation of AGRAôs 

work. 

As the initial phase of the PIATA partnership drew towards completion in 2021, the Bill & Melinda Gates 

Foundation, working in collaboration with the other PIATA partners, funded an independent program 

evaluation. Through a competitive process, we chose Mathematica based on their deep experience in 

performing rigorous independent evaluations, the strength of their proposal, and a team that included 

significant African expertise. We, along with other PIATA partners, have encouraged and applauded 

AGRAôs commitment to transparency by making the full evaluation public for the benefit of the greater 

development community. 

The evaluation provides useful insights, not only to AGRA, but also to the broader community as we seek 

to evolve our own understanding of what is needed to drive agricultural transformation and support 

smallholders as they work to develop environmentally sustainable, equitable food systems that contribute 

to fighting poverty and malnutrition.  

Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation February 15, 2022 

 

signed on behalf of the PIATA partner Monitoring, Learning & Evaluation group, Bill & Melinda Gates 

Foundation, the Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office, the Rockefeller Foundation, the 

United States Agency for International Development 
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Executive Summary  

Since its launch in 2006, Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA) has worked to enhance 

smallholder African farmersô productivity and prosperity. In 2017, AGRA launched a new five-year 

strategy called Partnership for Inclusive Agricultural Transformation in Africa (PIATA), which targets 

three thematic areas: (1) policy and state capability to strengthen government capacity and accountability 

and the policy environment; (2) systems development to build and expand integrated delivery systems; 

and (3) partnerships to facilitate alignment between government priorities and private-sector interests. 

Ultimately, PIATA aims to transform the agriculture sector into a driver of inclusive economic growth 

and to increase incomes and improve food security for 30 million farming households across 11 focus 

countries by 2021.  

The PIATA resource partners are the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation; the United Kingdomôs Foreign, 

Commonwealth, and Development Office; the Rockefeller Foundation; the United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID); and the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (abbreviated as BMZ). As this strategy draws to a close, the resource partners asked 

Mathematica to conduct a final evaluation of PIATA as implemented by AGRA. The evaluation 

approach, findings, and strategic recommendations are presented below. 

Evaluation approach  

We used contribution analysis as our analytical approach to determine the relative contribution of PIATA 

to observed changes in expected outcomes for institutions, markets, and farmers. First, we developed an 

evaluable theory of change (ToC) for PIATA, working closely with AGRA stakeholders. Next, we 

gathered data on program implementation and outcomes along the ToC from multiple data sources: 

AGRAôs program documents and data, including their 2020 farmer outcome survey and 2020/2021 

stakeholder phone surveys (called Geopoll); over 50 semi-structured interviews with stakeholders across 

11 countries; and 318 structured web surveys of AGRA grantees and non-grantees. Then we collected 

additional qualitative data to explore four of AGRAôs key models: village-based advisors (VBAs), trusted 

lead farmers that provide smallholders with extension and market linkages; consortia that mobilize public 

and private partners to improve market systems and serve farmers in a designated geography; flagships 

that implement the governmentôs key priorities through bankable agriculture projects; and private sector 

partnerships for last mile delivery. These ñdeep diveò data collection efforts included 12 focus group 

discussions with farmers and nearly 100 interviews with VBAs, public officials, private sector 

representatives, and implementers from Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Mozambique, and Tanzania.  

To assess PIATAôs impact on farmers, we conducted three types of quantitative analysis. First, where 

time series data on outcomes were available, we assessed the impact of PIATAôs national-level 

interventions using an interrupted time series approach. Second, we used a dynamic difference-in-

differences design applied to subnational time series to evaluate the impact of PIATAôs farmer-facing 

interventions in the areas targeted. We conducted this analysis using Ministry of Agriculture data from 

Ghana, Kenya, and Ethiopia, as well as multiple waves of the Tanzania Living Standards Measurement 

SurveyïIntegrated Surveys on Agriculture (LSMSïISA). This allowed us to compare outcomes over time 

between specific areas targeted for AGRAôs farmer-facing activities with comparable areas that would 

have only benefited from its national-level effort. Third, we used a matched-comparison design to 

evaluate the impact of PIATAôs farmer-facing interventions on PIATA-targeted farmers in Burkina Faso, 

Ghana, and Nigeria using the latest round of AGRAôs farmer outcome survey, which collected rich data 

on farmer-level characteristics and outcomes from targeted and comparison farmers in the same areas.  
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Drawing on all program data, qualitative data, and quantitative analysis, we drafted complex multi-source 

ñcontribution narrativesò that describe PIATAôs contribution to any observed outcomes in each of 

AGRAôs thematic areas relative to other external factors. To compose the narratives, we first sorted all 

qualitative and quantitative analyses and discrete pieces of evidenceðsuch as interview passages and 

impact estimatesðinto their corresponding steps in the ToC. Next, we determined the independence and 

credibility of each analysis and piece of evidence. We then assigned color codes to the evidence at each 

causal step along the ToCs and against causal link assumptions, indicating the strength of the evidence: 

green for positive evidence of desirable change, yellow for mixed evidence, red for evidence that change 

did not occur, and blue if there were insufficient data on desired change. 

Evaluation findings by question 

What has been the overall impact of the PIATA program?  

PIATA was successful in developing key policy reforms, mobilizing flagships and partnerships, and 

reaching farmers with extension and seeds. In several countries, PIATAôs policy reform work helped 

incentivize private sector engagement in the production and delivery of improved seeds. PIATA also 

stewarded flagships from design to full execution in Ghana and Burkina Faso, effectively leveraging 

public and donor investment. In these ways, AGRA fulfilled its intended role of catalyzing agricultural 

development through improved policies and increased investment. Building upon this policy and state 

capability work, PIATA was successful in increasing the supply of certified seeds through direct support 

to seed companies and enhanced linkages between input actors. PIATAôs large investment in VBAs was 

also successful in boosting farmersô access to basic extension services across several countries. 

PIATAôs impact on inclusive finance, output markets, and farmer outcomes was mixed. Nearly all 

market actorsðincluding seed companies, agro-dealers, buyers, and farmersðreported acute credit 

constraints in interviews and surveys, despite PIATAôs investments in inclusive finance. PIATA also had 

limited success stimulating output markets across focus countries, despite some notable achievements in a 

subset of countries and consortia. Rigorous analysis of household-level data from several countries 

suggests that PIATA increased farmersô access to extension. However, PIATAôs impact on farmer-level 

outcomesðadoption of inputs, yields, sales, food security, and resilienceðwas mixed (Exhibit ES1). 

Notably, PIATA improved maize yields in Ethiopia, Ghana, and Nigeria, but not in Tanzania, Burkina 

Faso, or Kenya. Across these six countries, only farmers in Burkina Faso experienced improved maize 

sales as a result of PIATA. These mixed results likely reflect remaining farmer constraints in access to 

affordable inputs and output markets, as well as low per-farmer investment levels. These findings suggest 

that AGRA did not meet its headline goal of increased incomes and food security for 9 million 

smallholders, despite reaching over 10 million smallholders through its systems development work. 

Is there evidence that AGRAôs work on policy has changed how policies are developed and 

executed in target countries?  

AGRA was successful in accelerating policy reforms, although it did not prioritize building policy 

making capacity. AGRA was successful in stewarding agriculture reforms through development and 

enactment, largely through consultants and seconded staff who helped public officials develop, enact, and 

implement modern and inclusive agriculture policies. Some AGRA-supported reforms had an outsized 

role in improving the policy environment and stimulating private investment, particularly seed system 

reforms in Rwanda, Ghana, and Nigeria. However, AGRA did not prioritize building public capacity for 

policy analysis and convening. With respect to sustainability, evidence suggests that governments are 

increasing their demand for policy reforms; however, strong reliance on AGRA support to deliver timely 
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policy reform has left public authorities with few incentives to build in-house capacity for policy analysis 

and enactment.  

 

Exhibit ES1. Summary evaluation findings along AGRA theory of change 

 

 

Note: Color accents signify outcomes for which evidence trends in a particular direction. For example, the color scheme for ñPolicy reforms 

developed and implementedò signifies that the full set of evidence of this outcome was generally mixedðand hence the outcome box is colored 

gold. However, there was more positive evidence of AGRA-influenced change (green) than evidence that change did not occur (red), resulting in 

the green accent on the right-hand corner of the box. 

How has AGRAôs support for building state capability affected governmentsô ability to plan, 

coordinate, and drive investment?  

Governments have made some advances in developing National Agriculture Implementation Plans 

(NAIPs) and coordinating flagships alongside AGRA, yet they lack basic technical and managerial 

capacity. AGRA consultants and staff designed flagships, convened stakeholders to support them, and 

even directly executed flagships in Ghana. Where flagships were successfully implemented, government 

buy-in and ownership of flagships were strong, due in large part to authoritiesô central role in setting the 

vision for these programs. There is some suggestive evidence that AGRAôs direct technical and financial 

support has enabled governments to plan and implement investment programs on their own, particularly 

in the case of flagships in Ghana and Burkina Faso. But there are no strong signs of increased capacity 

among ministry staff to plan and implement agriculture programs across AGRAôs larger set of focus 

countries. Similar to AGRAôs policy work, AGRAôs óresults-orientedô approach of direct intervention in 

flagship design and execution has short-term payoffs in the form of active programs and delivered 
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services. However, this evaluation found no evidence that governments would continue to design and 

execute the next generation of agriculture flagships without AGRA support. 

How successful has AGRA been in engaging the private sector as a partner?  

AGRA has been successful in forging private sector partnerships and engagements. Since 2017, 

AGRA has partnered with over 100 organizations and has made 40 grants in a diverse set of investments. 

Most of these partners are private off-takers and input providers based in Africa. However, global 

technology partners, African financial institutions, multinational corporations based in Europe and the 

U.S., and large donors are also represented. Partnerships focus on last-mile delivery, mechanization, 

inclusive finance, regional trade, COVID-19 mitigation, and gender-inclusive small- and medium-sized 

enterprise (SME) services, among other topics. In terms of investment, AGRA reports that it has 

leveraged $141 million in investment from the private sector, surpassing its target of $100 million. This is 

an inherently difficult indicator to verify, given incentives for partners to over-report true leverage. 

However, stakeholders generally agreed that AGRA was successful in leveraging private sector 

investment. 

To what extent have AGRA partnerships supported scaling business models toward increased 

investments and toward improving productivity of smallholder farmers?  

AGRA has helped develop and scale profitable mechanization models, but unclear pathways to 

profitability remain for several other business models. AGRAôs tractor purchase and mechanization 

service model has demonstrated strong financial viability across three countries. This success has 

generated investment from commercial banks and private players interested in scaling the model. 

However, the profitability of the majority of AGRA-supported business models is still unclear, and 

preliminary results are mixed. For example, a few digital financial and e-verification service modelsð

such as e-Hakiki, AMTECH, and Success for Peopleðhave demonstrated strong potential for break-even, 

whereas digital extension for smallholder farmers and digital platforms for women-owned businesses 

have yet to establish viable business models. It is premature to assess the profitability of AGRAôs full set 

of partnerships after four years, as five to seven years to break-even is a conventional benchmark.  

In AGRAôs areas of operation, how effective has AGRA been in driving integrated approaches to 

systems development?  

Overall, AGRA had widespread success strengthening extension services and input markets, but 

less success in output and finance markets. Stakeholder discussions, AGRA surveys, and our structured 

web survey suggest that large AGRA investments in VBAs and extension systems increased farmersô 

access to extension in consortium target areas. Similarly, AGRA-funded support for seed companies and 

agro-dealers in consortia areas helped these SMEs strengthen their input linkages and leverage VBAs to 

meet growing demand. AGRA also had success strengthening output and finance markets within and 

alongside consortia, but in a smaller subset of countries and regions. Across all countries, stakeholders 

generally noted that AGRA-funded improvements in extension and input markets reached more farmers 

than improvements in output markets and finance. This likely reflects AGRAôs well-established expertise 

and relationships in seed systems and input markets (relative to output markets) as well as the lack of 

strong overlap between farmers targeted by AGRAôs inclusive finance initiatives on one hand, and 

consortia on the other. 
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Strategic recommendations 

Based on the evaluation findings, we have the following strategic recommendations for the next phase of 

PIATAôs work.  

More fully leverage synergies and relationships to meet farmersô binding constraints. PIATAôs 

mixed results on farmer yields and sales suggest that AGRA is addressing some, but not all farmersô 

binding constraints to agricultural transformation. Of these constraints, affordable inputs (through credit 

arrangements) and output markets are perhaps the most difficult to unlock. AGRA and partners could 

increase its potential for farmer impact by more robustly assessing farmer and SME constraints at the 

outset in target geographies and commodities, and formulating tailored interventions to address them. 

Given AGRAôs catalytic and synergistic approach, these tailored interventions will likely require stronger 

integration of financial institutions, (hub) agro-dealers, and buyers into consortia from the outset, and 

even tighter integration between AGRAôs policy and systems development teams in each focus country. 

Given current extension rates of less than 50 percent in most focus countries, AGRA should also seek to 

leverage government systems and other donors to boost extension access throughout consortia. Increasing 

extension efforts and leveraging public and private funding could help meet minimum thresholds of per-

farmer investment that likely produced productivity gains seen in Ethiopia, Nigeria, and Ghana.  

Develop a sustainability, scaling, and exit strategy for all key areas of work. The success of AGRAôs 

VBA, consortia, and partnership work depends on its ability to identify, develop, and implement 

approaches that make it profitable for market system actors to engage smallholder farmers without 

external support. Our findings suggest that private sector partners and VBAs do not always find profitable 

models to engage with farmers. (This is to be expected given the inherent challenge of agricultural 

transformation.) We recommend that AGRA teams regularly assess their active partnership and consortia 

portfolios, and identify those activities that are unlikely to be profitable once initial funding is exhausted. 

Where profitability has not emerged and public funding may be necessary, AGRA can attempt to 

galvanize public or donor support before project close-out. Where private-led approaches do not reach 

break-even or public funding is not secured by a defined deadline, AGRA should exit those programs to 

conserve scarce resources.  

More deeply engage with and empower civil society and smallholders. Building upon its 

commendable stakeholder consultation work in Phase 2, AGRA should engage with civil society and 

smallholders more deeply and even earlier in the policymaking and flagship development process. This 

higher level of civil society engagement in formative discussion could increase ownership of development 

programs and feasibly lead to greater public investment in crop diversification, better nutritional 

outcomes, and increased farmer capacity for entrepreneurial and welfare-maximizing activity. In addition, 

supporting the capacity of civil society and farmer groups to organize and speak with one voiceðoutside 

of specific policy reformsðcould bolster their ability to lobby governments for more inclusive reforms in 

a credible manner. 

Consider targeted capacity-building efforts while staying the course with results-oriented policy 

reforms. AGRA has shown technical expertise in delivering high quality and credible technical and 

financial support to accelerate policy reform processes. AGRA staff have also built strong relationships 

with governments and earned the trust of government partners in policy reform development and 

implementation. AGRA should leverage this expertise and credibility to continue its current óresults-

orientedô focus on immediate reforms in focus countriesðtargeting those reforms that feature the 

strongest synergies with AGRAôs systems development work. To complement this results-oriented work, 
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AGRA should enhance longer-term public capacity in policy development in a smaller set of countries 

with favorable conditions for retaining this capacity, including relatively apolitical agriculture ministries 

with permanent financial resources and low staff turnover. Capacity building in these countries could 

feature structured training and coaching supports, as well international learning exchanges.  

Develop criteria to identify and prioritize flagships that have potential for agricultural 

transformation.  AGRA largely follows countriesô vision for flagships, even to the point of upholding 

inconsistent principles across countries. For example, AGRA supported flagships that involved highly 

targeted subsidies through the Planting for Food and Jobs flagship in Ghana, but it supported flagships 

that involved less targeted (and thus less distortionary) e-vouchers for seed and fertilizer in Kenya. To 

reduce these inconsistencies across countries and reinforce its own vision of agricultural transformation, 

we suggest that AGRA develop clear criteria to assess, prioritize, and influence flagships across countries. 

This could include general criteria related to flagshipsô concrete alignment with the nine articles of the 

Malabo Declaration, as well as topic-specific criteria (such as the efficiency of proposed input subsidies). 

Developing these criteria could enable AGRA to more critically assess government-proposed flagships 

and suggest changes that can make flagships even more transformative.  

Become a more learning-focused organization with less burdensome grantee reporting and more 

rigorous farmer surveys. AGRA should consider convening its leadership, technical, and M&E staff to 

set a focused learning agenda grounded in its major evidence and decision-making needs for the next 

strategy. A more focused agenda could help determine changes in farmer outcome survey fielding, 

sampling, and timing that would be needed to more rigorously measure AGRAôs farmer impact. A more 

focused agenda could also help streamline grantee reporting requirements to a minimal set of indicators.  

Tackle critical issues facing agriculture in sub-Saharan Africa. AGRA already promotes climate-

smart and drought-resistant crop varieties, which is highly commendable. However, its systems 

development work does not appear to fully account for farmersô poor access to irrigation and growing 

exposure to drought and other severe weather conditions. AGRAôs next strategy should articulate these 

acute challenges and make more explicit investments in improving farmersô water use efficiency and 

climate resiliency. AGRAôs next strategy could also formally recognize that agricultural technologies and 

practicesðsuch as fertilizer use and rice cultivationðcan negatively impact environmental conditions 

and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. In contrast, other agricultural technologies can help to reduce GHG 

emissions and store carbon. Cognizant of these linkages, AGRA could make more explicit investments in 

eco-friendly technologies and practices among smallholders. As it develops the next set of country 

strategies, AGRA could also assess the environmental impact of its fertilizer recommendations, as well as 

the alignment of its full set of proposed investments with national pathways to net zero. 

Expand gender and youth inclusion efforts. Only a small portion of AGRAôs portfolio features 

intentional diversity, equity, and inclusion programming. To remedy this, AGRA should strive to infuse 

its systems development and state capability work with upfront assessments of womenôs and youthôs 

constraints, active engagement with women and youth about potential solutions, and tailored supports for 

women and youth when feasible. AGRA should also bolster the nascent initiatives and platforms serving 

women and youth, such as VALUE4HER and Deal room, with strong emphasis on building viable in-

country business models and sustainability plans. 
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1. Introduction  

The Partnership for Inclusive Agricultural Transformation in Africa (PIATA), launched in 2017, aims to 

catalyze country-led inclusive agricultural transformation by increasing smallholdersô productivity, 

strengthening output markets, enhancing the agricultural sectorôs resilience to shocks and stresses, and 

improving coordination and accountability. Through its implementing partner, the Alliance for a Green 

Revolution in Africa (AGRA), PIATA seeks to transform agriculture from a source of subsistence into a 

driver of inclusive economic growth. PIATA, as implemented by AGRA, set an ambitious goal of 

increased incomes and improved food security for 30 million farmers across 11 focus countries by 2021. 

This includes increasing incomes and food security for 9 million farmers through direct assistance and 

increasing incomes and food security of an additional 21 million indirectly through strengthened public 

and private sector capacities.  

AGRA defines agricultural transformation as a process by which individual farms shift from diversified, 

subsistence production to more specialized, market-oriented production. This requires greater reliance on 

input and output delivery systems and increased integration of agriculture with other sectors of domestic 

and international economies (AGRA 2017). To execute this vision, PIATA selected 11 focus countries 

based on AGRAôs existing in-country assets, partner governmentsô commitment to agriculture, and 

potential for impact. Of these, AGRA is working directly in seven ñpushò countries that have relatively 

nascent agricultural systems: Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Ghana, Nigeria, Mali, Mozambique, and Tanzania. 

In these push countries, AGRA focuses on building systems to drive transformation by improving 

farmersô access to seeds, fertilizer, and extension. In four ñpullò countriesðKenya, Malawi, Rwanda, and 

UgandaðAGRA focuses its efforts on ñpullingò production towards output markets through assistance to 

small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and improved access to finance. Other countries with ñlight-

touchò AGRA investments are South Sudan, Togo, Zambia, and C¹te dôIvoire, which we do not consider 

for this evaluation.  

PIATA organizes its work under three thematic areas that also entail cross-cutting emphases on gender, 

youth, resilience, and capacity building. Across all three thematic areas, AGRA gave over $113 million in 

grants to over 500 organizations in 11 focus countries. Grant funding was largely devoted to systems 

development, both within and alongside consortia. AGRA leadership and technical staff in Nairobi and 

country staff in each focus country also devoted a significant portion of their time to all thematic areas. 

AGRA staff conducted formative analyses and outreach, developed country plans, and convened 

stakeholders, among other activities. AGRAôs key activities in the three thematic areas are described 

below. 

Policy and State Capability. Through technical and financial assistance, as well as stakeholder 

convening efforts, AGRA staff support key agriculture policy reforms. The reforms are designed to 

promote transparent and fair ñrules of the game,ò thus boosting private investment and regional 

trade. AGRA defines state capability as public capacity to (1) set the vision for agricultural 

transformation, (2) convene and coordinate stakeholders, (3) implement agriculture programs and 

deliver services, and (4) strengthen monitoring and evaluation (M&E) and mutual accountability 

systems, among other dimensions (AGRA Emerging Results: 2017ï2020). Under its state capability 

area, PIATA works to strengthen these four dimensions of public capacity among its 11 focus 

countries. Through consultancies as well as stakeholder coordinating efforts, AGRA supports 

national agriculture investment plans (NAIPs) and large-scale, bankable agriculture programs called 

flagships. In some countries, AGRA also supports M&E planning for agriculture programs and direct 

implementation of flagships. Total grant funding for AGRAôs policy and state capability work from 
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2017 to 2021 was $26.2 million. Jointly with AGRAôs partnerships work, its policy and state 

capability investments were intended to indirectly reach 21 million smallholders across AGRAôs 11 

focus countries. 

Partnerships. Under the partnerships thematic area, PIATA facilitates alignment between 

government priorities and private-sector interests to serve smallholder farmers and agribusiness 

SMEs. Through grants and institutional partnerships, AGRAôs partnerships team seeks to identify, 

refine, and scale digital services, mechanization, and last-mile delivery solutions for smallholders. 

AGRA also hosts the Agribusiness Deal Room on annual basis. The Deal Room is an in-person and 

virtual platform that matches investors with public and private actors seeking capital for agriculture 

endeavors across sub-Saharan Africa. Total grant funding for AGRAôs partnerships work from 2017 

to 2021 was $2.8 million. However, most of AGRAôs partnerships do not involve direct AGRA grant 

funding, relying instead on partner funding and sponsorships.  

Systems Development. Within systems development, AGRA invests in input supply and 

distribution, input and output markets, extension, and inclusive financeðat both national and 

regional levels. AGRAôs two central models within systems development are consortia and village-

based advisors (VBAs). Consortia include groups of specialized agriculture actors, including seed 

and fertilizer suppliers, extension agents, agro-dealers, NGOs, andðmore recentlyðfinance 

institutions who agree to work together to improve agricultural systems within a defined geography. 

These actors would provide integrated delivery of services, technologies, and knowledge to farmers 

and SMEs that serve them, thus addressing actorsô binding constraints to growth. Often deployed 

within the context of consortia, VBAs are self-employed community leaders who provide farmers in 

their vicinity with training on good agricultural practices (GAP) and improved seeds and fertilizer, 

often through use of demonstration plots and free seed packs. Besides providing extension, VBAs 

are expected to sell farmers improved inputs and play a role in output aggregation, thus earning 

much-needed income through commissions. Total grant funding for AGRAôs systems development 

work from 2017 to 2021 was $84.5 million, or around $10 per smallholder given AGRAôs target of 9 

million smallholders benefited through direct assistance. 

Although these three thematic areas have distinct objectives and workstreams, they are all designed to 

catalyze large-scale public, private, and donor investment toward agricultural transformation. The 

catalytic nature of AGRAôs work is vital, given the $23 to $31 billion annual gap in agriculture funding 

required for agricultural transformation (AGRA Strategic Partnerships presentation, 2021). The 

importance of catalyzing additional resources is particularly salient when considering AGRAôs per-farmer 

investment of $10 through its systems development work. These limited resources call AGRA to work 

effectively at a system level to mitigate market failures, unlock large sums of public and private 

investment, and enhance public extension systems. 

In this report, we evaluate AGRAôs contribution to system-level outcomes of agricultural investment and 

market integration, in addition to farmer outcomes through PIATA. (In the remainder of the report, the 

term ñPIATAò refers to PIATA-funded activities delivered by AGRA). Ultimately, the evaluation serves 

to achieve three broad objectives. The three objectives are: 

To assess AGRAôs overarching accomplishments during this second phase of PIATA (2017ï2021). 

To increase transparency and contribute to public discourse regarding AGRAôs role in agricultural 

transformation across the continent. 

To inform decision making regarding a potential next phase of partnership and tranche of funding. 
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PIATA resource partners posed several evaluation questions to meet these objectives, organized by 

thematic areas and sub-areas. At a high level, the questions interrogate PIATAôs success in altering 

market systems, public institutions, and farmer outcomes since 2017, as well as the sustainability of 

PIATAôs Phase 2 investments. (see Volume II, Appendix A for the full set of evaluation questions). 

Section 1 briefly presents the evaluation approach used to answer these evaluation questions. Section 2 

presents the evaluation findings, organized by thematic area. Section 3 presents the strategic 

recommendations based on the evaluation findings.   

2. Evaluation Approach  

Overview 

We used contribution analysis to assess how and to what extent PIATAôs activities contributed to shifts in 

key outcomes from 2017 to the present. First, we co-created an overarching evaluable theory of change 

(ToC) for PIATAôs full portfolio, as well as more detailed (or ñnestedò) ToCs for AGRAôs work in policy 

and advocacy, state capability, partnerships, input supply, input distribution, extension, inclusive finance, 

consortia, and farmer outcomes (see Volume II, Appendix B for the full evaluable ToC upon which all 

nested ToCs are based). Next, we gathered evidence on AGRAôs implementation and progress toward 

outcomes along the ToCs, drawing on survey data, AGRA monitoring data and surveys, our own 

structured web survey, and key stakeholder interviews from all focus countries (see Volume II, Appendix 

C and D for more details on the web survey and qualitative data collection efforts, respectively).  

Then we conducted additional qualitative data collection to explore four of AGRAôs key models: VBAs, 

consortia, flagships and private sector partnerships for last mile delivery. These ódeep diveô data 

collection efforts included 12 focus group discussions with farmers and nearly 100 interviews with VBAs, 

public officials, SME representatives, and implementers from Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Mozambique, and 

Tanzania.  

Leveraging all quantitative and qualitative sources, we developed contribution narratives that describe 

PIATAôs contribution to these outcomes, across PIATA and within the thematic areas. Throughout data 

collection, we assessed PIATAôs strategy on empowering women and youth, how it was implemented, 

and how it may have influenced these populationsô outcomes.   
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Exhibit 1. Evaluation approach 

 

Jointly, the performance review, case studies, and contribution analysis answered all the evaluation 

questions posed by PIATA partners.  

Exhibit 2 presents the data sources we employed in addressing the seven overarching evaluation 

questions.  

 

 

Exhibit 2. Evaluation approach and data sources, by research question 

Domain Evaluation question Key data sources 

 

Policy and 

State 

Capability  

1. How has AGRAôs support affected 

governmentôs ability to plan, coordinate, 

and drive investment?  

2. Has AGRAôs work on policy changed how 

policies are developed and executed in 

target countries?  

¶ Reports and monitoring data 

¶ 159 semi-structured interviews with AGRA staff, 

public officials, outside experts, and civil society 

representatives  

¶ Structured web survey with 51 AGRA direct 

partners and knowledgeable stakeholders 

 

Partnerships 

3. How successful has AGRA been in 

engaging the private sector as a partner?  

¶ Reports and monitoring data 

¶ Semi-structured interviews with AGRA, private 

partners, and donors 

¶ Structured web survey with 49 AGRA direct 

partners and knowledgeable stakeholders 
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Domain Evaluation question Key data sources 

 

Systems 

Development 

4. How effective has AGRA been in driving 

integrated approaches to systems 

development?  

5. What outcomes has AGRAôs extension 

approach created or contributed to?  

6. What outcomes has AGRAôs seeds 

systems approach created or contributed 

to?  

¶ Reports and monitoring data 

¶ AGRA Wave 1 and 2 Geopoll telephone survey  

¶ Interviews with consortia members, agro-dealers, 

seed company staff, and buyers 

¶ 25 focus group discussions with farmers and 

VBAs 

¶ Structured web survey with 161 AGRA direct 

partners and knowledgeable stakeholders 

 

Farmer 

outcomes 

7. How has PIATA contributed to farmer 

productivity, food security, and income 

across the 11 focus countries?  

¶ LSMS-ISA Tanzania; AGRA farmer outcome 

surveys in Burkina Faso, Ghana, and Nigeria. 

¶ Semi-structured interviews with AGRA staff, 

donors, and outside experts 

Notes: See Volume II, Appendix A for the full set of evaluation questions and their corresponding data sources 

Qualitative analysis 

For all interviews and focus groups, we conducted thematic coding of transcripts, triangulated accounts 

across stakeholder types, and distilled the findings into country-level narratives and nested ToCs, broadly 

organized around the key questions in our charge. We further distilled country-level narratives into 

portfolio-level qualitative findings. We also compared and contrasted the perspectives of AGRA staff, 

public and private actors, and farmers on the overarching value and effect of AGRAôs direct and indirect 

support. Importantly, we synthesized farmer focus group transcripts to characterize their experience with 

VBAs and extension agents; their experience with improved seeds; and their self-reported production, 

sales, income, and household welfare. We also identified quotes that best distilled and communicated 

themes that commonly emerged among stakeholders.  

Quantitative analysis 

We conducted three types of quantitative analysis. First, for Ghana and Tanzania, where time series data 

on outcomes were available, we assessed the impact of PIATAôs national-level interventions. Second, we 

evaluated the impact of PIATAôs farmer-facing interventions in the areas targeted, using Living Standards 

Measurement SurveyïIntegrated Surveys on Agriculture (LSMS-ISA) survey data for Tanzania and 

Ministry of Agriculture data for Ghana, Ethiopia, and Kenya. Third, we evaluated the impact of PIATAôs 

farmer-facing interventions on targeted farmers using AGRAôs farmer outcome surveys in Burkina Faso, 

Ghana, and Nigeria. Below, we expand on these three approaches. (See Volume II, Appendix E for 

additional detail on the impact analysis methodology and findings.) 

Assessing national-level agricultural performance. We used interrupted time series analyses to 

evaluate the extent to which the staggered rollout of AGRAôs national-level initiatives and regionally 

targeted farmer-facing interventions was associated with changes in national-level agricultural 

performance. Interrupted time series analyses allowed us to formally test for changes in the ñlevelò 

(discontinuous jumps) and ñtrendò (changes in slope) of historical time-series data on agricultural 

performance at key junctures associated with AGRAôs work, namely, the launch of Phase 1 in 2008 and 

of Phase 2 in 2017. Our data consist of official national-level statistics from the Ministries of Agriculture 

in two countries: (1) annual maize and rice yield between 2000 and 2020 in Ghana; and (2) annual maize 

and rice production between 1985 and 2019 in Tanzania. A key assumption necessary to attribute any 



PIATA Final Evaluation Report Mathematica 

 12 

observed impacts in these two countries to AGRAôs package of interventions is that no other large-scale 

changes (such as domestic agricultural policy changes or international agricultural market fluctuation 

unrelated to AGRAôs work) occurred in or around the years in which AGRA launched its country-level 

efforts. We interrogated this assumption through a series of hypothesis tests, whereby we assessed the 

potential influence of outside factorsðsuch as input subsidy programs and droughtsðon productivity and 

production at the national level.  

Assessing subnational impact of farmer-facing interventions. To assess the incremental impact of 

AGRAôs farmer-facing interventions, we relied on a dynamic difference-in-differences design applied to 

subnational time-series data (on crop productivity and, in certain cases, access to extension services and 

input use). These data allowed us to compare outcomes over time between specific areas (such as distinct 

districts, counties, or regions) targeted for AGRAôs farmer-facing activities with comparable areas that 

would have only benefited from its national-level efforts. Our data cover Ghana, Kenya, and Ethiopia 

(obtained from the respective Ministries of Agriculture), as well as Tanzania (extracted from multiple 

waves of the LSMAïISA). This approach enabled us to rigorously control for regional characteristics 

(such as agroecological conditions) that could drive variation in outcomes in ways unrelated to AGRAôs 

work. Depending on the spatial precision of the data available to us, the difference -in-differences design 

also enabled us to precisely account for region-specific trends and shocks that would otherwise have 

made it challenging to evaluate impacts (such as a drought that affected only one part of the country). 

Two key assumptions were needed to attribute observed impacts to AGRAôs work. First, areas targeted 

by AGRAôs work had to be trending similarly before the launch of AGRAôs initiatives. Wherever data are 

available, we provide evidence in support of this assumption. Second, no other large-scale policy change 

could overlap spatially and temporally with the launch of AGRAôs farmer-facing activities (i.e., no other 

initiative that could affect agricultural outcomes targeted the areas AGRA targeted during the same 

period). We assessed this assumption by evaluating alternate hypotheses for such national-level changes. 

Assessing impacts on farmers targeted by AGRA. To evaluate impacts on farmers who directly 

benefited from engagement with AGRA, we used a matched-comparison design applied to data from the 

latest round of AGRAôs farmer outcome survey, which collected rich data on farmer-level characteristics 

and outcomes from targeted and comparison farmers located in the same areas. The matched-comparison 

approach leverages these farmer-level characteristics (such as age, education, and total landholdings) to 

select subsamples of targeted and non-targeted farmers who closely resemble each other. In so doing, it 

partially accounts for underlying differences that exist between groups of farmers when an intervention is 

delivered non-randomly, which can bias estimates of impact. Given data availability, our analyses cover 

the three countriesðBurkina Faso, Ghana, and Nigeriaðwhere data on household-level characteristics, 

farmer practices, and agricultural outcomes are available for both targeted and non-targeted farmers.1 A 

key assumption needed to attribute observed impacts to AGRAôs work is that the observable 

characteristics used to conduct farmer-level matching were the main drivers of farmersô engagement (or 

lack thereof) with AGRA. Given that targeted and comparison farmers were in the same areas, the risk of 

intra-regional spillovers associated with AGRAôs work also exists; such spillovers could lead us to 

underestimate the true farmer-level impact of AGRAôs efforts. However, we understand from AGRA that 

their farmer-facing interventions focused on targeted farmers, reducing the concern for intra-regional 

 

1 In related analyses, we used an endogenous-treatment regression model to evaluate the extent to which farmers 

who did use extension services and improved inputs experienced improved crop productivity and higher food 

security using AGRAôs outcome data from all seven countries in which these surveys were conducted (see 

Appendix E). We found a significant impact of adoption of extension and improved inputs on food security and crop 

productivity.  
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spillovers. In fact, even among targeted farmers, AGRA-promoted interventions were adopted by less 

than half of the farmers.  

Contribution analysis 

We used contribution analysis to synthesize evidence on PIATAôs impact along the evaluable ToCs. 

Drawing on all quantitative and qualitative data and findings, we drafted complex multi-source 

ñcontribution narrativesò that describe PIATAôs contribution to any observed outcomes in each of 

AGRAôs thematic areas. To compose the narratives, we first sorted all qualitative and quantitative 

analyses and discrete pieces of evidenceðsuch as interview passages and impact estimatesðinto their 

corresponding steps in the overarching and nested ToCs as well as against causal link assumptions in the 

ToC. Next, we assigned a level of credibility to each analysis and piece of evidence. For example, 

quantitative analyses with strong counterfactuals and detailed first-hand qualitative accounts were 

assigned a higher credibility rating than pre-post monitoring data and general second-hand qualitative 

accounts. With this completed, we settled upon a strength-of-evidence assessment for the full set of 

evidence at each step along the ToCs. We also used process tracing to ensure rigor and reduce bias in our 

analysis. Process tracing is a rigorous qualitative method that explores competing hypotheses reflecting 

different plausible explanations of the causes of a given outcome. Through this approach, we posed a 

logical sequence of tests (such as hoop tests and ñsmoking gunò tests) to assess the credibility and 

plausibility of the claim that AGRA program models have had a direct contribution to observed outcomes 

(Collier 2011; Punton and Welle 2015). By weaving together multiple data sources, including interviews 

with key market actors, we generated credible summaries on how and why PIATAôs program models 

contributed to change, and the specific conditions in which they were successful.  

We also used our structured web survey of over 315 respondents, conducted in mid-2021, to estimate 

AGRAôs general contribution to its headline goals of an improved policy environment, increased private 

investment, and increased access to finance, among others. Contribution scores capture the extent to 

which PIATA stakeholders reported a positive trend in key agriculture outcomes since 2017 and 

attributed this positive trend to AGRAôs work. Contribution scores in the ósmallô range reflect a general 

sentiment that AGRA made a small contribution to positive change relative to other public and private 

actors and donors in the agriculture space. Scores in the ómoderateô range reflect the sentiment that 

AGRA contributed to positive change alongside other actors, and scores in the ólargeô range reflect the 

sentiment that AGRA made a large contribution to positive change relative to other actors. Given the 

large set of public, private, and philanthropic actors working in agriculture policy and systems in sub-

Saharan Africa (SSA), scores in the ólargeô range are expected to be uncommon. (See Appendix C in 

Volume II for more detail on contribution scoring.) 
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3. Evaluation Findings 

Below we present results by thematic area, followed by overarching findings that span thematic areas. 

Within each subsection, we first summarize AGRAô s activities and ultimate goals, using the nested ToCs 

as a guide. Next, we give an overarching assessment of AGRAôs performance along the ToC, using color 

coding to indicate whether the evidence was largely positive, mixed, negative, or absent. We also present 

key findings for the primary and secondary evaluation questionsðfirst for AGRAôs policy reforms and 

state capability, and then for partnerships and systems development. We conclude with a discussion of 

farmer outcomes, which represent the effects of the full set of AGRAôs investments in policy and state 

capability, partnerships, and systems. These findings draw from the more detailed contribution narratives 

developed within each thematic area. (Appendix F in Volume II provides the full contribution narratives). 

Spanning 2017 to 2021, the time period for this evaluation overlaps with the COVID-19 pandemic. From 

early 2020 through 2021, the pandemic disrupted input supply chains, limited farmersô and clientsô access 

to public marketplaces, and further limited public and private financing and credit options for 

smallholders. Although all countries in SSA were adversely affected by the pandemic, some were hit 

harder than others. For example, 2020 was a particularly poor year for agriculture in Mali, which 

experienced a 20 percent reduction in the area cultivated in corn due to fertilizer shortages. To the extent 

possible, the evaluationôs impact findings account for the detrimental effects of the pandemic by 

comparing treatment and comparison group farmers who likely experienced the pandemic in similar 

ways, given their geographic proximity. However, impact estimates may still reflect systematic effects of 

the pandemic on population movement, productive activities, and market behavior. 

 

Policy and State Capability 

Although policy and state capability were one thematic area in PIATAôs ToC, we examine AGRAôs 

implementation separately for these two topics.  

A. Policy 

AGRAôs work in policy reform began in 2013 with efforts to improve the enabling environment for 

agribusiness investment in five countries: Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Ghana, Nigeria, and Tanzania. 

Leveraging this successful work, AGRA invested over $6 million in policy reforms from 2017 to 2021 in 

most focus countries, with particularly large investments in Kenya, Ghana, and Mozambique. Reforms 

focused on modernizing and streamlining policies on subsidies, input markets, output markets, and trade 

policy, with the overarching goal of stimulating private sector investment. To this end, AGRA provided 

financial and technical supportðoften in the form of consultants and seconded staffðto help public 

officials develop, enact, and implement modern and inclusive agriculture policies. To promote inclusive 

policymaking, AGRA also facilitated and incentivized non-state actors to participate in the policymaking 

process. As a result of these efforts, AGRA anticipated that stakeholders would increase their demand for 

policy reforms and public authorities would build capacity to develop and implement reforms, thereby 

creating an improved policy environment for private sector investment in agriculture. 
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Evaluation questions 

To assess AGRAôs contribution to policy reforms, government capacity for policymaking, and the policy 

environment for agricultural transformation, we answer several evaluation questions along the ToC (see 

Exhibit 3). 

 

Exhibit 2. Evaluation questions on AGRAôs policy work 

Primary question: 

¶ Is there evidence that AGRAôs work on policy has changed how policies are developed and executed in target 

countries? 

Secondary questions: 

¶ How successful was AGRA in partnering and collaborating with other actors in creating a conducive policy 

environment? 

¶ To what extent has AGRA helped to strengthen government capacity to effectively develop, pass, and implement 

policies? 

¶ What evidence is there that suggests outcomes are sustainable beyond the life of the intervention? 

Key evaluation findings  

AGRA was successful in accelerating policy reforms and increasing stakeholder participation in 

policymaking. AGRA provided ministries of agriculture with a range of financial and technical support 

to further the policy reform process, including (1) financial support to conduct policy research and 

convene stakeholders, (2) consultants and seconded staff to support reform processes, (3) convening 

activities to increase non-state actorsô participation in the policy reform process, and (4) grants to build 

information systems to serve analysis and advocacy. Through this support, AGRA helped initiate 72 

agriculture policy reforms across the 11 target countries in the areas of seed, fertilizer, and output market 

access, among others (AGRA Program Performance Report Q4, 2020). This high volume of reforms 

initiated in five years represents strong performance against AGRAôs initial target of 55 reforms. 

However, 33 of the 72 reforms were not implemented by 2021, likely due to resource constraints, 

COVID-19 delays, and multi-year timelines commonly associated with policy reform. Stakeholders noted 

multiple actors were involved in policy reform processes, including several ministries and agencies as 

well as the World Bank, IFAD, and USAID, among other donors. Although these other actors played a 

role in policy reforms, stakeholders mentioned that AGRAôs support was the most catalytic, given their 

strong connections to government and convening power, particularly with the private sector. In 

interviews, civil society representatives also reported increased participation in the policy reform process 

as a result of AGRAôs inclusion efforts, even if their participation came late in the formulation process 

(Exhibit 4).  
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Exhibit 3. Evaluation findings along the policy ToC 

 

AGRA-supported reforms in finance, aflatoxin, and seed production may have the most potential to 

impact SMEs and farmers. Although AGRA supported over 70 policy reforms, some of these policies 

are more likely to have a high impact on farmers and the private sector relative to others. AGRAôs work 

on agriculture finance policy reform in Burkina Faso and Kenya may have an outsized impact on SMEs, 

given the high historic risks and costs of agriculture finance in the region. Similarly, AGRAôs work on 

policy reforms related to aflatoxin mitigation in Ghana and other countries have the potential to reduce 

mortality and contribute to large benefits in terms of health and well-being for smallholders and 

consumers. Lastly, AGRAôs work in seed and fertilizer policy reforms in Rwanda, Ethiopia, Ghana, 

Nigeria, and other countries could incentivize SMEs and stimulate farmersô access to improved inputs, 

provided reforms are well implemented. 

According to stakeholders, AGRAôs policy work was effective, but its contribution to the 

agriculture policy environment was small. Over 85 percent of respondents to a structured web survey 

reported that the policy environment for agriculture had improved over the past four years, likely 

reflecting the combined effect of various efforts from national governments, multilateral institutions, and 

donors to stimulate private investment in agriculture through generalized and targeted policy reforms. 

However, respondents assigned AGRA a small contribution to these changes (Exhibit 5). This is 

somewhat surprising, given stakeholder accounts of the catalytic role AGRA played in fast-tracking 

policy reforms. This relatively low contribution may reflect the fact that nearly half of AGRA-supported 

reforms had not yet been implemented by the end of Phase 2. However, some AGRA-supported reforms 



PIATA Final Evaluation Report Mathematica 

 17 

had an outsized role in improving the policy environment and stimulating private investment, particularly 

seed system reforms in Rwanda and Ethiopia.  

 

Exhibit 5. AGRAôs contribution to the agriculture policy environment, 2017ï2021 

 

Source:  2021 Structured web survey; N = 51 AGRA direct partners and knowledgeable stakeholders  

AGRAôs success with policy reform has incentivized governments to request more AGRA support, 

rather than build capacity. In interviews across all 11 countries, government counterparts reported no 

plans to replicate AGRAôs reform processes or realign their internal financial and human resources to 

change their overall approach to policy reform as a result of AGRAôs support. Instead, governments have 

increased their demand for AGRAôs continued policy support, particularly highly qualified consultants 

and stakeholder convening efforts financed by AGRA. In part, this is a testament to AGRAôs success in 

fast-tracking policy reforms in focus countries, as well as public authoritiesô limited financial and human 

resources. However, as long as AGRA-financed consultants and seconded staff are available, 

governments are unlikely to build capacity in analysis, stakeholder consultation, and policy enactment 

and execution in future years.    

B. State capability 

With $10 million in funding, AGRA supported NAIPs, flagships, and Comprehensive Africa Agriculture 

Development Programme (CAADP) reporting across all 11 focus countries, with a particularly large 

investment in state capability development in Burkina Faso ($3.9 million). AGRA funded consultants and 

provided direct technical assistance to design and support NAIPs, results-based monitoring, and flagships. 

AGRA also funded meetings, convenings, and agriculture sector working groups to support flagships and 

NAIPs. In addition, AGRA funded enhancements to Ministry of Agriculture monitoring and evaluation 

systems through direct grants, ministry staff trainings, consultations, and equipment donations. Taken 

together, this support was intended to help national governments develop, implement, and monitor 

complex and wide-reaching agriculture programs. These programs would then crowd in large-scale 

public, private, and donor investment in agricultural transformation. 

Evaluation questions 

We answered several evaluation questions to assess how AGRAôs support affected governmentsô ability 

to plan and coordinate agricultural programs (see Exhibit 6). 

 

Exhibit 6. Evaluation questions on state capability 

Primary question: 

¶ How has AGRAôs support to state capability affected governmentsô ability to plan, coordinate, and drive 

investment? 
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Secondary questions: 

¶ How is the state capability approach supported by AGRA a relevant tool to facilitate and fast-track NAIP 

implementation in focus countries? Are governments buying in to flagships?  

¶ How effective has AGRAôs input into NAIPs and national development plans been in improving government 

capabilities for planning and strategy? 

¶ How does AGRAôs work affect public investment flow and funding? 

¶ To what extent have flagships served AGRAôs inclusion goals, particularly with respect to women and youth? 

Key evaluation findings 

AGRA was successful in facilitating and fast-tracking multiple NAIPs and flagships. From 2017 to 

2021, AGRA helped develop several flagships, of which six proceeded to some stage of implementation. 

The two countries that began flagships early in Phase 2, Ghana and Burkina Faso, had the most success in 

leveraging donor and public resources and proceeding to execution at scale by 2021. AGRA had a major 

role in designing the flagships and mobilizing support and funding for them, most notably through the 

Planting for Food and Jobs (PFJ) flagships in Ghana. Strong and continued national government 

commitment to flagships was a key condition to their prompt advancement. This condition was met 

largely during Phase 2 because AGRAôs support for flagships was responsive to acting administration 

priorities. Beyond 2021, the fate of flagships depends largely on continued commitment from future 

political appointees and governing regimes, as well as public authoritiesô longer-term incentives to build 

in-house capacity to develop and execute these agriculture programs.  

 

Exhibit 7. Evaluation findings along the state capability ToC 

 






































































