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1 Evaluation objectives and questions 

This chapter aims to describe the purpose of the evaluation, the standard evaluation criteria, and additional 

stakeholders’ knowledge interests and evaluation questions. 

1.1 Evaluation objectives 

Central project evaluations (CPEs) of projects commissioned by the German Federal Ministry for Economic Co-

operation and Development (BMZ) fulfil three basic functions: they support evidence-based decisions, promote 

transparency and accountability, and foster organisational learning within the scope of contributing to effective 

knowledge management. Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) structures the plan-

ning, implementation and use of evaluations so that the contribution the evaluation process and the evaluation 

findings make to these basic functions is optimised (GIZ, 2018a). 

 

The project under evaluation – Regional Economic Development IV (RED IV) – ended in March 2022. A follow-

on project (Improved Competitiveness of National Enterprises, ICONE) was due to start during the evaluation 

period (project term: March 2022 to February 2025). This evaluation primarily assesses and summarises the 

impacts of the project. However, it also draws conclusions to provide meaningful recommendations and les-

sons learnt for the follow-on project. The project was selected for evaluation as part of the regionally stratified 

random sample, meaning further specific situational evaluation objectives did not drive the selection. 

1.2 Evaluation questions 

The project is assessed on the basis of standardised evaluation criteria and questions to ensure comparability 

by GIZ. This is based on the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)/Development 

Assistance Committee (DAC) evaluation criteria (updated 2020) for international cooperation and the evalua-

tion criteria for German bilateral cooperation (in German): relevance, coherence, efficiency, effectiveness, 

impact and sustainability.  

 

Specific assessment dimensions and analytical questions have been derived from this framework. These form 

the basis for all CPEs in GIZ and can be found in the evaluation matrix (see annex). In addition, contributions 

to the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and its principles are taken into account, as well as cross-

cutting issues such as gender, the environment, conflict sensitivity and human rights. Also, aspects regarding 

the quality of implementation are included in all OECD/DAC criteria. 

 

Project staff and national partners were consulted for additional evaluation questions. Expressed interests fur-

ther specify some standard evaluation questions or aspects that are already highlighted in the results model: 

 
  

http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm
http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm
https://www.bmz.de/de/ministerium/evaluierung
https://www.bmz.de/de/ministerium/evaluierung
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Table 1: Knowledge interests by main evaluation stakeholder groups 

Evaluation stakeholder 
group 

Knowledge interests in evaluation/ additional 
evaluation questions 

Relevant section in this report 

Political partner Assessment of the quality and flexibility of the coop-
eration.  

Further capacities that are required at the level of 
subnational administrations. 

Effectiveness (dimension: imple-
mentation quality) 

Sustainability (dimension: capaci-
ties of stakeholders) 

Subnational administra-
tions (governors and 
planning departments) 

Verify benefits for rural farmers (such as formalisa-
tion of businesses, branding, access to markets).  

Focus on behavioural changes among farmers (ap-
plication of innovative farming practices) and the 
role of cooperatives as catalysts for market access. 

Ability of farmers to maintain results without further 
support from the project. 

Further optimisation of the institutional setting (e.g. 
regarding coordination between the entities in-
volved). 

Contribution to poverty reduction and effects on the 
living situation of farmers. 

Effectiveness (dimension: goal 
attainment) 

Effectiveness (dimension: contri-
bution of the module) 
 

Sustainability (dimension: capaci-
ties of stakeholders) 

Sustainability (dimension: capaci-
ties of stakeholders) 

Impact (dimension: achievement 
of overarching goals) 

GIZ Central Office (sec-
toral unit, country man-
ager) 

Pertinence of the follow-on project in light of the pre-
vailing economic background (e.g. cross-sectoral 
approach vs focus on the agricultural sector). 

Key requirements of the partners that drove the de-
sign of the follow-on project; consequences for own-
ership? 

Contribution to the nutritional situation of the target 
groups. 

Extent to which COVID-19 affected the project and 
contribution to the COVID-19 response (e.g. work 
status of returning migrant workers). 

Synergies with regional projects of German devel-
opment cooperation (GDC) and opportunities for fur-
ther links. 

Recommendations (for the follow-
on project) 
 

Recommendations (for the follow-
on project) 
 

Impact (dimension: contribution 
of the project) 

Relevance (capacity to adapt); 
Effectiveness (dimension: unin-
tended results) 

Coherence (dimension: internal 
coherence) and Sustainability (di-
mension: forecast of durability) 
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2 Object of the evaluation 

This chapter aims to define the evaluation object, including the theory of change and results hypotheses. 

2.1 Definition of the evaluation object 

General conditions and core problem 

The Cambodian economy is transforming from one with a strong focus on agriculture to one with a growing em-

phasis on the industrial and service sectors. In addition to agriculture, the relevant economic sectors include 

textile and footwear production, construction (the sector that has experienced the most significant growth since 

2014) and tourism. The stable macroeconomic environment (consistently high growth rates of around 7%) has 

had a positive impact on the rural economy, in the form of increased production; intensification and mechanisa-

tion of agriculture; emergence of new products such as cassava; and the expansion of plantation production. 

China, Thailand and Viet Nam are the main markets for agricultural products (GIZ-RED, 2019a). 

 

Agriculture still forms the backbone of the rural economy and is one of the main sources of income for the rural 

population. According to the World Bank (2021), the agriculture sector accounted for 22% of gross domestic 

product in 2018; the share had been decreasing progressively for 25 years but started to grow again during the 

COVID-19 pandemic (2020: 22.8%). Approximately half of the workforce still works in agriculture. However, 

better transport links and modern communications technology have improved the links between rural regions 

and urban centres, opening up new economic opportunities for the local economy (e.g. access to markets, ser-

vices, agro-processing). Low labour costs attract foreign investment (especially in the light-industry sector). 

This creates new employment opportunities for the rural population. The mobility of the population has in-

creased accordingly and includes massive migration, especially to Thailand (GIZ-RED, 2017b). 

 

Despite the economic growth of recent years, rural areas are still characterised by a high proportion of people 

living in poverty and at risk of poverty (core problem). Though national poverty rates have been constantly de-

creasing over the last two decades (17.7% in 2017), there is a considerable distribution gap in household dis-

posable income, with rural households on only 71% of the income of households in urban areas and 57% of 

that of households in the capital, Phnom Penh. Rural populations, particularly farmers, also face a higher risk of 

falling below the poverty line owing to their vulnerability to natural-resource degradation, climate change and 

other adverse external shocks (Andersen, 2019: 4). According to the most recent Social Protection System Re-

view by the OECD (2017), broader measures for deprivation have fallen much less quickly than income pov-

erty. Malnutrition remains a particular concern, especially among children. More women than men rely on agri-

culture for livelihood and income (Andersen, 2019: 4) and are disproportionately affected by these risks. Gen-

der inequalities limit women's participation in other economic activities. The consequences of climate change 

add to the problem. Cambodia is one of the ten most severely affected countries that will increasingly suffer 

from extreme weather events. The overexploitation of natural resources, essential for a sustainable water re-

gime (such as forests), exacerbates the situation. 

Changes in the general conditions due to the COVID-19 pandemic 

The successful growth path described above was interrupted in January 2020 when the first case of COVID-19 

was detected in Sihanoukville. While many other parts of the globe experienced high case numbers in early 

and mid-2020, Cambodia has thus far (at the time of writing) averted a major health crisis through a successful 

combination of factors: an alert and responsive public, strong and decisive government leadership, and effec-

tive public-health measures underpinned by well-coordinated donor support. The country registered only 360 

SARS-CoV-2 cases, with no fatalities, up to 15 December 2020, when its first community outbreak was 

about:blank
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detected. Major outbreaks followed from March 2021 onwards, leading to close to 3,000 deaths by the end of 

2021. The epidemic dynamic is being mitigated by an exceptionally successful vaccination campaign, with 

close to 80% of the entire population fully vaccinated (at least two doses) by the end of 2021 (OWD, 2021). 

 

Despite the successful management of the pandemic, the effects of national measures to control the spread of 

COVID-19, coupled with the global consequences of the pandemic on trade and tourism, inflicted severe dam-

age on the national economy. Three of the four sectors driving Cambodia’s economic success story up to that 

point – textiles, tourism and, to a lesser degree, construction – were severely hit, causing the direct and indirect 

loss of hundreds of thousands of jobs within a matter of weeks. The agricultural sector continued to thrive on 

exports and ensured enough food supply for local markets. Overall, gross domestic product contracted by 3.1% 

in 2020. As a result, the size of the poor and near-poor population will rise again, at least in the short to medium 

term, increasing the vulnerability of large sections of the population (World Bank, 2020). 

Regional Economic Development IV 

The specific object of this evaluation is the technical cooperation module Regional Economic Development IV 

(RED IV), hereafter referred to as the project. The project was carried out by GIZ on behalf of BMZ, together 

with its partners. It had a duration of four years, from April 2018 to March 2022, and a budget of 

EUR 9,575,200, of which EUR 3,435,200 in co-financing was provided by the Swiss Agency for Development 

Cooperation (SDC). The project design was based on results of the predecessor project Regional Economic 

Development III (RED III), which ended in March 2018 (see section 4.1). 

 

The module (project) objective was: ‘the economic and employment situation of disadvantaged rural house-

holds in selected provinces has improved’. Module objective indicators focused on: economic and employment 

situation of rural households benefiting from economic development measures of subnational administrations 

(SNAs) (M1); income of rural farmers from sustainable agricultural activities (M2); employment opportunities in 

rural areas (M3); and situation of women-led households (M4). For this purpose, the following output goals 

were formulated: 

• Output A – Good Economic Governance for Local Economic Development (LED): ‘Authorities 

and councils at provincial and district level increasingly implement measures for inclusive economic 

development oriented towards the needs of the local population.’ 

• Output B – Micro, Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (MSMEs) Development and Employment 

Promotion: ‘The local business environment is better oriented towards promoting employment oppor-

tunities and the economic development of MSMEs.’ 

• Output C – Promotion of Agricultural Value Chains: ‘Small and micro enterprises in selected agri-

cultural value chains improve their production and sales opportunities.’ 

 

The project’s final (and partially directly addressed) target groups were small farmers, the landless, not regu-

larly employed workers and jobseekers, poor and vulnerable households, and MSMEs in the provinces of Siem 

Reap, Preah Vihear, Banteay Meanchey and Oddar Meanchey. Special attention was given to poor house-

holds, households with disabled family members and women-headed households (between 10.1% and 13.1% 

in the project provinces, according to the Commune Database 2016). Intermediary target groups were tech-

nical and managerial staff of SNAs at provincial, district and village levels; associations of farmers and rural 

MSMEs; self-help groups; local non-governmental organisations; and private service providers. 

 

With its main office based in Siem Reap, the project’s interventions focused on the regional and local levels 

(provinces and districts). The capacity development strategy focused on the organisational and staff capaci-

ties of SNAs, public and private service providers, and agricultural cooperatives; improving public, private and 

civil society dialogue and coordination on LED; and increasing the capacities of rural farmers to apply innova-

tive agricultural techniques. The regional focus of the project was on the provinces of Siem Reap, Oddar 

Meanchey, Banteay Meanchey and Preah Vihear. 
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2.2 Results model including hypotheses 

The results model of the project (figure 1) was developed during the project term and therefore reflects the real-

ity of the methodological approach well. The discussion of the results model during the inception mission of this 

evaluation led to some adjustments in the formulation of specific changes, the optimisation of causal links de-

picted in the model and a reformulation of the intended impact. Though indicators are not a standard element 

of the results model, they reflect different dimensions of the module objective that were added to the results 

model, including the contributions of specific output-level changes to each of the dimensions.  

 

Output A addressed subnational authorities' implementation measures for inclusive local economic develop-

ment (LED). For this purpose, the project sought to introduce concepts and instruments for LED to the subna-

tional administrations and other stakeholders involved and support the establishment of LED subcommittees as 

spaces for intersectoral dialogue aimed at coming up with proposals for investment measures to promote LED 

(A-1). On this basis, subnational councils would be able to decide on respective investments (A-2). Using the 

instrument of the Matching Fund – already developed by the predecessor project RED III – the project sought 

to help district and municipal administrations (DMAs) raise funds (A-3), on the assumption that the combined 

resources from different sources would allow LED measures to be incorporated in the investment planning of 

DMAs (A-4). Modified investment programme guidelines were intended to be formulated to enable the DMAs to 

plan their investment volume more effectively, thereby enhancing the number of LED investment measures fi-

nally implemented (A-5). In parallel, the project aimed to build the districts’ capacities to fulfil their so-called 

permissive function of LED (A-6). It also aimed to support the planning and investment divisions in Oddar 

Meanchey and Banteay Meanchey by introducing quality management (heading towards ISO 9001 certifica-

tion) (A-7). Better fulfilment of the administrative functions around enabling LED and improving quality manage-

ment was intended to facilitate further implementation of LED measures by authorities and councils at the pro-

vincial and district levels in the project areas (A-9), thus contributing at the outcome level to improving the 

economic and employment situation of rural households (M1), including women-led households (M4). 

 

Output B aimed to improve the local business environment by promoting employment opportunities and the 

economic development of MSMEs. The output consisted of various workstreams: demand-driven technical vo-

cational education and training (TVET) and employment promotion activities were mainly implemented in Ban-

teay Meanchey. The aim was for TVET providers to develop training programmes in relevant areas for LED 

(such as business planning, sales and marketing, and accounting) (B-1). They were to be supported in 

strengthening their cooperation with MSMEs (B-2) to ensure the training offered was needs-oriented and to in-

crease the reach of their training offer. Technical assistance to the provincial job centre and other employment 

promotion actors focused on closing the information gap between employers and jobseekers in rural areas (B-

3), with the aim of building the capacities of both sides to interact more effectively (e.g. professional career 

counselling and career guidance, information events on job openings). Involving business associations as ser-

vice providers and facilitators (e.g. via entrepreneurship training for MSMEs) and training trainers for local busi-

ness-development service providers and associations would enable them to identify services that could be sold 

in an economically viable way (B-4). Sustainable tourism was promoted through several activities – including 

consultation workshops, training modules on community-based tourism and study tours – to improve the man-

agement skills of communities and tourism companies and thus build their capacity to promote tourism in a 

sustainable manner (B-5). The project further promoted public-private dialogue forums aimed at developing 

recommendations to improve the business environment, with special reference to women-led MSMEs (B-6). 

Altogether, these intermediary results were expected to contribute to improving the local business environment 

and its orientation towards LED, and the promotion of employment opportunities (B-7), thus increasing the 

number of jobs offered by MSMEs (B-8), which implies – at the outcome level – new employment opportunities 

in rural areas (M3). Aside from indirect contributions to the other dimensions of the module objective, the output 

also aimed to enhance private-sector actors' technical, managerial and cognitive skills (O-1) as a prerequisite 

for further results processes beyond the end of the project term (see impact level, below). 
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Output C aimed to support the MSMEs in selected agricultural value chains in improving production and sales 

opportunities. Provincial Departments of Agriculture, Forestry and Fishery (PDAFF) and other relevant institu-

tions were to be supported in facilitating the introduction of quality standards and technical innovations, and the 

conclusion of commercial agreements for agricultural products through value-chain stakeholder dialogue (C-2). 

In parallel, the project aimed to support agricultural cooperatives and producer networks in developing busi-

ness plans for their services (C-1) to enable the cooperatives and networks to provide their respective services 

in a self-sufficient way (C-3). PDAFF activities and the availability of business development services would fa-

cilitate different processes, including the engagement of MSMEs in the production of or trade in high-quality 

inputs (such as seeds or seedlings) for sustainable crop production (C-4). The aim here was to increase small-

scale farmers’ investment in productivity, environmentally friendly technology and quality standards (C-6), and 

the conclusion of commercial agreements between rural producer networks and agricultural cooperatives with 

traders and processors of agricultural products (C-5). The results logic assumed that these factors combined 

would improve production and sales opportunities for farmers and MSMEs in the selected agricultural value 

chains (rice, cassava and vegetables) (C-7). Increased local agricultural production would improve the market 

position of farmers and MSMEs and contribute to improving their nutritional situation in terms of quantity and 

quality (C-9). This intended result was further backed by better education on fundamental aspects of nutrition 

(C-8). At the outcome level, increased production and sales by agricultural MSMEs would lead to increased 

household incomes for family farms (M2), improve the situation of women-led households (M4) and, indirectly 

(see output B), create new employment opportunities in rural areas (M3) 

 

At outcome level, the module objective states: ‘The economic and employment situation of disadvantaged ru-

ral households in the selected provinces has improved.’ Results hypotheses to be evaluated were as follows:  

 

• Technical advice to subnational administrations in planning and implementing investments (A-4 and A-

5) and to the institutional strengthening of subnational authorities (A-6 and A-7) enables them to imple-

ment more measures for inclusive economic development (A-9), thus leading to improvement of the 

economic and employment situations of rural households, including poor and vulnerable ones (module 

objective indicator M1). 

• Technical advice for small-scale farmers regarding investment in productivity and environmentally 

friendly technology (C-6) enables famers to apply technical innovations (C-7), thus leading to an in-

crease in household income from farming (M2). 

• Improved production and sales opportunities for women-led and disadvantaged households (C-7) and 

education on fundamental aspects of nutrition (C-8/C-9) lead to improvements in the household situa-

tion in terms of (a) balanced diet, (b) children’s school attendance, (c) access to health care, (d) invest-

ment in housing, (e) acquisition of production inputs and (f) acquisition of durable household goods 

(M4). 

 

At the impact level, the project contributed to increasing the productivity and competitiveness of the agricul-

tural sector (I-1), with a more direct contribution to the sector’s development in the four target provinces. Fur-

ther impact beyond the regional scope of RED IV was achieved by scaling up processes (I-2). Key results hy-

potheses at the impact level were:  

 

• Proven success of measures for inclusive economic development (as measured by the module objec-

tive indicators, in particular M1) and the transfer of suggestions to the national level (A-8) lead to fur-

ther scaling up of promoted LED innovations (Matching Fund, quality management, improved planning 

process, LED subcommittees) beyond the project provinces (I-2). 

• The agrotechnical innovations introduced (C-7) and the availability of technical know-how (O-1, e.g. 

through research, manuals and guidelines) lead to scaling up of agrotechnical innovations by institu-

tions and/or programmes in other provinces (I-2). 
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The employment opportunities created with project support in rural areas were a direct contribution to the final 

beneficiaries’ achievement of the right to work (Article 23 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights) and a 

better livelihood. The agricultural techniques promoted also included contributions to environmental sustainabil-

ity and adaptation to climate change.  

 

Overall, the stakeholder landscape included the national government (the Council for the Development of 

Cambodia, CDC), subnational administrations, private-sector associations, public, private and civil society ser-

vice providers, agricultural cooperatives, TVET institutes, academia and – at the final target-group level – rural 

farmers and MSMEs. In the original results model, the demarcation of the system boundary was not clear, 

since the formulation of the programme objective did not differ significantly from the module objective, i.e. the 

outcome and impact levels could not be clearly distinguished, as both referred to income generation for the tar-

get groups. This was adjusted in the results model used for the evaluation, which – at impact level – focuses 

more on scaling up. For contributions to Agenda 2030, see section 4.2 on relevance.  

 

Potential risks: Risks anticipated in the project proposal refer to (a) the risk of political turmoil and instability 

following the 2017 communal elections and 2018 general election, (b) delays in the transfer of functions to sub-

national administrations, (c) limited staff capacity of subnational administrations, (d) limited availability of the 

Cambodian counterparts’ contribution to local economic development measures, (e) hesitance of rural MSMEs 

to use business development services of public and private providers (also owing to fears of corruption), and (f) 

external events such as drought, extreme rainfall and flooding and the subsequent negative impact on agricul-

tural production.  
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C.2 - Agricultural cooperatives, 

agro-businesses and producer 

networks have developed 

business plans for their services

C.7 - Small and micro 

enterprises in selected 
agricultural VCs improve their 

production and sales 

opportunities.

C.3 - Agricultural 

cooperatives & agro 
businesses provide services 

in a self-sufficient way 

particularly in the areas of 
access to markets, technical 

knowhow and innovations 
focusing on the selected VCs.

A.9 – Authorities and councils at 
provincial and district levels increasingly

implement measures for inclusive 
economic development oriented towards 

the needs of the local population.

A.8 - Suggestion on the improvement 
of the work of subnational 

administrations is offered to the 
national level.

B.1 - TVET providers have developed demand-oriented short 

and long-term training programs in relevant areas for LED

B.3 - Job Center and employment 

promotion actors at different levels 

have improved their cooperation and 

extend their service for job matching 

by linking MSMEs and job seekers in 

rural areas of the project provinces

B.2 - TVET providers have 

strengthened their cooperation with 
MSMEs.

B.4 - BDS providers 

(consultants) have 

identified services that can 

be also sold in an 

economically viable way

B.5 - CBT communities 

and tourism companies 
have improved quality of 

their management to 

promote tourism in a 
sustainable manner. 

BA
C

A.7 - PID of the provincial 

administrations 
introduce ISO 9001 level.

C.1 - PDAFF & other relevant 
institutions facilitate the 

introduction of quality standards 

and technical innovations, as 

well as the conclusion of 
commercial agreements through 

a multi-stakeholder dialogue 
among VC stakeholders.

C.9 - Households’ 
nutrition situation in 

terms of quantity or 
quality is improved.

B.6 - Private and public stakeholders 

have proposed recommendations to 
improve the business environment 
with special reference to women led 

MSMEs.

C.5 - Networks/platforms/agricultural 

cooperatives conclude transparent 

commercial agreements with traders 

and processors or promote technical 

innovations.

C.6 - Small-scale farmers 

invest in productivity, 

environmentally friendly 

technology and application 

of quality standards.

B.7 - The local business environment is better 
oriented towards the promotion of employment 
opportunities and the economic development of 

MSMEs.

B.8 - MSMEs (including 

farmers) offer jobs 

related to the selected 

VCs.

A.2 - Councils have decided 

in the framework of the 

investment program on 

measures for the promotion 

of local economic 

development

A.6 - Districts fulfil the 

permissive function of local 
economic development

A.3 - Funds for LED 

investment measures are 

mobilized by DMAs.

A.4 - DMAs LED investment 
measures are planned.

A.1 - LED sub-committees 

have proposed investment 

measures for the promotion 

of local economic 

development

A.5 - DMAs have implemented 
the LED investment measures 

according to the DMA service 
project guideline.

MO: The econom ic and em p loym en t si t uat ion of  d isad van t ag ed ru ral HHs (…) has im p r oved

M1: Improved economic 
and employment 

situation of rural HHs 
supported by SNAs

M2: Increased 
household incomes of 
supported family farms

M3: New employment 
opportunites in rural 

areas

M4: Improved situation 
of women-led HHs

C.4 - MSMEs produce or trade 
high quality inputs (for example 

seeds & seedlings) for sus-
tainable crop production.

I3 - Productivity and competitiveness of the 

agricultural sector of Cambodia has improved
I2 – Upscaling of promoted 

innovations beyond the project 

provinces

O-1: Technical, 
managerial and 

cognitive skills of 
private sector actors 

are improved

C.8 – Better education 
on nutrition

 
Figure 1: Current results model (November 2021), adapted during the evaluation 

Output level 

Impact level 

Outcome level 
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3 Evaluability and evaluation process 

This chapter aims to clarify the availability and quality of data and the evaluation process. 

3.1 Evaluability: data availability and quality 

This section covers the following aspects: 

• availability of essential documents, 

• monitoring and baseline data, including partner data, and 

• secondary data. 

Availability of essential documents 

All commonly used essential documents were available for this evaluation. These include the project proposal, 

programme and project progress reports, Safeguard and Gender documents, quality assurance in line man-

agement (QSIL in German) documents (such as results logic, capacity development strategy, plan of opera-

tions, etc.), strategy documents of the German and Cambodian governments, and cost data, among others. 

Instead of a bilateral German country strategy, a common European Union strategy served as a strategic refer-

ence framework. 

Monitoring and baseline data, including partner data 

Although integrated tools such as GIZ’s online results monitor or the equivalent Excel tool were not used for 

results monitoring, the process nevertheless followed the structure of the planning tools (results matrix, plan of 

operations), including:  

• yearly ‘log-frame indicators achievement reports’, which detail the current state of the indicators and 

differentiations for relevant target groups (such as poor households and women-led households), and 

• yearly reports on the overall state of implementation of the operational plan, which contain assess-

ments on the state of implementation of activities, as well as milestones and conflict monitoring. 

 

Causal links were addressed in the log-frame indicators achievement reports by briefly specifying the contribu-

tion of each output to the achievement of the respective module objective indicators at the target group level 

were followed up via impact assessment studies (available at mid-term and at the end of the project, which im-

plies that not all indicators were updated annually). The final impact assessment even provided data that ap-

proximate the counterfactual situation, i.e. comparing farmers and households that have adopted techniques 

and recommendations promoted by the project with those that have not. This provided a reasonable basis on 

which to carry out the contribution analysis during the evaluation.  

 

All indicators relied on process-generated data, the use of available statistics or primary data collected by the 

project; there were no partner monitoring systems that could have provided project-specific output or outcome 

data. However, the political partner did get involved in the monitoring process by discussing yearly progress 

and indicator achievement reports in steering committee meetings.  

 

KOMPASS qualitative survey tools were not used, but the above-mentioned impact assessment complies with 

their observational function to a certain extent.  
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Secondary data 

Secondary data play a minor role in this CPE. As stated above, output and outcome indicators relied upon the 

collection of primary data (such as the impact assessments) by the project. At the impact level, provinces' over-

all economic performance indicators were included in the assessment. 

3.2 Evaluation process 

This section covers the following aspects: 

• milestones of the evaluation process, 

• involvement of stakeholders, 

• selection of interviewees, 

• data analysis process, 

• roles of international and local evaluators, 

• context and conflict sensitivity within the evaluation process. 

 
Figure 2: Milestones of the evaluation process 

Involvement of stakeholders 

A variety of stakeholders was involved at all stages of the evaluation.  

 

• During the inception phase:  

o project staff: discussion and adjustment of the results model; discussion of the results hypoth-

eses for the contribution analysis; discussion of stakeholders to be consulted during the field 

phase; revision of the inception report, and 

o political partner and selected implementing partners (in particular, SNAs) and GIZ central of-

fice staff: consultations for priority topics and additional research questions to be considered 

for the evaluation (see section 1.2 above). 

• During the evaluation phase: 

o all stakeholder groups: participation in interviews (Int) or focus group discussions (FGDs) (see 

table 2 below for the list of selected stakeholders), and  

o presentation and discussion of preliminary results at the end of the field mission with the pro-

ject team and discussion of selected results with the political partner. 

• Reporting phase:  

o revision of the final report by designated members of the project staff. 

Selection of interviewees 

The selection of stakeholders to be considered for interviews and focus groups was discussed with the project 

staff during the inception mission. The international and local evaluators made the final selection. Stakeholders 

were selected in such a way to ensure that all outputs and all major intervention areas within the outputs were 

covered. Field visits and interviews/focus groups concentrated on three of the four project provinces: Oddar 

Meanchey, Banteay Meanchey and Siem Reap, where most of the project interventions had taken place. 

 

Evaluation start

(launch meeting)

24 Aug 2021

Inception mission

(semi-remote)                         

18 Oct 2021 −

22 Oct 2021

Evaluation 
mission (on-site)

14 Feb 2022 −

25 Feb 2022

Final report

for publication

09 Sept 2022
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The interviews and focus groups covered all intervention and stakeholder levels. Interviewees and focus group 

participants were selected according to the following criteria (see also table 2 below): 

 

• GIZ and donors: 

o co-financing agency (SDC), 

o project: principal advisor and senior technical advisors for each output → all relevant staff, 

o GIZ headquarters sectoral departments and the regional department → all relevant staff, 

o other technical and financial cooperation projects of German development cooperation (GDC) 

→ selection according to the relevance of synergies and the intensity of coordination/coopera-

tion. 

• Public-sector partners:  

o political partner → representative on the steering committee, 

o SNAs → selection of political and technical representatives according to their involvement in 

project-related areas; coverage: Oddar Meanchey, Banteay Meanchey and Siem Reap. 

• Civil society and private sector: 

o representatives of private-sector associations → assigned by the project according to their rel-

evance to the topic areas of the project, 

o service providers in the intervention areas (e.g. training providers) → selection of prioritised 

key players in coordination with the project. 

• Universities and think tanks: 

o one key institution with relevant research and/or training activities in the topic areas of the pro-

ject → assigned according to the extent of involvement with the project. 

• Final beneficiaries: 

o farmers and rural MSMEs → stratified random samples (first level: selection of locations) for 

the value chains supported by the project. 
 

Table 2: List of evaluation stakeholders and selected participants 

Organisation/company/ 
target group 

Overall no. of 
persons involved 
in the evaluation  
(incl. gender dis-
aggregation) 

No. of inter-
view partici-
pants 

No. of focus 
group par-
ticipants 

No. of work-
shop partici-
pants 

No. of sur-
vey partici-
pants 

Donors and GIZ  12 (10m/2f) 10 (8m/2f)  6 (5m/1f)  

Swiss Agency for Development Cooperation (SDC),  
GIZ project team (officer responsible for the commission, output managers) 
GIZ headquarters Germany (sectoral unit, country coordinator) 
Other GIZ projects:  

Development Support to Micro, Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises (MSME) 
Regional Cooperation for the Development of TVET (RECOTVET III) 
Strengthening the Resilience of Poor Population Groups to Climate Change in Selected ASEAN States, taking 
Special Account of the Impact of COVID-19 in Cambodia and Viet Nam (CRAS) 

Partner organisations (di-
rect target group) 

18 (16m/2f) 18 (16m/2f)    

Council for the Development of Cambodia (CDC) – National Committee for Subnational Democratic Development 
Secretariat (NCDD-S) 
Provincial administrations (deputy governors, PDAFF, Department of Water Resource Management) 
District administrations (Svay Chek, Preah Net Preah, Chong Kal, Samroang, Banteay Ampil) 

Civil society, private-sec-
tor actors, universities and 
other stakeholders (e.g. 
public actors, other devel-
opment projects) 

16 (12m/4f) 16 (12m/4f)    

Rural Economic and Agriculture Development Agency (READA)  
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Organisation/company/ 
target group 

Overall no. of 
persons involved 
in the evaluation  
(incl. gender dis-
aggregation) 

No. of inter-
view partici-
pants 

No. of focus 
group par-
ticipants 

No. of work-
shop partici-
pants 

No. of sur-
vey partici-
pants 

International Finance Corporation (IFC) 
Chamber of Commerce, Banteay Meanchey 
Young Entrepreneurs Association of Cambodia (YEAC), Banteay Meanchey 
Cambodian Women Entrepreneurs Association (CWEA)  
TVET schools (Don Bosco, École d’Hôtellerie Paul Dubrule, Polytechnical Institute Banteay Meanchey) 
Employment Centre 
Rice and vegetable traders (2)  
National University of Battambang 
Trainers in agricultural value-chain activities 

Final beneficiaries/indirect 
target groups (sum) 

75 (46m/29f) 5 (3m/2f) 69 (42m/27f)   

Rice farmers  12 (10m/2f)  12(10m/2f)   

Cassava farmers  23 (15m/8f)  23 (15m/8f)   

Vegetable farmers  33 (16m/17f)  33 (16m/17f)   

Agro-input entrepreneur 1 (1f) 1 (1f)    

Agricultural cooperatives 6 (5m/1f) 4 (3m/1f) 1 (1m)   

Note: f = female; m = male 

Data analysis process 

Interviews in English were recorded on-site via digital note-taking (Nebo); for interviews in Khmer, the local 

consultant translated these and provided English transcripts. Interviews and project documents were analysed 

according to the assessment dimensions and questions of the evaluation matrix. The qualitative data analysis 

tool MaxQDA was used to thematically code text passages and interview segments according to the elements 

of the evaluation matrix and, subsequently, to refine the analysis within each assessment dimension. The eval-

uation team received already processed quantitative data from project monitoring, the impact assessment and 

additional sources. Hence, no further statistical analysis had to be carried out by the evaluation team itself, 

apart from the analysis of the quality of the above-mentioned data.  

 

Qualitative and quantitative data from project documents, monitoring and impact assessment data, secondary 

data and the primary data collected by the evaluation team (via stakeholder interviews and focus groups) al-

lowed for triangulation of methods and sources. 

Roles of international and local evaluators 

The evaluation team consisted of one international and one local evaluator. Tasks were distributed as follows: 

• International evaluator: Team leader (coordination of the evaluation process and communication with 

GIZ), evaluation design, data collection, conducting interviews with English-speaking interviewees, leading 

the presentation of results and the report writing (inception report, evaluation report and by-products). 

• Local evaluator: Critical feedback for the above-mentioned tasks and providing contributions as agreed 

with the team leader, document and secondary data research in the partner country (between inception 

and evaluation missions), preparation of the agenda for the evaluation mission, data collection, conducting 

and transcribing interviews in Khmer. 
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Research triangulation was ensured through regular discussions between the two evaluators at the end of in-

terview days. Such constant exchange between the evaluators was of utmost importance, since a significant 

share of the interviews had to be led by one evaluator only because of the language barrier.  

Context and conflict sensitivity within the evaluation process 

The Peace and Conflict Analysis for RED IV identified several socio-political conflict lines and socio-economic 

deprivations addressed by the project design (see section 4.2 on relevance). However, no related risk of unin-

tended effects of the evaluation or harm inflicted to any stakeholders were anticipated nor did they materialise. 

Culturally sensitive communication was ensured by the presence of a national evaluator, who led the interviews 

and focused on the local level, particularly with final target groups (farmers, rural MSMEs, etc.). The interna-

tional evaluator had already carried out several evaluation missions in Cambodia and was therefore familiar 

with communication norms. Some cultural norms, such as the common hesitance to express criticism, posed a 

methodological challenge for the evaluation but were able to be dealt with through the team constellation. 

4 Assessment according to OECD/DAC criteria  

4.1 Impact and sustainability of predecessor projects 

This section analyses and assesses the impact and sustainability of the predecessor project: Regional Eco-

nomic Development III (RED III). 

Summarising assessment of predecessor project 

It is beyond the scope of this evaluation to update the current state of the module objective indicators of the 

predecessor project, since all relied on primary data collected by the project on direct beneficiaries of project-

supported measures. However, from a more systemic point of view, several instruments were tested and intro-

duced by the predecessor whose application and dissemination by RED IV and the Royal Government of Cam-

bodia (RGC) can be identified as a sustainable result of RED III. These are, in particular: the further continua-

tion and dissemination of the LED subcommittees, the national-level endorsement of the Matching Fund for 

small-scale economic development projects and further application of value chain-upgrading approaches. 

Analysis and assessment of predecessor project 

RED IV built substantially on the methodological approach and the results of the predecessor project RED III. 

Hence, there was a pronounced methodological continuity from RED III to RED IV. RED III addressed two main 

results areas: at the target group level, i.e. farmers and rural MSMEs, the project sought to generate additional 

employment and income; at the institutional level, the project aimed to increase the capacities of SNAs and 

councils to fulfil their so-called permissive functions regarding the promotion of LED. The outputs are also con-

gruent with the current methodological approach, namely: 

• implementation of regional economic development measures by SNAs, 

• the joint implementation of regional economic development measures by public, private and civil soci-

ety stakeholders, and 

• improved access of farmers and MSMEs to business development services, and jobseekers to em-

ployment. 

 

Similarly, the module objective of RED III (enhanced income of the rural population due to improved business 

and employment opportunities) and the indicators (covering households benefiting from regional economic 
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development measures, income generation and employment generation in supported value chains) focused on 

elements that remained equally relevant in RED IV. The main differences between the two projects were that: 

• the RED III results framework put more emphasis on the transfer of experiences from the regional to 

the national level (reflected in one specific intervention area and a related module objective indicator),  

• RED III focused on three provinces (Oddar Meanchey, Banteay Meanchey, Siem Reap), while RED IV 

extended the regional scope to three districts of Preah Vihear province, and 

• a few topics were added to the RED IV methodological approach that were not addressed by RED III, 

such as the support of TVET institutions and community-based tourism networks as contributors to im-

proving the local business environment. 

 

As stated in the inception report, it is beyond the scope of this evaluation to update the state of the module ob-

jective indicators of the predecessor project, since all relied on primary data collected by the project on direct 

beneficiaries of project-supported measures. For value chains that were not further supported in RED IV, i.e. 

bamboo and poultry, no statements can be made about the sustainability and impact of the effects achieved at 

the target group level within the framework of RED III. For value chains that were continued, i.e. rice, cassava 

and vegetables, the conclusion of RED III was essentially the baseline for RED IV, which means that the im-

pact of RED III was identical to the final results of RED IV (see sections 4.4 and 4.5). 

 

From a more systemic point of view, however, several instruments were tested and introduced by the prede-

cessor whose application and dissemination by RED IV and the Royal Government of Cambodia (RGC) can be 

identified as sustainable results of RED III: 

 

• RED III first followed a bottom-up approach by forming informal multi-stakeholder groups and networks 

to gradually enhance dialogue processes on regional development. It then shifted towards emphasis-

ing the strengthening of the district administrations and introducing the LED subcommittees as an in-

strument to empower district administrations to fulfil their permissive LED functions. The LED subcom-

mittees, which were started by RED III as a pilot, became the cornerstone for LED steering and plan-

ning in RED IV and contributed to enhancing the capacity of subnational administrations to steer multi-

stakeholder dialogue and planning and improve economic conditions for the population at large.  

 

• RED III also introduced the Matching Fund as a tool for participatory planning, financing and imple-

mentation of small-scale economic development projects within the districts. The instrument was intro-

duced through a pilot followed by the main phase, and improved in various evaluation and adjustment 

steps. In the main phase, 16 projects were implemented, with the districts having to contribute at least 

15% of the costs. In terms of content, the measures included the establishment or support of various 

production and marketing communities, primarily in the field of tourism but also for agricultural prod-

ucts, the strengthening of communities’ capacities to protect communal natural resources (forests, wa-

ter bodies) and the improvement of local markets through market regulations and small infrastructure 

measures. RED IV replicated and enhanced the use of the Matching Fund, while the RGC endorsed its 

further use nationwide (see section 4.5). 

 

• RED III (and earlier predecessors) also accumulated extensive experience in value-chain upgrading. 

Based on internationally recognised experience-based approaches, RED III generated good practices 

adapted to the Cambodian context, e.g. regarding production techniques, increasing the degree of or-

ganisation of smallholder farms, supporting production and marketing groups, networks, cooperatives 

and associations. It is beyond the scope of this evaluation to follow up on specific market actors that 

benefited from RED III interventions. However, it is evident that the approaches and concepts tested 

by RED III were continued or replicated by RED IV, thus adding significant value to the results of RED 

IV, as discussed in sections 4.4 and 4.5 of this report. 
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Methodology for assessing predecessor project  

Table 3: Methodology for predecessor project 

Assessment dimension: 
predecessor project 

Basis for  
assessment 

Evaluation design and 
empirical methods 

Data quality and  
limitations 

Impact of the predeces-
sor projects 
 
Sustainability of the pre-
decessor projects 

Extent to which developed 
concepts, approaches and 
instruments have been 
used and/or further devel-
oped by RED IV. 
Particular focus on: 

• Matching Fund 

• LED subcommittees 

• Public-private dia-
logue 

• Organisational capaci-
ties of producer net-
works and coopera-
tives. 

Stakeholders’ assessment 
of the added value of past 
experiences for the con-
ceptualisation of RED IV 

Evaluation design: 
Analysis followed analyti-
cal questions from the 
evaluation matrix; triangu-
lation of methods and 
sources.  

Empirical methods: 
Document analysis (pro-
ject proposals of RED III 
and IV, final report of RED 
III, national policies). 

Semi-structured interviews 
with stakeholders (same 
as RED IV). 

Focus groups (farmers 
and other beneficiaries). 

Module objective indica-
tors of RED III could not 
be updated for the pur-
pose of analysing sustain-
ability. 

Regarding the focus on 
further use of concepts 
and instruments promoted 
by RED III, sufficient data 
will be accessible.  

4.2 Relevance 

This section analyses and assesses the relevance of the project Regional Economic Development IV (RED IV). 

Summarising assessment and rating of relevance 

Table 4: Rating of OECD/DAC criterion: relevance 

Criterion Assessment dimension Score and rating 

Relevance Alignment with policies and priorities 30 out of 30 points 

Alignment with the needs and capacities of the benefi-
ciaries and stakeholders  

30 out of 30 points 

Appropriateness of the design 14 out of 20 points 

Adaptability – response to change 17 out of 20 points 

Relevance total score and rating Score: 91 out of 100 points 

Rating: Level 2: successful 

 

The project was consistently aligned with the strategic reference frameworks of Cambodian and German gov-

ernment policies and priorities, and with Agenda 2030 and the Cambodian Sustainable Development Goals 

(CSDGs). The core problem – a high proportion of people in rural areas living in poverty and at risk of poverty – 

was highly relevant and there was broad evidence of its existence. The project also undertook systematic ef-

forts to generate evidence on demands and needs, and its needs orientation was rated high by all stakeholders 

during the evaluation. The project’s focus on gender mainstreaming, its orientation towards the poor and spe-

cial measures for people with disabilities complied with the ‘leave no one behind’ (LNOB) principle. The project 

pursued an integrated, systematic LED approach, but integrating the vast array of workstreams in an effective 

way was difficult to achieve, particularly under COVID-19 restrictions and related conceptual changes, delays 

and suspensions of activities. Nevertheless, the project managed to adapt to the changing environment within 

the bounds of possibility, both by adjusting work modes and introducing additional emergency measures to mit-

igate the socio-economic effects of the pandemic. 

 

In total, the relevance of the project is rated as Level 2: successful, with 91 out of 100 points.  
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Analysis and assessment of relevance  

Relevance dimension 1: Alignment with policies and priorities 

To evaluate alignment with relevant strategic frameworks, the project design was assessed according to the 

extent to which the methodological approach was consistent with (a) the policies and strategies of the Cambo-

dian government, (b) the strategic orientation of German development cooperation in Cambodia and with strat-

egy papers, policies and guidelines of BMZ, including the BMZ 2030 reform concept, and (c) the reference 

framework of Agenda 2030. 

 

The Cambodian government's relevant overarching strategic reference frameworks are the so-called 

Rectangular Strategy IV and the National Strategic Development Plan 2019–2023, both aligned with the ongo-

ing decentralisation process in Cambodia. In addition, the project was designed to contribute to several sec-

toral strategies. The Rectangular Strategy IV for Growth, Employment, Equity and Efficiency (RGC, 2018) de-

fines the socio-economic development agenda of Cambodia according to the four pillars of (1) human resource 

development, (2) economic diversification, (3) private sector and job development, and (4) inclusive and sus-

tainable development. The aims of the project corresponded to several of these pillars and, within each pillar, 

to several strategic objectives. Pillar 3, on the private sector and job development, envisages interventions on 

MSME promotion, the strengthening of public-private partnerships and job-market development, which were 

addressed by output B (MSMEs) of the project. Output C (value chains) contributed to pillar 4 on inclusive and 

sustainable development, which includes the promotion of the agricultural sector and its role in generating jobs, 

ensuring food security and reducing poverty in rural areas. Output A (LED) was directly related to one of four 

overarching strategic goals beyond the four pillars, relating to strengthening the capacities of public institutions, 

including subnational governments. The strategic goal refers explicitly to the government’s capacity to improve 

the business and investment environment. The National Strategic Development Plan 2019–2023 (RGC, 2019a) 

is the RGC’s second important policy document and is the roadmap for implementing the Rectangular Strategy 

IV. Among other aspects, it specifically mandates the strengthening of subnational administrations’ capacity to 

formulate and implement their development plans (output A of RED IV), the promotion of MSMEs and labour-

market development (output B), as well as the improvement of agricultural value chains, the promotion of 

value-adding and sustainable agricultural techniques, and food security (output C).  

 

The project’s alignment with sectoral strategies was also high. The strengthening of LED planning and steering 

at the level of SNAs (output A) corresponds to the objectives of the decentralisation process (RGC, 2018). The 

Industrial Development Policy 2015–2025 (RGC, 2015a) emphasises the relevance of strengthening skills de-

velopment and employment promotion systems, as addressed by project output B. The same goes for related 

objectives of the National TVET Policy 2017–2025 (RGC, 2017). Output C, on value-chain strengthening, ad-

dressed several objectives of the Agricultural Sector Strategic Development Plan 2019–2023 (RGC, 2019b), 

such as enhancing agricultural productivity and improving the efficiency of support services. The strong formal 

alignment of the project with government strategies was underlined in positive statements of the political part-

ner and the representatives of provincial governments (Int_12–14, 16–18). 

 

From both a sectoral and regional/country perspective, the project corresponds with German development 

cooperation’s relevant concepts and strategies. Instead of a bilateral country strategy, a common strategy 

framework of the European Union was followed by GDC (timeframe of relevant version: 2014–2018, a new 

framework was in preparation during the evaluation period). The German contribution focused on three pillars: 

(a) good governance, (b) inclusive and sustainable rural development, and (c) health. Under the rural develop-

ment pillar, the strategy mandated the promotion of sustainable and climate-resilient agricultural production, the 

incorporation of value-chain stakeholders and improved food security. Though RED IV belongs to the rural de-

velopment programme, it also contributed to objectives in the area of good governance, since it developed the 

capacity of SNAs to fulfil permissive functions in the area of local economic development, contributing to the 

decentralisation of public administration. From a sectoral perspective, the project proposal was oriented 
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towards the BMZ concepts Promotion of Sustainable Agriculture (BMZ, 2013) and Development of Rural Areas 

and their Contribution to Food Security (BMZ, 2011a). The project’s interventions in output C (support to small 

farmers, climate-resilient production techniques, and particular attention to women and vulnerable groups) cor-

responded to the first of these concepts, which also formulates the principle of embedding agricultural develop-

ment in more comprehensive strategies for the development of rural areas. This principle is addressed more 

explicitly in the second concept – the development strategy for rural areas – and was a guiding principle for the 

design of RED IV. Regarding the current strategic framework of the BMZ reform concept 2030, Cambodia re-

mains the only bilateral partner country of BMZ in South-East Asia, while rural development (under the core 

topic One World without Hunger) and private-sector development (under the core topic Vocational Training und 

Sustainable Growth for Good Jobs) continue to be part of 15 prioritised fields of action. 

 

Regarding the alignment with Agenda 2030, the project objectives were linked to several Cambodian Sus-

tainable Development Goals (CSDGs), namely: 

• Goal 1 – No poverty: CSDG 1.2.1 (proportion of the population living below the poverty line → corre-

sponds to RED programme indicator 1), 

• Goal 2 – Zero hunger: CSDG 2.3.1 (value of agricultural production), and 

• Goal 8 – Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth: CSDG 8.1.1 (annual gross 

domestic growth rate). 

Further secondary contributions to Sustainable Development Goals (e.g. gender equality, action against cli-

mate-change impacts) did not correspond to specific CSDG indicators.  

 

Overall, the project was consistently aligned with strategic reference frameworks at all levels. Relevance di-

mension 1 – Alignment with policies and priorities – scores 30 out of 30 points. 

Relevance dimension 2: Alignment with the needs and capacities of beneficiaries and stakeholders  

The following were analysed for this assessment dimension: (a) the extent to which evidence confirmed the 

core problem, (b) the extent to which the project objectives contributed to the solution of the core problem, and 

(c) the extent to which the project objectives addressed the needs of the target groups. 

 

The core problem defined in the project proposal (GIZ-RED, 2017b) was the persistently high proportion of 

poor and near-poor people in rural areas. The core problem was highlighted in all relevant national strategies 

(see relevance dimension 1) and interviews with national and subnational government representatives (Int_12–

21). Because of Cambodia’s rapid and sustained economic development up to 2019, it has emerged among 

the global frontrunners in terms of poverty reduction. The country’s poverty incidence, i.e. headcount under the 

national poverty line, significantly declined from 47.8% in 2007 to 9.5% in 2019. However, nearly 90% of the 

poor reside in rural areas, and there are sharp regional disparities. Rural incomes are between 50% and 60% 

of incomes in urban areas, including remittances. In short, the core problem as defined in the project design 

was highly relevant and there was strong evidence of its existence (ADB, 2021).  

 

The project undertook systematic efforts to generate evidence of the demands and needs of stakeholders and 

target groups in each intervention area. Preparatory studies in the run-up to project interventions addressed 

district development needs for LED promotion, market and production cost surveys for value chains, or busi-

ness surveys on skills needs and business environment aspects (GIZ-RED, 2018g; 2018h; 2018i; 2020l). Inter-

mediaries were supported in developing their capacity to better address the needs of their respective target 

groups. Examples are the project workshops for the DMAs on the conduct of their local economic surveys and 

development of district economic overviews (output A), or the support to public administrations and TVET insti-

tutions to help them interact with the private sector and better adjust their services to private-sector needs (out-

put B). Given this approach, the needs orientation of the project was rated high by all stakeholders interviewed 

during the evaluation. This included representatives of SNAs, private-sector and civil society organisations, 

farmers, agricultural cooperatives and other final target groups.  
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The project’s goal system and related documents did not explicitly refer to the ‘leave no one behind’ (LNOB) 

principle but did consider objectives and interventions for several disadvantaged groups. This included a mod-

ule objective indicator on the situation of women-led households and subtargets of indicators of the extent to 

which poor households benefited from project results. The project further implemented several measures to 

support the agricultural activities of people with disabilities and the food security of poor households (e.g. train-

ing on fundamental aspects of nutrition, promotion of vegetable home-gardening). COVID-19 emergency 

measures extended the project's outreach to poor and vulnerable target groups, e.g. through income-generat-

ing measures (cash-for-work). In conclusion, the principles of inclusiveness and LNOB were integral parts of 

the project’s approach. To highlight their relevance, Special Measures and Gender Promotion was managed as 

a fourth work area in addition to the three formal outputs.  

 

Contributions to gender equality were part of the above-mentioned work area. Aside from some activities 

specifically targeting women-led households (e.g. skills development training for silk scarf-weaving), the work 

area was established to ensure that gender issues and mainstreaming strategies were incorporated into the 

work plans of all components. Through numerous activities, the project facilitated dialogue on gender-related 

aspects of LED with relevant stakeholders from the public sector, private sector and civil society. In output B, 

MSME promotion activities included organisational development support to the regional chapter of the Cambo-

dian Women Entrepreneurs Association in Siem Reap; in output C, the project explicitly targeted a minimum 

proportion of women-led households to be reached in the context of agricultural value chain-upgrading activi-

ties.  

 

Overall, the core problem was confirmed by broad evidence. The project objective corresponded to the needs 

of the stakeholders involved, and gender mainstreaming aspects and the LNOB principle were adequately con-

sidered. Relevance dimension 2 – Alignment with the needs and capacities of the beneficiaries and stakehold-

ers –scores 30 out of 30 points. 

Relevance dimension 3: Appropriateness of the design 

Evaluating the appropriateness of the project design required determining the extent to which the methodologi-

cal approach addressed the causes of the core problem as described in the project proposal. The quality of the 

project design, including the results model, was assessed against current GIZ quality criteria. 

 

The project pursued an integrated local development approach that considered the strengthening of specific 

(agricultural) value chains (output C), as well as the improvement of the enabling environment, including the 

capacities of SNAs to promote local economic development (output A), and MSME promotion through public-

private dialogue, strengthening of TVET providers, enhancement of business development services, and em-

ployment promotion (output B). While conceptually plausible from a panoramic perspective, effective integra-

tion of the different workstreams was difficult to achieve in practice. The overarching relevance of district gov-

ernment strengthening in output A was evident and confirmed by relevant stakeholders (Int_1, 3–5, 12, 35). 

Output B (MSMEs) addressed a wide range of business environment aspects and thus opted for thematically 

broad individual measures that had little depth in terms of system development (e.g. support to upgrading spe-

cific TVET offers without further ambitions to strengthen the TVET system). It should be noted that output B 

was also particularly affected by COVID-19-related restrictions (e.g. suspension and replanning of activities in 

the tourism sector, temporary suspensions and changed work modes of TVETs, worse environment for em-

ployment promotion, severe economic challenges for some MSME segments), which made it even more diffi-

cult to assure the convergence of the wide array of measures towards one common goal. Output C had a more 

clearly defined focus on upgrading three specific agricultural value chains based on a methodologically sound 

and comprehensive approach (GIZ-RED, 2020j). Owing to the narrower focus, it was also more clearly oriented 

towards direct target-group benefits.  
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Regarding the formal quality of the planning documents, the project’s log frame reflects the above-mentioned 

design issues. The module objective was formulated at the target-group level – and since it is output C that 

most directly benefited a relevant quantity of target-group members, the module objective indicators mostly 

measure results emerging from output C. Formally, some indicators were fed by results from different outputs, 

such as indicator 1 (situation of rural households), which is, conceptually, also related to LED measures (out-

put A). Impact assessments only managed to quantify the contribution of output C, however, while contributions 

of output A were estimated more via extrapolations than measures (see section 4.4 on effectiveness). Thus, an 

overly narrow look at the module objective indicators would ignore other equally relevant outcomes of the pro-

ject, in particular, the systemic strengthening of participatory LED planning and steering.  

 

Despite these critical aspects, the project design was still pertinent to achieving the module objective and its 

indicators. The key results hypotheses for the module objective were plausible. The process and methodologi-

cal design at the level of individual workstreams were generally strong. Overall, relevance dimension 3 – Ap-

propriateness of the design – scores 14 out of 20 points. 

 
Photo 1: Irrigation channel built with Matching Fund resources 

© GIZ, Marie Hoffmann 

Relevance dimension 4: Adaptability – response to change 

For this dimension the pertinence of eventual adjustments to the methodological approach(es) required by 

changes in the external general conditions was assessed. 

 

The main change in the project environment was the COVID-19 pandemic and its social and economic conse-

quences. Though Cambodia managed to hold off major outbreaks for a long time, project activities were af-

fected significantly. Several planned events requiring the participation of international trainers or experts had to 

be postponed. COVID-related restrictions hampered the implementation of farmer training, multi-stakeholder 

meetings and workshops (GIZ-RED, 2021a). 

 

The overall methodological approach remained relevant under the pandemic conditions, but work modes were 

considerably adjusted, and special measures to mitigate the socio-economic consequences of the pandemic 
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were introduced. Regarding the work modes, the use of virtual communication methods intensified, and in-per-

son coaching and training – where these were still possible – were restricted to maximum numbers of partici-

pants. The interruptions were felt to different extents by the stakeholders interviewed. Among local farmers, as 

well as among SNAs, some interviewees did not attach great importance to temporary disruptions in the project 

support, while others lamented the significant effects on the fulfilment of common objectives and the lack of 

time for the consolidation of project results (Int_14–22; FGD_1–7). All stakeholders recognised the efforts of 

the project to maintain communication and continue ongoing processes. In contrast, internal project documents 

concluded that the COVID situation created a lack of communication, missed information and missed opportu-

nities, particularly for less digitally-skilled target groups (GIZ-RED, 2020k). While the project adjusted to the sit-

uation within the bounds of possibility, the negative effects of the COVID-related restrictions could not be fully 

compensated for. The project report for 2020 concluded that close to 20% of the project activities and mile-

stones were severely delayed (3% cancelled) owing to the consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic.  

 

Additional COVID-19 emergency measures were implemented with extra funding from SDC. So-called cash-

for-work measures targeted unemployed returning migrant workers in Banteay Meanchey and Oddar 

Meanchey, providing temporary job opportunities in activities that benefited the local communities (e.g. work on 

small infrastructure projects). In output C, special measures for poor and vulnerable farmers were significantly 

increased, with production inputs distributed to participating farmers and home-gardening activities promoted to 

improve nutrition security. A training cycle on the fundamental aspects of nutrition was expanded and imple-

mented earlier than planned (in 2020 instead of 2021 – see GIZ-RED, 2021a). Interviewed stakeholders who 

felt the project had responded adequately to the changed general conditions mostly emphasised how it had 

adjusted work modes (e.g. virtual or hybrid methods – Int_12, 14, 16, 17, 19, 26–28, 30) and introduced addi-

tional project measures. In particular, the usefulness of the cash-for-work measures for target groups and local 

communities was very much emphasised by the district administrations interviewed (Int_13, 16, 19, 21). 

 

To sum up, RED reacted to changes in the general conditions in a highly flexible and appropriate way. Opera-

tional adjustments mitigated the negative effects of the pandemic on project implementation, while special 

emergency measures helped mitigate negative socio-economic effects at the target-group level. Relevance di-

mension 4 – Adaptability – response to change – scores 17 out of 20 points. 

Methodology for assessing relevance 

Table 5: Methodology for assessing OECD/DAC criterion: relevance 

Relevance: 
assessment dimensions 

Basis for  
assessment 

Evaluation design and 
empirical methods 

Data quality and  
limitations 

Alignment with policies 
and priorities 

Extent to which the design 
aligned with government 
policies and strategies, 
e.g. Rectangular Strategy, 
National Strategic Devel-
opment Plan, Agricultural 
Sector Strategic Plan. 

Strategic orientation of 
German development co-
operation in Cambodia 
(GDC programme, EU 
country strategy). 

Policies and guidelines of 
BMZ on private-sector pro-
motion; BMZ 2030 reform 
concept. 

Reference framework of 
Agenda 2030. 

Evaluation design: 
The analysis followed the 
analytical questions from 
the evaluation matrix; tri-
angulation of methods and 
sources. 

Empirical methods: 
Document analysis (strat-
egy documents). 

Semi-structured interviews 
with stakeholders (BMZ, 
GIZ, CDC, provincial gov-
ernments). 

Data availability and qual-
ity: high. 

Evidence strength: high. 
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Alignment with the 
needs and capacities of 
the beneficiaries and 
stakeholders  
 

Extent to which available 
evidence confirmed the 
core problem.  

Extent to which the project 
objectives contributed to 
the solution of the core 
problem.  

Extent to which the project 
objectives addressed the 
needs of the target groups.  

Evaluation design: 
The analysis followed ana-
lytical questions from the 
evaluation matrix; triangu-
lation of methods and 
sources. 

Empirical methods: 
Document analysis (pro-
posal, context analyses, 
needs assessments). 

Semi-structured interviews 
with intermediaries (SNAs, 
private-sector associa-
tions, service providers, 
academia). 

Focus groups with final 
target groups. 

Data availability and qual-
ity: high. 

Evidence strength: high. 

Appropriateness of the 
design* 

Extent to which the meth-
odological approach actu-
ally addressed the causes 
of the project objective and 
the core problem as de-
scribed in the project pro-
posal. 

Quality of the project de-
sign according to current 
GIZ quality criteria. 

Evaluation design: 
The analysis followed the 
analytical questions from 
the evaluation matrix; tri-
angulation of methods and 
sources. 

Empirical methods: 
Document analysis (pro-
ject proposal, results 
model, context analyses). 

Semi-structured interviews 
and plenary discussion 
with project staff. 

Data availability and qual-
ity: high. 

Evidence strength: high. 

Adaptability – response 
to change 
 

Pertinence of eventual ad-
justments in the methodo-
logical approach(es) due 
to changes in the external 
general conditions – in 
particular: modification of-
fers of 2017, 2020 and 
2021; adaptation to the 
conditions wrought by the 
COVID-19 pandemic and 
related economic crisis. 

Evaluation design: 
The analysis followed the 
analytical questions from 
the evaluation matrix; tri-
angulation of methods and 
sources. 
Empirical methods: 
Document analysis (modi-
fication offers, operational 
plans, activity monitoring, 
progress reports). 

Semi-structured interviews 
(all stakeholders). 

Data availability and qual-
ity: high. 

Evidence strength: high. 

* The project design encompasses the project’s objective and theory of change (GIZ results model, graphic illustra-
tion and narrative results hypotheses) with outputs, activities, instruments and results hypotheses, as well as the 
implementation strategy (e.g. methodological approach, capacity development strategy, results hypotheses). 
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Conflict sensitivity in the project design 

Table 6: Dividers/escalating factors in the project context 

Which dividers/escalating factors 
were identified in the project con-
text? 

Addressed by 
the project? 
(yes/no) 

If addressed, how were they considered by the 
project design? 

Politically motivated intimidation, vio-
lence and prosecution, with increased 
monitoring, restrictions and pressure on 
organised civil society. 

Indirectly The project did not intervene in the respective political 
spheres. However, it contributed to a better State-so-
ciety relationship by promoting dialogue and mutual 
understanding between the public and private sectors 
within its topic area (LED). 

Associations representing MSMEs and 
farmers are manifold in Cambodia and 
are often led by powerful, well-con-
nected businessmen. This tends to ex-
clude especially small and informal 
businesses and farmers, as they do not 
see their place in these mechanisms. 

Yes Strengthening the quality and inclusiveness of associ-
ations and cooperatives. 

Exclusive economy: strong overlaps 
and personal connections (intra-family) 
between political and economic elites. 

Indirectly Dialogue and partnership with provincial, district and 
commune-level partners; strengthening the role of 
provincial councillors in mobilising impartial support 
mechanisms. 
Introduction of particular instruments (LED subcom-
mittees) to support the participation of civil society in 
economic development planning. 

Socio-economic inequality and distribu-
tional conflicts (especially regarding 
land, corruption/ patronage, civil serv-
ant salaries, migration). 

Yes Promotion of access to markets for smallholder fam-
ily-farm enterprises, as well as access to fair employ-
ment relationships and the development of (even lim-
ited) career paths (skills development) for poor and 
vulnerable jobseekers in rural areas. 

4.3 Coherence 

This section analyses and assesses the coherence of the project. It is structured according to the assessment 

dimensions in the GIZ project evaluation matrix (see annex). 

Summarising assessment and rating of coherence 

Table 7: Rating of OECD/DAC criterion: coherence 

Criterion Assessment dimension Score and rating 

Coherence Internal coherence 47 out of 50 points 

External coherence 46 out of 50 points 

Overall score and rating Score: 93 out of 100 points 
 
Rating: Level 1: highly suc-
cessful 

 

Within the GDC programme Rural Development in Cambodia, synergies concentrated on the cooperation be-

tween RED IV and the ‘Promotion of Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises’ (MSME) project. Both projects 

complemented each other and benefited at the design level from the co-development of concepts and at the 

operational level from using some of the same service providers. RED IV was conceptually well-aligned with a 

small-infrastructure investment programme (‘Rural Infrastructure Programme”) of the financial cooperation 

(FC), though synergies did not fully materialise during the project term. There were further significant synergies 

with projects in other GDC programmes and regional measures. The project largely complied with the 



30 

 

subsidiarity principle. It was well-aligned with the expectations and strategic orientation of SDC (co-financer), 

apart from in relation to SDC’s preference for a greater focus on governance. The potential for synergies with 

other donors was limited owing to the strictly regional focus of RED IV. Areas of opportunity were pursued 

whenever possible, though.  

 

Overall, the project's coherence is rated as Level 1: highly successful, with 93 out of 100 points.  

Analysis and assessment of coherence 

Coherence dimension 1: Internal coherence 

For this dimension the internal coherence of the project was assessed. This involved assessing (a) the extent 

to which the project was designed in a complementary manner vis-à-vis other GDC projects in the sector, 

(b) the extent to which the projects of GDC are interlinked and (c) the extent to which the project was con-

sistent with international and national norms and standards relevant for GDC. 

 

Within the Rural Development GDC-programme, there were synergies between two projects: (a) the MSME TC 

project and (b) the financial cooperation ‘Rural Infrastructure Programme’. Three other projects – on food secu-

rity, fisheries/aquaculture and energy efficiency – concerned other areas of intervention and/or had a different 

geographic focus. The MSME project, too, focused on a particular geographic area, i.e. Battambang province, 

but was designed as an offshoot of RED IV, which involved similar concepts and interventions in the areas of 

business environment improvement, strengthening of business service providers and skills development. Since 

the projects were implemented in different regions, they operated independently from each other. Still, the co-

design of similar interventions in the respective project regions ensured the conceptual coherence of German 

technical cooperation interventions. Synergies at the operational level were produced in the form of efficiency 

gains by occasionally contracting the same consultants and service providers for both projects (Int_3, 4). Coor-

dination between RED IV and the FC module ‘Rural Infrastructure Programme’ focused on the adjoining re-

gions of Banteay Meanchey and Oddar Meanchey. RED IV communicated the needs of its target group for 

small-scale community infrastructure measures (e.g. local roads, irrigation systems), which were assessed, ad-

dressed and financed by the FC project. As these measures were finalised at a late stage of RED IV, in 2021, 

further synergies at the outcome level were unable to be assessed at the time of this evaluation. 

 

RED IV was also complementary to several projects outside the Rural Development GDC-programme: 

• Decentralisation and Administrative Reform Programme (DAR) (2019–2022) aimed to strengthen the ca-

pacity of local administrations to provide social and administrative services in a coordinated, transparent 

and accountable manner. Whereas DAR focused on enhancing overarching capacities, structures and 

processes – such as introducing one-window services at district administrations – RED IV supported 

strengthening the specific permissive function of the district administrations, which is to plan and steer lo-

cal economic development. In this particular area of work, RED IV directly contributed to the objective of 

DAR.  

• Strengthening the Climate Resilience of Agriculture in Cambodia and Viet Nam (CRAS) (2021–2024) aims 

to enhance climate resilience in selected agricultural value chains. This topic had already been introduced 

by RED IV. One of the value chains supported by CRAS is cassava, and the project is scaling up con-

cepts previously tested and validated by RED IV – specifically, the training concept and the material and 

monitoring mechanism on quality declared planting material (QDPM) for cassava (Int_3, 6, 11).  

• The Regional Cooperation Programme to Improve the Training of TVET Personnel (RECOTVET III) in 

South-East Asian Nations (2020–2023) promotes the active participation of the business community in 

vocational education and training. Red IV, in its workstream on tourism in output B and in coordination 

with RECOTVET, replicated virtual skills development measures in digital marketing initially developed by 

the bilateral Indonesian project Innovation and Investment for Inclusive Economic Development (ISED). 

The transfer between the two countries and further replication through RECOTVET at the regional level is 
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evidence of the complementarity of bilateral RED IV interventions to strategic regional German technical 

cooperation (Int_3, 9).  

 

Regarding compliance with international norms and standards, the project objectives were linked to several 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) of Agenda 2030 (in particular, SDGs 1, 2 and 8) and – through gender 

mainstreaming and the inclusion of people with disabilities – contributed to the LNOB principle, as already ana-

lysed in section 4.2 on relevance. The project was in line with BMZ’s Human Rights in German Development 

Policy (BMZ, 2011b), since a significant proportion of the target group consisted of economically marginalised, 

poor rural farmers, who benefited from opportunities to improve their livelihood and to participate on an equal 

footing in Cambodia’s economic development.  

 

Considering the conceptual complementarity and synergies of the project under evaluation with other GDC pro-

gramme modules and bilateral or regional projects, and its compliance with international standards, coherence 

dimension 1 – Internal coherence – scores 47 out of 50 points. 

Coherence dimension 2: External coherence 

For this dimension the external coherence of the project was analysed. This involved assessing (a) the extent 

to which the project supported the partners’ own efforts (principle of subsidiarity) and (b) the extent to which the 

project design and implementation were coordinated with the activities of other development partners. 

 

Concerning the principle of subsidiarity, the project methodology assessed the needs of stakeholders and 

strengthened the partner systems in the four intervention regions. In all workstreams, key stakeholders were 

supported with capacity development and most project measures were carried out directly through or in close 

cooperation with the partner organisations: in output A, SNAs carried out LED measures; output B added value 

to the service provision of TVET institutions, job centres, business service providers and private-sector associ-

ations; in output C, value chain-upgrading activities were closely coordinated with the Provincial Departments 

of Agriculture, Forestry and Fishery (PDAFF), and further stakeholders were supported to ensure the availabil-

ity of support functions within the partner system (e.g. cooperatives, lead farmers). Output A pursued a genuine 

system-strengthening approach, in which the function of GIZ was limited to building the capacities of SNAs. At 

the same time, the planning and implementation of LED measures took place under the full responsibility of the 

SNAs themselves. The only – albeit significant – function of GIZ was to make local subsidies available to imple-

ment Matching Fund projects, to test and validate the Matching Fund as an investment instrument for LED. 

Output B also focused on strengthening service provision capacities and other elements of the local business 

environments but was different from output A, thus complying with the subsidiarity principle at the level of bilat-

eral working relationships. Nevertheless, the overall planning and steering of very diverse interventions was 

rather dominated by GIZ. This meant that the project primarily orchestrated specific activities to improve spe-

cific aspects of the business environment. Still, it is unclear how further systemic business environment 

strengthening would have been carried forward without external technical cooperation. In output C, the project 

temporarily assumed partner functions by implementing and rolling out farmer training to an extent that would 

not have been possible through the partner structure alone. It also worked on the system capacities necessary 

to stabilise and maintain the achievements (development of PDAFF capacities, training demo and lead farm-

ers, strengthening agricultural cooperatives, etc.).  

 

Synergies with other donors: These existed with SDC as co-financer and with some other donors in specific 

thematic areas. SDC contributed approximately 35% of the project budget in a classic co-financing scheme, 

with BMZ and SDC resources pooled in one overall project budget under the same project objective and indica-

tors, i.e. there were no specific SDC vs BMZ workstreams or indicators. The SDC Country Programme 2018–

2021 for Cambodia focused on three domains: (a) Local Governance and Citizen Participation, (b) Agriculture 

and Food Security, and (c) Skills Development and Employment. These domains reflect the three outputs of 

RED IV, and, in fact, RED IV interventions were related to all three thematic areas. From the point of view of 
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SDC, though, RED IV was co-financed under the umbrella of the Governance domain, focusing on the capaci-

ties of the SNAs to promote local economic development. While the broader contribution of RED IV may be 

seen as an added value, SDC was advocating a more focused approach. The design of the follow-on project 

ICONE – somewhat simplistically described as ‘RED IV without the agricultural component’ – was felt by SDC 

to be more in line with its main focus on governance.  

 

Plenty of other donors are engaged in the rural development sector in Cambodia, including Australia, the 

United States, France, China, Japan, New Zealand, Korea and Switzerland, as well as multilateral donors, 

such as World Bank, the International Fund for Agricultural Development, the Food and Agriculture Organisa-

tion of the United Nations, the EU and the Asian Development Bank. The common goals of the donors are to 

diversify agricultural production and improve productivity while adhering to sustainable practices, promote agri-

cultural commercialisation and improve market integration. Against this background, the objectives of RED IV 

were fully in line with those of other donors. Synergies between RED IV and other donors were relevant, de-

pending on donors’ presence in the project regions of RED IV or the existence of interfaces with national plat-

forms. These synergies were screened and opportunities for cooperation were pursued with a wide range of 

international development partners. (Non-exhaustive) examples of close cooperation on specific workstreams 

are: 

• Cooperation with the International Finance Corporation (IFC) on promoting the Sustainable Rice Plat-

form (SRP) and introducing the SRP standard. Whereas IFC focused on establishing cooperation 

agreements with big international rice traders and developing training guidelines on SRP standards, 

RED IV implemented capacity development activities for rice farmers, agricultural cooperatives and 

other local stakeholders to enable the fulfilment of SRP contract farming agreements (GIZ-RED, 

2020j). 

• Cooperation with the Science and Technology Research Partnership for Sustainable Development 

(SATREPS) of the University of Battambang funded by the Japan International Cooperation Agency 

(JICA) on quality declared planting material (QDPM) for cassava. Whereas SATREPS focuses on de-

veloping a monitoring system for cassava QDPM, RED IV facilitated the identification of producers that 

could implement QDPM seed production as a business. It also engaged in developing a control system 

that ensures the application of QDPM standards. 

• Cooperation with the Cambodia Horticulture Advancing Income and Nutrition (CHAIN) programme 

funded by SDC and carried out by Swisscontact. The CHAIN programme deals with the promotion of 

commercial vegetable production. In cooperation with RED IV, several co-organised multi-stakeholder 

workshops and training sessions for members and partners of the CHAIN programme were carried 

out, thus increasing the overall scope of RED IV’s capacity development activities.  

• Support to joint activities of MSMEs and TVET providers for project development under the Cambo-

dian Skill Development Fund, financed by the Asian Development Bank. 

 

Considering that (a) the project mostly complied with the subsidiarity principle, (b) the alignment with the ex-

pectations and strategic orientation of SDC was high, apart from SDC’s preference for a more focused ap-

proach, and (c) there was systemic screening and use of synergies with the activities of other development 

partners, coherence dimension 2 – External coherence – scores 46 out of 50 points. 
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Methodology for assessing coherence 

Table 8: Methodology for assessing OECD/DAC criterion: coherence 

Coherence:  
assessment dimensions 

Basis for  
assessment 

Evaluation design and 
empirical methods 

Data quality and  
limitations 

Internal coherence Extent to which the project 
was designed in a comple-
mentary manner vis-à-vis 
other German projects. 

Extent to which the instru-
ments of GDC were inter-
linked. 

Extent to which the project 
was consistent with norms 
and standards to which 
GDC is committed (human 
rights, gender). 

Evaluation design: 
Analysis followed analyti-
cal questions from the 
evaluation matrix; triangu-
lation of methods and 
sources. 

Empirical methods: 
Document analysis (stand-
ard documents of the re-
spective projects). 

Semi-structured interviews 
(BMZ, GIZ sectoral/re-
gional department, pro-
ject). 

Data availability and qual-
ity: high. 

Evidence strength: high. 

External coherence Extent to which the project 
supported the partners’ 
own efforts (principle of 
subsidiarity). 

Extent to which the project 
design and implementation 
were coordinated with the 
activities of other develop-
ment partners. 

Evaluation design: 
Analysis followed analyti-
cal questions from the 
evaluation matrix; triangu-
lation of methods and 
sources. 

Empirical methods: 
Document analysis (pro-
gress reports, monitoring, 
documents of develop-
ment partners). 

Semi-structured interviews 
(project, political partner, 
SNAs, development part-
ners). 

Data availability and qual-
ity: high. 

Evidence strength: high. 

4.4 Effectiveness 

This section analyses and assesses the effectiveness of the project. It is structured according to the assess-

ment dimensions in the GIZ project evaluation matrix (see annex). 

Summarising assessment and rating of effectiveness 

Table 9: Rating of OECD/DAC criterion: effectiveness 

Criterion Assessment dimension Score and rating 

Effectiveness Achievement of the (intended) objectives  30 out of 30 points 

Contribution to achievement of objectives  27 out of 30 points 

Quality of implementation  18 out of 20 points 

Unintended results 17 out of 20 points 

Overall score and rating Score: 92 out of 100 points 
Rating: Level 1: highly suc-
cessful 
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Overall, the evaluation team concluded that goal attainment was high, with two indicators overachieved, one 

achieved, and one indicator almost achieved by the end of the project term. Outcomes obtained according to 

the indicators included increases in the rural population’s income, the generation of employment and improved 

livelihoods of women-led households. Results hypotheses on the project’s contribution to improving the liveli-

hoods of rural households, the income of cassava, rice and vegetable farmers, and the situation of women-led 

and vulnerable households were confirmed. The implementation quality was high, based on the assessment of 

the dimensions of Capacity WORKS (the GIZ management model for sustainable development). Unintended 

effects, both positive and negative, mostly resulted from the COVID-19 pandemic and the response by the pro-

ject, which contributed significantly to mitigating the socio-economic consequences of the pandemic. 

 

In total, the effectiveness of the project is rated Level 1: highly successful, with 92 out of 100 points. 

Analysis and assessment of effectiveness 

Effectiveness– Dimension 1: Achievement of the (intended) objectives  

Table 10 provides an overview of the quality of the indicators, adaptations for the evaluation and indicator 

achievement (current values at the time of the evaluation vs target values). It is followed by a detailed quantita-

tive and qualitative analysis of each outcome-level indicator. 

 
Table 10: Assessed and adapted objective indicators (outcome level) 

Project’s objective indicator ac-
cording to the (last change) offer 

Assessment according to 
SMART* criteria 

Specified objective indicator  
(only if necessary for measurement 
or understanding) 

20 % of 30,000 rural households – 
including identified poor (IDPoor), 
according to their share in the refer-
ence area, which was supported by 
sub-national administrations, confirm 
that their (a) economic situation or 
(b) employment status has improved 
by 1 level on a scale from 1 to 5. 
Base value (04/2019): 0  
Target value (12/2021): 20 % of 
30,000 
Final value (12/2021): 36 % of 
53,880 
Achievement in %: 180 % (for share 
of beneficiaries), 100 % (for no. of 
beneficiaries: overachieved) 
Source: Final impact assessment 

Specific: Despite considerable ex-
posure to external factors, the indi-
cator was specific to the module ob-
jective and a direct effect of the pro-
ject. 
There were, however, some over-
laps in the operationalisations of in-
dicators 1, 2 and 3, which led to dou-
ble counts of beneficiaries and 
closely correlated results.  
Measurable: Yes (based on sam-
ples and considering the limitations 
of a subjective personal assessment 
scale as applied by the indicator). 
Achievable: Yes 
Relevant: Yes 
Time-bound: Yes 

All indicators are based on periodic 
impact assessments on which the 
evaluation had to rely. Results were 
validated through triangulation rather 
than a further specification of the in-
dicator.  
 
Secondary analysis of the impact as-
sessment paid close attention to the 
operationalisation of each indicator 
to avoid double counts of closely 
correlated results. 

Out of 10,000 supported family 
farms, 6,000 have increased their 
household income from farming by 
an average of 10 % (among them: 
20 % poor). 
Base value (04/2019): 0  
Target value (12/2021): 6,000 (1,200 
poor) 
Final value (12/2021): 5,619 of 
13,780 (48 % poor) 
Achievement in %: 94 %  
Source: Final impact assessment 

Specific: Despite considerable ex-
posure to external factors, the indi-
cator was specific to the module ob-
jective and a direct effect of the pro-
ject. 
There were, however, some over-
laps in the operationalisations of in-
dicators 1, 2 and 3, which led to dou-
ble counts of beneficiaries and 
closely correlated results.  
Measurable: Yes 
Achievable: Yes 
Relevant: Yes 
Time-bound: Yes 

As above 
 

750 new employment opportunities 
are generated for rural areas 
(among them: 50 % women, 25 % 
poor) 

Specific: Yes  
Measurable: Yes  
Achievable: Yes 
Relevant: Yes 

(-) 
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Project’s objective indicator ac-
cording to the (last change) offer 

Assessment according to 
SMART* criteria 

Specified objective indicator  
(only if necessary for measurement 
or understanding) 

Base value (04/2019): 125 
Target value (12/2021): 875 (750 
new) 
Final value (12/2021): 948 (823 new) 
Achievement in %: 100 %  
Source: Final impact assessment 

Time-bound: Yes  

40 % of 500 supported women-led 
households indicate that their house-
hold situation has improved in two 
out of the following aspects: (a) bal-
anced diet, (b) regular school attend-
ance of children, (c) improved health 
care, (d) investment in housing, (e) 
acquisition of production or (f) long-
living household goods. 
Base value (04/2019): 0  
Target value (12/2021): 40 % of 500 
Final value (12/2021): 38 % of 1,612 
Achievement in %:  
95 % (for the share of beneficiaries), 
100 % (for the no. of beneficiaries: 
overachieved) 
Source: Final impact assessment 

Specific: Despite considerable ex-
posure to external factors, the indi-
cator was specific to the module ob-
jective and a direct effect of the pro-
ject. 
There were, however, some over-
laps in the operationalisations of in-
dicators 1, 2 and 3, which led to dou-
ble counts of beneficiaries and 
closely correlated results.  
Measurable: Yes (based on sam-
ples and considering the limitations 
of a subjective personal assessment 
scale as applied by the indicator). 
Achievable: Partly 
Relevant: Yes 
Time-bound: Yes  

As above 
 

* SMART: specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time-bound 

 

Indicator M1: 20 % of 30,000 rural households – including identified poor (IDPoor) according to their 

share in the reference area, which was supported by sub-national administrations, confirm that their (a) 

economic status or (b) employment status has improved by 1 level on a scale from 1 to 5. 

 

The indicator refers to the beneficiaries of agricultural value chain-upgrading activities, including COVID-19 

special measures and LED measures, e.g. Matching Fund projects (GIZ-RED, 2022b). To assess indicator 

achievement, the project carried out a final impact assessment, interviewing more than 1,000 households that 

participated in cassava, rice and vegetable value chain-upgrading activities up to March 2021. The results of 

the sample were extrapolated to the total number of households supported (GIZ-RED, 2021l).  

 

The number of households supported during the project term, at 53,880, was nearly double the initial target of 

30,000. In all, 23,014 people benefited from value chain-upgrading activities, 25,781 from LED projects and 

5,085 from COVID-19 special measures. Of the households interviewed, 36% (target: 20%) reported improve-

ments in their economic or employment situation as measured by the indicator. Extrapolated to the population 

of households supported, this would add up to approximately 19,400 actual beneficiaries (target: 6,000). The 

reliability of this extrapolation is limited since the interviews focused on the beneficiaries of value chain-upgrad-

ing activities rather than the beneficiaries of LED measures. However, the contribution of value chain-upgrad-

ing activities alone (5,700 beneficiaries confirmed improvements) was already close to the target value (GIZ-

RED, 2021l; GIZ-RED, 2022b). Even if the proportion of beneficiaries of the effects of LED measures was 

lower, it is still reasonable to conclude that indicator M1 was overachieved.  

 

Indicator M2: Out of 10,000 supported family farms, 6,000 have increased their household income from 

farming by an average of 10 % (among them: 20 % poor). 

 

The household income of family farmers was also measured through the financial impact assessment. Overall, 

13,780 family farms (cassava: 6,296; rice: 5,645; vegetables: 1,839) participated in value chain-upgrading ac-

tivities during the project term – 3,780 more than anticipated. However, the proportion of the supported 
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population that increased income by 10% or more was significantly lower than expected. According to the indi-

cator, 60% of the supported population should experience an increase in income; according to the final impact 

assessment, this was only true for approximately 41%. Despite the broader reach of the project measures, the 

absolute number of beneficiaries fell slightly short of the target, therefore. In total, 5,619 family farms reported 

an increase in income of at least 10% (target: 6,000). 

 

On the other hand, the subtarget for benefiting poor households was clearly overachieved: 48% of the family 

farms supported were registered by the IDPoor system compared with a target of 20% – or in absolute num-

bers: 2,685 households compared with a target of 1,200 (GIZ-RED, 2021l; 2022b). In short, indicator M2 was 

not fully achieved in terms of the overall target value for farmers experiencing income increases but clearly 

over-achieved in terms of the subtarget for income increases of poor households.  

 

Indicator M3: 750 new employment opportunities are generated for rural areas (among them: 50 % 

women, 25 % poor). 

 

Measuring new employment opportunities is challenging, since jobs based on daily payment without working 

contracts are common in the agricultural sector in Cambodia. However, some labourers are also hired for 

longer, similar to a permanent work agreement. In the final impact assessment, the total period of employment 

for the same labourers varied from a few days to a few weeks to a few months, depending on the farms’ size 

and the number of labourers working on them. To standardise the measurement unit, the impact assessment 

followed the stipulations of the GIZ results from the data collection guideline, which means that 1 unit was un-

derstood as a full-time job equivalent, equal to eight hours over 225 days in the year. Overall, additional em-

ployment identified in the cassava, rice and vegetable farms supported added up to 823 full-time job equiva-

lents. The proportion of women was higher than anticipated (60%, against a target of 50%), likewise the pro-

portion of poor beneficiaries (38%, against a target of 25%) (GIZ-RED, 2021l; 2022b). In summary, the indica-

tor M3 – including all sub-targets – was overachieved.  

 

Indicator M4: 40 % of 500 supported women-led households indicate that their household situation has 

improved in two out of the following aspects: (a) balanced diet, (b) regular school attendance of children, 

(c) improved health care, (d) investment in housing, acquisition of production or (f) long-living household 

goods.  

 

The number of women-led households supported reached 1,612 (target: 500). At the same time, the proportion 

of households that improved in the specified livelihood dimensions was only marginally lower than expected 

(38%, target: 40%). Thus, there was clear overachievement of the indicator, with a total of 615 women-led 

households reporting an improved household situation as defined by the indicator (target: 200). Among the as-

pects mentioned in the indicators, the most frequently reported were investment in housing (443 cases) and 

durable household goods (403 cases). Reinvestment in economic activities, i.e. goods required for production, 

was reported in 340 cases. Improved health care and a more balanced diet were reported in 196 and 189 

cases, respectively. More regular school attendance by children played a minor role (13 cases). Among the 

poor beneficiaries, mentions of the effects of a more balanced diet and better health care were above average, 

while there were fewer mentions of reinvestment in productive activities (GIZ-RED, 2021l; 2022b).  

 

Overall, the evaluation team concluded that goal attainment was high, with two indicators overachieved, one 

achieved, and one almost achieved by the end of the project term. Effectiveness dimension 1 – Achievement of 

the (intended) objectives – scores 30 out of 30 points. 

 

The four module objective indicators relied predominantly on the effects of the project activities in the agricul-

tural sector, mostly carried out in the context of output C. Therefore, goal attainment according to the indicators 

did not fully capture the project's outcome. Further effects of the strengthening of subnational administrations, 
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MSMEs and employment promotion, as well as the effects of COVID-19 special measures, are considered be-

low in the contribution analysis and in sections 4.5 (impact) and 4.7 (sustainability).  

Effectiveness – Dimension 2: Contribution to achievement of objectives 

Table 11: Results hypothesis 1 for effectiveness (situation of rural households) 

Results hypothesis 1 
(activity – output – outcome) 

Technical advice to subnational administrations in planning and implementing 
investments (A-4 and A-5 in the results model – see figure 1) and the institu-
tional strengthening of subnational authorities (A-6 and A-7) should enable 
them to increasingly implement measures for inclusive economic develop-
ment (output, A-9), thus leading to the improvement of the economic and 
employment situations of rural households (including poor and vulnerable 
households) (outcome, M1).  

Main assumptions  
 

LED measures increase productivity and yields of the agricultural producers 
targeted, thus increasing household income. 

Risks/unintended results (-) 

Alternative explanation Positive: 

• Overall economic growth/market developments (e.g. demand for specific 
products, volatile price changes of major commodities). 

• Gross vs net effect at the output level: to what extent could local authori-
ties have carried out LED measures without project support?  

Negative:  

• Natural disasters that occurred during the project term. 

• Socio-economic impact of the COVID-19 pandemic and its effect on the 

work modes of the project and financial means of SNAs.  

Confirmed/partly con-
firmed/not confirmed 

Confirmed 

 

To strengthen the role of district and municipal administrations in local economic development (LED), the pro-

ject supported the establishment of LED subcommittees in 11 DMAs in the provinces of Banteay Meanchey, 

Oddar Meanchey and Preah Vihear. A further six DMAs had not yet, at the time of this evaluation, established 

LED subcommittees but had been supported in LED-related planning and steering processes. The project fur-

ther supported the analysis of the socio-economic characteristics of the respective districts to guide local eco-

nomic development and investment planning. Together with the secretariat of the National Committee for Sub-

national Democratic Development (NCDD-S), modified investment programme guidelines were presented in 

2019 to enable the DMAs to plan their investment volume better.  

 

All DMAs that were interviewed during the evaluation (Int_18–22) confirmed the positive effect of the project 

support on the participatory nature of the planning processes, i.e. the involvement of the public sector, private 

sector and civil society, and the results of the planning processes. All interviewees confirmed that the multi-

stakeholder processes contributed to setting priorities for LED investments and incorporating project ideas in 

the planning instruments, namely the five-year development plan and the three-year rolling investment plans at 

the district level. Depending on the socio-politic characteristics of each district and the duration of the project 

support, there were visible differences regarding the institutional consolidation of the LED subcommittees 

(Int_18–20, 22) and the capacity to steer multi-stakeholder processes. However, all DMAs involved confirmed 

that planning quality had improved compared with the situation at the beginning of the project. 

 

According to the project monitoring, 65 LED support measures were implemented during the project period 

(target: 42), which included, among others: (a) 13 Matching Fund projects, i.e. projects with combined local re-

sources and GIZ local subsidies, for small infrastructure or community-based tourism initiatives, (b) 16 liveli-

hood measures for unemployed migrant workers through cash-for-work measures and agricultural training, (c) 

eight special measures projects to support disabled persons in agricultural production (GIZ-RED, 2022b).  
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Overall, LED measures benefited more than 25,000 rural households in the provinces of Banteay Meanchey, 

Oddar Meanchey and Preah Vihear. As mentioned above, the final impact assessment provided data for a 

thorough quantitative analysis of the results of value-chain upgrading (see results hypothesis 2 below), 

whereas no comparable data was available for the LED activities. Since the measures were more diverse – 

some directly, others rather indirectly benefiting target groups – there could be no quantitative measurement of 

the outcome at the target-group level. However, internal reports of the project and the interviews and focus 

groups carried out during the evaluation mission provided sufficient evidence for the effectiveness of LED 

measures. DMA representatives involved in Matching Fund projects particularly highlighted the positive effect 

of water and irrigation infrastructure projects on agricultural production and, thus, the livelihood of local farmers 

(Int_15, 17, 21). Owing to the pandemic, Matching Fund projects in the area of community-based tourism had 

not yet shown the same effects of tangible outcomes at the time of the evaluation (Int_20, 22).  

 

Alternative explanations for the results observed were mostly ruled out. According to the DMAs, LED planning 

could not have achieved a similar level without the project’s process consulting and capacity development sup-

port. The socio-economic impact of the COVID-19 pandemic temporarily hampered the continuity of consulting 

and training processes and the effectiveness of some LED measures (particularly community-based tourism), 

but positive results were still predominant. Considering the weaker data basis compared with results hypothe-

sis 2, results hypothesis 1 is confirmed (evidence: medium). 

 
Table 12: Results hypothesis 2 for effectiveness (income for farmers) 

Results hypothesis 2 
(activity – output – outcome) 

Project advice for small-scale farmers regarding investment in productivity 
and environmentally friendly technology (C-6) enables farmers to improve 
their production and sales opportunities (output, C-7), thus leading to an in-
crease in household income from farming (outcome, M2). 

Main assumptions  
 

• The innovations promoted by the project increase productivity and yields 
of the agricultural producers, thus increasing household income. 

• Farmers adopt innovations and are investing in new services and inputs. 

Risks/unintended results • Increase of factor prices (land, labour, seed) due to higher demand. 

• Smallholders (particularly from vulnerable households) give up agricul-
tural activities and migrate to Cambodian urban centres and Thailand. 

Alternative explanation Positive: 

• Overall economic growth/market developments (e.g. demand for specific 
products, volatile price changes of major commodities). 

• Facilitating factor: increasing demand for safe products (domestic mar-
kets) and environmentally friendly products (international markets). 

Negative:  

• Extreme weather, particularly droughts and flooding, destroyed yields. 

• COVID hampered stakeholder cooperation, access to new markets, pro-
ducer/buyer relations, logistics (particularly cross-border). 

Confirmed/partly con-
firmed/not confirmed 

Confirmed 

 

The results hypothesis refers to the value chain-upgrading activities in output C and the effect on the house-

hold income of local farmers. The project supported value-chain stakeholders in upgrading rice, vegetable and 

cassava value chains. The support was oriented towards implementing environmentally friendly cultivation 

techniques by local farmers, improving cooperation between different value-chain stakeholders (e.g. among 

farmers, between farmers and buyers), improving the safety and quality of agricultural goods, improving access 

to inputs (e.g. seeds) and establishing new business development services (GIZ-RED, 2020j).  

 

According to the final impact assessment, nearly 16,000 small-farming households participated in project activi-

ties, including beneficiaries of the special measures for people with disabilities. After discounting households 

that ceased agricultural cultivation, and double counts (e.g. cases with more than one beneficiary per 



39 

 

household), the impact assessment calculated 11,517 supported households. Recommended innovations in-

cluded selection of better planting material, better handling and storage of planting material, better spacing in 

planting, selection of more environmentally friendly fertilisers, more efficient use of fertilisers, crop rotation, pest 

control, safer use of pesticides and better weed management. The project’s impact assessment used an index 

for the adoption level, counting as ‘adopters’ those farmers with indices equal to or higher than 0.5, which 

equals the adoption of at least half of the recommended practices. Based on this, adoption rates ranged from 

67% among cassava farmers to more than 90% among vegetable farmers (GIZ-RED, 2021l).  

 
Photo 2: Farming training 

© GIZ, Socheath Mao 
 

 

Income data were available for 2017 (base year) to the end of 2020. For the three value chains, the following 

changes were measured through the project’s final impact assessment (GIZ-RED, 2021l): 

 

• The average net income, i.e. gross income minus operation costs, of cassava farmers grew from 

USD 1,213 in 2017 to USD 1,621 in 2020, i.e. by 34%. Some of the recommended practices – e.g. crop 

rotation and intercropping with other plants – make cassava production more sustainable but reduce the 

yield per hectare. This means the total increase in income would have been even higher had the monitor-

ing recorded income from cassava and added extra income from other non-cassava crops. On the other 

hand, a price increase for cassava of 12.5% from 2019 to 2020 contributed as an external factor to the in-

come growth.  

• The average net income of rice farmers grew from USD 743 in 2018 to USD 958 in 2020, i.e. by 29%. This 

includes a decrease in 2020, when yields were negatively affected by heavy floods in the late rainy sea-

son, particularly in Banteay Meanchey. On the other hand, the ability acquired by some farmers to plant 

more than one crop cycle enhanced yields, so that the overall production volume remained stable despite 

the negative influence of the climatic event and increased production costs. A lower selling price for rice in 

2020 also reduced the income increase. Despite these negative external factors, income grew significantly 

if the entire project period is considered.  

• The average net income of vegetable farmers grew from USD 767 in 2018 to USD 1,103 in 2020, i.e. by 

30%. As in the case of rice farmers, income for vegetable farmers stagnated in 2020, despite increased 

yield per square metre, due to COVID-19-related interruptions to timely transport to consumer markets 

(e.g. Phnom Penh) and the closure of many vegetable wholesale and retail markets and corresponding 

price reductions. However, the income increase was still considerable for the entire project period. 
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In addition to measuring income changes over time, the impact assessment calculated the correlation between 

the adoption of production techniques and changes in income. According to the assessment result, the average 

net income of farmers who adopted innovations was much higher than the income of farmers who did not (fully) 

adopt new practices: 

• In the cassava value chain, farmers/households who adopted innovations (adoption index above 0.5) 

earned USD 2,048 on average, compared with USD 738 for ‘non-adopters’. 

• In the rice value chain, farmers/households who adopted innovations (adoption index above 0.5) earned 

USD 1,089 on average, compared with USD 433 for ‘non-adopters’. 

• In the vegetable value chain, farmers/households who adopted innovations (adoption index above 0.5) 

earned USD 1,140 on average, compared with USD 561 for ‘non-adopters’. 

 

In conclusion, the adoption of recommended production techniques – in combination with other above-men-

tioned value chain-upgrading activities – was the predominant factor in the income changes observed. External 

factors (e.g. climatic events, COVID-19 restrictions, market prices) had a rather negative effect. This means 

that in the absence of the external factors observed, the positive effects of the project on the net income of 

farmers would probably have been even higher. Overall assessment: results hypothesis 2 is confirmed (evi-

dence: strong). 
 
Table 13: Results hypothesis 3 for effectiveness (women-led households and disadvantaged groups) 

Results hypothesis 3 
(activity – output – outcome) 

Improved production and sales opportunities for women-led and disadvan-
taged households (C-7) and education on fundamental aspects of nutrition 
(C-8/C-9) lead to improving the situation of women-led and disadvantaged 
households in terms of (a) balanced diet, (b) school attendance of children, 
(c) access to health care, (d) investment in housing, (e) acquisition of produc-
tion inputs and (f) acquisition of durable household goods (outcome M4).  

Main assumptions  
 

• Women-led and disadvantaged households’ additional income is spent 
on improving the above-mentioned aspects of the household’s situation. 

• Recommendations on fundamental aspects of nutrition are applied in a 
way that leads to a more balanced diet. 

• Increased local production of vegetables improves the access of the rural 
population to healthy food. 

Risks/unintended results Increase in factor prices (land, labour, seed) due to higher demand. 

Alternative explanation Positive: 

• Overall economic growth/market developments (e.g. demand for specific 
products, volatile price changes of major commodities). 

• Facilitating factor: increasing demand for safe products (domestic mar-
kets) and environmentally friendly products (international markets). 

Negative:  

• Extreme weather, particularly droughts and flooding, destroyed yields. 

• COVID hampered stakeholder cooperation, access to new markets, pro-
ducer/buyer relations, logistics (particularly cross-border) and school at-
tendance (because of school closures). 

Confirmed/partly con-
firmed/not confirmed 

Confirmed 

 

According to the final impact assessment, 14% of the 11,517 households that supported production techniques 

(see results hypothesis 2) were women-led households. This means that the project contribution analysed un-

der results hypothesis 2 included support to 1,612 women-led households. This includes the beneficiaries of 

special projects that were carried out for women-led households and disadvantaged households, including 

IDPoor households and households with disabled persons. These special measures included the establish-

ment of agricultural communities, support for cassava, vegetable and rice planting, and other economic activi-

ties (e.g. silk-scarf weaving). Furthermore, more than 3,000 households (82% women-led, 40% IDPoor) 
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participated in a comprehensive cycle of training on fundamental aspects of nutrition – among these, around 

400 poor households participated in vegetable home-gardening training (GIZ-RED, 2021l).  

 

Though the income of women-led households and other vulnerable households is significantly lower than the 

average, adoption rates and the project effect on income increases did not differ considerably from what was 

observed for the overall population of beneficiaries. The intended effect on the households’ situation has also 

been confirmed, particularly regarding investment in housing, goods required for production, balanced diet and 

health care. The results confirmed that additional income was spent as anticipated, thus contributing to better 

livelihoods. The application of nutrition training content was exceptionally high, with about 98% of the respond-

ents reporting the adoption of at least two out of 12 recommendations (69% adopted at least three recommen-

dations), such as planting moringa and fruit trees, increasing fruit and vegetable consumption, small-scale ani-

mal farming for household consumption, sanitation and hygiene-related recommendations. Nearly half of the 

participants increased their production and consumption of vegetables (GIZ-RED, 2021g). Unlike the project’s 

effect on income, the net project effect on the livelihood dimensions mentioned could not be statistically as-

sessed. Focus group participants, however, confirm a strong causal relationship between (a) income increase 

and the above-mentioned household expenses and (b) special measures and nutrition training on the availabil-

ity of agricultural goods for household consumption and a more balanced diet (FGD_5).  

 

Effects mediated through commercial agriculture and income generation were exposed to the same external 

factors as analysed for results hypothesis 2 (see above). Regarding the adoption of home gardening and rec-

ommendations on nutrition, no alternative explanations for the changes observed were reported. Overall as-

sessment: results hypothesis 3 confirmed (evidence: strong). 

 

Overall, the three results hypotheses for effectiveness were confirmed. The evidence was strong for the out-

come of value chain-upgrading activities (results hypothesis 2) and the measures oriented towards women-led 

and vulnerable households (results hypothesis 3), and medium for the outcome of LED measures, owing to the 

more complex causal contribution to the outcome at target group level. Effectiveness dimension 2 – Contribu-

tion to the achievement of objectives – scores 27 out of 30 points. 

Effectiveness – Dimension 3: Quality of implementation  

The assessment of the quality of implementation took into account selected Capacity WORKS success factors 

(strategy, cooperation, steering, processes, learning and innovation) and the results-oriented monitoring. 

 

The project steering structure considered three levels:  

• annual national steering committee meeting under the NCDD-S for the discussion and approval of the 

annual operational plan and annual revision of the current State strategic foresight,  

• several provincial steering committees per year for the discussion of operations in each province and 

revision of the respective results, and 

• different types of stakeholder partnerships at the implementation level within each area of intervention.  

 

Overall, the steering structure was conducive to ensuring ownership and stakeholder engagement at all levels 

(Int_3, 4, 12). Given the predominantly regional focus and presence of the project, the purpose of the national 

steering committee was mainly to provide updates on the state of the project and promote the dissemination of 

project results, rather than to involve national-level stakeholders in the project planning and implementation. 

Therefore, it was functional for the project to concentrate steering activities on the subnational level.  

 

The project strategy for the different areas of intervention was extensively discussed and agreed upon and 

well understood by the implementation partners. Interviews during the evaluation found that stakeholders at all 

levels were aware of the objectives and approach of the intervention areas in which they were involved. This 

was less the case for the overall project approach, i.e. the integration, interconnections and synergies of the 
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different areas of intervention. While interconnections between output A (LED) and output C (value-chain up-

grading) were conceptually clear and frequently mentioned by evaluation interviewees (Int_12, 13, 14, 16, 17), 

stakeholders of output B (MSMEs) appeared to be more focused on particular topics within the boundaries of 

the specific measures in which they were directly involved.  

 

The project put much emphasis on building and facilitating cooperation structures and processes between 

stakeholders to ensure the systemic strengthening of the partner landscape. This included: 

• emphasis on multi-stakeholder participation in the LED subcommittees in output A, 

• emphasis on public-private dialogue mechanisms in MSME promotion and the cooperation between 

TVET institutions and the private sector as a prerequisite for needs-oriented TVET in output B, and  

• strengthening agricultural cooperatives and producer-buyer relationships in the cassava, rice and veg-

etable value chains in output C and support of broader networks, such as innovation platforms (Cas-

sava Innovation Platform, Drum Seeder Innovation Platform), unions of agricultural cooperatives and 

producer-trader networks.  

 

During the COVID-19 pandemic, the development and performance of multi-stakeholder processes, networks 

and platforms suffered because of travel and meeting restrictions (GIZ-RED, 2021d) but had regained momen-

tum by the time of the evaluation and were assessed by many interviewees as among the key elements and 

added values of the project (Int_12, 19, 26–28). This assessment was not affected by the fact that cooperation 

formats were still somewhat fluid and subject to change when mandates, structures and functions adjusted to a 

changing stakeholder landscape (e.g. due to overlapping functions of different networks, networks of agricul-

tural cooperatives duplicating the tasks of participating cooperatives themselves, etc.; see GIZ-RED, 2022a; 

2022b).  

 

The project strongly emphasised the promotion of learning and innovation processes. Partners were sup-

ported in generating evidence for the formulation of strategies and design of interventions (e.g. needs and po-

tential analyses, stakeholder surveys, local economic and value-chain analyses, feasibility studies), advocated 

tools and concepts were documented, implementation experiences were systematised and project outcomes in 

key workstreams were thoroughly assessed. Such assessment included the mid-term and final impact assess-

ments – based on surveys with more than 1,000 beneficiaries – as cornerstones of the project’s comprehen-

sive monitoring system. Considering that the project operations concentrated on the regional level and that 

there was no national level workstream beyond the national steering committee meetings, consistent documen-

tation and communication of learning experiences was a prerequisite for the transfer of regionally tested con-

cepts to the national level (see section 4.5 on impact). If there’s one critical aspect of the project documenta-

tion, it was the difficulty in moving from the comprehensive systematisation of the different workstreams to an 

accessible, panoramic narrative for the project as a whole. Despite the availability of some overarching docu-

ments (e.g. the annual report to the National Steering Committee and the internal log-frame indicator achieve-

ment reports), the documentation was stronger in terms of analyses of single intervention and result areas than 

at providing a strategic overview.  

 

Based on the Capacity WORKS factors assessed, implementation quality was high. Critical aspects related to 

the project’s thematic complexity were more related to the project design (see chapter 4.2 on relevance) and 

were therefore not given much weight in the evaluation of this dimension, to avoid double counts of the same 

aspects. Overall, effectiveness dimension 3 – Quality of implementation – scores 18 out of 20 points. 
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Photo 3: Handover of books at the University of Banteay Meanchey 

© GIZ, Rattana Phan 

Effectiveness – Dimension 4: Unintended results 

The assessment distinguished between three different categories of unintended results: (a) anticipated unin-

tended results, i.e. the extent to which the project anticipated and adequately managed risks, (b) unanticipated 

negative results and (c) unintended positive results. 

 

No unintended negative results, in the narrow sense, were reported by the project or in interviews with stake-

holders. What was observed was a discrepancy in the extent to which project support for different target groups 

could be continued during the restrictions on contact during COVID-19. Owing to COVID regulations, many ac-

tivities were either postponed, amended or cancelled in 2020. Since it is easier to adapt activities with digitally 

skilled target groups, support to those groups tended to continue. Activities with less digitally skilled target 

groups, on the other hand, were more often cancelled or postponed, which created a lack of communication 

and lower levels of support. In that sense, the COVID-19 situation particularly affected cooperation with target 

groups that were already underprivileged (GIZ-RED, 2020k).  

 

Aside from this socio-structural self-reinforcing obstacle, the project reacted in various ways to the restrictions 

resulting from the COVID-19-pandemic (see section 4.2 on relevance and the response to change). Aside from 

operational adjustments, the adaptations included special measures to mitigate the negative socio-economic 

consequences of the pandemic. Those measures were not unintended in the narrow sense but neither were 

they anticipated in the original project design, so they led to additional outcomes. Interviewed DMAs mostly 

emphasised the positive outcome of the so-called cash-for-work measures for returning migrants. As well as 

generating short-term income for the target groups, the work measures contributed to infrastructure upgrades, 

such as the rehabilitation of reservoirs and other water infrastructure. Home-gardening training helped farmers 

start small-scale vegetable production. Those farmers who were already maintaining a home garden increased 

the size of their gardens and grew more types of vegetables, thus the diet and food security of those farmers 

were improved (GIZ-RED, 2021g).  

 

Risk monitoring was less formalised than the monitoring of indicators and operations, but the reflections on 

the degree of indicator achievement showed sufficient awareness and consideration of risk factors and, indeed, 

considered a much wider array than just the overarching general risks documented in the project proposal.  

Overall, effectiveness dimension 4 – Unintended results – scores 17 out of 20 points. 
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Methodology for assessing effectiveness 

Table 14: Methodology for assessing OECD/DAC criterion: effectiveness 

Effectiveness: assess-
ment dimensions 

Basis for  
assessment 

Evaluation design and 
empirical methods 

Data quality and  
limitations 

Achievement of the (in-
tended) objectives  
 

Extent to which module 
objective indicators were 
achieved (see indicators in 
table 10). 

Evaluation design: 
The analysis was mainly 
based on the analysis of 
secondary data from the 
project’s impact assess-
ment, contextualised by 
qualitative data from 
stakeholder interviews. 

Empirical methods: 
Document analysis (pro-
gress reports, impact as-
sessments); semi-struc-
tured interviews (all). 

Impact assessments pro-
vided data required for the 
indicator assessment. 

Double counts of benefi-
ciaries were an issue but 
could probably be elimi-
nated. 

Limited precision of sub-
jective assessment scales. 

Evidence strength: me-
dium. 

Contribution to achieve-
ment of  
objectives  
 

Extent to which the out-
puts of the project have 
contributed to achieving 
the module objective. 

Hypotheses: (1) Contribu-
tion of LED measures to 
the situation of rural 
households (table 11), (2) 
Contribution of agrotech-
nical innovations to the in-
come of farmers (table 
12), (3) Contribution of 
production and sales op-
portunities for women-
led/disadvantaged house-
holds to household situa-
tion (e.g. diet, health care, 
etc. –  table 13). 

Evaluation design: 
Contribution analysis. 

Empirical methods: 
Document analysis, includ-
ing secondary data analy-
sis (progress reports, im-
pact assessments, reports 
on specific workstreams); 
semi-structured interviews 
(all stakeholders); focus 
groups with final benefi-
ciaries. 

Same limitations as indica-
tor analysis. 

High exposure of intended 
outcomes to external fac-
tors.  

Evidence strength: me-
dium. 

Quality of  
implementation  
 

Quality of steering and im-
plementation based on 
Capacity WORKS dimen-
sions, i.e. quality of strat-
egy, cooperation, steering, 
processes, learning and 
innovation. 

Quality of the results-ori-
ented monitoring system. 

Evaluation design: 
Analysis followed the ana-
lytical questions from the 
evaluation matrix; triangu-
lation of sources. 
 
Empirical methods: 
Document analysis (stand-
ard documents, reports on 
individual interventions); 
semi-structured interviews 
(all stakeholders); focus 
groups with beneficiaries. 

Data availability and qual-
ity: high. 

Evidence strength: high. 

Unintended results 
 

Extent to which the project 
did or may contribute to 
foreseeable/identifiable 
unintended outcomes.  

Assessment of the risk 
monitoring and manage-
ment of the project. 

Evaluation design: 
Outcome harvesting. 

Empirical methods: 
Document and secondary 
data analysis (progress re-
ports, reports on individual 
interventions); semi-struc-
tured interviews (all), focus 
groups with final benefi-
ciaries. 

Data availability and qual-
ity: medium to high (not all 
existing unintended effects 
may be identified as such 
by interviewees). 

Evidence strength: me-
dium to high. 

* SMART: specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time-bound 
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4.5 Impact 

This section analyses and assesses the impact of the project. It is structured according to the assessment di-

mensions in the GIZ project evaluation matrix (see annex). 

Summarising assessment and rating of impact 

Table 15: Rating of OECD/DAC criterion: impact 

Criterion Assessment dimension Score and rating 

Impact Higher-level (intended) development changes/results 26 out of 30 points 

Contribution to higher-level (intended) development re-
sults/changes  

33 out of 40 points 

Contribution to higher-level (unintended) development 
results/changes 

30 out of 30 points 

Impact score and rating Score: 89 out of 100 points 

Rating: Level 2: successful 

 

RED IV sought to contribute to two of the three programme indicators of the current Rural Development pro-

gramme of German development cooperation, measuring the reduction of (a) the proportion of IDPoor house-

holds in the target provinces and (b) the proportion of the population with low food security. Both indicators are 

following a positive long-term trend but this was interrupted by COVID-19. Their validity as a goalpost for the 

project under evaluation was therefore limited. However, the project did have significant direct effects on 

household income and food security, which were proven and quantified by the project’s impact assessment 

studies. The project has successfully laid the foundations for the dissemination of innovations in LED and in 

agricultural value chains – both related results hypotheses were confirmed or partly confirmed. While further 

dissemination beyond the project boundaries is probable, there may be implementation challenges and further 

external support may be required. No unintended negative results at the impact level were observed.  

 

In total, the impact of the project is rated Level 2: successful, with 89 out of 100 points. 

Analysis and assessment of impact 

Impact dimension 1: Higher-level (intended) development changes/results 

The project was designed under the former development cooperation programme Rural Economic Develop-

ment (valid until 2019). With the transition to the new Rural Development programme, the focus of GDC was 

broadened but the general orientation of the relevant programme indicator for the project (proportion of the 

population under the poverty line) was maintained. Owing to their different wording, regional scope and sub-

indicators, the indicators from both programmes are listed here. The goal system of the new development pro-

gramme contains a further indicator on nutrition, which is also relevant for the RED IV project: 

 

• Previous programme indicator 1 (up to 2019): ‘Increasing the family income of the rural poor in Siem 

Reap province by (a) reducing the proportion of poor households in Siem Reap province and (b) 

reaching women-headed households at least in line with the proportion of all women-headed house-

holds in the programme provinces.’ 

• Current programme indicator 1 (since 2019): ‘Reducing the share of IDPoor households in the inter-

vention areas of German development cooperation.’ 

 

Poverty rates have constantly been declining in Cambodia over the last two decades. From 2019 to 2020 – 

precisely the year between the new programme baseline and the most recent indicator reporting – there was, 

for the first time, a rise in poverty rates, due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Tourist areas such as Siem Reap 
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were more severely hit than areas with predominantly agricultural activity. However, the share of IDPoor 

households is still lower than in 2018 (the baseline year of the RED IV project). The average share of IDPoor 

households in the four project regions was 11.8% in 2020 compared with 13.3% in 2018 (MoP, 2022). In 2013, 

the baseline year of the previous DC programme, the poverty rate in Siem Reap was as high as 32% (GIZ-

RED, 2014a). 

 

The changes in IDPoor rates were due to multiple factors and strong overall economic trends and cannot only 

be attributed to German development cooperation. However, within its scope of intervention, RED IV had a 

strong direct effect on improving the income and livelihood of a quantitatively significant target group (see sec-

tion 4.4 on effectiveness for detailed data). It can be argued that the results measured by the module and the 

programme indicator are nearly at the same level, except for the fact that the module objective indicator refers 

to a more limited target group (beneficiaries of LED measures and value chain-upgrading activities), whereas 

the programme indicator covers the entire population of the target provinces. Thus, according to the results re-

ported in section 4.4 above, the significant share contributed by the project is evident, regardless of whether 

external factors distorted the poverty data at the overall province level. 

 

• Current programme indicator 2: ‘Average proportion of IDPoor households in the total population of the 

intervention areas that have medium or low food security according to the IDPoor scoring system.’ 

 

The baseline for the indicator was set in November 2019 (5.42%), just before the start of the COVID-19 pan-

demic, which led to an increase (5.75%) by the time of the last report, in November 2020. Therefore, it will take 

further measurements over several years for the indicator to become a valid goalpost for GDC. As for the previ-

ous programme indicator, however, the project under evaluation benefited a significant sub-segment of the 

population, contributing to food security at the outcome level either directly, through stimulating home-garden-

ing and behaviour-change measures, or indirectly, through the increase in household income achieved (see 

section 4.4). Of the 359 households trained in home-gardening techniques by the end of 2020, 338 had 

adopted some activity. The share of households consuming vegetables five times a week increased by 19%, 

with home gardening being the main source of the vegetables consumed for 97% of the households. An impact 

assessment of nutrition training in Oddar Meanchey showed that 1,885 of 1,923 households adopted at least 

two recommendations (planting moringa trees – 83%, planting fruit trees – 67% or planting vegetables – 46%) 

(GIZ-RED, 2021g; 2022b). 

 

Regarding the project’s contribution to Agenda 2030, the results analysed in section 4.4 and in this section co-

incide or directly contribute to several Cambodian Sustainable Development Goals (CSDGs). Programme indi-

cator 1 measures the achievement of CSDG 1.2.1 for poverty reduction (reducing the proportion of the popula-

tion living below the poverty line). The analysis, in section 4.4, of the project contribution to the income of small 

farmers showed a more than two-fold increase of the value of agricultural production (CSDG 2.3.1) for a rele-

vant target-group size. Changes in the annual gross domestic growth rates in 2020 and 2021 (CSDG 8.1.1) 

were dominated by the economic impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, such that a project-specific contribution 

cannot be estimated. However, the aforementioned increase in farmers’ income is closely related to CSDG 

8.1.1.  

 

In short, the programme indicators are following a positive long-term trend, which was interrupted by COVID-

19. Their validity as a goalpost for the project at the time of its evaluation was therefore limited. However, the 

project did directly affect household income and food security, as proven and quantified by impact assess-

ments. Therefore, impact dimension 1 – Higher-level (intended) development changes/results – scores 26 out 

of 30 points. 
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Impact dimension 2: Contribution to higher-level (intended) development results/changes 

Table 16: Results hypothesis 1 for impact (scaling up of LED innovations) 

Hypothesis 1 
(outcome – impact) 

Proven success of measures for inclusive economic development (as meas-
ured by the module objective indicators, in particular M1) and the transfer of 
suggestions to the national level (A-8) lead to further scaling up of promoted 
LED innovations beyond the project provinces (I-2). 

Main assumption  
 

• Evidence of the positive outcome of LED measures is available. 

• The RGC endorses and further promotes the replication of project-sup-
ported innovations beyond the project provinces. 

Risks • SNAs in other provinces may not have the capacity to implement the pro-
moted innovations without external support. 

• Reduction of financial means for the SNAs (cut by 50% with effects on 
staffing, ability to function, etc.). 

Alternative explanation • Presence of other development partners 

 

As shown in section 4.4 (effectiveness), project-supported LED measures and value chain-upgrading activities 

together reached more than 50,000 rural households, of which more than a third reported an improved house-

hold situation. Though the impact assessments did not capture all target groups to the same extent (e.g. more 

abundant data availability for beneficiaries of value-chain upgrading than for LED measures), the project gener-

ally emphasised impact assessments. Therefore, quality data to prove the success of LED measures are avail-

able and summarised in documents that are available for all project stakeholders. Supported concepts, imple-

mentation experiences, good practices and success stories were summarised and documented as reading ma-

terial, manuals or technical guidelines. This is the case for the LED instruments (e.g. the Matching Fund man-

ual – GIZ-RED, 2019e), for project experiences with the wide range of stakeholders in the business environ-

ment component and, in particular, for the value chain-upgrading activities, covering both the documentation of 

the overall approach and specific interventions at different points along the value chain. 

 

Most of the documents did not specifically address the national level, i.e. the national counterpart NCDD-S. 

Also, the results horizon of the project was mainly limited to the target regions, and scaling up at the national 

level was not a primary objective. However, based on the project experience, there were several proposals di-

rected at the national level and further advocated by the project. These were: 

• LED subcommittee secretariats: The project promoted and tested the implementation of LED sub-

committee secretariats as part of the local administrative structure to strengthen and sustain the effec-

tiveness of these subcommittees. This was incorporated by NCDD-S in the decentralisation reform for 

DMAs, so that each DMA in Cambodia is now obliged to have an office dedicated to LED (Int_3, 12). 

• LED planning processes: The LED planning process, including the updated, more realistic district 

economic overview, was the main focus of the project’s support to the DMAs. The planning functions, 

like the subcommittee secretariats, are mandated by the DMA decentralisation reform (GIZ-RED, 

2022b).  

• Matching Fund: The Matching Fund manual has been endorsed by the NCDD-S, and it is assumed 

that Matching Fund projects are being carried out in other provinces, either with the help of govern-

ment resources or in alliance with other donors or NGOs (Int_3, 5, 12).  

• Quality management: RED IV supported the Planning and Investment Divisions in Oddar Meanchey 

and Banteay Meanchey and the One Window Service Unit in Banteay Meanchey by introducing a 

quality management system based on ISO 9001:2015,which was implemented as a pilot to be shared 

with the national counterpart (Int_12, 22). 
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Photo 4: Community-based tourism training 

© Marie Hoffmann 

 

By the end of the project, foundations had been laid for the dissemination of the LED-related structural and pro-

cedural innovations, and their dissemination beyond the project provinces appears probable. The national 

counterpart is, indeed, concerned about uneven capacities to implement LED planning and steering processes 

without external support and about the overburdening of district administrations that lack personnel and finan-

cial resources. However, the share of subnational administrations capable to implement LED processes is ex-

pected to gradually improve (Int_5, 12, 13, 16). Demand for Matching Fund projects is expected to be high be-

yond the boundaries of the project provinces, although complementary national resources or donor and NGO 

contributions will still need to be identified, probably on a case-by-case basis (Int_12). Further dissemination 

may be slow but is expected to happen by key stakeholders (Int_12, 14–18). Interviewees did not comment on 

prospects for the dissemination of quality management but, unlike the other proposals, it was presented more 

as a learning experience than an immediately replicable tool (Int_12).  

 

Though it was not yet possible, at the time of the evaluation, to empirically confirm impact hypothesis 1, its 

occurrence is probable (results hypothesis confirmed – evidence strength: medium). While the dissemi-

nation of LED instruments is likely to continue, the challenge for the Royal Government of Cambodia will be to 

ensure a sufficient quality of implementation. 
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Table 17: Results hypothesis 2 for impact (scaling up of agricultural innovations) 

Hypothesis 2 
(outcome – impact) 

The agrotechnical innovations introduced (C-7) and the availability of tech-
nical know-how (e.g. through research, manuals, guidelines, O-1) lead to a 
scaling up of agrotechnical innovations by institutions and/or programmes in 
other provinces (I-2). 

Main assumption  
 

• Evidence of the positive outcome of the agrotechnical innovations intro-
duced is available  

• The RGC, relevant private-sector organisations or development pro-
grammes endorse and further promote the replication of project-sup-
ported innovations beyond the project provinces. 

Risks • Possible changes in factor prices (land, labour, seed) may interfere with 
the scaling up of innovations. 

• Lack of supporting actors (e.g. business development service providers).  

• Risk of extreme weather (droughts and flooding, destroyed yields). 

Alternative explanation • Presence of other development partners. 

 

As already shown in section 4.4 (effectiveness), the rates of adoption of new agricultural techniques have been 

extraordinarily high, ranging from about 67% of the cassava farmers supported by the project to more than 

90% of the vegetable farmers who adopted at least some innovations promoted by the project (see also GIZ-

RED, 2021l). Technical know-how has been documented in the form of technical guidelines, systematisation of 

good practices and impact assessments (GIZ-RED, 2021m). Support to innovative platforms and networks 

should make experiences with agrotechnical innovations available to a wider audience, both within and beyond 

the project regions. Among the platforms and networks supported, two are operating with a wider regional or 

national scope: the Cassava Innovation Platform (CIP) and the Drum Seeder Innovation Platform (DSIP).  

 

The CIP is a multi-stakeholder platform with 33 members (as at December 2021), comprising the likes of re-

search institutions, universities, agricultural cooperatives, PDAFF from several provinces, cassava processors, 

development programmes and NGOs, under the chairmanship of the General Directorate for Agriculture 

(GDA). It promotes the production of quality declared cassava planting material (QDPM) and regular infor-

mation-sharing on technical innovations via field visits and a telegram group (GIZ-RED, 2022b). The DSIP – 

primarily a multi-stakeholder platform of machinery producers, agricultural cooperatives, key farmers and skills 

development centres that has, for many years, frequently been used during the joint development, testing and 

optimisation of drum seeding – extended its focus and transformed into the Agro-machinery Network NW-Cam-

bodia (GIZ-RED, 2022b). It facilitates experience exchange and the promotion of innovations for all kinds of 

agricultural machinery among its 200-plus members.  

 

Whereas LED innovations are promoted at the national level in the context of decentralisation reform (see im-

pact results hypothesis 1), dissemination of value chain-upgrading experiences is mostly limited to information-

sharing. Owing to the strictly regional focus of the project, there has been no follow-up of potential uptake in 

contexts outside the project area. An exception is the scaling up that is happening through the regional project 

Strengthening the Climate Resilience of Agriculture in Cambodia and Viet Nam (CRAS), which has adopted the 

training concept and material and the monitoring mechanism for cassava QDPM. Through cassava, innova-

tions will be disseminated in the provinces of Kampong Thom and Kratie, which have a combined population of 

more than one million. Though implementation of CRAS had just started at the time of this evaluation, the dis-

semination process is very likely to happen. Since it is a direct and explicit adoption of RED IV, an analysis of 

intervening variables is unnecessary. 

 

Taking into account the adoption by CRAS and the low traceability of dissemination processes beyond the pro-

ject regions, impact hypothesis 2 is partly confirmed (evidence strength: medium). 
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Since the project has successfully laid the foundations for the dissemination of innovations in LED and in agri-

cultural value chains, both results hypotheses are confirmed or partly confirmed. While further dissemination 

beyond the project boundaries is probable, this may face implementation challenges and depend on the pres-

ence of further external support. Overall, impact dimension 2 – Higher-level (intended) development 

changes/results – scores 33 of 40 points. 

Impact dimension 3: Contribution to higher-level (unintended) development results/changes 

Regarding the occurrence of unintended negative results and the monitoring of risks, no unintended nega-

tive results were observed during the evaluation. Interactions between the different dimensions of sustaina-

ble development were an integral part of the project design and were therefore considered in the first part of 

this section. Given the absence of unintended negative results, impact dimension 3 – Contribution to higher-

level (unintended) development results/changes – scores 30 out of 30 points. 

Methodology for assessing impact 

Table 18: Methodology for assessing OECD/DAC criterion: impact 

Impact: assessment di-
mensions 

Basis for  
assessment 

Evaluation design and 
empirical methods 

Data quality and  
limitations 

Higher-level (intended) de-
velopment changes/results 

Extent to which results of 
the overarching GDC pro-
gramme were achieved: 

• increase in family in-
come of the poor rural 
population, 

• increase in the trading 
volume of agricultural 
goods, 

• contributions to CSDGs 
1, 2 and 8. 

Evaluation design: 
Analysis was based on 
secondary data, contextu-
alisation and complemen-
tary qualitative data. 

Empirical methods: 
Document analysis (pro-
gress reports, impact as-
sessment, official poverty 
and economic data); semi-
structured interviews (pro-
ject, CDC, academia). 

Official data on required 
indicators were delayed 
and will not show the cur-
rent state at the end of the 
project.  

Stakeholder and expert in-
terviews will be crucial to 
extrapolate trends. 

Evidence strength: me-
dium. 

Contribution to higher-level 
(intended) development 
results/changes  

Extent to which it is plausi-
ble that project outcome 
has contributed or will con-
tribute to the overarching 
results  hypotheses: 

• contribution of success-
ful LED measures to 
scaling up innovations 
(table 16), 

• contributions of applied 
agrotechnical innova-
tions and the available 
know-how to scaling up 
innovations (table 17). 

Evaluation design: 
Contribution analysis,  

Empirical methods: 
Document analysis, includ-
ing secondary data analy-
sis; semi-structured inter-
views (project staff, CDC, 
academia, other develop-
ment partners). 

Same limitations as for in-
dicator analysis. 

Evidence strength: me-
dium. 

Contribution to higher-level 
(unintended) development 
results/changes 

Extent to which the inter-
vention did or may contrib-
ute to foreseeable/identifi-
able unintended higher-
level results.  

Evaluation design: 
Outcome harvesting. 

Empirical methods: 
Document and secondary 
data analysis (progress re-
ports, reports on individual 
interventions); semi-struc-
tured interviews (all stake-
holders). 

Data availability and qual-
ity: medium (more than for 
unintended outcome level 
effects, interviewees may 
not be aware of unin-
tended changes). 

Evidence strength: me-
dium. 
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4.6 Efficiency 

This section analyses and assesses the efficiency of the project. It is structured according to the assessment 

dimensions in the GIZ project evaluation matrix (see annex). 

Summarising assessment and rating of efficiency 

Table 19: Rating of OECD/DAC criterion: efficiency 

Criterion Assessment dimension Score and rating 

Efficiency Production efficiency (Resources/Outputs) 70 out of 70 points 

Allocation efficiency (Resources/Outcome) 20 out of 30 points 

Efficiency score and rating Score: 90 out of 100 points 

Rating: Level 2: successful 

 

Despite the adverse conditions of the COVID-19 pandemic from March 2020 onwards, the project excelled in 

maximising results within each output and exceeded eight out of nine output targets. In all outputs, strategies 

for maximising results were consistently applied. Overall, the project design was not configured to maximise 

the attainment of indicator targets but was well-balanced in the parallel pursuit of direct target-group benefits 

(indicators 1, 2 and 4) and an improved systemic environment for LED. Synergies between workstreams were 

pursued but did not materialise equally between all outputs. 

 

In total, the efficiency of the project is rated Level 2: successful, with 90 out of 100 points. 

Analysis and assessment of efficiency 

Efficiency dimension 1: Production efficiency 

Production efficiency was assessed according to the extent to which the outputs were (a) maximised with the 

given resources and (b) maximised by reallocating resources between outputs. For the cost analysis, GIZ’s ‘ef-

ficiency tool’ was used to capture data of the GIZ cost-accounting reports and expenses attributed to the out-

puts, to understand their relative cost-intensity (follow-the-money approach). The reliability of the attributions is 

limited, since the project was not yet subject to cost-per-output planning and monitoring. In discussions with 

project management staff, the distribution of costs had to be estimated ex-post. 

 
Figure 3: Cost per output 

 Output A Output B Output C Output D 

Outputs Authorities and councils at 
the provincial and district 
levels implement measures 
for inclusive economic de-
velopment oriented towards 
the needs of the local popu-
lation. 

The local business environ-
ment is better oriented to-
wards the promotion of em-
ployment opportunities and 
the economic development 
of MSMEs. 

Small and micro enterprises 
in selected agricultural value 
chains improve their produc-
tion and sales opportunities. 

(Special measures and gen-
der promotion.) 

Costs incl. committed 
costs 

EUR 2,285,325 EUR 1,868,465 EUR 2,192,152 EUR 218,750 

Co-financing Included in the total costs (not separately administered) 

Partner contribution Monetary value not quantified 

Total cost EUR 2,285,325 EUR 1,868,465 EUR 2,192,152 EUR 218,750 

Share of total cost 33% 27% 32% 3% 

 

The contract value of the German contribution was EUR 9,575,200, of which EUR 3,435,200 was co-financed 

by SDC. The input was distributed quite evenly between the three outputs, with 33% allocated for output A 

(LED), 27% for output B (MSMEs) and 32% for output C (value-chain upgrading). The remaining 3% was as-

signed to a fourth intervention area, internally established by the project, i.e. not formalised in the framework of 

the commission, to deal with the promotion of gender and special measures for disadvantaged households, 



52 

 

IDPoor families and other marginalised groups. This assignation certainly underestimates the cost of gender 

promotion measures, since only special measures in the narrow sense were considered, while activities for in-

corporating gender as a cross-cutting subject within the other intervention areas were fully assigned to the re-

spective outputs. Overarching costs were relatively low, accounting for approximately 5% of the total costs.  

 

During the evaluation period, the project team consisted of four international long-term experts (a principal ad-

visor and three output leaders) and 11 national long-term experts. The contract periods of two development 

workers hired during RED III were extended until December 2018 and May 2019, respectively, contributing to 

output C. For output B, one development worker was placed by RED IV in the Polytechnical Institute of Ban-

teay Meanchey. Approximately 45% of the overall production costs consisted of expenses for project staff, with 

a further 21% for external providers (including for human capacity development measures). Financing instru-

ments accounted for 15% of the production costs, and procurement of goods for roughly 5% (remaining costs 

went on other minor categories). Though overall allocations to each output were similar, the cost structures 

were somewhat different, particularly for outputs A and C. For output A, strengthening SNAs, a significantly 

higher input of international long-term experts was required, while output C required the highest input of na-

tional staff and local consultants for the advisory service on the wide spectrum of value chain-upgrading activi-

ties. Output B required an average number of resources in all the categories mentioned. 

 

Project expenditure, including on staff assignments, was checked against the initial estimations for the main 

cost positions (see the previous paragraph) and managed according to an operational plan. However, as ex-

penditure was not yet subject to cost-output assignment, it was managed flexibly according to progress and the 

need for action within each working area. The COVID-19 pandemic led to significant deviations from the origi-

nal planning, owing to temporary cessation of in-person activities, adaptation of work modes (e.g. from offline 

to online communications) and new activities to support the COVID-19 response of the Cambodian partners, 

e.g. the cash-for-work emergency measures with additional funding from SDC (GIZ-RED, 2021d). The changes 

did not significantly influence the overall cost distribution between outputs, though. Within each output area, the 

project worked consistently to maximise results and pursued specific strategies for this purpose, such as the 

following: 

• In output A, the project promoted the Matching Fund as an instrument to involve beneficiaries in cost-

sharing schemes and mobilise local resources as well as third party funds. The positive effect of 

Matching Fund projects on leveraging resources and maximising results was unanimously highlighted 

by all interviewees involved (Int_5, 12, 13, 14–16, 18, 20, 21). 

• Matching Fund projects were also carried out under outputs B and C. For example, projects were 

started in tourism and employment promotion under output B, and in composting for organic fertiliser 

production and the establishment of a community market for agricultural products under output C (GIZ-

RED, 2022b). 

• Output B consistently focused on local implementers (private-sector associations, TVET schools, job 

centres, among others) to mobilise local change agents with limited TC input for each partner but at 

the same time maximising its indirect outreach towards the target group of MSMEs (Int_4, 26, 28, 29–

31). 

• Outreach under output C was enhanced through the use of demo, lead or multiplication farmers, a re-

lated train-the-trainers approach and support for producer networks, e.g. agricultural cooperatives.  

 

In all outputs, interventions were affected by the COVID-19 pandemic, but outputs B and C were worst hit. Out-

put B suffered from the negative effect of the pandemic on the local non-agricultural economy and job markets 

(in general), and the extreme shock for the tourism sector (particularly in Siem Reap). Output C was not af-

fected by economic adversities (local agriculture actually grew during the pandemic) but by restrictions on con-

tact and mobility. Farmer training was not suitable for online teaching (GIZ-RED, 2021d). Despite these adver-

sities, the project still maintained the output-level results within the target corridor. Moreover, eight of nine out-

put objective indicators were overachieved, with goal-attainment ranging between 117% and 179%. An addi-

tional indicator for the internal output area on gender and special measures was overachieved by 343%. 
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Overall, the allocated resources were flexibly used and systematically adjusted to maximise results, even under 

adverse general conditions. Efficiency dimension 1 – Production efficiency – scores 70 out of 70 points.  

Efficiency dimension 2: Allocation efficiency 

Allocation efficiency was assessed according to (a) the extent to which the outcomes were maximised with the 

given resources, (b) the extent to which the outcome-resource ratio and alternatives were considered during 

the design and implementation process, and (c) the extent to which more results were (or could have been) 

achieved through cooperation. 

 

Regarding the extent to which the intended outcomes could have been maximised with the same resources 

(maximum principle), conclusions had to rely on stakeholder opinions and qualitative analysis, since there 

were no comparable benchmarks for the complex and holistic set of interventions that comprised the project. 

Furthermore, the results of the analysis would differ depending on whether the maximum principle was strictly 

applied to the module objective indicators or to a broader concept of local economic development. This is be-

cause – as described in section 4.4 – three of four module objective indicators predominantly captured the out-

come of output C. This means that the degree of goal attainment as defined by the module objective indicators 

mostly correlated with the specific outcome of output C, complemented by the strengthening of the SNAs (out-

put A plus the sector-specific strengthening of the PDAFFs in output C). Output B absorbed nearly a third of the 

resources without providing a significant direct contribution to the indicator targets. Nevertheless, two of four 

module objective indicators were overachieved by more than 300 %. 

 

Within a broader concept of local economic development, strengthening the business environment for MSMEs 

would be an essential field of intervention. However, the goal system of the project adhered to the narrower 

focus on rural (predominantly agricultural) development of the predecessor project and so did not encompass 

the intended systemic outcome of strengthening the business environment and the potential synergies with the 

other outputs. Synergies between outputs B and C were also limited. Results that enhanced the effectiveness 

of activities in the other outputs were most evident under output A (LED). This was the case for the implemen-

tation of Matching Fund projects (introduced as an LED instrument in output A but used to carry out projects 

within the other output areas). It also applied to development planning under the umbrella of the LED subcom-

mittees, which potentially concerns all economic sub-sectors, including those represented in outputs B and C of 

the project.  

 

Whereas inputs were flexibly administered within the outputs (particularly in response to the pandemic situa-

tion), there was little scope to reallocate resources between outputs. This was because there were separate 

teams for each output, i.e. other than monitoring and support staff no team members were assigned to more 

than one output, and because key interventions required certain minimums of further financial resources, for 

example for Matching Fund contributions (output A) or local subsidies for key partners (outputs B and C). How-

ever, this limited flexibility didn’t seem to be problematic, as the distribution of inputs between outputs seemed 

to be well-balanced. None of the outputs seemed to be over- or underfunded.  

 

Despite significant operational adjustments and the need to incorporate additional COVID-19 response activi-

ties, the project was very much implemented according to the original methodological approach (GIZ-RED, 

2017b and 2017c). Some interviewees questioned initial strategic decisions, e.g. the selected value chains 

against alternatives such as bamboo or livestock, or the overall package of interventions in the three outputs 

against a stronger focus on LED and business environment improvement (Int_1, 3, 8). However, there was no 

evidence of the discussion of significant strategic alternatives, mainly because the above-mentioned matters 

comprised the strategic core of the project design, which becomes path-dependent once the implementation 

has started. 
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As already assessed in section 4.2 (external coherence), the project took some opportunities to cooperate with 

other development partners and maximise results through that cooperation. No efficiency losses due to insuffi-

cient coordination or lost cooperation opportunities were identified. Cooperation with other German projects in 

the sector was assessed in section 4.2. 

 

Overall, the project design was not configured to maximise the attainment of indicator targets but was well-bal-

anced in the parallel pursuit of direct target-group benefits (indicators 1, 2 and 4) and an improved systemic 

environment for LED. Synergies between workstreams were pursued but did not materialise equally between 

all outputs. Efficiency dimension 2 – Allocation efficiency – scores 20 out of 30 points. 

Methodology for assessing efficiency 

Table 20: Methodology for assessing OECD/DAC criterion: efficiency 

Efficiency: assessment 
dimensions 

Basis for  
assessment 

Evaluation design and 
empirical methods 

Data quality and  
limitations 

Production efficiency 
 
(Inputs/Outputs) 

Extent to which outputs 
were maximised with the 
given number of resources 
– or to which inputs were 
minimised for a given out-
put. 

Extent to which outputs 
were maximised by reallo-
cating resources between 
outputs. 

Evaluation design: 
The analysis was based 
on the follow-the-money 
approach and followed the 
analytical questions from 
the evaluation matrix; tri-
angulation of methods and 
sources. 

Empirical methods: 
Analysis of cost-output 
data; document analysis 
(standard project docu-
ments, activity and results 
monitoring); semi-struc-
tured interviews (project 
staff, national and subna-
tional counterparts). 

Cost-per-output planning 
and monitoring was not yet 
mandatory for the project – 
analysis based on the esti-
mated distribution. 

Outputs are broad catego-
ries, while workstreams 
are more differentiated 
and interconnected, both 
within and between out-
puts; this means the cost-
per-output distribution 
should not be overinter-
preted. 

Evidence strength: me-
dium (considering the 
complementary analysis of 
cost data and qualitative 
data from stakeholder in-
terviews). 

Allocation efficiency 
 
(Input/Outcome) 

Extent to which the out-
come was maximised with 
the given number of re-
sources – or to which in-
puts were minimised for a 
given outcome. 

Extent to which the out-
come-resource ratio and 
alternatives were consid-
ered during the design and 
implementation process. 

Extent to which more re-
sults were (or could have 
been) achieved through 
cooperation. 

Evaluation design: 
The analysis was based 
on the follow-the-money 
approach and followed the 
analytical questions from 
the evaluation matrix; tri-
angulation of methods and 
sources. 

Empirical methods: 
Analysis of cost data; doc-
ument analysis (standard 
project documents, moni-
toring); semi-structured in-
terviews (project staff, na-
tional and subnational 
counterparts, other devel-
opment partners). 
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4.7 Sustainability 

This section analyses and assesses the sustainability of the project. It is structured according to the assess-

ment dimensions in the GIZ project evaluation matrix (see annex). 

Summarising assessment and rating of sustainability 

Table 21: Rating of OECD/DAC criterion: sustainability 

Criterion Assessment dimension Score and rating 

Sustainability Capacities of the beneficiaries and stakeholders 17 out of 20 points 

Contribution to supporting sustainable capacities  27 out of 30 points 

Durability of results over time 40 out of 50 points 

Sustainability score and rating Score: 84 out of 100 points 
 
Rating: Level 2: successful  

 

A majority of the stakeholder groups have acquired the necessary capacity to sustain the project's results. Ca-

pacities were consolidated to varying degrees among stakeholder groups and remained fragile in some sub-

groups (e.g. among farmers, agricultural cooperatives, district administrations and private-sector associations). 

Nevertheless, relative capacity enhancements during the project period were confirmed unanimously. The pro-

ject paid a great deal of attention to individual, organisational or systemic capacity needs for sustaining the 

achieved results. The contribution was most evident where it could focus on a few central stakeholders (out-

put A on LED) or on more narrowly defined intervention areas in which all stakeholders were aiming for the 

same outcome target (output C on agricultural value chains). Overall, the project strengthened the capacities of 

stakeholders and created a conducive environment for the durability of the results achieved. For results emerg-

ing from outputs A and B, the follow-on project ICONE may further stabilise the current level of progress. How-

ever, stakeholders in the tourism sector, in particular, and, to some extent, local farmers also, are exposed to 

external risks beyond the control of the project.  

 

In total, the sustainability of the project is rated Level 2: successful, with 84 out of 100 points. 

Analysis and assessment of sustainability 

Sustainability dimension 1: Capacities of the beneficiaries and stakeholders 

For this dimension assessments were made of the capacities of (a) the SNAs in the project regions, (b) se-

lected stakeholders in the supported agricultural value chains (agricultural cooperatives, demo/lead farmers, 

small farmers) and (c) selected key stakeholders who were relevant for improving the business environment, 

such as TVET institutions and private-sector associations.  

 

The evaluation encountered a solid understanding among the representatives of district administrations in-

terviewed of the importance of participatory LED planning and the use of specific instruments such as the dis-

trict economic overviews. According to the interview results, the extent to which district administrations had the 

capacity to steer the LED committees and related processes varied depending on the time that had elapsed 

since implementation and the general quality of human resources. Overall, however, district representatives 

showed an understanding of planning methodologies, and it can be assumed that most district administrations 

will have the capacity to further consolidate LED planning processes (Int_12, 13, 16, 18–22). 
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The aforementioned capacities of the SNAs to steer LED processes are a key condition for further improve-

ment of the business environment in the project provinces. There are, however, further key stakeholders that 

have been supported by RED IV and that face very different challenges regarding their capacities to sustain 

achieved results: 

• In the area of skills development, RED IV cooperated with leading TVET institutions, which are gen-

erally able to maintain the training content and methodologies introduced. Three schools were visited 

during the evaluation. The Don Bosco General and Technical High School of Poipet has the equipment 

and trained teachers to continue Programmable Logic Controller (PLC) training. A graduate placement 

rate of close to 100% indicates training quality and the school’s reputation. The École d'Hôtellerie et de 

Tourisme Paul Dubrule has a strong background in terms of staff capacities to address sustainability 

topics. It won’t face internal bottlenecks in replicating the course or even incorporating sustainability 

content into its curricula more broadly. However, it is still grappling with the severe impact of COVID-

19 on the tourism sector and thus struggling to reach sufficient enrolment numbers. The public Poly-

technical Institute of Banteay Meanchey also reported increased capacities among teaching staff and 

more solid ties with the private sector, which ensures the needs orientation of curricula (Int_29–31).  

• Private-sector organisations such as the Chambers of Commerce and the Young Entrepreneurs As-

sociation of Cambodia (YEAC) play a key role in private- and public-sector dialogue on issues relevant 

to the business environment and as service providers to their member MSMEs. The Siem Reap chap-

ter of the Cambodian Women Entrepreneurs Association (CWEA) was also supported in improving its 

overall administration, membership registration and membership services. Owing to its location in fully 

tourism-dependant Siem Reap, however, it was badly hit by the pandemic. At the time of this evalua-

tion, the challenge consisted of maintaining basic operations rather than project-related capacities 

(Int_28). Regardless of the development of the organisations’ capacities, all are more aware of the 

benefits of public-private dialogue. All organisations interviewed saw public-private dialogue as a val-

uable tool to increase cooperation between the public and the private sectors and provided examples 

of action taken based on public-private dialogue (Int_26–28).  

• Siem Reap and Preah Vihear community-based tourism sites had clear visions on development 

goals and have installed attractions in their communities. While the impact of COVID-19 increased in-

terest in attracting local tourism, it also prevented the activities from reaping their potential. At the time 

of the evaluation, the communities interviewed considered themselves capable of continuing their initi-

atives but also reported declining local support and difficulties in maintaining momentum (Int_18, 20). 

 

At the target-group level, value chain-upgrading activities culminated in increased production, increased in-

come of farmers, better livelihoods, and environmentally more sustainable and resilient agriculture. However, 

the extent to which these improvements can be sustained depends on several factors other than the supported 

farmers themselves. 

 

• At the level of individual farmers, it can be assumed that those who have adopted innovative tech-

niques and experienced the benefits, i.e. they succeeded in increasing yields and income, will be moti-

vated and generally able to maintain production techniques such as the use of irrigation tube systems, 

drip irrigation, use of net houses and greenhouses or better use of fertilisers. However, some farmers 

also reported difficulties in applying production techniques (FGD_2, 4, 7). 

• The participation of ‘demonstration farmers’ and ‘lead farmers’ in skills development measures was 

an important tool to enhance the rate of adoption of innovative agricultural techniques (see section 4.4 

on effectiveness) and is also a sustainability mechanism. Farmers who encounter problems in produc-

tion can seek advice and expertise from other demonstrators and lead farmers, even beyond the end 

of the project term. More than 30 demonstration and lead farmers in the project area are available as 

resource persons (GIZ-RED, 2020j). 

• Production increases can only be maintained if there is access to quality inputs, such as safe and 

high-quality planting material. Essential inputs, such as vegetable seedlings, seedling germination 

compost, high-quality rice seeds and clean cassava planting material, are now locally produced and 
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available at a growing number of locations in Banteay Meanchey and Oddar Meanchey provinces. For 

example, in May 2021, around 15 multiplication farms were applying the monitoring protocol for quality 

declared cassava planting material and selling clean seeds to local cassava farmers. However, the 

availability of machinery services, albeit compared with the situation before the project, has not im-

proved to the same level as access to quality inputs (GIZ-RED, 2020j).  

• The farmers’ capacity to sustain new agricultural techniques must be matched by the capacity to en-

gage in reliable producer-buyer relationships. While production is under the individual control of each 

farmer, a better negotiating position vis-à-vis buyers can only be achieved through economies of scale, 

i.e. collectively. For that purpose, agricultural cooperatives have signed contract farming agree-

ments. In the rice value chain, more than 450 farmers are benefiting from contract farming agree-

ments with Battambang Rice Investment Co., Ltd. (BRICo), which provide access to new overseas 

markets for stable quantities and against stable prices if SRP quality criteria are met. Not all contract 

farming initiatives were equally successful: integrating Cambodia-based cassava trade and processing 

facilities in contract farming agreements failed for several reasons (e.g. complex management proce-

dures). In general, however, contract farming agreements contribute significantly to the sustainability of 

commercial results (GIZ-RED, 2020j).  

• Agricultural cooperatives: Organisational capacities of many cooperatives are still very limited, e.g. 

regarding management and leadership skills of board members, and even lack of commitment and 

motivation (GIZ, 2020j). However, a final survey of the most intensively supported cooperatives 

showed positive results regarding their capacity to provide membership services (12 agricultural coop-

eratives offering a total of 36 fully operational membership services related to trading agricultural in-

puts and products, machinery services, credit services and rice-seed production (GIZ-RED, 2022b)).  

 

Overall, most of the stakeholder groups have acquired the necessary capacities to sustain the results achieved 

during the project period. In some stakeholder groups, capacities were unevenly distributed and remain fragile 

in some subgroups (e.g. among farmers, agricultural cooperatives, district administrations and private-sector 

associations). Even in those cases, however, relative capacity enhancements during the project period were 

confirmed unanimously. Therefore, sustainability dimension 1 – Capacities of the beneficiaries and stakehold-

ers – is rated 17 of 20 points. 

Sustainability dimension 2: Contribution to supporting sustainable capacities  

For this dimension the extent to which the intervention contributed to enhancing stakeholder capacities and 

strengthening their resilience to sustain the project results was assessed.  

 

In the area of economic governance for LED, the subnational administrations involved mostly attributed in-

creased planning, steering and management capacities to project interventions (Int_13–22). Capacity strength-

ening was achieved through project-driven coaching and training during implementation activities or training via 

the Provincial Associations of Municipal, District, Communal and Sangkat Councils (PAMDCS) and the General 

Secretariat of Associations of Subnational Administrative Councils (ASAC). Through these channels, repre-

sentatives of subnational governments received coaching and/or training on LED-related topics and technical 

issues, such as communication, facilitation and proposal-writing (see also GIZ-RED, 2021d). 

 

In terms of strengthening the business environment, the project contribution to supporting sustainable ca-

pacities was specific for each stakeholder group. TVET actors received support in identifying skills gaps (both 

internal and related to the labour market), capacity-building, developing curricula and strengthening the cooper-

ation with the private sector. Depending on their respective comparative strengths and weaknesses, the TVET 

institutions interviewed emphasised some interventions over others – for example, Ecole Paul Dubrule valued 

the support relating to curricula and virtual training modes, and Don Bosco highlighted the installation of tech-

nical equipment and related induction of teaching staff. However, all of them agreed that the project support 

made a significant contribution to their organisational capacity and/or training offer (Int_29–31). The capacity of 



58 

 

private-sector organisations to engage in public-private dialogue was addressed by helping them organise and 

prepare for public-private dialogue events. However, the representatives of private-sector associations inter-

viewed were more appreciative of the initiative and momentum that the presence of GIZ brought to public-pri-

vate dialogue, rather than the effects on organisational capacities in the narrower sense (Int_26–28). More in-

tense capacity development efforts were directed towards the CWEA in Siem Reap, e.g. training for board 

members in strategic planning, leadership, entrepreneurship and social marketing (GIZ-RED, 2021d). Though 

appreciated by the training recipients, the limited absorption capacities of CWEA during the COVID-19 crisis 

must be taken into account.  

 

Regarding upgrading agricultural value chains, the stakeholders involved were addressed by a broad set of 

capacity development interventions that coincided with the capacity development measures described in sec-

tion 4.4 on effectiveness (contribution analysis, result hypothesis 2). The strategy for building the capacities 

and preconditions for sustainability was based on promoting feasible and profit-generating business opportuni-

ties and helping private-sector actors to implement promising business models (e.g. membership services for 

agricultural cooperatives). Therefore, private-sector stakeholders were the main partners to introduce innova-

tions. Capacity development for the target groups, i.e. training for farmers on cultivation techniques, quality 

standards or financial literacy, emphasised the importance of continuous learning and awareness of challenges 

such as disease, climate-change impacts or changing demand. The project further addressed the need to 

strengthen various kinds of support systems, such as dialogue forums (innovation platforms, producer-buyer 

networks), sharing the demo and lead farmers’ profiles with other relevant institutions (donors, NGOs, PDAFF) 

and strengthening the capacity of agricultural cooperatives to act in a business-oriented manner as providers of 

membership services.  

 

Generally, the project paid a great deal of attention to individual, organisational or systemic capacity needs for 

sustaining the achieved results. The contribution was more evident – and more strongly emphasised by inter-

viewees – where it could focus on a few central stakeholders (output A on LED) or on more narrowly defined 

intervention areas where all stakeholders were working towards the same outcome target (output C on agricul-

tural value chains). In total, sustainability dimension 2 – Contribution to supporting sustainable capacities – is 

rated 27 of 30 points. 

Sustainability dimension 3: Durability of results over time 

For this dimension the extent to which the project results (positive or negative) are deemed durable was as-

sessed. This involved further analysing the stability of the context and its possible influence on the durability of 

results.  

 

Despite the positive assessments of the project’s effectiveness, impact and the capacities developed, the sus-

tainability of several achievements faces serious risks. Some of these risks have their origins in the temporary 

COVID-19 restrictions and their impact on the timeline. These led to delays in activities and did not allow for full 

consolidation of results in several workstreams. Other risks are due to external factors outside the project man-

agement’s sphere of influence. 

 

Given their incorporation into DMA decentralisation reform, it can be assumed that LED subcommittees will en-

dure as a standard element of the district government organisational structure. This was confirmed by inter-

views at the national and the subnational levels (Int_12, 13, 16, 18, 19). Furthermore, the follow-on project 

ICONE will continue working with DMAs (particularly in sustaining public-private dialogue and coordination, see 

output B) and thus support the consolidation of the improvements achieved (GIZ-ICONE, 2022). While key 

stakeholders expressed concerns about the general overburdening of district administrations and resulting 

risks for the continuity of high-quality LED planning processes (Int_12, 22), they were mostly optimistic that be-

havioural changes and management capacities can be maintained. Since the national government has en-

dorsed the Matching Fund manual, it is also assumed that the instrument will continue to be used, with local 
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resources being complemented either with national public funds or by other donors and NGOs (Int_12). At the 

local level, acceptance of the instrument and ownership of Matching Fund projects are high and will be driving 

factors for further use of the instrument. 

 

In output B, the durability of results may vary between topic areas and the stakeholders supported. As stated in 

the first part of this section, public-private dialogue processes have been embraced by participating stakehold-

ers. At the time of the evaluation, the provincial administration in Banteay Meanchey and private-sector organi-

sations were preparing the first public-private dialogue event without significant project support. Moreover, in 

the longer-term, public-private dialogue processes are expected to continue (Int_4, 13, 16, 26, 27). The meth-

odology of the follow-on project ICONE is also based on public-private coordination and cooperation pro-

cesses, which will further strengthen the ties established during RED IV. The presence of the follow-on project 

may also compensate for the backlash suffered by MSME subsectors due to the COVID-19 pandemic (in par-

ticular, in the tourism sector in Siem Reap) and the temporary weakening of private-sector associations, such 

as the Siem Reap chapter of CWEA. The results of the interventions in the TVET sector are also deemed dura-

ble with regard to the TVET schools’ ability and willingness to continue new or enhanced TVET offers. Again, at 

the time of the evaluation (February/March 2022), one of the supported schools (Int_30) was reporting ongoing 

difficulties in reaching sufficient registration numbers for courses in the field of tourism, in particular, since stu-

dents had become more reluctant to opt for a hospitality-sector career even though the tourism sector was 

gradually reopening. Previous tendencies whereby qualified and skilled labour moved to Phnom Penh have 

intensified and will pose a serious challenge to TVET institutions and employment promotion stakeholders. It 

should be noted, however, that two months after the evaluation mission, the project reported increasing de-

mand and better prospects for the upcoming school year. The uncertain prospects of the tourism sector also 

pose challenges for the community-based tourism initiatives under RED IV, though at the time of the evalua-

tion, the situation and outlook for local tourism (the actual target group of the initiatives) were better than those 

for international demand. Despite the challenges mentioned in the previous section, the local administrations 

responsible are still eager to continue and promote their respective initiatives (see the assessment of sustaina-

bility dimension 1, above).  

 

In output C, the upgrading of farmers’ skills, strengthened networks, support services, local production of in-

puts, and established producer-buyer relationships and mechanisms provide a solid systemic basis for the sus-

tainability of results achieved at the target-group level. The degree of consolidation is particularly noteworthy in 

light of the temporary slowdown of on-site activities during the COVID-19 pandemic. At the end of the project 

term, many of the business development services introduced for farmers were planned to be offered to private-

sector partners, such as agricultural cooperatives of agribusinesses (Int_14, 17, 33, 34, 36, 37). The PDAFFs 

and the new SRP and QDPM dialogue platforms will require further support, but handover of RED IV experi-

ences and concepts to other local and international development partners had been arranged (Int_2, 6, 10, 11, 

14). In focus group interviews, most farmers confirmed that they feel confident in further applying new or im-

proved production techniques. The existence of accessible support structures was repeatedly mentioned as a 

critical success factor. Nevertheless, many farmers said they still feel exposed to significant risks and men-

tioned examples of critical and even disruptive events affecting their economic activities, e.g. related to natural 

disasters, market disruptions, disease and oligopoly practices (FGD_1–8). Farmers acknowledged, however, 

that the above-mentioned support structures and the (technical and business-related) know-how imparted sig-

nificantly enhanced their resilience.  

 

Overall, the project strengthened stakeholders and created a conducive environment for the durability of 

achieved results. For results emerging from outputs A and B, the presence of the follow-on project ICONE may 

further stabilise the current level of progress. However, stakeholders in the tourism sector and, to some extent, 

local farmers are exposed to external risks beyond the control of the project. Therefore, sustainability dimen-

sion 3 – (anticipated) durability of results over time – scores 40 out of 50 points. 
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Methodology for assessing sustainability 

Table 22: Methodology for assessing OECD/DAC criterion: sustainability 

Sustainability: assess-
ment dimensions 

Basis for  
assessment 

Evaluation design and 
empirical methods 

Data quality and  
limitations 

Capacities of the benefi-
ciaries and stakeholders 
 

Extent to which beneficiar-
ies and stakeholders have 
the capacity and resources 
to sustain results, e.g.  

• SNAs: knowledge of 
LED concepts and in-
struments, planning ca-
pacities; capacities to 
manage governance in-
struments. 

• Farmers/MSMEs: ca-
pacities to apply agro-
technical innovations; 
business-related capaci-
ties. 

• Intermediary stakehold-
ers (e.g. service provid-
ers): capacities to main-
tain service offer. 

Extent to which beneficiar-
ies have the resilience to 
overcome risks. 

Evaluation design: 
The analysis followed the 
analytical questions from 
the evaluation matrix; tri-
angulation of methods and 
sources. 

Empirical methods: 
Document analysis (pro-
gress reports, impact as-
sessment, reports on spe-
cific workstreams); semi-
structured interviews (pro-
ject staff, stakeholders 
mentioned in column 2). 

Interviews as the main 
source may provide a 
positively biased picture, 
as the evaluation had to 
rely on the perceptions 
of the interviewees and 
could not carry out 
sound capacity assess-
ments. 

Evidence strength: me-
dium. 

Contribution to support-
ing sustainable capaci-
ties  
 

Extent to which the project 
contributed to enhancing 
stakeholder capacities and 
strengthening resilience to 
sustain results. 

Evaluation design: 
See assessment dimen-
sion 1 above. 
Empirical methods: 
Document analysis (ca-
pacity development strat-
egy, progress reports, im-
pact assessment, reports 
on specific workstreams); 
semi-structured interviews 
(as above, plus other de-
velopment partners). 

Interviews as the main 
source may provide a 
positively biased picture, 
as the evaluation had to 
rely on the perceptions 
of the interviewees and 
could not carry out 
sound capacity assess-
ments. 

Evidence strength: high. 

Durability of results over 
time 
 

Extent to which the results 
of the project (positive or 
negative) are deemed du-
rable. 

Evaluation design: 
See assessment dimen-
sion 1, above. 
Empirical methods: 
Document analysis (ca-
pacity development strat-
egy, progress reports, im-
pact assessment, reports 
on specific workstreams, 
sector policies); semi-
structured interviews (all 
stakeholders). 

Interviews as the main 
source may provide a 
positively biased picture. 

Evidence strength: me-
dium. 

 

4.8 Key results and overall rating 

Overall, RED IV attained and even exceeded its output and outcome objectives. The strong performance is 

particularly noteworthy given the temporary delays and suspensions of activities due to the COVID-19 pan-

demic. Against the background of the absence of international tourism (mainly hitting Siem Reap province) and 

the economic crisis in 2021, some results areas of the project faced more challenges than others, e.g. the 
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business environment support in Siem Reap province or activities in the hospitality and community-based tour-

ism sector. Overall, however, the project succeeded according to all evaluation criteria.  

 

Regarding the relevance criterion (assessment: successful), the stakeholders and evaluation critically dis-

cussed some design issues, which were compensated for by the project’s ability to adjust dynamically to 

changing conditions and partner needs. Alignment with policies and priorities, and with the needs of beneficiar-

ies and stakeholders, scored highly, as did appropriateness. However, the SDC as a co-financer favoured the 

more focused approach of the follow-on project. Coherence within German development cooperation and with 

other development partners was rated as highly successful. The conceptual complementarity with other na-

tional or regional projects and compliance with BMZ strategies or relevant international standards were high. 

The potential for synergies with other development partners was systematically screened and opportunities 

were adequately used. The basis for the positive assessment of effectiveness (highly successful) was the 

methodologically sound project management and implementation quality, which also included significant efforts 

for impact assessments and the provision of evidence for achieved results. With only one exception, all output 

targets were far exceeded, and the project contributions to the outcome objective were supported by medium 

to strong evidence. All results hypotheses selected for the evaluation have been confirmed. Determinants of 

the impact assessment (successful) were the direct contributions to the relevant GDC programme indicators 

(though the indicators themselves were not achieved under the prevailing pandemic conditions). The project 

has successfully laid the foundations for disseminating LED innovations and innovations in agricultural value 

chains – both related results hypotheses were confirmed or partly confirmed. 

 

Several strategies for maximising results enhanced the efficiency (successful) of the project, e.g. the pooling 

of resources, strengthening of local implementers and strengthening of potential multipliers. Most stakeholder 

groups have acquired the necessary capacity to sustain the project's results. Capacities are consolidated to 

different degrees among stakeholder groups and are still fragile in some subgroups, but relative capacity en-

hancements during the project period were confirmed unanimously. The project paid a great deal of attention to 

individual, organisational or systemic capacity needs for sustaining the achieved results. 
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Table 23: Overall rating of OECD/DAC criteria and assessment dimensions 

 

 
Table 24: Rating and score scales 

100-point scale 
(score) 

6-level scale (rating) 

92–100 Level 1: highly successful 

81–91 Level 2: successful 

67–80 Level 3: moderately successful 

50–66 Level 4: moderately unsuccessful 

30–49 Level 5: unsuccessful 

0–29 Level 6: highly unsuccessful 

Overall rating: The criteria of effectiveness, impact and sustainability are 
knock-out criteria: If one of the criteria is rated at level 4 or lower, the over-
all rating cannot go beyond level 4 although the mean score may be higher. 

  

Evaluation 
criteria 

Dimension Max Score 
 

Total 
(max.100) 

Rating 
 

Relevance Alignment with policies and priorities 30 30 91 Level 2: 
successful 

Alignment with the needs and capacities of the 
beneficiaries and stakeholders  

30 30 

Appropriateness of the design 20 14 

Adaptability – response to change 20 17 

Coherence Internal coherence 50 47 93 Level 1: 
highly suc-
cessful External coherence 50 46 

Effectiveness Achievement of the (intended) objectives  30 30 92 Level 1: 
highly suc-
cessful Contribution to achievement of objectives  30 27 

Quality of implementation  20 18 

Unintended results 20 17 

Impact Higher-level (intended) development 
changes/results 

30 26 89 Level 2: 
successful 

Contribution to higher-level (intended) develop-
ment results/changes 

40 33 

Contribution to higher-level (unintended) devel-
opment results/changes 

30 30 

Efficiency Production efficiency 70 70 90 Level 2: 
successful 

Allocation efficiency 30 20 

Sustainability Capacities of the beneficiaries and stakeholders 20 17 84 Level 2: 
successful 

Contribution to supporting sustainable capacities  30 27 

Durability of results over time 50 40 

Mean score and overall rating 100 90 Level 2: 
success-
ful 
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5 Conclusions and recommendations 

5.1 Key findings and factors of success/failure 

Overall, RED IV attained and even exceeded its output and outcome objectives. The strong performance is 

particularly noteworthy given the temporary delays and suspensions of activities due to the COVID-19 pan-

demic. Against the background of the absence of international tourism (mainly hitting Siem Reap province) and 

the economic crisis in 2021, some results areas of the project faced more challenges than others, e.g. the busi-

ness environment support in Siem Reap province or activities in the hospitality and community-based tourism 

sector. Overall, however, the project succeeded according to all evaluation criteria. With only one exception, all 

output targets were far exceeded, and the project contributions to the outcome objective are supported by me-

dium to strong evidence: 

• The implementation of district LED subcommittees and the introduction of LED instruments, such as 

the Matching Fund, enabled DMAs and local stakeholders to implement a total of 65 LED support 

measures, reaching more than 25,000 rural households. Project reports and the interviews and focus 

groups carried out during the evaluation mission provided sufficient evidence of the contribution of LED 

measures to improving the livelihood of rural households (outcome hypothesis 1: confirmed; evidence 

strength: medium).  

• Impact assessments confirmed and quantified the extent to which the project enabled small-scale farmers 

to apply innovations, increase yields and enter new producer-buyer relationships, thus improving their in-

come (outcome hypothesis 2: confirmed; evidence strength: strong). 

• Impact assessments also included evidence on the effect of improved production and sales opportunities 

for women-led and disadvantaged households on improving their household situation (outcome hypothesis 

3: confirmed; evidence strength: strong).  

 

Impact-level hypotheses refer to ongoing or future scaling-up processes; therefore, they could not be confirmed 

with the same evidence strength as the outcome-level hypotheses. However, the conditions for the intended 

scaling-up processes are in place:  

• In the area of LED, several proposals were directed to the national level and further advocated for by the 

project, namely the institutionalisation of the LED subcommittee secretariats, principles for LED planning 

processes, the Matching Fund instrument and the introduction of ISO 9001-style quality management in 

DMAs. LED subcommittee secretariats and the Matching Fund have been endorsed for the ongoing de-

centralisation reforms in Cambodia, though implementation processes may be challenging for the RGC 

(impact hypothesis 1: confirmed; evidence strength: medium). 

• Good practices and lessons from value chain-upgrading activities are being shared through several chan-

nels, but because of the strictly regional focus of the project there has been no follow-up of potential up-

take in contexts outside the project area. Nevertheless, there are some examples, such as the adoption of 

training concepts and monitoring mechanisms for cassava QDPM by the regional project Strengthening the 

Climate Resilience of Agriculture in Cambodia and Viet Nam (CRAS) (impact hypothesis 2: partly con-

firmed; evidence strength: medium).  

 

Among the wide range of success factors, the following were highlighted during the evaluation:  

• The emphasis on multi-stakeholder processes in LED, in particular the different formats of private-sector 

involvement, e.g. in the LED subcommittees (output A) or public-private dialogue (output B). 

• The leveraging of local resources, e.g. through the pooling of resources (Matching Fund in output A) or 

the enhancement of the service-provision capacities of local businesses through limited technical support 

and comparatively small financial contributions.  
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• The build-up of support structures to enhance the scope and sustain the results of value chain-upgrad-

ing activities (output C), e.g. qualifying demo, lead or multiplication farmers to be able to respond to 

specific needs of farmers in their respective communes or enabling local producers of inputs such as 

cassava QDPM or quality declared rice seed.  

• The good quality of results monitoring and impact assessments, including mid-term impact assess-

ments, which allowed for identifying strengths and weaknesses of ongoing interventions and making 

necessary adjustments. 

Findings regarding Agenda 2030 

Regarding Agenda 2030, contributions to the SDGs include:  

• Goal 1 – No poverty – CSDG 1.2.1 (proportion of the population living below the poverty line → coin-

cides with RED programme indicator 1): LED measures and value chain-upgrading activities signifi-

cantly increased income and improved rural livelihoods of rural populations. The percentage of poor 

and vulnerable beneficiaries was above the target.  

• Goal 2 – Zero hunger – CSDG 2.3.1 (value of agricultural production): Despite the climate-induced 

fluctuation, yields in all supported value chains increased throughout the project. Additional activities 

on improving nutritional habits or stimulating home gardening further contributed to better food secu-

rity.  

• Goal 8 – Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth – CSDG 8.1.1 (annual gross 

domestic growth rate): Achieving sustainable economic growth was the main goal of the project under 

evaluation. Though effects on overarching indicators – such as gross domestic product – cannot be 

measured and attributed by a single project evaluation, the project has laid structural, instrumental and 

capacity-related foundations for local economic development that provide better general conditions for 

economic growth. The project interventions in the agricultural sector have had a proven effect on in-

come growth for the directly targeted population. 

• For effects on gender equality and the LNOB principle, see below. 

Universality, shared responsibility and accountability 

The methodology of RED IV was based on sound needs assessments, engaging multiple stakeholders (e.g. in 

the LED subcommittees), creating dialogue platforms (e.g. public-private dialogue mechanism) and identifying 

change agents who could keep on promoting topics, concepts and tools beyond the duration of the project. 

When necessary, the project temporarily took the wheel for target group-level interventions (e.g. in steering the 

complex value-chain interventions and the project’s extensive training and coaching measures) but was always 

accompanied by the counterpart organisations (e.g. PDAFF) and eager to strengthen the capacities of those 

organisations and other change agents. Aside from BMZ reporting, yearly progress reports for the National 

Steering Committee of the project were compiled to keep the national counterpart informed. Implementation 

experiences, lessons learnt and good practices were consistently documented and shared.  

Interplay of economic, environmental and social development 

In the goal-system, methodological approach of RED IV, economic and social development are inseparably 

connected. Though the support to the SNAs and the strengthening of the business environment aimed to ad-

vance economic development in the project provinces in general, most target group-specific interventions were 

directed towards improving income, employment and the livelihoods of poor and vulnerable populations. The 

environmental dimension of sustainability was also an integral part of the project design in terms of the promo-

tion of environmentally friendly and climate-resilient production techniques in the value chains supported. Also, 

in other intervention areas, environmental objectives were pursued in several initiatives (e.g. implementing a 

sustainability course at the Ecole Paul Dubrule in Siem Reap).  
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Inclusiveness/leaving no one behind 

Aside from the three official outputs, the project established a fourth area of intervention designed to promote 

gender and special measures for disadvantaged households, IDPoor families and other marginalised groups. 

For the module objective indicators, the proportions of women, IDPoor and people with disabilities among ac-

tual beneficiaries were consistently measured and compared with the average proportion of such groups in the 

target population. The figures show that the groups concerned benefited from the project to an above-average 

extent (GIZ RED, 2021j; 2022b). In addition, the project carried out several special measures directly targeting 

one or several of the above-mentioned groups. For example, the project established agricultural cooperatives 

for disabled people to sell agricultural inputs. For women-led households, the project supported agribusiness 

networks for women weaving sedge and silk/cotton products, strengthened the Siem Reap chapter of the Cam-

bodian Women Entrepreneurs Association and paid special attention to women-led households engaged in 

small farming activities.  

 
Photo 5: Female weaver 

© GIZ, Marie Hoffmann 

 

Findings regarding the follow-on project 

The follow-on project is continuing and expanding core workstreams of outputs A and B of RED IV by (1) fur-

ther strengthening the capacity of subnational administrations in three provinces in complying with their man-

date for local economic development planning and steering, and (2) further improving the business environ-

ment in cooperation with private-sector associations, and consulting with industry and selected educational in-

stitutions (TVET providers, University of Battambang). The main difference between the two projects is that the 

follow-on project is not focused on the agricultural sector. Without this specific sectoral focus, it will identify 

those sectors in each of the three target provinces in which there are comparative competitive advantages for 

dynamic economic self-development, in particular regarding the potential for export and integration into interna-

tional value chains.  

 

Based on the evaluation results, the conceptual re-orientation is in line with the priorities of key stakeholders, 

such as SDC – the co-financer of the project under evaluation – and the national counterpart NCDD-S. Despite 
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the successful upgrading of selected value chains, a more pronounced shift towards manufacturing industries 

is considered pertinent to enable Cambodia to enhance its competitiveness and integration into international 

production chains. Since the wider range of different measures was also repeatedly criticised as a lack of stra-

tegic focus, the stronger emphasis on the role of subnational administrations and a better business environ-

ment, i.e. outputs A and B of the project under evaluation, is also considered a pertinent concentration of ef-

forts.  

5.2 Recommendations 

The evaluation confirmed the validity of the conceptual approaches and good management practices of the 

project, resulting in the following recommendations for the management of the GIZ follow-on module in Cambo-

dia (ICONE): 

 

• Since the follow-on project builds on two major workstreams of the project under evaluation, several of 

the success factors highlighted by the evaluation should be further emphasised in the follow-on pro-

ject, namely (a) the emphasis on multi-stakeholder processes in local economic development, in par-

ticular the continuation of public-private dialogue; and (b) enhancement of the capacities of local busi-

nesses to provide services through limited technical support and comparatively small financial contri-

butions. From a management perspective, the methodologically sound quantitative impact assess-

ments should be adjusted to the goal system and maintained as good practice for the results-oriented 

monitoring.  

• Though the three outputs of the project under evaluation were conceptually connected, interfaces and 

synergies remained at the development stage, in practice. The broad thematic scope of the project un-

der evaluation forced the project team to split into specialised subteams for each output, with few per-

sonnel and tasks shared between the outputs. The more focused approach of the follow-on project, 

concentrating on strengthening subnational administrations, enhancing public-private dialogue and im-

proving the business environment, also provides an opportunity for more integrated management of 

the different outputs. Avoiding silos within the project's organisational structure and avoiding thematic 

silos in project implementation go hand in hand.  

• The results hypotheses of the follow-on project assume that subnational administrations will be in 

charge of using the enhanced macroeconomic competencies, promotional instruments and consulta-

tion mechanisms to engage with the private sector in anticipatory and opportunity-based economic de-

velopment that is aligned with local characteristics, market development and technological conditions. 

According to the evaluation results, district and municipal administrations have consolidated LED 

structures and processes, but personnel and organisational capacities still vary and may still be too 

nascent to fulfil the upcoming requirements. Balancing rather basic human capacities and organisa-

tional development measures, while, at the same time, optimising the pace of self-sustaining local eco-

nomic development will be a challenging task. Though module objective indicators are formulated at 

the target-group level (measuring benefits and change processes in companies), consolidation of the 

organisational capacities of subnational governments should be considered a high priority for maximis-

ing the outcome.  
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Disclaimer: 

This publication contains links to external websites. Responsibility for the content of 

the listed external sites always lies with their respective publishers. When the links 

to these sites were first posted, GIZ checked the third-party content to establish 

whether it could give rise to civil or criminal liability. However, the constant review of 

the links to external sites cannot reasonably be expected without concrete indication 

of a violation of rights. If GIZ itself becomes aware or is notified by a third party that 

an external site it has provided a link to gives rise to civil or criminal liability, it will re-

move the link to this site immediately. GIZ expressly dissociates itself from such 

content.  

Maps: 

The maps printed here are intended only for information purposes and in no  

way constitute recognition under international law of boundaries and territories.  

GIZ accepts no responsibility for these maps being entirely up to date, correct  

or complete. All liability for any damage, direct or indirect, resulting from their  

use is excluded. 
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