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BASIC INFORMATION

The Alliances Lesser Caucasus Programme (ALCP) is a Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation
market development project implemented by Mercy Corps Georgia working in the dairy, beef, sheep and
honey sub-sectors in the Kvemo Kartli (KK), Samtskhe Javakheti (SJ) and Ajara (AJ) regions in Southern
Georgia, regions all highly dependent on livestock production. The programme has been audited
according to the Donor Committee for Enterprise Development (DCED) Standard and is committed to the
successful implementation and measuring of Women’s Economic Empowerment.

Project Time Frame: The ALCP began on March 1% 2014 and is set to run until February 28" 2017, This
report covers the second year of the ALCP from March 1% 2015 until February 29™ 2016.

Our Partners: The programme works in partnership with the International Association of Agricultural
Development (IAAD) and has scope to contract locally grounded technical expertise through sub
contracts for Gender, Governance and DRR.

The Goal of the ALCP is to contribute to poverty alleviation and the transition to a durable market
economy for the livestock sector in the selected regions of KK, SJ and AJ, by creating sustainable
changes in the dairy, beef, sheep and honey market systems for the ultimate equitable benefit of small,
poor farmers, regardless of gender or ethnicity. The programme is run according to the M4P (Making
Markets Work for the Poor Approach) a market systems development approach which facilitates key
market players in the relevant value chains to address key constraints in core markets and supporting
functions to exploit pro poor opportunities for growth. Sustainability is built in through a minimum co-
investment of 35% from the market players with whom it invests.

Targets: The previous phases of the Alliances programme have considerably exceeded their targets,
impact which is now being bolstered by the appearance of crowding in. The ALCP Target is to reach
24,000 households which is 20% of poor households in the programme area, who will benefit directly and
indirectly through improved services, markets and operating environment, with increased income from
sales, reduced production & transaction costs, increased net worth and employment. 90% of ALCP
supported business will still be operating without programme support by the end of the programme and
49,000 (41%) households will have improved awareness of local Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) directly
related to livestock production.

The Facilitation Approach: The ALCP will amplify the successes of the Alliances programmes to date
in access to quality inputs, improved market access terms of trade and an improved operating
environment, promoting scale and long term behaviour change. The ALCP will continue to work with
businesses large, medium and small, who have the best potential to generate changes that are
economically beneficial for the small farmers who are their clientele or suppliers. The ALCP will also
continue to scale up interventions with all levels of government and other key organizations to help
influence the operating environment in which the businesses function and farmers exist. Crowding in,
copying and sectoral changes already apparent will proliferate to generate long term and lasting change in
the lives of small farmers in Georgia. For more information please go to: www.alcp.ge
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STRATRGIC REVIEW AND OUTLOOK
MAIN RESULTS ACHIEVED AND IMPLEMENTATION PERFORMANCE OF THE PROGRAMME

Note on Annexes: Due to space restrictions, the tables in the main body of the report contain only quantitative
indicators. Quantitative indictors alone cannot fully describe programme impact. Qualitative indicators, stakeholders
perspectives, systemic change and info graphics contain essential information to provide a full picture of programme
impact and are found in Annex 1,2,3 &4. Annex 5 lists each intervention carried out in the reporting period. Further
annexes contain important in depth information on key programme interventions.

Table: 1 Results achieved and implementation performance of the programme

Actual' Alliances Estimated” ALCP
Finalized Programme Achievements

Alliances & ALCP

. . Programme Aggregated
The major target beneficiaries of the

Scale: Number
of beneficiaries
served

(direct
beneficiaries &
outside
programme area

& export)

Rural households

served®

Average % of Rural
households with women
members served
(average across all

interventions)

Number of rural

individuals®

phase:11,424;
2ndPhase: 15,362); KK:
17,940)

40%
(SJ: 39%'; KK: 42%)

207,614
(SJ: 125,090;
KK: 82,524)

27,657 OPA : 321,027
EXP: 21,723)

41%°® (40% for the
programme area)

(SJ: 35%, KK: 39%, AJ:
41%, OPA: 41%)

2,053,234

(SJ: 11,333, KK: 210,310;
AJ: 152,113; OPA:
1,573,035, EXP: 106,443)

! Based on Impact Assessments (IA) except in the case of Alliances SJ 1% Phase see footnote 4 below.
2 Based on monthly data and multipliers from impact assessments (for scale).

Results (SJ stand by phase: since Results
ety (SJ 1 & Il phases: 2008- Jan 2015, KK Il phase: (SJ since: 2008, KK since
2014 & KK | phase: since March 2014, AJ: 2011, AJ: since 2014)
2011-2014) since March 2014)
44,726° 418,538 463,264
(SJ: 26786 (1| (SJ:2411; KK: 45,720; AJ: (8J: 29,197 KK: 63,660;

AJ- 27,657 OPA: 321,027,
EXP: 21,723)

41% (40% for the
programme area)
(SJ: 39%, KK: 40%, AJ:
41%, OPA: 41%)

2,260,848

SJ: 136,423 KK: 292,834
AJ: 152,113; OPA:
1,573,035, EXP: 106,443)

3 The number of individuals in a Rural HH is 4.7 in SJ, 4.6 in KK, 5.5 in AJ and 4.9 Outside of programme area. These numbers
are taken from the IA’s and Baseline Survey. These will be triangulated with the new National Statistics Census in April 2016.
(The current national figures are from 2002).

* Taken from the End of Phase Report (EPR) for SJ 2011. No IA was conducted for the first phase of Alliances in SJ. The recall
bias for scale and NAIC would be too large given the time period to use IA assessment data from the 1A conducted in February
2015 to cover this period thus the data based on monthly data sheets and collated into the EPR for Phase 1 is being reported. The
IA data for scale and NAIC is being utilized for the period from 2011-14.

® Here and all across the report OPA stands for Outside Programme Area. These figures are captured through the systemic change
log and verified case by case and by analyzing sales figures and client data.

6 Export figure is currently based on veterinary export to Azerbaijan (Roki). For capturing the number of farmers, Roki’s export
sales are divided by the average paid for Roki’s vet medicines per farmer.

" Average benefit across all intervention by women solely or in conjunction with another HH member is 39%. In the last report
the figure of 78% representing total access was mistakenly quoted for SJ meaning that, in 78% of beneficiary HH’s, women or
women in conjunction with other HH members had used at least one of the programme services

® This is based on service provider data, impact assessment data will in likelihood be higher. (See Phase 1 and 2 of KK and SJ
based on impact assessments)

9 Based on HH multiplier listed in footnote 3 the number of individuals served has been estimated based on the assumption that
one customer or supplier belongs to one HH.
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Net attributable
income
generated for
programme served
beneficiaries -
GEL"

# of programme clients

# of programme supported entities™

Net attributable income generated for the

programme clients

# FT Job equivalents

NAIC generated for employees

Indirect Benefits of the Interventions: # of

L 14
entities

Indirect Benefits of the Interventions: # of

rural households served

Indirect Benefits of the Interventions: SSLPs’

NAIC

For all Households

21,321,198

(S8J: 11,095,951, (1st
phase: 5,262,684, 2nd
Phase: 5,833,267),
KK: 10,225,247)

70
(SJ- 46; KK 24)
387

(SJ: 336: KK 51)

3,918,535
(SJ: 3,089,547 KK:
828,988)

231
(SJ: 150: 61 women /
89 men, KK: 81: 37

women / 44 men)

795,132
(SJ: 516,320; KK:
278,812

37

(8J: 15 KK: 22)

9,232

(SJ: 3,747, KK- 5,485)
293,232

(SJ: 173,475: KK:
119,757)

15,581,696

(SJ: 1,467,077; KK:
5,567,252, AJ: 364,568,
OPA: 8,182,799)

47

(SJ: 1, KK: 22; AJ: 24)
203

(KK: 133; AJ: 70)
4,001,138

(SJ: 1,341,225; KK:
1,913,323 AJ: 165413;
OPA: 549,055; EXP:
32,122)

232

(SJ:26: 9 women / 17
men; KK: 146: 53 women /
93 men, AJ: 60 32 women
/28 men)

1,120,568

(SJ: 160,299; KK: 752,128,
AJ: 208,141

38

(SJ: 17; KK 21)

69,544

(8J: 182125, KK: 51,332)
1,669,372

(SJ: 681,413; KK: 987,959)

36,902,894

(SJ: 12,563,028; KK:
15,792,499 AJ: 364,568,
OPA: 8,182,799)

117

(SJ- 47: KK 46: AJ- 24)
590

(SJ: 336: KK 184; AJ: 70)
7,919,673

(SJ: 4,430,772: KK
2,742,311;, AJ: 165,413;
OPA: 549,055; EXP-
32,122)

463

(SJ: 176: 70 W/ 106 men;
KK:227: 90 W/ 137 men;
AJ: 60: 32 W/ 28 men)

1,915,700
(SJ: 676,619; KK:
1,030,940: AJ: 208,141
75

(SJ: 32: KK 43)

78,776

(SJ:21,959; KK 56,817)
1,962,604

(SJ- 854,888, KK:
1,107,716)

19 Total NAIC for farmers is calculated based on the impact assessments, while NAIC per intervention is calculated based on the

monthly collected data.

Y NAIC for 2014 is calculated from the impact assessment and previous years NAIC comes from monthly collected data.
12 This number is estimated figure and it will be adjusted during the impact assessments.

B vet pharmacies, bull service providers (SP’s), machinery (SP’s) and information (SP’s).
14 Refers to systemic change and entities crowding in captured see Annex 1 Qualitative Information and Annex 3 Systemic
Change Log. The number is broken down per outcome in the outcome level indicator tables.
B Thereisa high overlapping ratio between indirect beneficiaries and direct beneficiaries within the regions.
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Table 2: Purpose Level Achievements:

*Note: % achievement against target only refers to KK and AJ regions as targets were only set for these regions.

Purpose Level Achievements
Actual Alliances Finalized Programme
Results
(SJ 1 & Il phases: 2008-2014 & KK | phase:
2011-2014)

All targets in both regions have been met
Outreach
44,726 SSLP’s with access
services & markets (40% women / 60%

to target

men)
(SJ: 26,786; KK: 17,940)

28,842 SSLPs generating tangible positive
income changes due to improved services
& markets (40% women / 60% men)

(SJ: 19,154, KK: 9,688)

32,178 SSLPs with access to local public
goods (DRR, decision making) facilitated by
the programme

(S8J: 9,678, KK: 22,500)

To date Alliances Programme’s & ALCP Results
Estimated ALCP Progress against targets16
(SJ stand by phase: since Jan 2015, KK I/
phase: since March 2014, AJ: since March
2014)

418,538 (75,788 in the programme area) new

SSLP’s accessing target services & markets
(41% women / 59% men)

Exceeding targeted 24,000 by 206%"’

(SJ: 2,411, KK: 45,720; AJ: 27,657 OPA:

321,027; EXP: 21,723)

258,857 (43,769 in the programmme area) new

SSLPs generating tangible positive income

changes due to improved services & markets
(41% women / 59% men)

Exceeding targeted 20,000 by 110%

(SJ: 1,724; KK: 24,690, AJ: 17,355, OPA:

201,457;

EXP: 13,631)

63,208 of SSLPs with access to local public

goods (DRR, decision making) facilitated by

the programme

Corresponding 73% out of targeted 49,000

(S8J: 9,250, KK: 24,973; AJ: 10,992; OPA:

17,993, )

Alliances & ALCP Programme

Aggregated Results

(SJ since: 2008, KK since 2011, AJ:
since 2014)

463,264 SSLP’s accessing target
services & markets (41% women /
59% men)

(SJ:29,197; KK: 63,660; AJ: 27,657,
OPA: 321,027; EXP: 21,723)

287,699 SSLPs generating tangible

positive income changes due to

improved services & markets (41%
women / 59% men)

(SJ: 20,878, KK: 34,378; AJ:

17,355, OPA: 201,457; EXP:

13,631)

95,386 of SSLPs with access to
local public goods (DRR, decision
Making) by the

programme
(SJ: 18,928 KK: 47,473, ; AJ:
10,992; OPA: 17,993)

facilitated

Value for money — Farmers benefits

18% increase in monthly income (from
sales, reduced production & transaction
costs, time saved &increased net worth and
employment) of households from livestock

production)

(SJ: 16%; KK-22%)

19%2° increase in monthly income (from sales,
reduced production & transaction costs, time
saved & increased net worth and employment)
of households from livestock production)
Corresponding 18% out of targeted 20%
(SJ: 14 %; KK: 23%, AJ: 10%, OPA: 4%)

18 outside of Program Area (OPA) impact is not counted against the targets.
7 All across the report targets are calculated only against the results of Kvemo Kartli and Ajara.

18 7,773 use new & renovated bridges, 1,262 use watering points and 642 use renovated kindergartens.

1 DRR working groups, AMR Tsintskaro (villagers & shepherds) and Namtvriani fencing, Women’s Rooms visitors,
kindergartens and community meeting women participants, and animal registration by NFA are included.

2 This is estimated figure and it will be adjusted from the next impact assessment end of 2016.

2 This number will be aggregated from the next impact assessment.

N/At
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21,321,198 NAIC value in Gel Generated
for SSLPs (8,528,479 for HH with women
access / 12,792,719 for men)

(SJ: 11,095,951 KK: 10,225,247)

Sustainability Business Profitability

3,918,535 NAIC value in Gel Generated for
programme clients
(SJ: 3,089,547; KK: 828,988)

231 full time job equivalents (98 women /
133 men)

(SJ: 150: 61 women / 89 men;

KK: 81: 37 women / 44 men)

94% of Alliances supported entities where
revenue exceeds costs

(SJ: 93%, KK: 95%)

-15% ROl  of
investments for Outcome 1 and Outcome 2
(SJ: -7%, KK -35%)

programme  clients’

370% SROI of programme investments for
Outcome 1 and Outcome 2
(SJ: 264 %,; KK: 587%)

Note this indicator was not in the logframe
in Phase 1 but was monitored in the KK30%

Impact Assessment and fond to be 30%

15,581,69622 (7,398,897 in the programme

area) NAIC value in Gel Generated for SSLPs

(6,388,495 for HH with women access /
9,193,201 for men)

Exceeding targeted 2,6 million by 128%

(SJ: 1,467,077, KK: 5,5667,252; AJ: 364,568;

OPA: 8,182,799)

4,001,138 (3,419,961 in the programme area)
NAIC value in Gel Generated for programme
clients
Exceeding targeted 450,000 by 362%
(SJ: 1,341,225; KK: 1,913,323, AJ: 165,413;
OPA: 549,055, EXP: 32,122)
232 full time job equivalents (94 women / 138
men)
Exceeding targeted 185 by 11%
(SJ: 26: 9 women / 17 men;, KK: 146: 53
women / 93 men; AJ: 60: 32 women / 28 men)
100% of Alliances supported entities where
revenue exceeds costs
Exceeding targeted 90% by 10%
(KK: 100%, AJ: 100%)
-9% ROI of programme clients’ investments for
Outcome 1 and Outcome 2
(SJ: NA; KK: 31%,; AJ: -84%)

129% SROI of programme investments for
Outcome 1 and Outcome 2
(SJ: NA, KK: 288%7 AJ: -67%)

% of SSLP’s investing in livestock production2

36,902,894 (28,720,095 in the
programme area) NAIC value in
Gel Generated for SSLPs
(14,916,974

for HH with women access /
21,985,920 for men)

(SJ: 12,563,028; KK: 15,792,499;
AJ: 364,568 OPA: 8,182,799)

7,919,673 NAIC value in Gel
Generated for programme clients
(SJ: 4,430,772, KK: 2,742,311, AJ:
165,413; OPA: 549,055, EXP:
32.122)

463 full time job equivalents (192
women / 271 men)

(SJ: 176: 70 W/ 106 men,; KK: 227

90 Wy 137 men; AJ: 60: 32 W/ 28

men)

96.5% of

entities where

Alliances  supported
revenue exceeds
costs

(SJ: 93%; KK: 98.5%, AJ: 100%)
5% ROI

investments for Outcome 1 and

of programme clients’

Outcome 2
(SJ: 31%, KK: 5%, AJ: -84%)
303% SROI of programme
investments for Outcome 1 and
Outcome 2
(SJ: 308%,; KK: 436%, AJ: -67%)

due to an improved sense of

opportunity/confidence in the agricultural sphere (Note the measurement of this

indicator is taken from the mid and end of phase impact assessments.)

%2 This number is an estimated figure and it will be adjusted during the impact assessments.
2 Outside programme area impact is not included here, because targets are set for only inside the programme area. However, it is
the result of KK intervention and if we include the SSLP’s benefits from OPA, SROI in KK would be 844% in the 2™ phase and

714% aggregated.

e to something other than the service/enterprise to which they have been directly linked through programme facilitation
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MAIN STEERING IMPLICATIONS FOR THE NEXT PERIOD OF INTERVENTIONS

Determining the Direction for Alliances Post February 2017: Determining what will happen next for
Alliances post February 2017 when the current phase of the ALCP ends, is now of paramount importance.
The programme has demonstrated scale, quality and value for money which underline the importance of
continuing to faithfully use the market development approach in the region and to consolidate, recognize
and capitalize upon the investment, impact and potential that SDC has effected in the agricultural sector
in Georgia through Alliances and what it can effect in the future in the region. The steering implications
laid out below all refer to this need:

1. Planning: Originally the ALCP was set to run until end of February 2019, with one more year of
active implementation in Ajara and one year standby phase and a two year standby phase in KK.

- The SJ Standby phase: has now demonstrated what this would have looked like in KK the
programme can confirm that as well as monitoring the impact of the SDC’s investment,
interventions may be undertaken which add to the sustainability of ongoing programming or to
support it. This was anticipated and the proposal for the ALCP was created as a five year
programme in the knowledge of the outcomes which could be accomplished in the following two
years.

- Ajara: The curtailing of the next two years is of particular consequence in Ajara which was
planned with four years of active implementation with a one year standby phase, based on the
experience of more than five years of previous programming which proved that sustainable
interventions need more than three years to set and achieve real scale and systemic change. This
is something which the funding cycles of SDC so sensibly support and a factor which has been
recognized in global MSD learning networks as essential to successful and sustainable outcomes.
In the planning of any new phase the need for the Ajara team as it currently stands to continue
working on its existing interventions is of paramount importance.

- Global Networking: the ALCP is a globally recognized programme, standing in the top seven
programmes in the world in terms of audit results for the DCED audit. It is one of the most
mature M4P programmes in the world and as such has a clear mission and commitment to
contributing to global knowledge and learning in market systems development. Lessons learned
are shared and fed into networks for developing new tools and improved programming for SDC,
BEAM, DCED and others which has recently included input into the SDC Guidelines for SDC’s
Monitoring and Measuring Results in Private Sector Development Good practices for SDC to
ensure that their implementing partners comply with the DCED Standard for Measuring Results.
and the inclusion of the ALCP The Road film example to be included in SDC’s Communication
for Development publication.

- Monitoring: to maintain quality, the programme must now plan the DCED audit of Ajara and
Kvemo Kartli as well as a number of impact assessments and studies to further understand and
feed into the global pool of knowledge. However until the future of the programme is clear it
seems unwise to plan DCED audits which consume considerable programme resources and time.
Impact assessments must be a priority. Indeed the scale of results is such that a detailed plan for
when impact assessments may be done must soon be developed. If the programme is to continue
beyond February 2017 then impact assessments and qualitative studies may be better staggered
and DCED audits conducted in November as initially planned. In addition should the programme
be ongoing the decision must be made about ongoing monitoring of interventions which are still
viable for the accruing of impact to SDC.
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2. Logistics: The breadth of interventions at all levels worked on by Alliances is truly noteworthy. Due to
this breadth and the speed and complexity of Alliances the sooner the direction for the future is
clarified the more efficient the mobilization of resources Human, Financial and Strategic can be in
terms of laying the foundation for the next programme, ensuring a smooth transition that can generate
results immediately. Interventions are ongoing in wool, meat, honey, information, veterinary,
governance which can be calibrated to support outcomes derived from the new SDC Regional Strategy
for the Caucasus once it is finalized.

3. Impact: The amalgamation of programme impact from the three regions of the ALCP and the work
done on formalizing the mechanisms of the monitoring and evaluation system including conducting
impact assessments from Samtskhe Javakheti has allowed for a clear picture of the impact of Alliances
from 2008 to emerge. Value for money, choice of sector and the use of the market systems
development (M4P) approach have all been validated. At this stage of the current phase of the
programme (two thirds of the way through) all targets have been met with most considerably exceeded
in the programme area. (see Table 2) It is important to note that only figures from KK and AJ are
counted towards the targets set in the log frame. Other figures are being generated in SJ and outside
the programme area but are not included in the progress towards targets. That the targets have been
exceeded to such an extent only from counting the impact of two regions, demonstrates the scale of the
achievement of the programme. The numbers from SJ which are considerable, are worthy of note as
they demonstrate the sustainability of the approach. Interventions were screened meticulously at the
beginning of the SJ Stand By phase to ensure that monitoring ceased when appropriate and that impact
was not ascribed to the programme once the time since facilitation had passed a point which would
make the link untenable. The new beneficiaries being added are therefore bone fide numbers from
interventions which are still live in terms of attribution. The NAIC of clients and beneficiaries is
considerable and clearly demonstrates the ongoing accrual of benefit from the programme in the SJ
region. The numbers from outside the programme area demonstrate the value to be derived when
interventions become systemic and generate impact and benefit above and beyond the value of the
initial investment. In very basic terms; total funding of all Alliances programmes from 2008 totals
15.3 million the total benefits generated by the programme are 25.5 million CHF, in terms of
beneficiaries, the total number of target beneficiary HH’s from 2008 is 43,000 target beneficiaries
HH’s, Alliances has reached to date 542,040 HH’s.

4. Resources and Efficiency: The teams as they stand are now peopled by active, enthusiastic and
experienced staff many of whom can rightly be called experts in their spheres of influence. These
include dairy and meat sector equipment specialists, honey specialists, sheep sector, information, Food
safety and hygiene, local governance, gender etc. These staff members have a network of contacts
built up over the years in key businesses, sectors and agencies which mean that when an
intervention/entry point is floated following it up becomes an immediate reality and the time
efficiency for the setting up of interventions which ensue is considerably reduced. In addition as the
programme in spite of low visibility has developed a reputation for solid and innovative work with a
staff committed to see practical action translated to results, key figures in the Georgia livestock sector
have brought their own ideas to the programme allowing for a constructive, naturalistic and iterative
way of working that results in true collaboration in the movement of ideas for interventions which in
turn results in greater work efficiency and value for money.

5. Momentum: Clear directions for developing agriculture in Georgia and the region are now
unmistakably apparent based on evolving entry points and ‘green shoots’ of growth, innovation and
change, many developed through and stemming from changes in the sectors worked with by the
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programme. These general directions will include export, development, diversification and
formalization of the business support environment and the facilitation of an environment that will
enable transition for farmers and development both in quotidian sectors as suppliers and producers but
also for innovative start-ups and green growth in the agricultural sector for young entrepreneurs.
Market research is ongoing in the current phase on issues related to potential sectors of intervention in
the next phase, including in the honey sector, rural tourism, sustainable agriculture, meat sector, wool
and value added options to the dairy sector. Team members are already honing their expertise in these
areas based on the natural transitions that have occurred in their interventions 