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2. Project Objectives and Components:    

 a. Objectives:

  According to the Development Credit Agreement  (DCA) and the Project Appraisal Document  (PAD), the objectives 
of the project were (i) to improve access of the poor to social and economic infrastructure and  (ii) to increase the 
availability and management of development resources at the community level .

 b.Were the project objectives/key associated outcome targets revised during implementation?     

    No



 c. Components (or Key Conditions in the case of DPLs, as appropriate): 

        ((((1111))))    Capacity BuildingCapacity BuildingCapacity BuildingCapacity Building     ((((AppraisalAppraisalAppraisalAppraisal ::::    US$US$US$US$6666....56565656    million; Actualmillion; Actualmillion; Actualmillion; Actual ::::    US$US$US$US$21212121....62626262    millionmillionmillionmillion     ).).).). Activities included strengthening  
federal, state and local government agency  (LGA) capacity for poverty reduction policy design, advocacy, and  
management of community-led infrastructure projects.

((((2222))))    CommunityCommunityCommunityCommunity ----Based InitiativeBased InitiativeBased InitiativeBased Initiative ssss    in Basic Social and Economic Infrastructurein Basic Social and Economic Infrastructurein Basic Social and Economic Infrastructurein Basic Social and Economic Infrastructure     ((((AppraisalAppraisalAppraisalAppraisal ::::    US$US$US$US$78787878....53535353    million; Actualmillion; Actualmillion; Actualmillion; Actual ::::    
US$US$US$US$59595959....83838383    millionmillionmillionmillion) ).) ).) ).) ). Activities included the establishment of independent, state -level social funds in eight states  (out 
of twelve included in the overall project in two phases; the remaining four states were to be funded by a co -financier) 
to provide funding for community-level infrastructure projects, as well as support for community -led identification of 
needs, preparation of microproject proposals, and monitoring and evaluation .

 d. Comments on Project Cost, Financing, Borrower Contribution, and Dates:     
        The DCA was amended in May 2005 to allow two additional states to receive project funding .  It was amended a 
second time in August 2007 to change the coordinating unit from the National Planning Council  (NPC) to the Federal 
Ministry of Finance (FMOF).  

A supplemental credit of US$25 million, requested by the borrower, was approved in February  2007,  The ICR 
reports that the additional credit was requested to cover a financing gap for microprojects that had already been  
initiated but could not be completed without more funds .  The TTL reports that the project became so popular that  
many communities were applying for grants, and so the government wanted to use the opportunity to concretize  
results of the community-driven approach and bridge the gap towards a nation -wide roll-out of the approach.  
However, the actual project cost came to about US$15 million less than estimated (including the supplemental 
credit), a difference most noted in the second component which came to about US$ 20 million less than estimated 
due to lower than expected cost per unit for the microprojects .  This appears inconsistent with the justification for the  
supplemental credit.  In contrast, the costs for the first component on capacity building increased by about US$ 15 
million; according to the project team, this was due to significant underestimation of the capacity building costs at  
appraisal.

The African Development Bank (AfDB) was to provide co-financing for the project; the  ICR does not provide an  
actual figure for the contribution but the TTL reports that the final amount came to about $ 3 million less than 
expected.  The TTL reports that state- and local government-level counterpart funding was eventually waived upon  
agreement with the Bank after changes in the Country Financing Parameters, which allowed  100 percent financing in 
all categories.

The closing date was first extended to August  2006 to allow completion of activities in the two added states .  It was 
extended again to December 2008 due to the additional funds from the supplemental credit .  It was extended for a 
third time to March 2009 to allow for completion of the project impact assessment activities .

 3. Relevance of Objectives & Design:         
   TheTheTheThe    relevance of the objectivesrelevance of the objectivesrelevance of the objectivesrelevance of the objectives     is ratedis ratedis ratedis rated     SubstantialSubstantialSubstantialSubstantial ....        The objectives are consistent with country and Bank  
strategies.  No Country Assistance Strategy (CAS) had been prepared at the time of Appraisal . The project fit with the 
recommendations of the Interim Nigeria Country Strategy Note for the period FY 00 -05 to focus on poverty reduction  
and support community-based activities. The current Country Partnership Strategy  (2010-2013) emphasizes 
"increasing access and utilization of human development services by the extreme poor and vulnerable ."  However, 
the second objective was somewhat vague, particularly with regards to increased  "management" of resources.

TheTheTheThe    relevance of the designrelevance of the designrelevance of the designrelevance of the design     is ratedis ratedis ratedis rated     SubstantialSubstantialSubstantialSubstantial ....  Numerous aspects of the project were well -considered, including: 
the identification of the poorest states based on geographical and poverty -score rankings; a self-targeted social fund 
approach in which proposals for microprojects were solicited from amongst the poor communities; risk factors, which  
were appropriately assessed as  "High" and mitigation measures prepared, such as including states in the preparation  
and supervision process to build state -level commitment to community-level activities; and capacity building on  
multiple fronts, including at the federal level which was adopting a significantly different approach to poverty  
reduction than it had in the past .  In addition, lessons learned from previous Bank projects in Nigeria and on social  
funds were taken into account in the project design .  However, significant shortcomings were the lack of a clear  
results chain and, subsequently, a weak monitoring and evaluation framework .  The indicators primarily measured 
outputs and process rather than outcomes   - while these indicators were certainly relevant, they did not, for example,  
capture multiple dimensions of access to infrastructure that would be critical for achieving outcomes leading to  
poverty reduction, nor were indicators for the second objective clearly defined .  



 4. Achievement of Objectives (Efficacy):     
    
ObjectiveObjectiveObjectiveObjective     1111::::    To improve access of the poor to social and economic infrastructureTo improve access of the poor to social and economic infrastructureTo improve access of the poor to social and economic infrastructureTo improve access of the poor to social and economic infrastructure ....
Achievement is rated SubstantialSubstantialSubstantialSubstantial ....  The project achieved its targets related to the number of microprojects completed,  
and there is some evidence of the various dimensions of  "improved access" (i.e. quality, affordability) reported in the 
ICR.  However, the evidence is drawn from the relatively small sample sizes and there is no data provided on control  
groups. The ICR states that geographic targeting was used to select poor communties

Outputs:
The project funded nearly 3000 microprojects in eleven sectors, surpassing the target of  2200.

1119 in education, including 3689 classrooms that were built and/or rehabilitated.�

925 in water supply and sanitation (i.e. provision of clean water)�

303 in health, including 255 health centers that were built or rehabilitated .�

277 in transport, including 243 km of new roads and 2,699 km of rehabilitated roads. �

168 in rural electrification (i.e. connections to main grids)�

51 in market infrastructure (i.e. construction of market stalls).  �

The ICR notes that the number of microprojects expected to be funded increased significantly  (from 1200 to 2200) as 
the cost per project was much lower than originally estimated .

Outcomes:
The following outcomes are based on a Rapid Impact Assessment conducted in  2009, with the following samples of 
communities surveyed in each sector :

Education: 75 communities (1119 microprojects completed).�

Water supply and sanitation:  31 communities (925 microprojects completed).�

Health: 10 health care facilities (303 microprojects completed).�

Transport:  22 communities (277 microprojects completed).�

Increased access:  
3085 communities (10.3 million residents) now have access to infrastructure, compared to the target of  2000 �

communities.  Given the poor state of and/or limited access to infrastructure prior to the project, it is presumed  
that the baseline figure for access is close to zero .  (Note: Although an increase in "the number of poor with 
access" is a key project indicator, evidence is primarily presented in terms of the number of  communities with 
access, which is then extrapolated to the total number of persons benefiting directly and indirectly from the  
infrastructure microprojects.Geographic targeting was used to select poor communities )  
Primary school enrollment increased 60% (from 18,124 to 29.575 students), compared to a target of 40%.    �

However, there is no information provided on the proportion of eligible children enrolled before vs . after the 
project to assess level of coverage .
Patient attendance at health care centers increased five -fold (from 112 to 746 patients).  �

Households with access to rural water supply increased from  8.1% to 87.8%. �

Households with access to solid waste disposal increased from  28% to 74%. �

Equitable access, by gender :  
The proportion of total beneficiaries who are women is  70%, achieving the target figure provided in the ICR of  �

70%.  According to the TTL, this figure was an estimate of the number of women utilizing the infrastructure,  
based on the rapid assessment .
Primary school enrollment for girls increased at the same rate  - 61% - as overall enrollment (from 4,780 to 7,685 �

girls).
Female patient attendance at health care centers increased four -fold (from 66 to 255 patients), compared to �

five-fold overall.  

Greater ease of access
Average commuting time decreased from 75 minutes to 24 minutes.  Note: This figure is based on data from four  �

communities within the 22 communities sampled that implemented transport projects . 
Average time spent collecting water per day decreased from  95.7 minutes to 16.4 minutes.  �

Improved quality of services
Total number of deaths from disease decreased from  256 to 65. �

Total number of qualified personnel at health care centers increased from  54 to 126.  �

Increased affordability
Average cost of treatment at health care centers decreased from  4,924 naira to 1,916 naira.  �



Average sum of money spent on water decreased from  99 naira to 17 naira.  �

Average cost of transport decreased from  126 naira to 76 naira. �

There was no information provided on other factors that may have contributed to the improvements .

ObjectiveObjectiveObjectiveObjective     2222::::    To increase availability and management of development resources at the community levelTo increase availability and management of development resources at the community levelTo increase availability and management of development resources at the community levelTo increase availability and management of development resources at the community level ....
Achievement of this objective is rated  ModestModestModestModest .  Although the target for the "amount of development funds controlled  
at the community level" was met, the definition of "increasing management of development resources " is unclear and 
thus difficult to evaluate properly .

Outputs:
$59.83 million was disbursed for infrastructure microprojects .  �

More than 3000 communities participated in the process of identifying development needs, preparing proposals  �

for funding, and managing projects .
208 workshops were organized in the areas of management, planning, monitoring and evaluation, with  2,697 �

community-based organizations participated in the training .

Outcomes:
$59.83 million was made directly available to poor communities for development projects, achieving the  �

(revised) target of $60 million.
The ICR reports that local communities demonstrated increased capacity by  "being able to conceive of  �

communal goals, prioritize goals in order of importance through participatory methods, form groups, elect  
leaders into positions, understand the difference between leadership for action and ceremonial leadership, and  
integrate women into leadership."  The project team also reported that the number of formal and informal groups  
getting involved in community microprojects increased and that the number of microproject group leaders being  
elected into formal political elective positions has also increased .   

 5. Efficiency (not applicable to DPLs):         
         Efficiency is rated SubstantialSubstantialSubstantialSubstantial .  The ICR reports that findings from the Background Study for the Mid-Term Review 
of the Community-Based Poverty Reduction Project  (2004) demonstrated that the microprojects were about  26 
percent more cost effective than similar alternative government agency projects .  Annex 3 provides data from the  
comparative cost analysis, in which microprojects  - such as rural feeder roads, electricity generators, boreholes,  
hand-dug wells, school classrooms, open market stalls, and health care centers  - range from 2.73% to 38.9% more 
cost-effective. 

The ICR also reports increased efficiency in project management at community and LGA levels; however, there is no  
evidence provided to substantiate this statement . 

aaaa....    If available, enter theIf available, enter theIf available, enter theIf available, enter the     Economic Rate of ReturnEconomic Rate of ReturnEconomic Rate of ReturnEconomic Rate of Return     ((((ERRERRERRERR))))////Financial Rate of ReturnFinancial Rate of ReturnFinancial Rate of ReturnFinancial Rate of Return ((((FRRFRRFRRFRR))))    at appraisal and theat appraisal and theat appraisal and theat appraisal and the     
rererere----estimated value at  evaluationestimated value at  evaluationestimated value at  evaluationestimated value at  evaluation ::::        

                     Rate Available? Point Value Coverage/Scope*

Appraisal No
ICR estimate No

* Refers to percent of total project cost for which ERR/FRR was calculated.

 6. Outcome:     

    The project outcome is rated SatisfactorySatisfactorySatisfactorySatisfactory .  Development objectives and design were substantially relevant, the  
objective of improving access  to social and economic infrastructure was substantially achieved, the target for  
amount of funds  controlled at the community level was met, but evidence on increased management at community  
level was only limited.  Efficiency was substantial .   
  aaaa.... Outcome RatingOutcome RatingOutcome RatingOutcome Rating ::::  Satisfactory

 7. Rationale for Risk to Development Outcome Rating:     
    Although almost all of the microprojects were still being maintained for at least one year after completion, there is  
some risk to longer-term maintenance.  As part of the project design, LGAs were to play a critical role in this aspect of  
sustainability, including signing agreements with the communities to partner in current cost and maintenance .  



However, the ICR notes that some LGAs did not fulfill these obligations .  A specialized training and awareness  
program for the maintenance of community assets was established and a large number of Community Project  
Maintenance Committees instituted maintenance and sustainability strategies . 
   
     aaaa....    Risk to Development Outcome RatingRisk to Development Outcome RatingRisk to Development Outcome RatingRisk to Development Outcome Rating ::::  Moderate

 8. Assessment of Bank Performance:        

  Quality at entryQuality at entryQuality at entryQuality at entry     is rated Moderately Satisfactoryis rated Moderately Satisfactoryis rated Moderately Satisfactoryis rated Moderately Satisfactory ....  As discussed in the section on relevance, the project design  
included numerous elements that adequately addressed implementation issues such as capacity and risk  
management.  However, the results chain was not clear, as reflected in the inadequate M&E design, including   
the narrow choice of indicators.  In addition, according to the project team, the costs for the component on  
capacity building were significantly underestimated at appraisal.

SupervisionSupervisionSupervisionSupervision     is rated Satisfactoryis rated Satisfactoryis rated Satisfactoryis rated Satisfactory ....  The Bank team worked regularly and consistently with the counterpart staff in  
resolving implementation issues, helped in part by transferring task team leadership to the field .  The ICR notes 
the beneficial results from overall continuity of the project team, including consistency in relationships and  
knowledge of the project throughout the project period, although the ICR also cites the Borrower's concerns that  
the increased implementation support in the field came at expense of more frequent supervision missions from  
WB headquarters.  The project team reported that the Bank team worked to redefine the results chain and  
improve the M&E system (including being able to better measure outputs ).  

    aaaa....    Ensuring QualityEnsuring QualityEnsuring QualityEnsuring Quality ----atatatat----EntryEntryEntryEntry ::::Moderately Satisfactory

    bbbb....    Quality of SupervisionQuality of SupervisionQuality of SupervisionQuality of Supervision ::::Satisfactory

    cccc....    Overall Bank PerformanceOverall Bank PerformanceOverall Bank PerformanceOverall Bank Performance ::::Moderately Satisfactory

 9. Assessment of Borrower Performance:        
Government performanceGovernment performanceGovernment performanceGovernment performance     is rated Moderately Satisfactoryis rated Moderately Satisfactoryis rated Moderately Satisfactoryis rated Moderately Satisfactory ....     At the federal level, the government demonstrated  
commitment to a community-driven poverty reduction approach and recruited highly qualified staff, whose  
salaries were competitive with the private sector .  However,  LGA  performance was less than satisfactory .  The 
ICR reports that there was overall a weak link between the LGAs and the microproject proposal process .  The 
TTL reports that although most LGAs signed agreements to provide recurrent and maintenance costs, many of  
them did not actually provide the financing and thus communities were left to find other ways to sustain the  
infrastructure projects.  In addition, counterpart funding was not provided in a timely manner during the first two  
years and was eventually waived.  

Implementing AgencyImplementing AgencyImplementing AgencyImplementing Agency     performance is rated Satisfactoryperformance is rated Satisfactoryperformance is rated Satisfactoryperformance is rated Satisfactory ....     The project coordinating unit was moved from the  
NPC to the FMOF in the fourth year of the project in an effort to facilitate implementation .  The ICR reports that 
there was a conflict between NPC's mandate to provide policy guidance on government activities and its  
implementing role for the project, thus contributing to bureaucratic delays .  Fiduciary matters were adequately  
carried out, despite some initial problems due to lack of experience .  At the state level, the ICR reports that the  
autonomy of individual state agencies facilitated implementation of microprojects as there was limited  
bureaucratic interference.  The qualified and committed staff also ensured effective outreach to communities and  
supervision of microprojects.    
    aaaa....    Government PerformanceGovernment PerformanceGovernment PerformanceGovernment Performance ::::Moderately Satisfactory

    bbbb....    Implementing Agency PerformanceImplementing Agency PerformanceImplementing Agency PerformanceImplementing Agency Performance ::::Satisfactory

    cccc....    Overall Borrower PerformanceOverall Borrower PerformanceOverall Borrower PerformanceOverall Borrower Performance ::::Moderately Satisfactory

 10. M&E Design, Implementation, & Utilization:     
   M&E DesignM&E DesignM&E DesignM&E Design ::::     As noted previously, indicators were narrowly chosen and did not adequately reflect the broader  
aspects of improved access to services and community -managed development.  The ICR notes a number of 
weaknesses in the M&E design such as lack of clarity in the responsibilities of agencies for collecting data, lack of  
baseline data, and initial lack of harmonized reporting templates, making it difficult for the Federal team to summarize  
indicators across all states.



M&E ImplementationM&E ImplementationM&E ImplementationM&E Implementation ::::    The M&E system was revised during the last  2-3 years of the project to collect more  
standardized data on a regular basis, and one impact evaluation, albeit a rapid assessment, was carried out .  
However, the indicators tracked were still largely focused on process and outputs, rather than outcomes .

M&E UtilizationM&E UtilizationM&E UtilizationM&E Utilization ::::    The ICR reports that the impact evaluation report was published and widely disseminated, although  
there is no information on how the information was utilized .  The ICR states that data collected from semi -annual and 
annual reports of indicators were evaluated and used for decision -making in the areas of safeguards assessments,  
financial management reviews, operational choices, planning and resource reallocation decisions, and that  "M&E 
activities helped communities to focus on maintenance and usage "; however, there is no further information to  
substantiate these claims. 
 aaaa....  M&E Quality RatingM&E Quality RatingM&E Quality RatingM&E Quality Rating ::::  Modest

 11. Other Issues (Safeguards, Fiduciary, Unintended Positive and Negative Impacts): 

   
Safeguards compliance was satisfactory .  Environmental and social management plans were implemented,  �

including an environmental audit which rated compliance as satisfactory .
The ICR reports that there were no significant deviations from Bank fiduciary policies and procedures .�

The Community-Driven Development (CDD) approach, which had been met with skepticism at the outset of the  �

project, gained wider acceptance due to the demonstration effect of the project .

12121212....    RatingsRatingsRatingsRatings:::: ICRICRICRICR  IEG ReviewIEG ReviewIEG ReviewIEG Review Reason forReason forReason forReason for     
DisagreementDisagreementDisagreementDisagreement ////CommentsCommentsCommentsComments

OutcomeOutcomeOutcomeOutcome :::: Satisfactory Satisfactory

Risk to DevelopmentRisk to DevelopmentRisk to DevelopmentRisk to Development     
OutcomeOutcomeOutcomeOutcome ::::

Moderate Moderate

Bank PerformanceBank PerformanceBank PerformanceBank Performance :::: Satisfactory Moderately 
Satisfactory

M&E framework was inadequate, 
including the lack of a clear results  
chain.

Borrower PerformanceBorrower PerformanceBorrower PerformanceBorrower Performance :::: Satisfactory Moderately 
Satisfactory

LGA performance was unsatisfactory,  
namely in the area of providing support  
to sustain infrastructure projects .

Quality of ICRQuality of ICRQuality of ICRQuality of ICR ::::
    

Satisfactory

NOTESNOTESNOTESNOTES:
- When insufficient information is provided by the Bank for IEG  to  
arrive at a clear rating, IEG will downgrade the relevant  ratings as  
warranted beginning July 1, 2006.
- The "Reason for Disagreement/Comments" column could 
cross-reference other sections of the ICR Review, as appropriate .

 13. Lessons:     
   

Legal independence and operational autonomy of state agencies can greatly facilitate implementation of   �

local-level activities, as bureaucratic obstacles are minimized .
Recruitment of qualified staff can be a key factor in ensuring timely and effective implementation .�

 

 14. Assessment Recommended?     Yes No

    Why?Why?Why?Why? This is one of the first Bank projects in Nigeria to incorporate a community -driven approach to poverty  
reduction.  In addition, given the multi-tiered system of government in Nigeria, it would be of interest to learn more  
about the roles played by each level  - starting from the federal level down to the individual community level .  

 15. Comments on Quality of ICR:     



The ICR was overall consistent with ICR guidelines .  Although the ICR reports numerous data related to the  
achievement of objectives, the evidence is not always presented in a clear and logical results chain .   Project 
component costs reported on pp . 2-3 of the ICR do not match the figures reported in Annex  1.
    aaaa....Quality of ICR RatingQuality of ICR RatingQuality of ICR RatingQuality of ICR Rating ::::    Satisfactory


