The Kingdom of Tonga

Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Project completion report
Main report and appendices

Mission date:
Document Date:
Project No.
Report No:

7-August to 25-August, 2017
22-Jan 2018
1100001628
4709-TO

Asia and the Pacific Division
Programme Management Department

The Kingdom of Tonga
Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Project completion report

Contents
A.

Introduction

1

B.

Project description

1

C.

Assessment of Project relevance

5

D.

Assessment of Project effectiveness

7

E.

D.1.

Physical targets and output delivery

7

D.2.

Project outcomes and impacts

8

D.3.

Targeting and outreach

15

D.4.

Innovation, replication and scaling-up

17

Assessment of Project management

18

E.1.

Project costs and financing

18

E.2.

Quality of Project management

19

E.3.

Quality of financial management

21

E.4.

Partners' performance

25

E.5.

Quality of supervision and implementation support

26

E.6.

Project internal rate of return

26

F.

Assessment of sustainability

27

G.

Lessons learned and knowledge generated

28

H.

Conclusions and recommendations

30

List of Figures
Figure 1: TRIP disbursements

22

List of Tables
Table 1: Summary of project budget (TOP; US$’000)

4

Table 2: Project financiers

4

Table 3: Annual expenditures by component, at appraisal and actual (US$)

19

Table 4: Planned verses actual disbursement (SDRs), IFAD funding only

22

Table 5: Projected and actual disbursements by financier

41

Table 6: IFAD financing - appraisal estimates, reallocations and actual expenditures by component
(USD)
42
Table 7: IFAD financing - appraisal estimates, reallocations and actual expenditures by category
(USD)

42

Table 8: Appraisal estimates and actual expenditures by component and year (US$)

43

Table 9: Appraisal estimates and actual expenditures by component and year (US$)

43

Table 10: Appraisal estimates and actual expenditures by expenditure category and year (US$)

44

Table 11: Appraisal estimates and actual expenditures by expenditure category and year (TOP)

45

Table 12: Estimate of Standard Conversion Factor

78

i

The Kingdom of Tonga
Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Project completion report

Table 13: Economic infrastructure by type and cost (TOP)

79

Table 14: Yields and cropping patterns for crop protection interventions

81

Table 15: Economic and sensitivity analysis results

83

Table 16: Communities by island group

87

Table 17: Distribution of sub-projects by category and island group

88

Table 18: Communities by island group and size

88

Table 19: Subproject contributions by community size (TOP)

89

Table 20: Subprojects by community size

90

Table 21: Subproject costs and remoteness of community locations (TOP)

91

Table 22: Communities, sub-projects and remoteness

91

Table 23: Adjustment of Project costs to 2016-17 Prices (TOP)

92

ii

The Kingdom of Tonga
Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Project completion report

Appendices
Appendix 1: PCR rating matrix

33

Appendix 2: Project logical framework

35

Appendix 3: Dates of supervision missions and follow-up missions

37

Appendix 4: Summary of amendments to the financing agreement

39

Appendix 5: Actual Project costs

41

Appendix 6: Physical progress table

47

Appendix 7: RIMS data

49

Appendix 8: Project internal rate of return (detailed analysis)

77

Appendix 9: Social and environmental assessment

93

Appendix 10: Stakeholder workshop findings

97

Appendix 11: Final wrap-up meeting minutes

123

Appendix 12: The TRIP booklet

125

Appendix 13: Fact sheets, community assessments and case studies

129

Appendix 14: Community Project Ratings

153

Annex 1: Project Completion Review Process

163

iii

The Kingdom of Tonga
Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Project completion report

Currency equivalents
Currency Unit

=

Pa’anga

US$1.0

=

2.0 Pa’anga

1 kilogram

=

1000 g

1 000 kg

=

2.204 lb.

1 kilometre (km)

=

0.62 mile

1 metre

=

1.09 yards

1 square metre

=

10.76 square feet

1 acre

=

0.405 hectare

1 hectare

=

2.47 acres

Weights and measures
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Project at a glance
Country
Project Name
IFAD Approval
03/04/2012
Mid-term Review

Loan
Grant
Component
Community
Development
Business
Development
Project
Management

The Kingdom of Tonga
Tonga Rural Innovation Project (Phase I)
Key Dates
Signing
Effectiveness Mid-Term
Original
Review
Completion
25/05/2012
25/05/2012
18/05/2015
30/06/2017
Interim
Original Loan Actual Loan
Evaluation
Closing
Closing
31/12/2017
31/12/2017
IFAD Financing
SDR million
% disbursed
SDR million
% disbursed
2.6
92.19%
Actual Costs and Financing (USD ‘000)
IFAD
Cofinancing
Beneficiaries
GOVT
Design Actual
Design Actual Design Actual Design Actual
2,087.0

2,048.5

318.9 1,190.0

357.8

Actual
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30/06/2017

Total
Design

Actual

305.5 2,763.7 3,544.0

313.0

81.3

300.1
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2.2
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600.7

963.0
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Actual expenditures as at 31 December 2017. Actual expenditures for Component 1 include an estimated amount
of $667,258 in community contributions in cash and kind which are in addition to the appraisal estimate for these
contributions.
Total
13,238

Direct
13,238

Number of Beneficiaries
Indirect
Women
Not known
Approx. 6,619
Project Objective

Other
n.a.

Other
n.a.

The goal of TRIP I was to “contribute to the improved sustainable livelihoods of vulnerable communities in rural
areas of Tonga”. The development objective was to “strengthen the capacity of target communities to plan and
manage their development priorities in order to achieve improved sustainable livelihoods”.
Executing
Agency
NGOs/civil
society
Other

Country Partners
Government of Tonga; Ministry of Finance and National Planning
Mainstreaming of Rural Development Innovation Tonga Trust (MORDI TT)
Governments of Australia, Japan and New Zealand, UNDP, FAO, World Bank
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Executive Summary1
1.

The theory of change guiding the Tonga Rural Innovation Project (TRIP) was that enhanced
community capacity for sustainable planning and action linked to greater business capability for
sustainable financing and investment would contribute to improved sustainable livelihoods for
vulnerable rural households.

2.

The Tonga Rural Innovation Project made satisfactory progress towards accomplishing its goal
of contributing to improved sustainable livelihoods for vulnerable rural communities; and the
achievement of its development objective to strengthen the capacity of target communities and
businesses to plan, finance and manage their development priorities in order to achieve
improved sustainable livelihoods.

3.

The project has clearly contributed to an improvement in the livelihoods of its target population
and established a solid rural development model for national scaling up and replication. There
is a high level of recognition in the Kingdom of Tonga of the project's good performance,
achievement of results, and policy impact. In terms of physical performance, community
planning and sub-project investment targets were exceeded by considerable margins community planning by 252% and sub-project implementation by 290%. Standout results were:
(i) a model developed to promote community empowerment, capacity building, and resilience
improvements for remote disadvantaged rural communities; and (ii) contribution to national
policy and institutional reform in two key areas: firstly whereby the project-initiated community
development approach has been adopted as national policy for rural development planning in
Tonga, and secondly where the project has played a key role in facilitating the development of
the Tonga Agricultural Sector Plan.

4.

A key feature of the project was its strong focus on human and social capital whereby
communities were empowered to improve the resilience of their livelihoods through a targeted
community planning process that has now institutionalized by the Government of Tonga. In
addition, the project enhanced the knowledge and skills of the rural poor through facilitating
high levels of participation in planning processes; and developing local organisational capacity
to plan, budget, manage and supervise community-led investments. Targeted communities
have been empowered to a level where they can influence government policy and the allocation
of budgetary resources.

5.

The project's contribution to increasing household incomes is estimated as follows: (i) TOP 250
(about US$ 114) per month per household for multi-purpose community halls (used by women’s
weaving groups), and TOP17,360 (about US$ 7,900) per month per hall; (ii) an average of
TOP1,800 (US$ 820) per household per year for agriculture fences to prevent damage to food
crops, and TOP8,725 (about US$ 4,000) per household per year for pigsties; (iii) approximately
TOP9,000 (about US$ 4,100) per acre per year for vanilla plantations (1 acre, at maturity); and
(iv) TOP11,500 (US$ 5,240) per acre per year for pandanus trees at maturity (1 acre; leaves
2
are used for mat weaving) . In 2009 (the latest household income figures available) the annual
per capita income was TOP 3,376, meaning that the incremental household figures reported
above have had a significant impact on targeted household welfare and living standards. The
project's Economic Internal Rate of Return was estimated to be 28.6%, compared with the
appraisal estimate of 18.7 %.

6.

There were two main issues that negatively affected the performance of the project. These
related to the quality of project monitoring and evaluation (M&E) and delays in receiving

1

The PCR mission comprised: (i) Mr. Philip Young, Team Leader; (ii) Ms. Pilimilose Balwyn Fa’otusia, Chief Executive Officer,
Ministry of Finance and National Planning; (ii) Dr. Pari Bauman, Targeting, Social and Gender; (iii) Mr. Peter Mawson,
Economist; (iv) Mr. Fabrizio Vivarini, Financial Management and Procurement; and (v) Mr. Soane Patolo, General Manager,
MORD Tonga Trust.
2
Note that not all incremental financial benefits from the 10 different types of community investment were quantified.
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counterpart financing. As the TRIP was IFAD's first direct investment in the Kingdom of Tonga
since the 1980s, it would have been expected that IFAD provided more intensive early
implementation support to facilitate project start up and to assist in establishing a more effective
project management system. Unfortunately, the project was not supervised for the first 21
months, which contributed to delays in establishing effective project management systems from
the on-set. Similarly, due to Tonga's precarious fiscal situation, delays were experienced in
receiving the Government of Tonga contribution in line with the Financing Agreement. This in
turn led to delays in implementation.
7.

Relevance. The project relevance was considered moderately satisfactory as the project
design remains consistent with the needs of remote rural communities as well as national
policies and priorities. Proposed interventions and implementation modalities were largely
appropriate given the context and the internal project logic was coherent although the activities
to support rural business did not materialize. The project objectives and activities were
particularly relevant in terms of: (i) national strategies and policies for agriculture, rural
development, and poverty eradication; (ii) the key challenges and opportunities for poverty
reduction prevailing at the time of project design and completion; and (iii) the priorities and
needs of the target group. More specifically, and from the direct stakeholders’ perspective (as
emerging from the end-of-project workshop), the project objectives were consistent with
beneficiaries’ conditions and the country needs, and fully relevant because the project: (i)
contributed to improved rural livelihoods; (ii) addressed community priorities as identified by the
communities themselves through a participatory and inclusive process, involving also
traditionally voiceless social groups such as women and the youth; (iii) strengthened
household’s economic capacity and community assets; (iv) improved environmental
sustainability and conservation while strengthening communities’ resilience to climatic hazards;
(v) enabled participants to connect with supply chains; and (vi) generated and shared
knowledge and experience from implementation, and some approaches (i.e. the community
planning model) that were replicated and scaled up by Government. The beneficiary
contribution was double than that expected at project design.

8.

An additional reason why the project objectives and activities remained relevant is that they
were “driven and guided” by the project’s target communities whose aspirations were recorded
in the Community Development Plans (CDPs) and then supported by the project, Government
and other development partners. Additionally, the integration of community needs into wider
planning frameworks ensured a consistent alignment of the project with national strategies and
policies for rural development and poverty alleviation. Furthermore, the key challenges priorities
and needs of the target communities did not change during project implementation.

9.

Effectiveness. Project effectiveness is considered moderately satisfactory as most project its
objectives and outcomes despite some minor implementation delays. The project achieved or
exceeded many of its targets by significant margins: (i) the target for CDPs was 60, and 151
were completed (+252%); (ii) expected target beneficiaries from stronger community planning
capacity were 6,901 people, the final number was 13,238 people (equal numbers of men and
women) (+192%); (iii) 409 community groups were established compared with a target of 300
(+136%); (iv) the target for sub-projects was 60 and TRIP implemented 174 (+290%); (v) these
174 sub-projects directly benefited 13,238 people (96% of revised target – post Cyclone Ian),
plus an unquantified number of indirect beneficiaries and communities that independently
replicated TRIP approaches; and (vi) although Component 2 was cancelled at mid-term, most
of its targets were achieved. Additional benefits also accrued as a result of the project's support
for increasing income generating opportunities, agricultural productivity, and environment and
climate resilience. There were also significant unquantified benefits derived from the project's
infrastructure investment that were also not fully quantified in the final project analysis (refer to
Appendix 8 and Appendix 13.
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10.

The quality of the implementation to achieve outputs was moderately satisfactory and the
achieved outputs fulfilled expected quality standards. Furthermore, as the activities which
generated the outputs were based on the CDPs with a high degree of ownership from the target
communities, the activities directly responded to the needs of the intended target group. The
ownership by Government and communities is demonstrated by that once a decision was made
to increase the number of CDPs from 60 to 151, TRIP complied with agreed schedules,
timetables, and quality standards for output delivery.

11.

The project achieved various institutional outcomes, including: (i) active participation of
communities in planning and implementing development interventions, including women and
youth – an innovation considering the country social and cultural context; (ii) scaling-up of the
CDPs across the country with additional domestic financing; (iii) the integration of CDPs into
District and Island Development Plans, a process that has now been adopted as national
policy; (iv) capacity building of District and Town Officers enabling more effective support to
rural communities; (v) empowerment of targeted beneficiaries to be more self-reliant; (vi)
improvement of farmers’ skills as a result of training and other project support; and (vii) strong
partnerships with a wide range of public and private actors, the donor community, civil society
and the faith-based organizations that provided additional longer term support and funding to
rural communities.

12.

Efficiency and Value of Money. The project efficiency and value for money is considered to
be moderately satisfactory. Project implementation was mostly efficient and the project
investments represent good value for money. Most project activities were implemented within
schedule, and within budget, however there were some interruptions in executing sub-project
due to disbursement and counterpart financing delays. The internal rate of return was
commensurate with the one calculated at design stage. Project implementation arrangements
and procedures were efficient and output delivery was mostly problem-free. The project was
efficient in leveraging IFAD’s, Government's and others’ development partners resources to
assist rural communities to prepare and implement community development plans, because of:
(i) community empowerment, participation and involvement; (ii) informed and integrated risks
across all activities; (iii) use of previous experience working with rural communities; (vi) timely
provision of resources by the Project; and (v) leveraging partnerships to mobilize additional
resources and funds (estimated to be US$ 1.7 million [TOP 3.7 million]) to complement the
IFAD financing. Considering that the project significantly exceeded the number of expected
target beneficiaries, mobilized additional resources, and concluded its delivery on-time and
under budget, the investment is considered to have been good value for money for IFAD and
the Government of Tonga.

13.

Sustainability. Post-project sustainability is considered to be moderately satisfactory based on
the likelihood that benefits resulting from project implementation will continue after project
completion together with the high level of beneficiary ownership and government commitment.
Grounded in the project theory of change, the design of TRIP integrated an implicit approach to
promote the sustainability of project benefits through its investment in community mobilization,
capacity building, and the mobilization of additional support and resources (e.g. additional
financing from Government, leveraging of remittances). This strategy for sustainability has been
reinforced with the institutionalization of the project's community development approach by the
Government as national policy. The project has demonstrated a successful community-based
rural development approach that is both scalable within the Kingdom of Tonga and relevant for
other small Pacific Islands developing states. Sustainability could have been enhanced through
a more strategic approached to promoting technology and market linkages.

14.

The end-of-project validation workshop concluded that the project has a high likelihood of
sustainability, as: (i) sub-committees have been set up to manage ongoing sub-projects; (ii)
there has been a positive change in communities’ governance structure – with communities
now better organized and able to prioritize and implement development interventions, work in
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partnership, and mobilize resources; community leaders capacitated to lead communities; and
the increased capacity of District and Town Officers to serve communities; (iii) the community
planning process is now institutionalised in the country, will be adopted in the future, and is
expected to be replicable in other Pacific Island countries; and (iv) there is now a close working
relationship between MORDI (the implementing NGO) and the Government of Tonga.
15.

The key factors and lessons for project success as identified at the validation workshop are: (i)
timely implementation; (ii) team work, partnerships and trust among all stakeholders and
implementing actors; (iii) continual follow-up, mentoring, and monitoring of communities on
outer islands; (iv) the mandatory inclusion of women and youth to ensure high levels of quality
participation and consensus building around objectives; (v) use of the CDPs as a development
tool for communities to layout their priorities and build ownership; and (vi) a clear project
institutional structure that minimized implementation challenges.
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A. Introduction
1.

The Tonga Rural Innovation Project (TRIP) was approved at the IFAD Executive Board in May
2012. The project had a total value of approximately US$ 4.2 million. It was financed by the
Government of Tonga, participating Tongan rural communities, and a grant from the
International Fund for Agriculture Development (IFAD). The IFAD financing of SDR 2.6 million
was equivalent to approximately US$ 3.0 million at the time of approval. The five-year project
began in May 2012 and was completed in June 2017. The Project was implemented by MORDI
TT, a Tongan non-governmental organisation, under an agreement with the Ministry of Finance
and National Planning (MFNP) of the Government of Tonga.

2.

The Project made satisfactory progress towards achieving its goal of improved sustainable
livelihoods for vulnerable rural communities and its development objective to strengthen the
capacity of target communities and businesses to plan, finance and manage their development
priorities in order to achieve improved sustainable livelihoods. TRIP comprised three
components: (i) community development; (ii) business development; and (iii) project
management.

3.

The project completion process commenced a year before project closing and involved an
extensive process of review, analysis and consultation. A Project Completion Mission visited
Tonga in August, 2017 and assisted the Government of Tonga to finalize a Project Completion
Report (PCR) and to support a final stakeholder validation workshop held in September 2017.
Further details of the project completion process are included as Annex 2.

4.

Project rationale and theory of change. The project theory of change was based on that
enhanced community capacity for sustainable planning and action, when linked to enhanced
business capability for sustainable financing and investment, will contribute to improved
sustainable livelihoods of vulnerable households in rural areas. This was underpinned by the
following design features:
(i)

Avoiding complexity by focusing on the core constraints to agriculture and rural
development – declining incomes, lack of access to capital, variable local Government
skills, and poor infrastructure;

(ii)

Component complementarity by focusing on common income generating activities by
communities and businesses combined with the use of targeting mechanisms, especially
selective targeting, to facilitate as much as possible operational and or geographical
linkages between community and businesses development activities;

(iii)

Strengthening and empowering rural communities to have greater influence on policy,
and stronger engagement with Government planning processes and private sector
financing facilities which are supportive of sustained community and business
development activities;

(iv)

Learning from the experience of implementing similar projects in the Pacific sub-region;
and

(v)

Minimising risk by adopting well-proven approaches and working with an experienced
local implementation partner (MORDI TT) under the foregoing Mainstreaming of Rural
3
Development Innovation (MORDI) Programme , especially for community planning and
gender empowerment.

B. Project description
5.

Poverty and rural development context. Despite solid, long-term, performance in terms of
human development, the results from the 2009 Household Income and Expenditure Survey
3

The Mainstreaming of Rural Development Innovation (MORDI) Programme was a large IFAD regional grant activity
that was implemented from 2007-2011 targeting Fiji, Kiribati and Tonga
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(HIES) showed that the incidence of hardship in Tonga had steadily increased over the previous
decade: 23% of households were living below the basic needs poverty line in 2009, compared
with 16% in 2001. In general, and as the case in other Pacific Islands, poverty in Tonga does
not mean destitution or hunger, but rather a lack of access to basic services, lack of
opportunities to participate in the socio-economic life of the community, and a lack of adequate
resources to meet daily living expenses and customary obligations. The severity and depth of
poverty has also increased significantly during past decade. The outer islands in Tonga
experienced the sharpest increase in hardship, with almost twice as many people living below
the basic needs poverty line in 2009, compared with 2001. However in terms of absolute terms,
about half of the country’s population facing hardship live in the main island of Tongatapu
(excluding Nuku’alofa).
6.

As poverty is fairly evenly geographically distributed in rural Tonga, the project was targeted
nationwide. Community development activities were implemented in selected communities
within all regions of Tonga. This included 29 existing communities in the “outer islands” defined
as communities outside the main islands of Tongatapu, Vava’u and Ha’apai, which were already
being covered by the previous MORDI programme; and 31 new communities in the “main
islands” of Tongatapu, Vava’u, Ha’apai, the Niuas and ‘Eau. The Project covered a combined
4
total of 60 communities where an estimated 16,901 people lived according to the Population
Census (2006).

7.

The target group consisted of the 23% extreme poor and poor households living below the
poverty line and marginal households. Extremely poor and poor households tend to adopt
livelihood strategies that involve a combination of coastal fishing and subsistence agriculture,
with a heavy reliance on social support networks, while the livelihood strategies of the
marginally less poor households tend to include migration, as well as small investments in
agriculture, livestock and fishing. Women, particularly women-headed households and youth
were key project target groups. While women increasingly shoulder both domestic and
agricultural production burdens, their decision-making and organisational empowerment
generally remains limited to a narrow gender-prescribed social sphere.

8.

Project objectives. The project goal was to contribute to the improved sustainable livelihoods
of vulnerable communities in rural areas of Tonga. The development objective was to
strengthen the capacity of target communities to plan and manage their development priorities
in order to achieve improved sustainable livelihoods.

9.

The main outcomes and outputs were expected to be as follows: (i) Component 1 Community
Development: Outcome - enhanced community capacity for sustainable planning and action,
Outputs – (a) Community Development Plans (CDPs) prepared, and (b) operational community
economic infrastructure; (ii) Component 2 Business Development: Outcome - enhanced
business capability for sustainable financing and investment, Outputs – (a) investment
publications and promotions prepared, and (b) operational agriculture and rural businesses;
and (iii) Component 3 Project Management: Outcome – enhanced project management for
effective implementation and monitoring, outputs – competent project management team .

10.

There were three main modifications to original project design as a result of experience
generated during implementation. The first modification related to an expansion of the number
of target communities and associated CDPs, followed by the design and implementation of an
increased number of sub-projects. All rural communities now have CDPs (151 completed
compared with an appraisal target of 60) and 174 sub-projects (community economic
infrastructure development) were completed by the end June 2017. This modification was made
to: (i) respond to the increased demand from rural communities to be included in TRIP so that
they could benefit from the support and resources provided; and (ii) to enable the Ministry of

4

This target was revised after Cyclone Ian devastated Ha’apai – see Appendices 4 and 8 for details.
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Internal Affairs to use the CDPs to formulate the District Development Plans and Island
Development Plans.
11.

The second design adjustment was the cancellation of rural business activities under
Component 2. A supervision mission in March 2014, and the Mid-Term Review in May 2015,
recommended reallocating the funds allocated for Supplemental Equity Grants (SEGs) to
Community Economic Infrastructure Grants (CEIGs). This was due to: (i) a change in
Government policy and strategy for business development support whereby the Tonga
Development Bank (TDB) offered heavily subsidized business loans (for onward lending at 1%
to borrowers) soon after the TRIP was launched. This made the commercial financing terms
offered under TRIP unattractive; (ii) the narrow demand for business financing because of the
immaturity of the sector and limited agribusiness opportunities existing in the country; and (iii)
some of the larger agribusiness already had funded business plans in place with existing
banking services.

12.

A third design modification related to the expansion of sub-projects financing to also include
infrastructure for improving agriculture-based livelihoods. This adjustment was proposed at midterm in response to demand from communities for increasing agriculture productivity across a
range of crops and livestock species.

13.

The design of TRIP included a number of innovative features that contributed to the overall
achievement of results. For instance, under Component 1, the project scaled up a community
development approach established under the original MORDI Programme, including the
involvement of Town Officers and the recruitment of Community Facilitators to assist
communities to develop their own initiatives. An innovative feature of Component 2 (Business
Development) related to the scale and scope of the proposed financing arrangements for
agriculture and rural businesses, although this was discontinued after mid-term review. The
project management arrangements under Component 3 whereby Government agreed to
partner with a civil society organization (and vice versa) to implement the project is also
innovative in the Tongan context and will now be scaled up under a second phase of the
project.

14.

Implementation modalities. The implementation modalities of TRIP were based on an earlier
successful IFAD regional grant financed initiative entitled the Mainstreaming of Rural
Development Innovations (MORDI). This involved the appointment of a locally registered NGO
MORDI Tonga Trust as the Lead Project Agency and the Ministry of Finance and National
Planning (MFNP) as the grant recipient.

15.

Innovative implementation arrangements included: (i) mainstreaming cooperation (including
training and capacity building support) with Government Town Officers and District Officers to a
greater extent than originally envisaged at design; (ii) the formation of many diverse
partnerships with numerous development partners in Tonga – for example with the Japan
International Cooperation Agency (JICA) for a Pacific Breadfruit Roundtable initiative; (iii)
support for the Ministry of Internal Affairs to aggregate the 151 CDPs within national planning
processes; and (iv) recognition from Government that TRIP’s approach to rural development in
Tonga should be considered by all development partners as the “standard” way to engage with
rural communities.

16.

The project budget is summarized in Table 1, and totalled USD 4.03 million. The Project’s
financiers were IFAD (approximately 75%), the Government (10%) and the target beneficiaries
(15%), the latter contributions being in cash and kind.

17.

The main implementation partners were IFAD, Government, targeted rural communities, and
numerous supportive development partners under various formal and informal arrangements.
The additional support from Tonga’s development partners, and from emerging private sector
agriculture investors, was strategic and leveraged considerable additional financing (estimated
to be US$ 1.7 million [TOP 3.7 million]). For example, the project formed partnerships with the
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largest bilateral development partners active in Tonga (Australia and New Zealand), various
parts of the United Nations, and Nishi Trading (a private sector partner).
Table 1: Summary of project budget (TOP; US$’000)
(TOP '000)
Local
A. Community Development
1. Community development plans
2. Community economic infrastructure
Subtotal
B. Business Development
1. Finance publications & promotions
2. Agriculture & rural businesses
Subtotal
C. Project Management
Total BASELINE COSTS
Physical Contingencies
Price Contingencies
Total PROJECT COSTS

(US$ '000)

FE

Total

Local

FE

Total

.
FE

Base
Costs
(%)

1,615
1,397
3,012

86
1,166
1,252

1,701
2,563
4,264

979
847
1,826

52
706
759

1,031
1,553
2,584

5
45
29

27
41
68

25
952
977
849
4,838
107
186
5,131

147
1,399
115
5
1,519

25
952
977
996
6,237
222
191
6,650

15
577
592
515
2,932
65
113
3,110

89
848
70
3
921

15
577
592
604
3,780
134
116
4,030

15
22
52
3
23

15
16
16
100
4
3
107

Table 2: Project financiers
Financier
Government
IFAD Grant
Beneficiaries
Total

US$ (‘000)
411
3,000
619
4,030

% Total Costs
10.2
74.5
15.4
100.0

18.

Target groups. The project's main target group was the 23% extreme poor and poor
households living below the poverty line. The targeting approval firstly focussed on the poorer
outer island communities and vulnerable groups within these islands, namely women and
youth. Target beneficiaries at appraisal numbered 16,901 in 60 communities, however, this
number was reduced to 13,857 beneficiaries following Cyclone Ian devastating the Ha’apai
island group and an IFAD Joint Review Mission in March 2014 recommended reallocating
resources to smaller and poorer communities in the outer islands. In 2015, based on the
evident success of the community planning process, the Government of Tonga requested that
the project engage with an additional 91 non-target communities to expand the project impact.
The final outputs are therefore 60 CDPs completed in the original target communities, and an
additional 91 CDPs completed in non-target communities - 151 out of the 163 communities in
Tonga now have CDPs. According to the 2016 census data, these communities included a total
of 2,513 households with 13,238 persons who are direct Project beneficiaries. Indirect Project
beneficiaries include people from outside these communities who were involved in supplying
materials or equipment for infrastructure development, or who benefited indirectly from
improved economic conditions in participating communities.

19.

Poverty in the target communities was found to have the following characteristics: (i) small
remote outer island communities have limited access to markets, poor social infrastructure, an
aging population, limited access to employment, and a high dependence on remittance
incomes; (ii) Tongatapu communities have greater access to markets and employment but
lesser access to natural resources and pay higher prices for subsistence goods; (iii) increasing
vulnerability to global economic trends (mainly through its impact on the demand for migrants)
and the effects of climate change on both subsistence agriculture and commercial production
opportunities; (iv) insufficient education, vocational and planning skills; and (v) social support
networks which are increasingly monetised and harder for vulnerable households to access,
particularly those with many dependents. Women are particularly vulnerable because they do
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not traditionally have decision-making powers and organisational capacities outside of narrowly
prescribed gender roles. Youth are particularly vulnerable because a lack of skills and
opportunities limit their options for employment; and climate change, changing production
practices, and difficult market access limit their opportunities to generate incomes from local
resources.
20.

In order to address these varied poverty characteristics with the resources available, the
following targeting strategy was proposed in the design: (i) engaging the entire community
aiming to include all youth and adults, including women; (ii) intensive support for the
development of community capacity to plan, innovate and link with other development actors;
(iii) systematic prioritisation of the interests of women and youth through the establishment of
special interest groups, and the prioritisation of their needs through ranking and scoring
5
methods; and (iv) reformulation of the traditional Fono to be inclusive of women and youth.

21.

Direct targeting of poor households was not considered a feasible option for the following
reasons: (i) the investment costs would be too high given the size and remoteness of most
communities; (ii) identifying poor households is complicated and costly as economic
differentiation at the community level is limited; and (iii) poverty is transient and dependent on
the demographics and assets available to extended family networks. Finally, household
priorities for investments were found to be similar and to favour public goods for which direct
targeting is not feasible.

22.

The underlying rationale of the targeting strategy was that empowering the whole community to
design, budget, manage and supervise community investments based on consensually
determined priorities (inclusive of vulnerable groups) was considered effective and a
sustainable investment for reducing vulnerability. This approach was supported from the outset
through systematic support for linkages between communities and the Government, private
sector, diaspora, and other development actors - to enable communities to pursue further
development activities.

C. Assessment of Project Relevance
23.

The project relevance was considered moderately satisfactory in accordance with IFAD's
project completion methodology. The project design remains consistent objectives with the
needs of the project target groups, IFAD policies and government policies and priorities, both at
the time of project design and completion. This rating is also based on the analysis of the
coherence and quality of the project internal logic and on the adequacy of the changes
introduced during the course of implementation to respond to changes in the external and
policy environment.

24.

Relevance vis-à-vis the external context. The project objectives and activities were
considered to be particularly relevant in terms of: (i) national strategies and policies for
agriculture, rural development, and poverty eradication; (ii) the key challenges and
opportunities for poverty reduction prevailing at the time of Project design; and (iii) the priorities
and needs of the target groups. The main reason why the project objectives and activities
remained relevant is that they were “driven” by the project’s target communities whose
aspirations were recorded in the CDPs; and then supported by the project, Government and
increasingly over the course of project implementation, other development partners. The
integration of community needs into wider planning frameworks ensured consistent alignment
between national strategies and policies for rural development and poverty alleviation.
Furthermore the key challenges faced by TRIP during implementation did not change, and nor
did the priorities and needs of the target communities.

25.

Furthermore, the project's major design features remained appropriate in the context of Tonga’s
socio, political, and economic conditions prevailing at the time of design. There were no major
5

Fono is a village meeting and local decision process usually held in a traditional community hall.
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changes in this context during the five year implementation period, with relatively stable
Government, increasing development partner support particularly to reduce vulnerability and
increase resilience (often labelled as CCDRM), some promising agriculture initiatives (vanilla
and sandalwood), and slowing growing agriculture exports.
26.

Internal logic. The project design was based on a robust analysis of the issues of rural
isolation and relative poverty due to lack of economic infrastructure, and an inability to improve
rural livelihoods through engaging in more commercial agricultural activities. The overall design
was simple, focussed and relevant to the implementation environment.

27.

The project intervention logic or theory of change was reflected in the original design as
enhanced community capacity for sustainable planning and action, linked to enhanced
business capability for sustainable financing and investment, will contribute to improved and
sustainable livelihoods for vulnerable households in rural areas. The design provisioned for
promoting scaling-up and identified opportunities for partnership with Government and
development partners. The project design was aligned with national development priorities and
IFAD policy requirements.

28.

The project logframe was sound with clear vertical and horizontal logic well understood by
project stakeholders. The assumptions and key indicators linked within the Logframe’s
hierarchical structure. The Logframe was supported by a clear project overview diagram (see
PDR, Figure 1).

29.

Project activities were commensurate with the design strategy and objectives, and as reported
in Section D1 (physical targets and output delivery) led to the achievement of higher than
expected achievement of outputs. The original budget was adequate in terms of being able to
provide support for the original 60 target communities, and the implementation timeframe was
of sufficient length because the main feature of the Project was to scale up an approach that
was tested under the earlier IFAD regional grant MORDI (from 2004 to 2012). As noted above,
the project design was flexible and conducive to taking advantage of emerging opportunities
and enabling the leveraging of additional human and financial resources to carry out
supplementary activities (for example in terms of formulation of additional CDPs, but also of a
different nature compared to what was envisaged at design, for example aggregation of CDPs
into district and island plans and integration of climatic dimensions).

30.

The project implementation modalities were mostly appropriate for efficient and cost-effective
implementation. The project partnered well with a local experienced NGO (MORDI Tonga Trust)
that had developed adequate capacity under an earlier IFAD grant, and relied on local Town
and District Officers for implementation on the ground, contributing to sustainably building local
capacity. The project was implemented through a well-coordinated approach characterized by a
high number of partnerships and the leveraging of additional financial and human resources –
the latter though the NGO Live and Learn which was funded under the Pacific Risk Resilience
Programme (PRRP) through the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP).

31.

Adequacy of design changes. As detailed above, there were three major modifications to
original project design based on implementation experience. The first related to a decision to
expand the number of target communities and associated CDPs, followed by the design and
implementation of more-than the targeted number of sub-projects. The second related to the
cancellation of the rural business activities due to a change in Government policy creating
distortion and disincentive for project activities. The third minor design adjustment related to the
expansion in focus of sub-projects financing to also include infrastructure for improving
agriculture-based livelihoods. Based on the end of project results achieved by the project, the
changes in design appear valid and appropriate.
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D. Assessment of Project effectiveness
32.

D.1.

Project effectiveness is considered moderately satisfactory as most project its objectives and
outcomes despite minor implementation delays. The project achieved or exceeded many of its
targets by significant margins: (i) the target for CDPs was 60, and 151 were completed
(+252%); (ii) expected target beneficiaries from stronger community planning capacity were
6,901 people, the final number was 13,238 people (equal numbers of men and women)
(+192%); (iii) 409 community groups were established compared with a target of 300 (+136%);
(iv) the target for sub-projects was 60 and TRIP implemented 174 (+290%); (v) these 174 subprojects directly benefited 13,238 people (96% of revised target – post Cyclone Ian), plus an
unquantified number of indirect beneficiaries and communities that independently replicated
TRIP approaches; and (vi) although Component 2 was cancelled at mid-term, most of its
targets were achieved. Additional benefits also accrued as a result of the project's support for
increasing income generating opportunities, agricultural productivity, and environment and
climate resilience.

Physical targets and output delivery

33.

The three RIMS indicators at the goal level in TRIP’s Logframe refer to the number of
households: (i) with improved food security; (ii) reporting improvement in IFAD’s household
asset ownership index; and (iii) receiving project services.

34.

With respect to food security, the project impact data shows that for the first hungry season,
the percentages declined from 2% of households experiencing it for one month in 2012 to none
in 2017, and from 30% to 17% (2-month duration). Additionally, the percentage of households
with more than 3-month first hungry season declined. In fact, while an increased percentage of
households reported a 3-month hungry season (75% in 2017 as opposed to 25% in 2012),
none reported more than 5 months. Specifically, data shows that in 2012, 57% of households
reported 3-month first hungry season as opposed to 92% in 2017 and 19% of households
reported 6-month hungry season as opposed to none in 2017. This shows that over the project
timeframe there was an improvement in the food security situation of target communities.

35.

In terms of households’ asset ownership, data shows that there was increase in the ownership
of assets, mainly refrigerators (29% of households in 2012 versus 44% in 2017), radios (71% in
2012 versus 85% in 2017), bicycles (31% in 2012 versus 59% in 2017), motorcycles (2% in
2012 versus 4% in 2017), and vehicles (26% in 2012 versus 46% in 2017). Small changes were
also noted with respect to access to electricity (67% of households had access to electricity in
2012 versus 70% in 2017) and possession of cell phones (90% of households as opposed to
95%). There is a negative trend with respect to households having a television set (50% of
households versus 48% in 2017) and a boat/engine (15, 2% in 2012 versus 6, and 9% in 2017).
Households also seem to have diminished their animal assets, more significantly small
livestock (chicken and goats), but also cattle. A small improvement was recorded with respect
to households farming tools: 95% of households in 2012 used hand tools for farming as
opposed to 99% in 2017.

36.

As shown in Appendix 6 (physical progress table), the project achieved the following:
(i)

A total of 2,513 households and 13,238 persons received project services;

(ii)

A total of 151 CDPs were completed (target 60 = +252%);

(iii)

13,238 people benefitted from stronger community planning capacity (with equal
numbers of men and women) (target 6,901 = +192%);

(iv)

Four hundred and nine community groups (target 300 = +136%);

(v)

174 sub-projects were implemented (target 60 = +290%) directly benefitting 13,238
people (96% of target).
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37.

In terms of quality standards specifically, it is important to note the quality of the CDP
formulation process and its inclusiveness that promoted ownership by targeted communities
and participation of women and youth. Additionally, Tonga is highly vulnerable to extreme
climatic events and the project was successful in ensuring that all project-funded economic
infrastructure complied with cyclone category 5 standards, especially for multi-purpose
community halls, which are also intended for use as cyclone shelters. Similarly, access wharves
and roads were designed to national standards. The Project also ensured that there were no
activities in classified “red zones” - areas that are vulnerable to tsunamis.

38.

In terms of compliance with agreed schedules and timetables for output delivery, following the
decision to increase the number of CDPs from 60 to 151, and to assist communities with 174
sub-projects, the originally-agreed schedules and timetable were re-adjusted. Therefore, the
project revised its planning processes in 2015 with limited implementation of already-completed
CDPs and associated sub-projects. This, in turn, resulted in that it was not until the last six
months of implementation that financial disbursement reached planned levels and the (revised)
physical target for sub-projects were achieved.

D.2.

Project outcomes and impacts

39.

The project's goal was to “contribute to the improved sustainable livelihoods of vulnerable
communities in rural areas of Tonga”. The development objective (purpose) was to “strengthen
the capacity of target communities to plan and manage their development priorities in order to
achieve improved sustainable livelihoods”.

40.

In the context of the Kingdom of Tonga, poverty is defined as follows: “in general, poverty in
Tonga does not mean destitution or hunger, but rather a lack of access to basic services, lack
of opportunities to participate in the socio-economic life of the community and a lack of
6
adequate resources to meet daily living expenses and customary obligations ”. As such TRIP
focussed its delivery on three complimentary interventions: (i) improved access to services
through the construction of various types of economic infrastructure; (ii) increased opportunities
for isolated rural communities to plan and manage their livelihoods, and to leverage better
socio-economic services; and (iii) assisting target communities with sub-projects which focused
on improved livelihoods including increased staple food and cash crop production.

41.

The project has achieved its overall objectives in terms of contributing to rural poverty reduction
by improving access to basic services and the social-economic status of target communities. A
key project achievement was empowering and building social capital in target rural communities
to enable them to manage and supervise the community sub-projects. This process enabled
communities to formulate their own CDPs (151), and the identify priority activities from within
these plans (174) to improve sustainable livelihoods. Target communities were then able to
fund, implement, manage, monitor and maintain their economic infrastructure sub-projects as
per the project development objective.

42.

Household income and assets. The project's impact on household incomes and assets was
considered to be moderately satisfactory. The project generated increases in the incomes and
physical and financial assets owned by rural poor women and men and most targets were met
or exceeded. The project contributed to increasing households’ incomes and assets, mainly
through: (i) enterprise development activities related to capture fishing, aquaculture,
processing, and marketing; (ii) income generating activities related to agricultural productivity
and marketing, tourism; (iii) savings-based models of community-managed loan funds; (iv)
financial support (non-refundable) for purchase of tools and equipment for fishing, aquaculture,
storage, processing and marketing; and (v) job creation.

43.

The project baseline and completion impact data confirms that the project contributed to a
decrease of poorest households, from 28% in 2012 to 12% in 2017. A reduced number of
6
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households were also classified as poor – 17% in 2017 as opposed to 23% at project start of
the project in 2012. This means that poorest and poor households have declined from over half
of total households in 2012 to less than one-third in 2017. At the same time, an increase in
“wealthiest” households is noted – increasing from 10% to 30% over the project period. There
was also change in wealth distribution across the five quintiles between 2012 and 2017. In
2012, 28% of households were in the poorest quintile - this figure declined to 12% in 2017.
44.

With respect to households’ asset ownership, project impact data shows that there was an
increase in the ownership of some household assets, mainly refrigerators (29% of households
in 2012 versus 44% in 2017), radios (71% in 2012 versus 85% in 2017), bicycles (31% in 2012
versus 59% in 2017), motorcycles (2% in 2012 versus 4% in 2017), and vehicles (26% in 2012
versus 46% in 2017). Small changes have also been recorded with respect to access to
electricity (67% of households had access to electricity in 2012 versus 70% in 2017) and
possession of cell phones (90% of households as opposed to 95%).

45.

Additionally, there was a decrease in households using traditional open pit latrines (from 51% in
2012 to 25% in 2017) and an increase of those using pour flush latrines (12% in 2012 versus
22% in 2017) and flush toilets (34% in 2012 versus 48% in 2017). This supports the RIMS
indicator on percentage of households with access to safe sanitation, which increased from
46% (2012) to 75% (2017).

46.

Community water supplies are important assets for the targeted rural communities – with
improving water supply systems a frequent key priority (e.g. Ha’apai and Vava’u). A total of 32
water supply sub-projects were implemented for 25 water supply schemes. Water supply subprojects improved existing community water supplies by upgrading groundwater sources,
providing pumps and pump sheds, providing or upgrading tank stands. In the completion impact
assessment 95% of respondents reported that they now have water throughout the year, with
50% having water in their own house and 49% having water available from a neighbour’s
house. This has been particularly valuable during drought periods and increasing climatic
variability.

47.

A number of project interventions directly focussed on increasing the incomes of the target
beneficiaries. For example, the community halls built with project support, which accounts for
25% of all sub-projects, significantly contributed to increasing women's incomes derived from
mats produced by women’s weaving groups. The production of mats of all types increased from
a reported 24 per month before the construction of the hall to an average 56 per month once
7
the new hall was in use. It is also assumed that because of improved conditions in the new
community halls, production efficiency increases by 10% (reflected in reduced weaving time for
each mat) and quality improves by 5% (reflected in a 5% increase in prices). On this basis, the
average monthly incremental income generated from each community hall is TOP17, 361
(about US$ 7,900), plus the value of labour inputs which is TOP23, 063 (about US$ 10,500).
Each hall has an average of 160 women working in weaving groups so this implies an average
incremental monthly income of TOP253 (US$ 115). It is important to note that in some
communities' women report that mat weaving is their major source of cash income for food,
8
health, education and other household expenses .

48.

Other income benefits accruing to households as a result of project support include those from
pigsties which provided an annual incremental income per household of TOP3,816 (about US$
1,740), plus labour inputs of TOP4,090 (about US$ 1,864); fencing was estimated to be
between about TOP700 (about US$ 320) and TOP1,160 (about US$ 530) per household per
year (depending on whether kava is harvested or not), plus the value of labour inputs, which
amounts to about TOP900 (about US$ 410) per household per year; vanilla where net income
from one acre of vanilla varies between TOP5,000 (about US$ 2,280) and TOP10,000 (about
7
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The number of mats produced was actually estimated to be higher, namely 68 per month per community hall.
See footnote 20.
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US$ 4,560) per year (at the prices used in the analysis); and pandanus that generates a net
income of TOP3,380 (about US$ 1,540) from the first harvest year. In addition, project support
for mechanization, such as through the provision of tractors and other machinery and
equipment were also successful in generating income and other benefits associated with
reduced availability and high cost of labour. Communities also rented equipment to other
communities generating revenue and also funds to finance operations and maintenance costs.
49.

Human and social capital, and empowerment. The project's impact on human and social
capital and empowerment is considered moderately satisfactory based on its strong
contribution to building the capacities of poor women and men, individually and collectively, and
strengthening their capabilities. The project has significantly contributed to ensuring that poor
rural women and men have increased control over economic relations, increasingly influence
local decision-making processes, and are now in a stronger position to access to essential
social and productive services (a key poverty issue in rural Tonga).

50.

A prominent feature of project was its focus on human and social capital; community
empowerment, resilience and strengthened self-help ability resulting from an inclusive
community planning approach involving women and youth that is now institutionalized within
the Government of Tonga. The project enhanced the knowledge and skills of rural communities
by encouraging high levels of participation in planning processes and developing local
organisational capacity to decide, plan, budget, manage and supervise community investments.
Across the project, communities are evidently capacitated to mobilise their own resources, raise
additional resources, and plan their investments. This includes the establishment of roles and
responsibilities and the organization of labour and financial contributions, and future work plans.
Some specific achievements in this impact domain are the following:
(i)

The enhanced knowledge and skill-set of the target group is demonstrated by the
successful completion of 151 CDPs and 174 Sub-Projects, all of which include provisions
for operations and management. For example, 94% of tractor operations groups reported
that they had about TOP 1,000 (about US$ 454) in the bank to fund future operations and
periodic maintenance. The Community Rating Scores (CRS) collected by the project
management as part of the project completion process show that across all indicators for
enhanced knowledge and skills (for example, planning and management, problem
solving, networking, and economic and financial sustainability), all respondents scored
participation as at least moderate, and 50% scored capacity as either moderate, good or
very good.

(ii)

The target group gained access to better social or productive infrastructure through the
implementation of 174 sub-projects for community halls, agriculture fencing, domestic
water supplies, access wharves and roads, tractors, and tree planting. Through the
multiplier impact already described (better living environments, greater confidence, more
time, and less drudgery); these investments have provided the foundation for the further
development of target areas. These community halls in particular also serve as: (i)
meeting places for whole communities; (ii) places for communal gatherings such as
weddings, funerals, early childhood care, youth training, and fund-raising kava meetings;
and (very importantly) (iii) large, secure and dry-weather places for mat weaving and
various types of handicraft manufacture. These halls contributed to enhance the
community environment for social and productive activities.

(iii)

Enhanced social capital and cohesion in the target communities is evident through the
inclusive participation in the CDP process, as well as the ranking and prioritising
methodologies which build consensus and legitimacy around investments. There was a
notable absence of conflict related to investment decisions by communities, and the CRS
scores for cohesion show that all respondents rated progress as at least moderate and
50% rated progress as 4 or more out of 5 (very good and excellent). The RIMS indicates
that about 70% of respondents were involved with TRIP over the last 12 months, with no
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unsatisfied respondents. Importantly, the transformation of the traditional Fono from a
frequently inactive, male-dominated community planning unit to a vibrant community
planning forum, inclusive of all interest groups, tangibly demonstrates growth of human
and social capital. Participation rates also received CRS scores of at least moderate, with
more than 50% of respondents rating progress as 4 or more (very good and excellent).
(iv)

Local political representatives, Town and District Officers have become more responsive
and increasingly effective in servicing communities as well as access and influence
institutions, with 69% of CRS respondents rating their performance as “good”. In addition,
41% of respondents were members of various types of sub-committees – indicating a
high level of communal responsibility.

51.

Food security. The project's impact on food security is considered to be moderately
satisfactory based on the project generating an increase in the food security within targeted
communities though increased diversification of food production and consumption and through
the increase in incomes to purchase more nutritiously beneficial food. Specific data with respect
to hungry seasons before and after the project are provided above.

52.

The issue of food security in Tonga is different from most other developing countries. Few rural
Tongans are food insecure by usual definition as they generally have access to staple foods
from extended families, and if required, from their local faith-based organizations. Tonga,
9
however, has one of the worlds worst incidences of non-communicable diseases (NCDs) due,
in part, to a move away from the consumption of traditional foods to more imported, processed
foods. This trend promotes food insecurity and this became increasingly apparent during
project implementation.

53.

This context shaped the project's food security approach, which did not initially include any
metrics for measuring food insecurity. However, in recognition of the effects of over-nutrition
and the impact of NCDs, the project provided extension and capacity building support to
increase vegetable production and to promote nutrition and dietary information to project
beneficiaries. This was particularly useful when delivered in conjunction with the project's
support for weaving halls and for women's groups. Farmer Field Schools proved to be useful for
demonstrating low input sustainable farming practices both for commercial production and to
boost family food security. In terms of impact data, as reported above, project beneficiaries
experiencing a hungry season declined signifying an improvement in the food security situation
of target communities.

54.

With respect to child nutritional issues, there are some well-known methodological issues with
respect to the anthropometrical measurement of children in Tonga. Nevertheless the weight for
age indicator shows an improvement between 2012 and 2017 – from 27% below the -2Z line to
20%. However, while the figures for boys changed from 19% to 0%, the figures for girls
increased from 34% to 39%. A possible explanation may be due to gender disparities that are
manifested through different access to food for female children compared to males.

55.

Agriculture productivity. The project's impact on agricultural productivity is considered to be
moderately satisfactory terms of increasing the productivity or production of crops, livestock,
non-timber forest resources or fisheries and diversification of agriculture. The project design did
not initially include an explicit focus on agricultural productivity. Rather, the project strategy
concentrated on building economic infrastructure and community empowerment. Agricultural
productivity activities were provisioned for project support based on the community facilitation
and prioritization process. As project implementation proceeded and community plans were
formulated, many target communities requested increased assistance for diversified agricultural
9

According to the STEPS report, produced by the World Health Organisation and the Tongan Ministry of Health, the
leading cause of death within Tonga is non-communicable diseases (NCDs). This includes cardiovascular disease
(38%), cancers (9%), respiratory diseases (7%), diabetes (5%), and other NCDs (15%). Together, these NCDs account
for 74% of all adult deaths within the Kingdom. Source: https://www.tongahealth.org/facts.
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production. Project activities included the provision of machinery such as tractors (and
machinery sheds), agricultural tools, agriculture fencing (to reduce pests such as pigs),
agriculture markets and pack-houses. The project support for improved mechanization was
particularly successful in addressing the issue higher labour costs due to issues such as
migration. The project formed effective partnerships with other development partners and the
private sector to deliver enhanced support and services to project beneficiaries and to open
new market opportunities (e.g. for vegetables and horticultural products, agroforestry, vanilla).
Farmer field school approaches were engaged to promote technical extension messages
related to crop diversity and increasing productivity.
56.

The project final impact survey indicates that where communities prioritized agriculture and the
project provided support; there were positive outcomes in terms of improved productivity,
reduction in production losses due to pests, diversification and increases in cultivated areas.
For example, the introduction of fencing and pigsties incentivized an increase in cropping area
from 730 to 1,131 acres, or a 55% increase. Farming systems also changed as a result of
project support for example as seen through the reduction in the planting of taro and the
increase of yam production.

57.

Institutions and policies. The project's impact on institutions and policies is considered to be
satisfactory. The project achieved impressive impact on policy and institutions in the Kingdom
of Tonga. The community empowerment and institutional capacity developed through the
project's targeted community planning approach has been institutionalized as national policy by
the Government of Tonga. As a result of project support, under the Ministry of Internal Affairs,
CDPs are now integrated with District and Islands Development Plans. This cascading planning
process – from rural communities to district to islands – has now been adopted as the national
development planning process. The allocation of Government budget and development partner
funding is now based on this planning process. This is a significant policy impact achievement
and augers well for the future of rural development in Tonga as it promotes greater coordination
and ensures that remote communities have influence on future policy and investment decisions.

58.

To achieve this result the project provided technical support to the Ministry of Internal Affairs to
develop and institutionalization the national community development planning process. In
addition, the project supported building the capacity of the Town Officers and District Officers to
facilitate planning; and the scaled-up planning process has validated the policy importance of
CDPs and created economies of scale for project investments such as pack houses and
nurseries. The CDPs and district development plans have also proven to be an effective way to
creating linkages with other development partners and investors for contributions towards
identified priorities.

59.

The institutionalization of the participatory planning process, and its functional
operationalization across national planning processes, is an achievement that exceeds design
expectations. The 136 CDPs supported by TRIP were formally submitted to Cabinet of the
Government of Tonga for endorsement in October 2016, and following this, the Prime Minister
formally launched the plans at community, district and island levels. All community development
10
plans are now made publically available on the Ministry of Internal Affairs website .

60.

The project also made a significant contribution to the preparation of the Tonga Agricultural
Sector Plan (TASP) that was prepared with support from IFAD and the World Bank. The project
facilitated the preparation of the plan, the consultation process, and ensured that the results
and learning achieved under the TRIP informed the preparation of the strategy. The TASP aims
to maximise agriculture’s contribution to Tonga’s economic growth and food security in the face
of a changing global economy, climate change and increased natural disasters. These
programmes are: (i) programme 1 (climate resilient environment); (ii) programme 2 (enabling
environment); (iii) programme 3 (sustainable livelihoods and health foods); and (iv) programme
10

Note that the final number of completed CDPs is 151 – with some completed after October, 2016.
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4 (sustainable growth and foreign exchange earnings). The community empowerment approach
developed under the project is mainstreamed for adoption under the TASP.
Additional evaluation criteria
61.

Gender equality and women’s empowerment. The project's contribution to gender equity and
women's empowerment is rated moderately satisfactory. Project made an important
contribution in facilitating the participation of women in community development and planning
processes and ensured that they accounted for a significant number of beneficiaries. The
project strategy for gender equality and women’s empowerment was to: (i) aim for the equal
participation of women in all sub-projects; (ii) ensure that the needs and interests of women (as
well as youth) are prioritised through a ranking methodology for the selection of community
investments; (iii) support social and community infrastructure investments because these are
the most effective way to reduce women’s drudgery and build their capacities; and (iv)
transform the Fono from a male-dominated organization into an inclusive community planning
institution.

62.

In terms of achievements related to gender equality and women’s empowerment, 50% of
project beneficiaries were women and 148 women’s groups were established, which is slightly
higher than the number of male and youth groups. As a result of project activities, women’s
groups were active participants in the Fono, effectively turning the Fono into an all-inclusive
community body, something that did not occur before the project intervention. Women have
been equal participants not only in the community processes but also in representing
community interests at the district and island levels.

63.

The sub-projects supported by the project, as noted, were selected to prioritise the interests of
women and youth through a weighted ranking system. The case studies on the various subprojects completed as part of the project completion process have clearly demonstrated the
benefits for women. These are summarised below, with a narrower focus on the sub-projects
and impacts that have clearly targeted women.

64.

Community halls generated significant benefits for women as, apart from providing protection
from cyclones; they serve as places for communal gatherings as well as large, secure and dryweather places for mat weaving and various types of handicraft manufacture. The Case Study
Surveys, completed by the PMU as part of project completion activities, reported that that the
average monthly incremental income generated from a community hall by weaving groups is
TOP 17,361 (about USD 7,910, plus the value of labour inputs (TOP 23,063, equivalent to
about USD 10,510). For many rural Tongan households, this income which is earned, marketed
and traded by women, is the major source of cash income for food, health, education and other
household expenses. The impact on women’s economic empowerment, as well as social
collateral within the household, has been significant. Most of the weaving groups are also
paying for the use of the community halls, further empowering them as independent economic
agents. In addition, though not quantified, women also derive benefits from the use of
community halls as pre-school and youth training venues.

65.

The drinking water sub-projects had a significant impact on women, as it is women who are
primarily responsible for domestic tasks, including cooking and taking care of sick family
members. Project data shows a 97% satisfaction with water sub-project outcomes, with 385
respondents indicating advantages in saved time, and 216 respondents indicating improved
health.

66.

The benefits from pigsties (keeping pigs penned as opposed to free range) are even higher,
with an annual incremental income per household of TOP3, 816, plus labour inputs of TOP4,
090. Whilst these benefits accrue at the household level, there is clear gender impact as
women have greater access to subsistence crops closer to the home, and less need to access
markets for basic commodities. This has reduced the drudgery of preparing food and whilst the
empowerment is still within women’s traditional gendered tasks, in communities with many
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migrant males it also results in reduced vulnerability and in some instances provided extra
income.
67.

There were a number of activities not envisaged in the design that have had positive outcomes
on women’s social and economic empowerment. Examples include: (i) the Farmer Field
Schools (FFSs) demonstrating low input sustainable farming practices both for commercial
production, and to boost family food security; (ii) a partnership with South Pacific Business
Development (SPBD) to enable farmers to buy improved farming tools has also provided a
learning forum for women in terms of accessing and managing microfinance; and (iii) training
and capacity building on handicraft production and nursery operations and management have
contributed important knowledge towards women’s economic empowerment.

68.

Access to markets. The project contribution to increasing access to markets is rated
moderately satisfactory. The project has increased farmers’ physical access to markets or their
access to market prices and information. The project facilitated access to markets for remote
communities, by (i) assisting with marketing strategies that identified potential products in
communities (e.g. mats, vanilla); (ii) increasing marketing awareness within local communities;
(iii) provision of extension and input support to develop marketable products; (iv) provision of
storage and processing facilities, and transportation infrastructure; (v) facilitating linkages with
private sector.

69.

A feature of the project was its focus on the provision of rural infrastructure (mainly access
wharves and short roads) that not only improved access to local and inter-island markets, but
also access to health and education services – the latter because of improved access by small
11
boats during rough weather . In addition, improved wharf conditions allows local fishers to
work longer hours and to access markets for their daily catch. For example, in Vava’u, the
community on the island of Hunga constructed a new wharf and a village access road, and this
has resulted in increased local trade with the town of Neiafu on the main island.

70.

Natural resources and environment. The project's contribution to natural resources and the
environment is rated as moderately satisfactory. The project contributed to positive changes in
the natural resources and the environment, through: (i) building community awareness of
natural resources management; (ii) provision of technical support and extension; (iii) provision
of infrastructure; and (iv) the community development planning integrating environmental and
natural resource factors.

71.

Improved management of natural resources and compliance with Tonga’s environmental
management standards has been a feature of TRIP. The CDPs, which are the “drivers” of
community development, are based on sound natural resource management and compliance
with environmental standards. The sub-project approval process also introduced procedural
screening criteria to either mitigate against negative impacts, and to support environmental
improvement. The project applied these criteria to all types of village economic and engendered
a positive natural resource management theme into all support activities.

72.

Many of the non-infrastructure development activities (such as tree and commercial crop
planting [about 750,000 seedlings including 320,000 perennial trees]) directly supported an
improved rural environment, including around houses in villages. The project provided
assistance for more diverse and therefore more resilient and “climate friendly” farming systems.
This was based on perennial and annual crops, conservation-based farming practices, and
improved integration livestock of livestock into multi-product farming systems.

73.

One of project's most frequent community-based investments was for the penning of freeroaming pigs, with the objective of overcoming the destruction of food crop plantations and
improving general village cleanliness (13 communities with pigsties and 12 with agriculture
fences). The rationale behind this sub-project is sound, but there are potential negative
11

This includes access to health services (especially for pregnant women) and to secondary schooling.

14

The Kingdom of Tonga
Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Project completion report

externalities in terms of the concentration of pig effluent inside sties now that pigs are penned.
The solution to this environmentally-unfriendly situation was to train villagers how to use pig
waste as manure for crop production and/or for energy/biogas production.
74.

The project also instigated and supported the largest communal tree planting programme in the
Kingdom of Tonga. While it is too early to estimate the impact of this extensive tree planting
programme, this is likely to contribute to positive environmental impact. A total of 320,483
commercial trees and 428,863 perennial agriculture crops were planted. This result was
achieved as the planting of long-term crops was accepted in exchange for sub-project
community contributions; particularly in situations where the capacity of communities to
contribute to sub-projects was limited because of the size of the investment. In some cases all
households in a community had to plant trees in order for sub-project investments to proceed.
The result has been a large expansion in tree and other long term crops.

75.

Climate change adaptation. The project was rated moderately satisfactory for adaption to
climate change based on the extent to which project beneficiaries and local communities were
empowered to mitigate, prevent, or prepare for climate-related problems and increase their
resilience. Although adaptation to climate change was not an explicit project objective, the
project has proactively strengthened the resilience of local communities' vi- à-vis climaterelated shocks and stresses.

76.

The Kingdom of Tonga is the second most vulnerable country in the world to the effects of
climate change. Considering the fragility of Tonga, all project activities (e.g. community-based
sub-projects) were under-pinned by climate change and disaster risk management (CCDRM)
strategy and approach. Climate change and disaster risk reduction (CCDR) were not a part of
the original design but were integrated into all project activities during implementation. The
project developed a strategic partnership with the Pacific Risk Resilience Programme (PRRP)
funded by the Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT) and implemented by
UNDP and a local NGO, Live and Learn.

77.

The project supported communities to better understand the impact of climate change and
natural disasters and build awareness of how they can prepare and mitigate such more
regularly occurring events. All economic infrastructure sub-projects (such as access wharves
and community halls) were designed to comply with national and category 5 cyclone standards.
In addition, 32 water infrastructure sub-projects were completed to mitigate the impact of
frequent droughts on community and household water supplies.

78.

The 151 country development plans reflect the project's efforts to strengthen Tonga’s efforts to
improve its climate change adaption capacity. The integration of climate change risk adaptation
into the community planning process has resulted in heightened community awareness of the
risks of climate change and the need prioritise these risks within the wider context of incomegenerating infrastructure and related activities.

D.3.
79.

80.

Targeting and outreach. The project's performance in targeting and outreach is rated as
moderately satisfactory.
The project's primarily target group was the 23% of extreme poor and poor rural Tongan
households living below the poverty line. The targeting approach was to focus firstly on the
poorer outer island communities and vulnerable groups within these, namely women and youth.
Target beneficiaries at appraisal were 16,901 people in 60 communities; this number decreased
to 13,857 beneficiaries after Cyclone Ian hit Ha’apai, and a subsequent Joint Review Mission in
March 2014 recommending reallocating resources to smaller and poorer communities in the
outer islands.
In 2015, based on the evident success of the project planning process, the Government of
Tonga requested that the project engage with an additional 91 non-target communities to
facilitate their community development planning. The final output achievements were 60 CDPs
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completed in the original target communities, and an additional 91 CDPs completed in nontarget communities; and now 151 out of the 163 communities in Tonga have completed CDPs.
According to the 2016 census data, these communities contained 2,513 households with
13,238 people who are the direct Project beneficiaries.
81.

The rational of the targeting strategy is described in Section B4. IFAD supervision missions, the
PCR Case Studies, and project data validates the targeting strategy and demonstrates the
consistent high performance in equitably targeting poor households and maintaining regular
outreach even to very remote communities. Within the target communities it is likely that every
household had a member participate in planning, and in the non-target communities this
achievement represents not only an extra-design activity but one largely undertaken by the
Ministry of Internal Affairs staff. This latter activity also served as a capacity building exercise
and was generally completed in large and heterogeneous communities.

82.

The participatory planning methodologies fine-tuned during project implementation ensured
high levels of inclusion, plus the targeting of sub-project investments to vulnerable households
through a weighted ranking approach. The sub-projects were all self-targeting, thereby
providing accessible social infrastructure; and beneficiary contributions that are affordable to
even the poorest households. The more vulnerable households (those who are most dependent
on local infrastructure and resources and with the least access to remittances or employment
incomes) stand to benefit the most.

83.

The Project has had better than anticipated outreach through the process of aggregation of
CDPs into District and Island Development Plans, and their integration into the national
planning process under the Ministry of Internal Affairs. The Government of Tonga's recognition
of the success of the CDP process and interest in institutionalising this into the national
planning strategy has been pivotal. The capacity of Town Officers and District Officers to
support community planning and provide leadership has improved substantially. Furthermore,
the CDPs have been progressively revised over time, and CEIGs have funded first order
priorities.

84.

The Project has been effective in geographical targeting and outreach, starting initially with a
focus on the outer islands and gradually moving to the larger communities in Tongatapu in the
project's final years. Both Component 1 and Component 2 activities, as outlined above, have
exceeded appraisal targets. The resources which became available for the allocation of
additional CEIGs to TRIP’s communities were allocated based on the demand from
communities. As reported in Appendix 10, Annex 1 (accounting for remoteness, number of
households and community contributions) no community has been disadvantaged by this
allocation system. This has led to an even allocation of resources between communities, when
the relatively higher costs of reaching remote communities are discounted.

85.

Within communities, evidence for this successful targeting is the Community, District and Island
Development Plans, as well as the attached records that document: (i) the choices, options and
preferences of different groups; (ii) the rationale and logic behind the final decision; and (iii)
beneficiary attendance and active participation in sub-committees. The final stakeholder
workshop working group on targeting concluded that all primary target groups had been
reached, as well as integrated and empowered.

86.

In addition, the CRS shows that all respondents considered performance as at least moderate
with 50% or more scoring 4 or more. Targeting effectiveness is also demonstrated by the
records charting the decision-making around sub-projects, as well as the high numbers of
active participants and the inclusion of vulnerable households. Furthermore, the traditional
Tongan social support structures provided further dissemination of benefits. Some examples
include free ploughing for widows, and garden production in fenced land to grow food for
children in boarding schools.
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87.

Whilst the quantitative targeting and outreach has been well recorded, the impact of the Project
on different target groups is more difficult to track through the Project’s MIS and the end of
Project CSSs and CRSs. This is partly due to the public good nature of some of the
investments and partly because while figures are available for the financial impact of some of
the sub-projects on a per household basis, there has been no monitoring of impact in the
context of improved livelihoods.

88.

The RIMS Impact Assessments reveals some changes in wealth distribution outcomes. For
example, in 2012, 28% of households were in the poorest quintile, and this figure declined to
12% in 2017. Similarly, in 2012 only 10% of households were in the richest quintile, whereas by
2017 this figure had increased to 30%. These are positive results but the available information
does not enable pathways of change at the household level to be tracked, and therefore
causality to be clearly defined in all instances.

D.4.

Innovation, replication and scaling-up

89.

Innovation. The project's performance with respect to innovation is rated moderately
satisfactory. The project tested new innovative approaches to rural poverty reduction benefiting
Government and other partners. The project had a central focus on pursuing innovation,
particularly related to testing methodologies and institutional arrangements that were new in
terms of the country and implementation context. These innovations included: (i) the
institutional model of community planning, which was scaled up from MORDI and further tested,
validated and consolidated and is now embedded in Government's nation-wide planning
process; (ii) institutional approaches to engaging with the target group; (iii) agriculture-focussed
innovations such as production and marketing approaches; and (iv) climate adaption and
disaster risk reduction integration. A more effective M&E system would have facilitated more
timely documentation of innovations, including gaps and bottlenecks that needed to be adjusted
during implementation.

90.

In terms of institutional innovation, an important feature of the project has been the substantial
(and beyond design expectations) contribution to the institutionalization and nation-wide
adoption of a community development process. Importantly, the project also built on its
community level planning process to facilitate the aggregation of community plans in to district
and island planning processes. Government now recognizes community-based planning
process developed under the project as the basis for all rural development planning and
investment. This is reflected by the formal approval of 136 community development plans by
Tongan Cabinet in October 2016.

91.

An additional feature of institutional innovation (and learning) was the change from engaging
Community Facilitators (as under the original MORDI Programme) to a communal engagement
and coordination approach using the existing Government infrastructure. The engagement of
key government officials as the focal point for targeted rural communities (rather than projectappointed and funded local staff) has advantages for the sustainability of the planning process
and for building in-country capacity. A key element of this innovation was the changing the
mind-sets and working modalities for public officers and contributing to better defining their
roles and responsibilities. The positive outcomes from this innovation have generated valuable
lessons which will contribute to other development initiatives in Tonga, as well as other Pacific
Islands.

92.

A second cluster of institutional innovation was the project's approach to engaging with the
target group. TRIP facilitated the formation of interest groups and their organization into subcommittees with operational duties and responsibilities. This has been an empowering tool and
in turn led to several other innovations. For example, many communities have built on the
formalisation of interest groups to develop inspection rotas for sub-projects, penalties for noncompliance with sub-project related rules, and exemptions from service fees for vulnerable
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households. These are community-driven mechanisms enhanced community level governance,
which did not exist previously.
93.

A third cluster of innovation pertains to improved agricultural practices, including: (i)
establishing and supporting improved agricultural extension methodologies, which were not
envisaged in the design but were introduced over implementation; (ii) piloting micro-finance; (iii)
establishing mainland gardens for island-based people to support food security, weekly
migrants and school boarders; and (iv) compulsory tree planting. The latter is a “conditionality”
that was not envisaged in the project design, but contributed to improve sharing of financial
responsibilities, and greater community understanding of investing in longer-term productive
assets.

94.

Replication and scaling-up. The project's performance in terms of replication and scaling up
is rated as satisfactory. Based on the project's performance and achievement of results, the
Government of Tonga formally requested IFAD and other development partners to replicate and
scale up the TRIP approach nationally. During the final year of the TRIP, the design for a
second phase of the investment was developed, with a new IFAD financed investment project,
the Tonga Rural Innovation Project II, approved by the IFAD Executive Board in September
2017.

95.

In terms of outreach and horizontal scaling up, the second phase of TRIP will aim to cover all
rural communities in the Kingdom, will reach a larger number of households, and support a new
dimension in terms of climate resilient and sustainable economic development. Functionally,
TRIP II will be adding to and upgrading the original project approach by adding this important
new and complementary dimension - one which has a specific focus on climate change and
disaster risk management in relation to agriculture development. In summary, a two-pronged
approach to rural development is envisaged to replicate and scale up the project results: (i)
community empowerment and investment in rural infrastructure; and (ii) building on this
platform as the basis for improved and more sustainable economic livelihoods, with the latter
having a strong focus on balanced food supplies and increased farm incomes.

96.

An additional point related to replication relates to the relevance of the project model for other
small island developing states that face similar challenges in terms of the remoteness of rural
communities. The project is already being replicated in the Pacific Islands, and there is potential
for broader replication to other SIDS.

E. Assessment of Project management
E.1.

Project costs and financing

97.

The project cost estimates at appraisal and actual expenditures as at project completion are
presented in Table 3 below, in United States Dollars (US$). In US$ terms, actual disbursements
were slightly below the appraisal estimate for total Project expenditure, including IFAD’s,
Government’s and beneficiaries’ contributions. However, due to a decline of the Pa’anga
against the US dollar, actual expenditures in local currency were 22% higher than the appraisal
estimate. This had a significant impact on project implementation and achievements.

98.

At the project's mid-term review, as funding available under Component 2 for local agri12
businesses was not utilized, these funds were reallocated to other components. At the same
time, additional US dollar amounts arising from the appreciation of the SDR were also
reallocated. The net effect was a reduction in the allocation for Component 2 of $197,438 and
increases in the allocations for Components 1 and 3 of US$839,259 and US$40,176
respectively.

12

The main reason for the lack of interest in Component 2 by local businesses was the introduction by the
Government of a scheme providing loans to business through the commercial banks at a subsidised interest rate of 1%.
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In general, IFAD disbursements were processed in a timely manner, but on several occasions
delays in processing Withdrawal Applications (WAs) negatively impacted on project operations.

99.

100. An important achievement during implementation, reflecting the positive perception of other
development partners of project performance, was the mobilization of significant additional
resources from development partners to support specific activities. These include expanding
the project support to disaster and risk resilience, water supplies, breadfruit development, the
construction a processing facility in ‘Eua, and provision of additional support for the community
13
consultation processes. The total amount of the additional resources mobilized was in excess
14
of TOP3.7 million (US$ 1.7 million).
Table 3: Annual expenditures by component, at appraisal and actual (US$)
2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

2015-16

2016-17

Total

Appraisal
1

Community
Development

840,658

947,337

566,205

304,287

105,259

2,763,745

2

Business Development

158,231

151,026

151,497

154,602

-

615,356

3

Project Management

176,631

112,714

114,811

116,950

130,013

651,119

1,175,520

1,211,076

832,513

575,839

235,272

4,030,221

TOTAL

Actual
1

Community
1)
Development

2

Business Development

3

114,395

568,008

397,886

461,409

1,335,083

2,876,782

4,333

64,173

-

89,964

-

158,469

Project Management

155,846

153,938

153,761

170,207

344,809

978,561

TOTAL

274,574

786,119

551,647

721,579

1,679,892

4,013,812

Note: actual expenditures for Component 1 do not include an estimated amount of $667,258 in community contributions in
cash and kind which are in addition to the appraisal estimate for these contributions.

E.2.

Quality of Project management

101. The quality of project management is considered moderately satisfactory. Overall, the Project
Management Unit provided good quality project management services and was well-supported
by MORDI TT - the contracted implementing partner under an IFAD-approved contractual
arrangement between MFNP and MORDI TT. A positive feature of project management
contributing to stronger decentralized results was the willingness of project staff to spend time
engaging with the remote target communities – often for extended periods of time. This was
critical in building community trust and ownership of project activities.
102. The PMU’s staff motivation and commitment to the success of the project were stand-out
features however this did lead to management issues during implementation related to
symptoms of workload and stress (staff illness and turnover). Successive supervision missions
raised these issues with the project management and some changes to staff work schedules
were introduced in response.
103. Another staff-related matter which became apparent during implementation was that the cadre
of PMU staff required broader skill sets to respond to the wide-ranging needs of target
communities. To some extent, the project management was able to manage this through
leveraging additional technical support from a range for cooperating development partners, and
private sector partnerships (for example, with Nishi Trading for the farmer-field school pilot; and
with Australian Aid for the ‘Eua processing facility). The main conclusion that can be drawn on
13

These included Australian Aid, FAO, JICA, Live and Learn Environmental Education, the New Zealand Aid
Programme and Rotary International (New Zealand), the Tokyo University of Agriculture and the Government of Tonga.
14
Some payments were made directly by the agencies concerned, for which specific data is not available.
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these issues is that any future project support requires an expansion in human resources
allocated to project management.
104. An interesting feature of the project's management was the engagement and collaboration with
the Government Town and District Officers in a more formal way than envisaged at the time of
design. This led to considerable capacity building benefits for Ministry of Internal Affairs staff,
who are now better equipped as a direct result of project support to assist local communities.
Closer engagement also contributed to a change in the way local Government services are
planned and delivered in Tonga focussing more on participatory and inclusive community
planning approaches.
105. The main negative issue with respect to project management was its neglect to plan and
operationalize a fully functional Management Information System (MIS). The lack of a MIS
system and functional M&E resulted in that the PMU often struggled to provide consistent and
accurate information on performance, results and impact. This affected the project's ability to
proactively take informed management decisions.
106. The performance of the project's M&E system was negatively affected by the lack of dedicated
M&E staff and consequent reliance on field staff to collect monitoring data. The latter process
did not work effectively and resulted in issues in coordination and oversight of M&E functions.
This in turn provided a challenge to capture field level results. As a result the PMU faced
difficulties with the preparation of progress reporting. The preparation of procurement plans was
also an issue of specific concern negatively impacting on the planning of procurement activities,
as well as in the early detection of gaps in procurement processes.
107. More positively, in terms of understanding impact and beneficiary opinions, the project
developed and implemented a simple and practical tool called the “Community Rating System”
(CRS), to assess the sustainability of project interventions under IFAD’s core sustainability
domains of: (i) institutional sustainability; (ii) economic and financial sustainability; (iii)
technical sustainability; (iv) sustainability of resilient infrastructures; and (v) sustainability of
agricultural practices. The CRS enabled the systematic monitoring of community participation
in terms of the financial resources mobilized and in-kind contributions. While the CRS, which
was conducted at project-end, also provided evidence of project impact, the PMU unfortunately
lacked the knowledge and skills to effectively analyse and utilize this information.
108. The Project Steering Committee (PSC) did not operate satisfactorily. Member turnover was
high, and as a result the PMU had to spend considerable time updating and up-skilling new
members in topics such as: (i) project design and rationale; (ii) the project’s community-based
approach to rural development planning; and (iii) IFAD’s Project Implementation Guidelines.
These factors largely resulted from that the PSC failed to proactively providing the necessary
effective strategic guidance to the project.
109. A Project Advisory Committee (PAC) was established to review, reject, accept, or request
revision, of communities’ priority sub-projects. The PAC had a larger task than anticipated at
design as the number of sub-projects expanded from a design target of 60 to 174, and the
types of sub-projects were broadened to respond to requests (unforeseen at the time of design)
for various types of economic infrastructure – from multi-purpose community halls, to
processing facilities and small scale mechanisation. Despite this, the PAC was very effective
and this platform will be replicated in the next phase of the project. There is one additional
aspect of the approval process that has opportunity for improvement based on the learning
under the TRIP –requiring all sub-project proposals to include a simple economic and financial
analysis to ensure that nominated sub-projects are economically and financially viable.
110. The project's Knowledge Management (KM) system was fairly extensive and warrants positive
recognition for the following reasons: (i) the CDPs themselves are good future road maps – and
therefore can be used by Government and all development partners; and (ii) the CDPs are also
important community repositories for local knowledge and development information that can be
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periodically updated, and extracted for other purposes – such as applications for non-IFADfunded development support. In addition, project's knowledge management system also
enabled the project to engage with other stakeholder networks through which widespread
knowledge of the project's approaches and successes was disseminated. The project also
effectively and proactively engaged with IFAD to establish networks and "learning partnerships"
other IFAD country programmes, particularly in the Pacific Islands. The project did engage an
effective communications approach that contributed to raising the visibility of the project and
also IFAD in the Kingdom of Tonga.

E.3.

Quality of financial management

111. The quality of the Project financial management is regarded as moderately satisfactory. This
assessment is based on analysis of supervision mission reports and the PCR mission’s inKingdom observations. The project's overall financial performance was satisfactory in terms of
grant disbursement - the Project disbursed 92% of grant at project completion, and 96.3 at
project closing. Project expenditures were generally aligned with the project design cost
estimates. The over-spend for Expenditure Categories III – Technical Assistance, Studies &
M&E and Category IV Community Grants - have been duly justified by the Government of
Tonga. In terms of fund flow, financing from IFAD proceeded in a timely manner despite some
cases of the delayed processing of Withdrawal Applications. However, the provision of
counterpart financing from Government was frequently delayed and this affected
implementation of project activities, particularly towards the end of the project when the IFAD
grant resources were almost fully utilized.
112. The PCU proactively attempted to resolve financial management issues, such as: (i) the timely
processing of Withdrawal Applications; (ii) the reconciliation of the Designated Account (DA);
(iii) realignment of exchange rates; and, (iv) reimbursement of taxes and duties from
Government. The project was effectively audited annually and all reports were unqualified.
Compliance with grant covenants was also satisfactory.
113. The project design underestimated the human resources required to effectively provision for
financial management, administration and procurement. Initially, all of these functions were
combined under a Finance Administration Officer. However, due to the frequent turnover of the
Finance and Administration Officers (6 in total) during implementation, additional staff were
eventually appointed to specifically support project administration and procurement. This
impacted on the project's ability to effectively administer and fulfil its fiduciary requirements. The
provision of more regular implementation support and training by IFAD would have assisted the
project to build its fiduciary capacities and overcome some of the financial management and
procurement challenges encountered.
114. The project's annual Financial Statements were prepared in a timely manner for the statutory
audits. The Financial Statements were generally well prepared and in conformity with IFAD’s
requirements for cash based accounting, although the Financial Statements for 2015/16 did not
include a Designated Account reconciliation statement. Together with annual Financial
Statements, the project provided regular Financial Management reports as part of semi-annual
progress updates, including: (i) disbursement by financiers; (ii) performance by component and
grant categories; and (iii) cumulative expenditures by financer by categories and components.
The Project successfully used the MYOB financial accounting software to fulfil accounting and
reporting requirements. However, the preparation of IFAD-specific reports were manually
completed using Excel spread sheets.
115. The project established effective internal controls to ensure a clear segregation of functions and
effective control of project expenditures with the oversight of the MORDI TT Board, the PSC,
and MFNP. The system ensured that financial transactions and events were correctly
processed, recorded and reported. Similarly, record keeping for fixed assets and inventories
was adequate, and a register was properly maintained and regularly reconciled. However, with
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respect to procurement, the internal control system did not always function effectively with
some minor inconsistencies not with respect to compliance with Government’s and IFAD’s
procurement requirements.
116. The project’s disbursement performance was satisfactory. The total amount of funds disbursed
th
as of 30 November 2017 was USD 3,573,448 or SDR 2,503,780, which represents 96.3% of
the total grant allocation. The unutilized grant balance was to SDR 96,200 approximatively. The
initial advance of US$ 600,000 was fully recovered by the project closing date.
117. Table 4 and Figure 1 report the actual versus planned funds disbursement (at closing), and the
cumulative trend, including for WA 13 currently being processed at IFAD. The marked increase
in disbursements observed during the last year of implementation is generally explained by the
effective roll out of an increased number of community sub-projects (cost category IV).
Table 4: Planned verses actual disbursement (SDRs), IFAD funding only
Annual
Year 2012/13
Year 2013/14
Year 2014/15
Year 2015/16
Year 2016/17*

Planned
749,946
760,997
527,473
374,733
186,851

Cumulative
Disbursed
401,104
468,691
299,356
526,096
808,533

Planned
749,946
1,510,943
2,038,416
2,413,149
2,600,000

Disbursed
401,104
869,795
1,169,151
1,695,247
2,503,780

* Including WA 13 currently being processed of US$ 214,606

Figure 1: TRIP disbursements
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118. Withdrawal Applications. The project submitted a total of 13 Withdrawal Applications,
including two related to the initial advance. Notably, the turnover of Withdrawal Applications
increased significantly during the last financial year of project implementation with the
Government submitting six (including a second advance to the DA). The Government submitted
a final Withdrawal Application in December 2017 covering expenditures related to winding-up
activities. A review of the Withdrawal Applications did not reveal any specific issues with respect
to quality, with the exception of one Withdrawal Application that was rejected by IFAD as it was
non-compliant with requirements. It was noted that the project had satisfactorily resolved issues
raised during supervision missions with regards to: (i) the Designated Account reconciliation; (ii)
monitoring the counterpart contribution; and (iii) retrofitting the Foreign Exchange Rate (FX)
rate according to the Funds-In-Fund-Out (FIFO) method. However, closer support and more
training would have more proactively addressed problems identified in the use of WA forms and
the contract register, and with the claiming of procurement expenditure according to the correct
procedure (Statement of Expenditure (SoE or Form 101).
119. The expenditure planned during the winding up period was high - TOP 1,072,087 or US$
500,000 approximately. This is explained by the deferral of payments for several sub-projects
(total of US$ 286,000) to July and August 2017, due to a shortfall of funds in the Designated
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Account and Project Account at the project completion date. All sub-projects were completed by
th
30 June 2017, as stated in the completion certificate held at the Project Management Unit.
120. Counterpart financing. Counterpart financing is considered moderately unsatisfactory. The
total counterpart contribution as at 30th November 2017 was TOP 697 million (US$ 348,000
approximatively), which represents 85% of the contribution estimated at appraisal. In general,
financing from IFAD proceeded in a timely manner despite some delays in the processing of
WAs. However, the flow of funds and availability of financial resources were affected by the
untimely provision of counterpart financing. On 31st March 2017 (WA No. 10) the Project
reported an outstanding balance of approximately US$ 86,000 from Government in terms of
taxes and duty to be reimbursed to the Project. This had a negative impact on the project’s
cash-flow and several payments were deferred to July and August 2017, when funds
reimbursed through WA 10 were available in the Designated Account. This problem was
addressed, and as of November 30 2017, the outstanding amount of Government contribution
was recovered by the project.
121. Beneficiaries’ contribution. Beneficiaries' contributions are considered highly satisfactory.
Beneficiaries were actively engaged in project implementation. This is reflected by that the
project significantly exceeded its design targets for sub-projects with 174 sub-projects
completed compared with an initial target of 60. Notably, communities empowered by the
project became very effective in mobilizing additional resources to fund their sub-projects; in
financial terms this is reflected in community contributions estimated to be TOP 3.33 million (of
which TOP 2.1 million in kind and TOP 1.04 million in cash). This corresponds to US$ 1.66
million approximatively compared with the appraisal estimate of US$ 619,000 (+270%).
122. Reconciliation of the Designated Account. The reconciliation of the Designated Account as
th
at the 30 November 2017 was satisfactorily prepared by the PMU and attached to WA 13. This
reconciliation showed a final un-reconciled amount of USD 747, which is likely due to an
exchange rate discrepancy. It has been agreed that this amount will not be reimbursed by
IFAD. The initial advance of USD 600,000 has been fully recovered through the WAs 10 to 13.
123. Grant expenditures. The State of Funds at Project completion date (Table 5) shows that
expenditures under most of the grant categories are within the initial threshold allocations. It is
noted that Cat. III “Technical Assistance, Studies and M&E”, Cat IV “community grants” and
Office Operating Costs" have overdrawn the grant allocation by the closing date, by 150%, 57%
and 11%, respectively. The higher expenditure in Cat III is justified by that the initial allocation
was unrealistically low at 2% of total financing. Furthermore, expenditure on M&E was
increased in consideration of the recommendations from IFAD supervision missions.
Expenditure under Cat IV is justified by the scaling-up of targets for community sub-projects
(from 60 to 174 sub-projects). In accordance with the IFAD’s Financial Management and
Administrative Manual (paragraph 92, section H9), the Project did not request a formal
reallocation of funds amongst categories due to the imminent Project completion date, and a
high rate of grant withdrawal (above 90%).
Table 5: Status of funds as of 30th November 2017*
GRANT CATEGORIES
I. Vehicle, Equipment & Materials & Transport
II. Training, Capacity Building and Community Planning
III. Technical Assistance, Studies& M&E
IV. Community Grants
V. Supplementary equity grants
VI a. Salaries and Allowance
VIi b. Office Operating Cost
VII. Unallocated
TOTAL

Allocation
150,000
540,000
60,000
750,000
240,000
400,000
200,000
260,000
2,600,000

*Including WA 13 currently being processed at IFAD
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Disbursement
69,365
420,230
153,086
1,175,572
55,540
398,720
222,661
2,495,176

%
46%
78%
255%
157%
23%
100%
111%
0%
96.3%
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124. Audit. The project audit is considered moderately satisfactory. The Project was subject to
regular annual audits and all Audit Reports were unqualified. Overall, the timeliness and quality
of the audit reports was satisfactory, with the exception of the last audit (FY 2015/16) which was
rated as moderately unsatisfactory by IFAD’s internal review. This was due to the audit report
not including a separate statement on the Designated Account. The latter problem was
addressed by PMU and the Designated Account reconciliation has been included in the Project
financial statement for FY 2016/17.
125. Compliance with loan covenants. Compliance with loan covenants is considered moderately
satisfactory. The project has fulfilled all covenants included in section E of the Financing
Agreement. However, compliance with the Financing Agreement was rated as moderately
satisfactory by supervision missions due to the non-compliance with two General Conditions of
the Financing Agreement, these being: (i) Section 7.01 – Reporting (the Project to submit an
AWPB no later than 60 days before the beginning of the relevant PY); and (ii) Section 7.05 –
Procurement (procurement of goods, works and services shall be carried out in accordance
with the provisions of the Recipient’s procurement regulations, to the extent that they are
consistent with IFAD’s procurement guidelines).
126. Procurement. The project's procurement performance is considered moderately satisfactory.
All project procurement was to be undertaken according to the Tonga Public Procurement
Regulations (TPPRs) 2015 to the extent that this was consistent with IFAD's procurement
guidelines. As stated in the Grant Agreement, IFAD’s procedures would supersede these
regulations in cases of inconsistencies between the Borrower’s procedures and IFAD’s
procurement guidelines.
127. Although project procurement functioned relatively effectively, there were several shortcomings
identified, summarized as follows: (i) IFAD’s prior review was on occasions not sought for
procurements above TOP 100,000 (US$ 50,000 equivalent); (ii) procurement plans did not
always conform with IFAD’s requirements and the contract register did not always keep track of
procurement carried out in previous years; (iii) the composition of the procurement committee
on occasions did not conform with the TPPR (minimum of three people); (iv) some
procurements valued at more than TOP 50,000 were not publicly advertised as required by
national legislation; (v) technical evaluations for the procurement of goods were based on a
rating system (points awarded) rather than on technical responsiveness (pass/fail basis); (vi)
reimbursement of procurement activities above US$ 50,000 was requested through Statement
of Expenditure procedures, based on the amount of contract instalments; and (vii) there were
cases where procurement of similar goods (i.e. water tanks and hardware) could have been
merged in order to target better value for money. However, in this case, the Project explained
that procurement planning was determined by the availability of community co-financing.
128. In terms of lessons learned, the project would have benefited from the recruitment of a full-time
Procurement Officer and also from more regular and consistent capacity building support and
guidance from IFAD. For example, the PMU could have prepared a pre-qualified list of vendors,
or a registration system of suppliers maintained in accordance with the procedure established
by the TPPR 2015. This would have solved most of the problems related to the call for tenders.
Similarly, the problems related to: (i) the lack of a correct evaluation method for the
procurement of goods; (ii) preparation of a contract register and procurement plans; (iii)
composition of a procurement committee; and (iv) the risk of splitting procurements, could have
all been addressed earlier and more effectively.
129. Any future IFAD support should consider the following: (i) strengthening the PMU’s
procurement capacity by recruiting a dedicated procurement specialist; (ii) provide tailored
training and implementation support related to IFAD’s procurement guidelines and
requirements; (iii) establish a Procurement Committee, and define roles and oversight
responsibilities; (iv) prepare better quality procurement plans and contract registers; and (v)
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prepare a pre-qualified list of vendors in order to simplify procurement processes and ensuring
fairness and equal opportunities in the bid invitations.

E.4. Partners' performance
130. Partnership was a key feature of this project. After many years of disengagement the TRIP has
facilitated a closer relationship between the Kingdom of Tonga and the Fund. This was perhaps
best reflected by the visit of His Majesty the King of Tonga to the IFAD Governing Council in
2014. Further, the Project Management Unit's ability to leverage support from a wide range of
development partners, private sector and local service providers was an important contributor
to strong overall project results. The proactive mobilization of additional financial resources
from a broad range of partners was a distinct strategy for the project and this contributed to the
over-achievement of planning and physical development targets.
131. The project's main partners and service providers were, for example: (i) numerous NGOs and
training organizations (e.g. Live and Learn, and Tonga Skills); (ii) participating finance services
providers (e.g. microfinance from SPBD); (ii) cooperating development partners (Australian Aid,
Japan, New Zealand, UNDP and the World Bank); and (iv) the private sector (Nishi Trading and
Heilala Vanilla). These partnerships provided a high level of local and relevant capacity support
and represented very good value for money as services providers also made direct
contributions in cash and/or in kind..
132. Government Performance. The Government's performance is assessed as moderately
unsatisfactory. The Government was mostly responsive to IFAD’s recommendations and in
proactively addressing implementation issues. There were some delays in executing
recommendations and facilitating project administration and disbursement, mainly driven by
phases of political change and fluidity. The Project Steering Committee was formed but
provided limited direction to steer project implementation. As described earlier, there were
issues related to the timely provision of counterpart funding and this in turn caused
implementation and procurement delays
133. A positive feature of the project was the active participation of the Government of Tonga in the
project design and their active participation during project implementation. The Ministry of
Finance and National Planning and the Ministry of Internal Affairs were influential implementing
partners; however, engagement with the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries could
have been stronger.
134. There were no significant changes in policies or legal frameworks that impacted negatively on
the project, although as mentioned political uncertainty did impact on slowing down decision
making. The project did make a significant contribution to Government policy mainly through
the institutionalization of the community planning process and the project's support in
developing the Tonga Agricultural Sector Plan.
135. A key constraint during implementation was the delay in receiving government counterpart
financing, mainly due to the reimbursement of taxes forgone. Delays in the funding reaching the
project negatively affected the pace of implementation and delivery of results.
136. MORDI TT Performance. The performance of MORDI TT is considered satisfactory. As the
lead implementing partner, MORDI TT played an integral role in ensuring the success of the
TRIP. Although being a new, relatively inexperienced non-government organization, MORDI TT
performed well in delivering the expected results of TRIP. On the basis of their performance in
implementing the project, MORDI TT is now seen as a leading, competent, trustworthy local
institution in Tonga. An institutional assessment of MORDI TT was undertaken during the
design of the next phase of the project and identified a number of areas of improvement and to
promote sustainability.
137. IFAD Performance. IFAD's performance is assessed as moderately unsatisfactory. IFAD’s
support for the Tonga Rural Innovation Project was inconsistent during design, supervision, and
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particularly with the provision of technical support and guidance. Supervision and
implementation support was irregular and there were issues at times in terms of quality and
timeliness. The failure to fully complete the Mid-Term Review process was a particular missed
opportunity. Loan administration, procurement reviews and funds’ transfers by IFAD were often
delayed. Through the project investment, however, IFAD has however rebuilt a successful
partnership with Tonga and is seen as a priority partner for the Kingdom.
138. Generally, the follow-up of recommendations by supervision and implementation support
missions (by Government and IFAD) were satisfactory, however, more urgency and support
could have been provided to address key issues, such as the M&E/MIS deficiencies.
139. Positively, IFAD was responsive in providing assistance following the Cyclone Ian natural
disaster that affected Ha’apai in January 2014. Project activities in Ha’apai were postponed
immediately (for one year) and the project provided commendable for rehabilitation assistance.
Additionally, once it became evident that Component 2 could not be implemented as planned,
IFAD rapidly approved the reallocation of funds into the very successful Component 1 and this
enabled the project to far exceed its targets for this component.

E.5.

Quality of supervision and implementation support

140. The quality of supervision and implementation support is considered moderately unsatisfactory.
141. During the early implementation phase of the project IFAD was proactive in providing technical
support. There were two implementation support missions undertaken in October 2012 and
March 2013, which generally focussed on expediting project implementation. The latter mission
was followed immediately by a supervision mission also in March 2013. Following this, there
was no further IFAD support provided for one year until a Joint Review Mission in March 2014.
After this, another year passed before IFAD undertook a Mid-Term Review Mission in mid-2015.
This Mid-Term Review process was never finalized. IFAD could have fielded at least another
two-four supervision missions during the two years of absence. This would have contributed to
preventing or timely resolution some of the implementation issue that arose later in
implementation.
142. The quality and usefulness of IFAD-led supervision missions are assessed to be adequate in
terms of team composition and the relevance of recommendations. The main gap was the
frequency of the missions and the failure to follow-up on the acceptance and implementation of
recommendations for change and action. The failure to finalize the Mid-Term Review process
explains why the project was not able to react to the important Mid-Term Review
recommendations related to procurement, M&E, and establishing an MIS. Two key areas where
the supervision process could have been improved are: (i) drawing lessons from Component 2;
(ii) developing a poverty and targeting rationale for second round CIEG allocations; (iii)
identifying impact indicators for sub-projects and embedding these in sub-project management
systems at the sub-committee level; and (iv) providing technical advice related to O&M, phasing
of inputs, and financial returns from sub-projects.

E.6.

Project internal rate of return

143. The project's internal rate of return is considered satisfactory. At project design the Economic
Internal Rate of Return (EIRR) was estimated to be 18.7%. This estimate was based on
expected benefits from agricultural production, including livestock and investments in transport,
utilities, fishing and tourism. During implementation, a significant increase in the resources
available for infrastructure investments occurred partly because of exchange rate fluctuations
and partly because of the reallocation of Component 2 funds to Component 1. In addition the
PMU was able to mobilise significant funds from other development partners to support and
extend TRIP’s activities.
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144. Supplemental to the investments envisaged at project design, many communities requested
support for the construction of multi-purpose community halls (built to national cyclone
protection standards) and the rehabilitation of community water supply systems. Together,
these types of sub-projects accounted for 46% of total community economic infrastructure
investments. Furthermore, during the project start phase it was decided to require beneficiaries
to plant long-term tree and other crops as a quid pro quo for project participation. This resulted
in significant areas being planted with vanilla, pandanus, sandalwood, paper mulberry and
other commercial crops, all of which have the potential to provide significant increases in
household incomes in the medium to long-term.
145. The allocation of additional funds under Component 1 made it possible to implement more than
one infrastructure sub-project in each community, depending on demand. By project
completion, 174 infrastructure sub-projects had been completed, 190% more than originally
15
envisaged . Also, funds mobilised from other development partners to support project
activities exceeded of TOP 3.7 million (US$ 1.7 million).
146. The EIRR estimated at project completion is 28.6%, considering only the IFAD, Government
and beneficiary financing. If the funding from other sources is included (which is more realistic)
the EIRR is still are robust 22.5%. Details on Project costs and benefits are in Appendix 5.
147. Project management costs over five years amounted to US$ 71 per beneficiary (based on the
2016 census data for participating communities) or TOP 141 per beneficiary. Total IFAD
funding for the Project amounted to US$ 221 per beneficiary.
148. The project also clearly generated financial and other benefits for both the communities
involved and for individual households. Based on financial models developed as a part of the
economic analysis, the project's contribution to increasing household incomes is estimated as
follows: (i) TOP 250 (about US$ 114) per month per household for multi-purpose community
halls (used by women’s weaving groups), and TOP17,360 (about US$ 7,900) per month per
hall; (ii) an average of TOP1,800 (US$ 820) per household per year for agriculture fences to
prevent damage to food crops, and TOP8,725 (about US$ 4,000) per household per year for
pigsties; (iii) approximately TOP9,000 (about US$ 4,100) per acre per year for vanilla
plantations (1 acre, at maturity); and (iv) TOP11,500 (US$ 5,240) per acre per year for
16
pandanus trees at maturity (1 acre; leaves are used for mat weaving) . In 2009 (the latest
household income figures available) the annual per capita income was TOP 3,376, meaning
that the incremental household figures reported above have had a significant impact on
targeted household welfare and living standards.
149. Additionally, the project generated significant other benefits that were unfortunately not
quantified in the economic and financial analysis. These include for some infrastructure
investments (e.g. wharves – as no credible data was available) and also other benefits such as
nutrition, health, and reduced risk and vulnerability.

F. Assessment of sustainability
150. The likelihood of sustainability is considered to be moderately satisfactory based on that the
benefits generated by the project are expected continue after project completion and supported
by strong beneficiary ownership and government commitment. Driven by the project's theory of
change, the design of TRIP integrated an implicit approach to promote the sustainability of
project benefits through its investment in community mobilization, capacity building, and the
mobilization of additional support and resources (e.g. additional financing from Government,
leveraging of remittances). This strategy for sustainability has been reinforced with the adoption
of the project's community development approach by the Government as national policy. The

16
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The distribution of the additional funds among Project communities is reviewed in detail in Annex 1 to Appendix 10.
Note that not all incremental financial benefits from the 10 different types of community investment were quantified.
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project has demonstrated a successful community-based rural development approach that is
both scalable within Tonga and relevant for other small Pacific Islands developing states.
151. An end-of-project validation workshop concluded that the project has a high likelihood of
sustainability, as: (i) sub-committees have been set up to manage ongoing sub-projects; (ii)
there has been a positive change in communities’ governance structure – with communities
now more socially inclusive and better organized and able to prioritize and implement
development interventions, work in partnership, and mobilize resources; community leaders
capacitated to lead communities; and the increased capacity of District and Town Officers to
serve communities; (iii) the community planning process is now institutionalised in the country,
will be adopted in the future, and is expected to be replicable in other Pacific Island countries;
and (iv) there is now a close working relationship between MORDI (the implementing NGO) and
the Government of Tonga. The project's wide range of non-beneficiary stakeholders (including
various development partners) are also committed to the adoption of project's proven approach
to community engagement and empowerment.
152. The key factors and lessons for project success as identified at the validation workshop are: (i)
timely implementation; (ii) team work, partnerships and trust among all stakeholders and
implementing actors; (iii) continual follow-up, mentoring, and monitoring of communities on
outer islands; (iv) the mandatory inclusion of women and youth to ensure high levels of quality
participation and consensus building around objectives; (v) use of the CDPs as a development
tool for communities to layout their priorities and build ownership; and (vi) a clear project
institutional structure that minimized implementation challenges.
153. The communities also have sub-projects, which are of good quality, with mechanisms in place
for operations and maintenance, primarily sub-committees formed and trained. The community
halls, for instance, are used for many “large events” such as wedding, funerals, etc.
Approximately 75% of these events held at the community halls are paid for thus generating
important income to assist maintaining facilities. Another example is that some communities put
consolidate funds for maintenance of repair of sub-projects, for example maintaining equipment
and machinery such as tractors. Tractors and other machinery also provided some communities
with alternative income sources as these services were offered to other nearby communities
allowing additional funds to be raised to support operations and maintenance.
154. Furthermore, sub-projects comply with Tonga’s cyclone category 5 design safety requirements
and all CDPs and sub-projects have CCDRM mainstreamed. The project has made a
considerable contribution to improved community understanding and awareness of CCDRM.
CCDRM compliance has supported target communities to understand how climate change and
natural disasters may impact on their lives, and to build an awareness of how communities can
prepare and mitigate the worsening effects of climate change. The CRS assessed the
sustainability of groups managing infrastructure, and the sustainability of the climate resilient
infrastructures themselves. The beneficiaries all scored performance as at least moderate with
a high percentage noting performance was either good or very good for indicators linked to
group membership, conflict, frequency of meetings and financial self-sufficiency. Linked to this,
the sustainability of climate resilient infrastructure had similar scores, because the groups are
sustainable, infrastructure is actively used and the beneficiaries are actively involved in
maintenance.
155. In addition, the project focused on a range of food, cash and tree crops and applied agricultural
practices (e.g. crop diversification through village-level nurseries and a better mix of perennial
and annual crops). All these interventions are expected to enhance the prospects of
environmental sustainability, resilience to climate change, and risk reduction.

G. Lessons learned and knowledge generated
156. The project performed well in terms of progressive learning and the application of lessons
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learned. This result can be largely explained by: (i) a simple and relevant design which enabled
flexibility and adaptation to the Project context; and (ii) a highly motivated and organised project
implementation team that was determined to succeed. The following important learning
areas/topics were progressively incorporated during implementation: (i) adaptation of the
implementation methodology to larger communities by breaking the latter into smaller groups to
enable the integrity of the targeting process to be maintained; (ii) Component 1.1 (and subproject implementation under Component 1.2) were driven by continual community learning and
improved capacity in terms of the time dedicated to sub-project planning and implementation;
(iii) routine lesson learning and de-briefing after every community planning session was an
integral part of the management processes, which supported continual management learning
and adjustment; and (iv) TRIP was effective in building partnerships with the public, private and
civil society sectors, and in identifying where there were mutual benefits in terms of alignment
with the project, and others’, development objectives.
157. Specific lessons generated during the project implementation are summarized below.
(a)

A simple design with realistic timelines and objectives increases the likelihood of
success and sustainability, as was the situation for MORDI and then TRIP. Furthermore,
relatively simple designs combined with the phased approach adopted by IFAD (first
testing institutional models through the a regional and then scaling up through a larger
investment) enabled the Fund to better-understand the in-Kingdom context; which is
challenging due to the small size, remoteness, geographic dispersion, and difficult
communications/connectivity.

(b)

Bottom-up, community-driven planning and development processes are instrumental
for community empowerment and ownership; and at the same time result in institutional
changes to service provision and development interventions. Active community
participation requires identification and ownership of the whole process, and results in
people being in the frontline of development. This means more effective operations and
maintenance mechanisms for small-scale infrastructure and other productive facilities
that can be managed in transparent and accountable ways.

(c)

Community-driven development processes take time to function, consolidate, and
ensure effective participation, especially with women and the youth in fragile and
challenging environments. The project worked for five years with various communities,
some of whom were also previously supported by MORDI. This provides an opportunity
to invest in productive activities selected by these communities, and to build on the
“foundation” built by the project. Such an approach works where planning processes and
related implementation skills are solid; and enable the model to be scaled-up to other
communities, based on well-tested and validated experiences.

(d)

Partnerships are important. It was critical to work closely with all key players in the
rural development space to avoid duplication and to leverage additional resources,
especially as transaction costs are high due to remoteness, limited connectivity, and poor
transportation. Establishing good relationships with Government institutions was also
critical for smooth implementation, as is being able to rely on/take advantage of/tap into
existing human and financial resources (often in-kind) which result in value adding to the
project financing.

(e)

Working with existing Government staff (especially at the local level) does not always
translate into success. In order to overcome this challenge, IFAD’s projects often
mobilize community-based facilitators to complement existing extension staff, with mixed
results. On the contrary, TRIP was able to fully benefit from the participation of
Government District and Town Officers by engaging them in the project, incentivizing
them with the opportunities for skills development and professional growth, and
strengthening their self-confidence and networking capacity for mutual learning and
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experience exchange. This created a positive and healthy working environment which
benefitted project implementation and sustainability.
(f)

Support for pluralistic extension service delivery modalities (through NGOs, the
private sector, and Government) is a necessary step towards the provision of more
relevant, responsive, accessible, and accountable services to communities; especially
those living in remote locations where public extension finds it challenging and difficult to
operate. Similarly, provision of support packages, subject to farmers meeting certain
conditions (such as only providing micro-finance services to farmers who graduate from
FFSs) enhances effectiveness, and increases farmers’ ownership and pro-activeness, as
well as benefiting sustainability.

(g)

As mentioned above, the project experienced difficulties in implementing Component 2
that focused on rural business related activities and the provision of rural finance
services. These challenges were driven by an unfavourable policy framework and the
limited capacity of project staff. The lesson is that now the institutional model for
community planning and development is tested and consolidated, there is an opportunity
to define simple but clear productive and sustainable development activities through
specific interventions, deploying adequate and trained staff, and working closely with
implementing partners.

(h)

Tonga’s geographic characteristics (five scattered islands) require a decentralized
project management structure for greater effectiveness and reduced costs of
implementation, supervision, monitoring and evaluation. Experience from TRIP also
shows that embedding project management staff in Government systems can result in
greater ownership, reduced costs, and skills development of staff that remain in place,
hence improving overall project sustainability.

(i)

M&E and a functioning MIS are important from the outset. There has always been
widespread consensus that there was much to be learnt from TRIP. However, the fact
that there was no systematic approach to pulling together the information needed to drive
progressive change is a deficiency. To some extent this was over-come by the inclusion
of two end-of-project surveys, however there is no substitute for sound pre-project status
surveys, backed-up with structured and periodic monitoring during implementation. While
M&E was weak, extensive discussions during implementation have resulted in a rich
resource of know-how which is embedded in the PMU’s staff. In addition there are many
“stories from the field” which are adequate for profiling project innovations and identifying
how these can be replicated. These “stories” are now supported by end-of-project
surveys.

H. Conclusions and recommendations
158. The Tonga Rural Innovation Project is widely recognized as successful in achieving its overall
development objectives. The project has had a significant impact on national policy that will
likely see the project's impact magnified and expanded in the future. The project has achieved
strong results in terms of community empowerment, social inclusion, increasing incomes and
household assets, enhancing agricultural productivity and food and nutritional security, and
importantly, strengthening the resilience of remote, vulnerable rural communities in the
Kingdom of Tonga. The project achieved robust economic and financial returns, and the
project's success in mobilizing significant additional resources have ensured that the initial
investment by IFAD and the Government of Tonga is good value for money. The innovative
approaches piloted under the project have established a solid foundation for replication and
scaling up under a second phase IFAD investment and other small island developing states in
the Pacific and beyond.
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159. The project was deemed to be relevant for the targeted beneficiaries and in the local
implementation context. Effectiveness was positive with the project exceeding many of its key
results targets, for example, community planning by 252% and sub-project implementation by
290%. The strong institutional achievements related to community empowerment, greater
inclusiveness of community institutions and responsiveness of Government, improved
governance, capacity building and skills, and better resilience to climatic hazards augers well
for future sustainability.
160. The community planning process developed under the TRIP now provides the basis for all rural
development planning and investment in Tonga, and with support from the project, target
communities are now demonstrably able to mobilise their own resources, raise additional
financing, and plan and implement economic investments.
161. Although the project achieved strong results, there were a number of areas of potential
improvement and learning mainly related to project management and the quality of
administration. One of the main issues affecting the project was the shortfall in establishing a
functioning Management Information System and the quality of monitoring and evaluation. As
the project had a focus on innovation and learning, the importance of generating, capturing and
disseminating knowledge cannot be overstated. Additionally, delays in project financing, and
particularly counterpart financing, had a negative effect on the pace and quality of
implementation. Lack of funds delayed community projects, created issues with project
suppliers that distracted project management, and in turn, increased pressure on the project to
deliver results late in the project implementation cycle.
162. In terms of partnerships, the project excelled at mobilizing additional support and financing for
its targeted beneficiaries. The performance however of the Government of Tonga, and
particularly IFAD could have improved to ensure more consistent technical support and
guidance to project implementation. Most of the project management and administrative issues
that negatively impacted project implementation should have been more proactively addressed
by IFAD.
163. A final opportunity for enhancing project impact related to the need for stronger focus on
productive and economic activities to enable target communities to achieve more tangible
benefits in terms of livelihood improvements and reduction in hardship and vulnerability. These
aspects have been internalized in the design of a second phase of the investment, the Tonga
Rural Innovation Project II, which will commence implementation in 2018.
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Appendix 1: PCR rating matrix
PROJECT NAME: Tonga Rural Innovation Project
PROJECT ID: 1100001628
BOARD APPROVAL DATE: April 04,2012
ENTRY INTO FORCE: May 25, 2012
PROJECT COMPLETION DATE: June 30, 2017
LOAN CLOSING DATE: December 31, 2017
IFAD LOAN AND GRANT (USD MILLION): USD 3,422,551
TOTAL PROJECT FINANCING: USD 4,322,287
IMPLEMENTING AGENCY: Mainstreaming of Rural Development Innovation Tonga Trust
(MORDI TT)
PCR
Rating

Criterion
Project Performance





4
4
4
4

Relevance
Effectiveness
Efficiency
Sustainability

Rural poverty impact







Households’ incomes and assets a/
Human and social capital and empowerment
Food security b/
Agricultural productivity
Institutions and policies
Overall rural poverty impact

4
4
4
4
5
4

Additional evaluation criteria
 Gender equity and women's empowerment
 Access to markets
 Innovation
 Potential for scaling up
 Environment and natural resource management
 Adaptation to climate change
 Targeting and outreach
Partners performance

4
4
4
5
4
4
4
3
3

 IFAD’s performance
 Government performance

Overall Project achievement:

4
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Appendix 2: Project logical framework
Adapted from the TRIP I PDR (2012)
Results hierarchy
Goal
Contribute to the
improved sustainable
livelihoods of vulnerable
communities in rural
areas of Tonga







Development
objective
Strengthen the capacity
of target communities to
plan and manage their
development priorities in
order to achieve
improved sustainable
livelihoods
Component 1
Outcome
Enhanced community
capacity for sustainable
planning and action
Component 1.1 Output
Community
development plans
prepared











Component 1.2 Output
Operational community
economic infrastructure







Component 2
Outcome a/
Enhanced business



Indicators
* Number of
households with
improved food
security
* Number of
households showing
improvement in
IFAD’s household
asset ownership
index
*No of households
receiving Project
services



60 communities with
sustainable
community
economic
infrastructure
10 sustainable
agriculture and rural
businesses



31 new community
development plans
developed




6,901 beneficiaries
(disaggregated by
gender) of
community
development plan
10% of community
development plans
activities funded
through a
community
economic
infrastructure grant
and or from another
source
16,901 beneficiaries
(disaggregated by
gender) of
community
economic
infrastructure
80% of community
economic
infrastructure funded
by the community
economic
infrastructure grant
operational and
sustainable
*No of women on
management
committees
8 agriculture and
rural businesses
financed and
operational









Means of verification
RIMS Impact
surveys at baseline
and completion

Annual Work Plan
and Budgets
(AWPBs)
Household Income
and Expenditure
Survey (2009 and
2014)

Assumptions




No major changes in
Government of
Tonga’s Tonga
National Development
Strategy

Communities and
agriculture and rural
businesses are willing
to participate in
innovative forms of
support

*Wealth distribution:
in 2012 28% of
households were in
the poorest quintile,
declining to 12% in
2017. in 2012 only
10% of households
were in the richest
quintile, in 2017
increase to 30%.
* Decline in hungry
season
* 13,328
beneficiaries (96%
of target)
Refer to Annex 7
* 151 communities
received economic
infrastructure
(252%)
* 4 rural businesses
received support

Refer to Annex 6

AWPBs
Monthly Programme
Officer reports

Annual participatory
survey of operational
effectiveness of
community groups
Community
economic
infrastructure
proposals and
reports
Technical and
operational audits of
community economic
infrastructure

Results
Refer to Annex 7

*151 community
plans developed
(252%)



Government officials
are willing to support
plan preparation.
Communities
prepared to participate
in planning and in-kind
and or cash
contributions to
economic
infrastructure

Refer to Annex 6
* 6,619 men (192%)
* 6,619 women
(119%)
*

Refer to Annex 6
* 174 sub-project
approved (290%)




AWPBs
Monthly Project
Officers reports
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Results hierarchy
capability for
sustainable financing
and investment
Component 2.1 Output
Investment publications
and promotions
prepared

Indicators

Means of verification




50 publications
available and used
by commercial
banks and
agricultural and rural
businesses






Component 2.2. Output
Operational agriculture
and rural businesses

Assumptions





Loan performance
assessments by
commercial banks
National Reserve
Bank of Tonga
annual audit of
commercial banks
Annual case studies
of agricultural rural
businesses financed
by supplemental
equity funds



Commercial banks
willing to make loans
to agriculture and rural
businesses.

Results

Refer to Annex 6
* 50 publication
produced (100

Businesses willing to
contribute equity and
take loans

Refer to Annex 6
%)
* 4 participating
banks (100%)

1,000 beneficiaries
of agricultural and
rural businesses
funded by the
supplemental equity
grant
80% of agricultural
and rural businesses
funded by the
supplemental equity
grant operational
and sustainable

a/ This Component has been inactive since the MTR and therefore the targets are meaningless

36

The Kingdom of Tonga
Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Project completion report
Appendix 3: Dates of supervision missions and follow-up missions

Appendix 3: Dates of supervision missions and follow-up missions
Mission and Date
Implementation Support Mission,
October 2-5, 2012

Field Visit
Project Office
Nuku’alofa only

Team Composition
Mr. Ron Hartman, Country Programme Manager
Ms. Chase Palmeri, Country Programme Manager

Implementation Support Mission,
March 18-23, 2013

Project Office
Nuku’alofa only

Mr. Dan Vadnjal, Economist, Consultant

Supervision Mission, March 18-26,
2013

Project Office
Nuku’alofa only

Mr. Sakiusa Tubuna, Sub-regional Coordinator;
Mr. Kajal Chakraborty, Financial Management Specialist

Joint Review, March 9-24, 2014

Project Office
Nuku’alofa
Vava’u Island

Mid-term Review, May 18-June 5,
2015

Project Office
Nuku’alofa
‘Eua Island
Ha’apai Island
Vava’u Island

Ms. Chase Palmeri, Country Programme Manager, Team
Leader
Mr. Graham Perrett, Rural Finance Specialist
Mr. Kajal Chakraborty, Financial Management Specialist
Government of Tonga
Ms. Sinama Tupou, MIA
Mr. Nick Lavemaau, MFNP
Ms. Malina Lolo, MAFFF
MORDI TT
Mr. ‘Alamoti Tautakitaki, Trustee
Mr. Soane Patolo, Project Manager
Development partner
Ms. Milika Tuita, UNDP

Implementation Support Mission, 8th
February – 4th March, 2017

Project Supervision, 14-31 March,
2017

IFAD
Ms. Chase Palmeri, CPM
Mr. Norman Messer, Rural Organisations, PTA
Mr. Edilberto Angeles, Financial Management,
Consultant.
IFAD Consultant
Mr. Fabrizio Vivarini

Project Office
Nuku’alofa
‘Eua Island
Vava’u Island
Project Office
Nuku’alofa
‘Eua Island
Vava’u Island

Government of Tonga
Ms. Elizabeth Baker, Chief Economist/ CCDRM Officer
(MFNP)
Mr. Samuela Pohiva, Assistant Secretary (MIA)
MORDI TT
Mr. Soane Patolo, Project Manager

Project Completion, 7-25 August,
2017

IFAD
Mr Sakiusa Tubuna, IFAD Sub-Regional Coordinator for
the Pacific Islands
Mr. Philip Young, Rural Development Specialist
Dr. Pari Bauman, Rural Sociologist
Dr. Edilberto Cheng Angeles, Financial Management
Specialist
Government of Tonga
See full list in Appendix 12 (stakeholder workshop) - the
the 37 representatives from non-beneficiary stakeholders
who attended; plus Ms. Pilimilose Balwyn Fa’otusia, Chief
Executive Officer
Ministry of Internal Affairs

Project Office
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MORDI TT
Mr. Soane Patolo, Project Manager
IFAD
Mr. Philip Young, Team Leader and Rural Development
Specialist
Dr. Pari Bauman, Targeting, Social and Gender Specialist
(remote support);

Mr. Fabrizio Vivarini, Financial Management and Procurement
Consultant;

Mr. Peter Mawson, Agriculture Economist
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Appendix 4: Summary of amendments to the financing agreement
There were no loan amendments during the implementation period
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Appendix 5: Actual Project costs
1.

Details of actual Project costs are given in the tables below. Table 5 summarizes projected
costs and disbursements by financiers. This table includes total estimated beneficiary
contributions, both in cash and in kind. In the remaining tables below, the beneficiary
contributions included are only the appraisal estimate for this amount as annual estimates, as
actual contributions are not available.

2.

Table 6 and Table 7 show the original and appraisal allocations by component and expenditure
category, respectively, together with the reallocations after the mid-term review, and the actual
expenditures up to the end of July2017.

3.

Table 8 and Table 9 show appraisal and actual expenditures by component and year in US$
and Tonga Pa’anga.

4.

Table 10 and Table 11 show the corresponding data by expenditure categories and year.

Table 5: Projected and actual disbursements by financier
Allocations
Financier

Appraisal

Amended

Disbursements

IFAD Grant

3,000,675

3,682,670

3,404,032

Government

410,529

410,889

292,716

Beneficiaries

619,017

619,017

1,286,275

4,030,221

4,712,576

4,983,023

Total

Note: Beneficiary contributions include both cash and in-kind contributions
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Table 6: IFAD financing - appraisal estimates, reallocations and actual expenditures by component (USD)
Original
Allocation

Component
1

Community Development

2

Business Development

3

Revised
Allocation

Actual
Expenditure
2012 - June 2017

July 2017 Actual
Expenditure
243,671

Total
Expenditure

1,661,912

2,501,171

2,073,796

276,985

79,547

79,540

Project Management

1,061,777

1,101,953

957,443

49,582

1,007,024

Total

3,000,675

3,682,670

3,110,779

293,253

3,404,032

-

2,317,468
79,540

Table 7: IFAD financing - appraisal estimates, reallocations and actual expenditures by category (USD)
Categories

Original
Allocation

Revised
Allocation

Actual
Expenditure
2012 - June 2017

July 2017 Actual
Expenditure

Total
Expenditure

I

Vehicles, equipment’s, materials and transport

173,116

112,254

96,551

1,499

98,049

II

Training, Capacity Building and Community Planning

623,217

627,520

579,096

23,653

602,750

III

Technical Assistance, Studies & M&E

69,246

186,389

140,383

37,351

177,734

IV

Community grants

865,579

1,761,397

1,398,149

218,520

1,616,669

V

Supplementary equity grants

276,985

79,547

79,540

VI

Recurrent Costs
Salaries

461,642

626,223

538,017

9,594

547,611

Operation Costs

230,821

289,341

279,043

2,636

281,679

VII

Unallocated
Total

300,068

-

-

3,000,675

3,682,670
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Table 8: Appraisal estimates and actual expenditures by component and year (US$)
Appraisal
2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

2015-16

Actual
2016-17

Total

2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

2015-16

2016-17

Total

1

Community Development

840,658

947,337

566,205

304,287

105,259

2,763,745

114,395

568,008

397,886

461,409

1,335,083

2,876,782

2

Business Development

158,231

151,026

151,497

154,602

-

615,356

4,333

64,173

0

89,964

0

158,469

3

Project Management

176,631

112,714

114,811

116,950

130,013

651,119

155,846

153,938

153,761

170,207

344,809

978,561

1,175,520

1,211,076

832,513

575,839

235,272

4,030,221

274,574

786,119

551,647

721,579

1,679,892

4,013,812

2016-17

Total

TOTAL

Table 9: Appraisal estimates and actual expenditures by component and year (US$)
Appraisal
2014-15

2015-16

Actual

2012-13

2013-14

2016-17

Total

2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

2015-16

1,387,085

1,563,105

934,237

502,074

173,677

4,560,179

196,894

1,015,643

769,606

969,346

2,902,787

5,854,276

1

Community Development

2

Business Development

261,082

249,193

249,970

255,093

0

1,015,337

7,457

114,746

-

189,000

-

311,203

3

Project Management

291,441

185,977

189,439

192,968

214,522

1,074,347

268,238

275,254

297,410

357,577

749,696

1,948,175

1,939,609

1,998,275

1,373,646

950,135

388,199

6,649,864

472,589

1,405,643

1,067,016

1,515,923

3,652,483

8,113,654

TOTAL
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Table 10: Appraisal estimates and actual expenditures by expenditure category and year (US$)
Appraisal
2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

Actual

2015-16

2016-17

Total

2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

2015-16

2016-17

Total

I

Vehicles, equipment’s, materials and transport

114,391

74,452

23,699

11,013

-

223,554

57,735

31,430

5,298

1,616

18,466

114,545

II

Training, Capacity Building & Community Planning

222,202

228,553

181,574

143,064

43,390

818,784

50,133

59,019

95,657

151,951

230,509

587,268

III

Technical Assistance, Studies & M&E

21,322

11,446

11,681

11,920

23,091

79,459

27,173

14,030

9,773

13,685

75,588

140,249

IV

Community grants

493,399

580,264

301,213

89,415

0

1,464,291

6,528

477,558

296,931

307,843

1,086,108

2,174,968

V

Supplementary equity grants

158,231

151,026

151,497

154,602

0

615,356

4,333

64,173

0

89,964

0

158,469

VI

Recurrent Costs
Salaries

99,665

101,609

103,693

105,818

107,934

518,719

69,959

85,825

90,856

104,364

187,767

538,770

Operation Costs

66,310

63,726

59,157

60,008

60,857

310,058

58,715

54,084

53,132

52,158

81,454

299,542

1,175,520

1,211,076

832,513

575,839

235,272

4,030,221

274,574

786,119

551,647

721,579

1,679,892

4,013,812

TOTAL

44

The Kingdom of Tonga
Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Project completion report
Appendix 5: Actual Project costs

Table 11: Appraisal estimates and actual expenditures by expenditure category and year (TOP)
Appraisal
2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

Actual

2015-16

2016-17

Total

2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

2015-16

2016-17

Total

I

Vehicles, equipment’s, materials and transport

188,745

122,846

39,103

18,171

-

368,865

99,372

56,200

10,248

3,394

40,149

209,363

II

Training, Capacity Building & Community Planning

366,634

377,113

299,598

236,056

71,594

1,350,994

86,287

105,531

185,023

319,224

501,181

1,197,246

III

Technical Assistance, Studies & M&E

35,181

18,886

19,273

19,668

38,100

131,107

46,769

25,087

18,903

28,749

164,347

283,855

IV

Community grants

814,108

957,436

497,001

147,535

0

2,416,079

11,235

853,912

574,335

646,728

2,361,457

4,447,667

V

Supplementary equity grants

261,082

249,193

249,970

255,093

0

1,015,337

7,457

114,746

0

189,000

0

311,203

VI

Recurrent Costs
Salaries

164,448

167,655

171,093

174,599

178,091

855,886

120,411

153,461

175,737

219,253

408,249

1,077,111

Operation Costs

109,412

105,148

97,609

99,013

100,414

511,595

101,058

96,706

102,770

109,575

177,100

587,209

1,939,609

1,998,275

1,373,646

950,135

388,199

6,649,864

472,589

1,405,643

1,067,016

1,515,923

3,652,483

8,113,654

TOTAL
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Appendix 6: Physical progress table

Component / Sub-component

Indicators

Unit

Cumulative to end June,
2017
Actual

Appraisal

Percent

151

60

252%

Component 1: Community Development

1.1 Community Planning

1.2 Operational community
economic infrastructure

Plans prepared

Number

People with stronger planning
capacity a/

Men

6,619

3,450

192%

Women

6,619

3,451

119%

Community Groups formed
and Strengthened

Number

409

300

136%

Sub-projects approved and
implemented

Number

174

60

290%

Men

6,619

6,928 a/

96%

Women

6,619

6,929 a/

96%

Banks participating, with MOU

Number

4

4

100%

Publication

Number

50

50

100%

Enterprises accessing financial
services

Number

4

8

50%

No of participants in subprojects b/

Component 2: Business Development
c/

2.1 Publication and promotions
campaign

2.2 Operational Business

a/ The Component 1.2 targets for men and women were revised by the MTR to reflect the impact of Tropical Cyclone Ian (down
from 16,901 to 13,857) with equal numbers of men and women.
b/ The same number of people benefited from sub-projects as participated in community planning. This number was used to
prepare the revised EIRR.
c/ This Component has been inactive since the MTR and therefore the actual figures are meaningless.
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Appendix 7: RIMS data
Introduction
1.

This appendix contains TRIP’s RIMS results, and the comparisons between the “before” Project
situation in 2012, and the “after” Project situation in 2017. Results for each of the 11 survey
topics (see the tables below for the list) are presented in the standard IFAD format, and the
section entitled summary (see below) provides comments (if applicable) on the results in terms
of relevance to the Project, and impact on TRIP’s target beneficiaries.

2.

Given that most the 174 sub-projects (representing 70% of total CIEG investment) were
implemented in 2016 and 2017 (see Annex 1 to Appendix 10) it is unrealistic to assume that
impact in terms of permanent changes in improved and sustainable livelihoods (the goal) would
17
be apparent and quantifiable at the time the post-Project RIMS was conducted . Therefore it is
impossible to “prove” that TRIP contributed to improved sustainable livelihoods for vulnerable
communities. However, there is considerable and strong anecdotal evidence from the
community rating surveys and the case studies (see Appendices 15 and 16 for details) that
TRIP has made a commendable (but difficult to quantify) progress towards achievement of its
longer-term goal. And the revised financial and economic analyse (see Appendix 10) support
this claim – with large increases in farm incomes and a high EIRR – the latter without full
quantification of all benefits.

3.

However, it has been possible to quantify progress towards achieving the Project’s
development objective. The details in: (i) Appendix 12 (stakeholder workshop findings); (ii)
Appendix 15 (fact sheets, community assessments and case studies); and (iii) Appendix 16
(community Project ratings) confirm that TRIP has made substantial and commendable
progress in terms of sustainably capacitation of its target communities to plan and manage their
economic infrastructure development priorities.

Comments on RIMS results
Number and percentage of households, by gender of household head
4.

The percentages of male- and female-headed households did not change between 2012 and
2017 – 81% and 19%, respectively.

Number and percentage of households, by material of dwelling floor
5.

There was a change in this indicator between 2012 and 2017, with the percent of households
with polished wooden floors decreasing from 31% to 19%; and the percent of households with
cement floors increasing from 65% to 76%. Given the situation outlined in para 3 above, TRIP
cannot be credited with influencing this change.

Number and percentage of households, by source of drinking water
6.

There was no significant change in this indicator between 2012 and 2017 – with 95% and 92%
reporting the use of collected rainwater. Note however, that TRIP made a substantial
contribution to the sustainability of this water supply through the provision of improved tanks,
tank stands and pumps.

Number and percentage of households, by type of sanitation
7.

The types of sanitation used by TRIPs target households changed considerably between 2012
and 2017, as follows: (i) the percent of households using pit latrines declined from 51% to 25%;
(ii) use of flush latrines increased from 12% of households to 22%; and (iii) the use of flush
17

Note too that the number of sub-projects implemented (174) was considerably more than the appraisal number of 60.
This increase also resulted in a peak of implementation activity in the last two Project years.
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toilets increased from 34% of households to 48% of households. However, the same reasoning
for changes in house floor types applies, i.e. TRIP per se cannot claim credit for these changes
which were probably a result of a general improvement in household sanitation across the
whole Kingdom – with support from various health- related development initiatives.
Number and percentage of households, by type of fuel used for cooking
8.

There must be an error in these RIMS figures. The percentage of households using straw (this
is interpreted as coconut husk in Tonga) decreased from 79% to 0%; and the percentage of
households using charcoal increased from only 13% to a very high 75%. It is not possible that
these figures could be correct.

Number and percentage of households experiencing hungry season(s)
9.

No households reported hungry seasons in 2012 or 2017.

Number and percentage of households involved in cultivating farming land tools used
10.

A very high percentage (95%) of households were engaged in farming land in 2012 and 2017,
and nearly all (99% in 2012, and 95% in 2017) used hand tools. TRIP’s impact in terms of
increased mechanization was not recorded, probably because only supplied eight tractors.

Number and percentage of households, by type of asset owned
11.

Asset ownership did not change during the period 2012 to 2017: (i) 67% of households had
access to electricity in 2012, and 70% in 2017; 71% of households had a radio in 2012 and
85% in 2017; (iii) 50% of households had a television set in 2012 and 48% in 2017; and (iv)
90% of households had a cell phone in 2012, and 95% in 2017.

Number and percentage of households, by type of animal owned
12.

There was a small change in livestock ownership between 2012 and 2017 - the percent of
households with poultry declined from 64% to 38%, but pig ownership remained very high at
91% of households.

Household wealth distribution
13.

Wealth distribution across five quintiles changed considerably. For example, in 2012 28% of
households were in the poorest quintile, and this figure had declined to 12% in 2017. Similarly,
in 2012 only 10% of households were in the richest quintile, whereas by 2017 this figure had
increased to 30%. Note, however, that the caveat concerning TRIP’s direct influence also
applies to this criterion.

Summary report – child nutrition
14.

The RIMs results for child nutrition are confusing and cannot be interpreted – see the table
below. For example, if the figures are correct, 100% of children were below the -2Z line for
height for age in 2012 and 2017. Visual observations by the PCR team (and by team members
during other missions to Tonga over the past five years) do not confirm these findings. The
PMU was not able to provide an explanation for these findings.

15.

Furthermore, the figures for the weight for age indicator show an improvement between 2012
and 2017 – from 27% below the -2Z line to 20%, but noting that the figures for boys changed
from 19% to 0%, whereas the figures for girls declined from 34% to 39%. Again, there is no
logical explanation for these changes, and the PMU was not able to explain the trends.
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2012 RIMS
Acute malnutrition in children No. of
% of
No. of children and %
(weight for age)
respondents respondents
above -2Z
No.
%
Total
171
171
100%
Boys
80
47%
80
100%
Girls
91
53%
91
100%
Chronic malnutrition children
No. of
% of
No. of children and %
(height for age)
respondents respondents
above -2Z
No.
%
Total
171
0
0%
Boys
80
47%
0
0%
Girls
91
53%
0
0%
Underweight children
No. of
% of
No. of children and %
(weight for age)
respondents respondents
above -2Z
No.
%
Total
171
125
73%
Boys
80
47%
65
81%
Girls
91
53%
60
66%
2017 RIMS
Acute malnutrition in children No. of
% of
No. of children and %
(weight for age)
respondents respondents
above -2Z
No.
%
Total
95
95
100%
Boys
46
48%
46
100%
Girls
49
52%
49
100%
Chronic malnutrition children
No. of
% of
No. of children and %
(height for age)
respondents respondents
above -2Z
No.
%
Total
95
0
0%
Boys
46
48%
0
0%
Girls
49
52%
0
0%
Underweight children
No. of
% of
No. of children and %
(weight for age)
respondents respondents
above -2Z
No.
%
Total
95
76
80%
Boys
46
48%
46
100%
Girls
49
52%
30
61%

No. of children and
% below -2Z
No.
%
0
0%
0
0%
0
0%
No. of children and
% below -2Z
No.
%
171
100%
80
100%
91
100%
No. of children and
% below -2Z
No.
%
46
27%
15
19%
31
34%
No. of children and
% below -2Z
No.
%
0
0%
0
0%
0
0%
No. of children and
% below -2Z
No.
%
95
100%
46
100%
49
100%
No. of children and
% below -2Z
No.
%
19
20%
0
0%
19
39%

Additional questions added to RIMS
Introduction
16.

TRIP completed a standard RIMS as required by IFAD at the end of a Project. In addition, some
extra questions were asked of the 900 surveyed household, to guide overall assessment and
quantification of impact. The table below summarizes these questions and responses, noting
that some of the response are not consistent with the RIMS figures, for: (i) use of straw for
household cooking purposes; and (ii) the use of tractors for cultivation before and after the
Project. Para 11 provides more comments on the discrepancy related to the types of fuel used.
The only explanations as to why so few households were using tractors for ploughing after
distribution by the Project are: (i) a sampling error; or (ii) the fact that the number of tractors
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was so small (only 8 units distributed) that there was no subsequent impact on the area
cultivated.
8.a Are you or any members of your household involved in cultivating any farmland?
Yes
No
8.b What does your household use to cultivate most of your farmland?
HANDTOOL(HOE/SPADE) [HUO]
ANIMAL-DRAWN PLOW [PALAU PULU]
TRACTOR-DRAWN PLOW [TULEKITA]
POWER TILLER [ME’ANGAUE FAKAMISINI)
[LOCAL ADAPTATION IF NEEDED]
OTHER [TOE ME’A E TAHA]
9. Does any member of your household own any Livestock?
CHICKEN [MOA]

776

93%

61

7%

813

97%

29

3%

112

13%

22

3%

1

0%

20

2%

322

38%

SHEEP [SIPI]

11

1%

GOATS [KOSI]

10

1%

CATTLE [PULU]

140

17%

PIGS [PUAKA]

786

94%

7
70

1%
8%

Ducks
Horse
A2 Over the last 12 months, were you (or any household member) involved in TRIP activities
Yes

1,093

69%

489

31%

Very satisfied

511

47%

Moderately satisfied

582

53%

0

0%

Very satisfied

501

46%

Moderately satisfied

592

54%

0

0%

Frequently

179

16%

Occasionally

332

30%

582

53%

No
A5 In general, regarding how your participation in project activities has improved your social
cohesiveness, are you:

Not satisfied
A6 In general, regarding how your participation in project activities has improved your welfare, are you:

Not satisfied
A7 How often do you have contact with project staff (extension workers, facilitators, etc.)?

Rarely
A8 Are you a member of any Sub-Committee?

17.

Yes

452

41%

No

641

59%

The following points are relevant in terms of the overall assessment of the impact of TRIP on
target communities livelihoods; and the implementation of TRIP II (noting that the design has
been completed and approved by IFAD and the Government of Tonga):
(i)

A high 69% reported that they had been involved with TRIP over the past 12 months;

(ii)

In term of improved social cohesion resulting from engagement with TRIP, 47% were
very satisfied and 53% satisfied - and importantly, no households were not satisfied;

(iii)

When respondents were asked about their personal rather than household satisfaction
with the level of social cohesion in their village, the responses were understandably
almost identical – 46%, 54% and 0%, respectively;

(iv)

30% of households were visited by a MAFFF extension worker occasionally, and 53%
were visited rarely – and only 16% had regular contact with these Government staff; and

(v)

41% of respondents were members of various types of sub-committees – indicating a
high level of communal responsibility.
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RIMS Impact Monitoring Tool
Compare between
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project

Number and percentage of housholds, by gender of household head
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Gender

Number

Percentage

Male

730

81%

Female

170

19%

Valid response

900

100%

No response

0

Total

900

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Gender

Number

Percentage

Male

731

81%

Female

169

19%

Valid response

900

100%

No response

0

Total

900
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Percentage of households, by gender of household head.
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
% Households

100

81.1
80

60

40

18.9

20

0

Male

Female
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project

% Households
100

81.2
80

60

40

18.8

20

0

Male

Female
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RIMS Impact Monitoring Tool
Compare between
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project

Number and percentage of households, by material of dwelling floor
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Type of floor

Number

Percentage

20

2%

Dung

0

0%

Wood planks

0

0%

Palm - Bamboo

0

0%

278

31%

Earth - Sand

Polished wood
Vinyl or asphaltstrips

1

0%

10

1%

Cement

588

65%

Carpets

3

0%

Other

0

0%

900

100%

Ceramics tiles

Valid response
No response

0

Total

900

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Type of floor

Number

Percentage

Earth - Sand

6

1%

Dung

0

0%

Wood planks

2

0%

Palm - Bamboo

0

0%

168

19%

1

0%

23

3%

Cement

682

76%

Carpets

18

2%

0

0%

900

100%

Polished wood
Vinyl or asphaltstrips
Ceramics tiles

Other
Valid response
No response

0

Total

900
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RIMS Impact Monitoring Tool
Compare between
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project

Number and percentage of households experiencing hungry season(s)
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Hungry season
First hungry season
Second hungry season
Total

Number

Percentage

Average duration (months)

110

12%

4.0

0

0%

0.0

900

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Hungry season
First hungry season
Second hungry season
Total

Number

Percentage

Average duration (months)

12

1%

3.0

0

0%

0.0

900

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Number and percentage of
households by duration of the first
hungry season
Duration(mont
hs)

Number

Number and percentage of
households by duration of the second
hungry season

Percentage

Number

Percentage

1

2

2%

0

0%

2

33

30%

0

0%

3

27

25%

0

0%

4

17

15%

0

0%

5

9

8%

0

0%

6

1

1%

0

0%

7

7

6%

0

0%

8

3

3%

0

0%

9

8

7%

0

0%

10

1

1%

0

0%

11

0

0%

0

0%

Continuous

1

1%

0

0%

109

99%

0

0%

Valid response
No response
Total

1

0

110

0

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Number and percentage of
households by duration of the first
hungry season
Duration(mont
hs)

Number

Number and percentage of
households by duration of the second
hungry season

Percentage

Number

Percentage

1

0

0%

0

0%

2

2

17%

0

0%

3

9

75%

0

0%

4

0

0%

0

0%

5

1

8%

0

0%

6

0

0%

0

0%

7

0

0%

0

0%

8

0

0%

0

0%

9

0

0%

0

0%

10

0

0%

0

0%

11

0

0%

0

0%

Continuous

0

0%

0

0%

12

100%

0

0%

Valid response
No response
Total

0

0

12

0
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Percentage of households experiencing hungry season and length in months.
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
% Households
14

12.2
12

10

8

6

4

2

0

0

First hungry season

Second hungry season

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Average duration (months)
4.0

4

3.5

3

2.5

2

1.5

1

0.5

0

0

First hungry season

Second hungry season

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
% Households
1.4

1.3

1.2

1

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0

0

First hungry season

Second hungry season

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Average duration (months)
3.2

3
2.8

2.4

2

1.6

1.2

0.8

0.4

0

0

First hungry season

Second hungry season
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RIMS Impact Monitoring Tool
Compare between
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project

Number and percentage of households, by type of asset owned
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Asset

Number

Percentage

Electricity

607

67%

Radio

640

71%

Television

453

50%

Refrigerator

259

29%

Bicycle

275

31%

Motorcycle

20

2%

Vehicle

236

26%

Mobile Phone

814

90%

Boat and Engine

137

15%

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Asset

Number

Percentage

Electricity

628

70%

Radio

762

85%

Television

435

48%

Refrigerator

396

44%

Bicycle

533

59%

Motorcycle

39

4%

Vehicle

410

46%

Mobile Phone

855

95%

Boat and Engine

62

7%
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Percentage of households, by type of asset owned.
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
% Households
100

90.4

80

71.1
67.4
60

50.3

40

30.6

28.8

26.3

20

15.2

2.2
0

Electricity

Radio

Television

Refrigerator

Bicycle

Motorcycle

Vehicle

Mobile
Phone

Boat and
Engine

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
% Households
100

95
84.7

80

69.8
59.2

60

48.3

45.6

44
40

20

6.9

4.3
0

Electricity

Radio

Television

Refrigerator
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RIMS Impact Monitoring Tool
Compare between
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project

Number and percentage of households, by type of animal owned
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
livestock

Number

Percentage

Chicken

579

64%

Sheep

10

1%

Goat

86

10%

Cattle

192

21%

Other animal

134

15%

Pigs

823

91%

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
livestock

Number

Percentage

Chicken

344

38%

Sheep

10

1%

Goat

11

1%

Cattle

161

18%

Other animal

86

10%

Pigs

817

91%
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Percentage of households, by type of animal owned.
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
% Households
100

91.4

80

64.3
60

40

21.3
20

14.9
9.6
1.1

0

Chicken

Sheep

Goat

Cattle

Other
animal

Pigs

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
% Households
100

91

80

60

40

38

18

20

10
1

1
0

Chicken

Sheep

Goat

70

Cattle

Other
animal

Pigs
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RIMS Impact Monitoring Tool
Compare between
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project

Household wealth distribution
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Wealth Quintile

Number of households

Percentage of
housholds

1. Poorest

253

28%

2. Poor

207

23%

3. Average

169

19%

4. Rich

180

20%

91

10%

900

100%

5. Richest
Total

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Wealth Quintile

Number of households

Percentage of
housholds

1. Poorest

107

12%

2. Poor

153

17%

3. Average

191

21%

4. Rich

180

20%

5. Richest

269

30%

Total

900

100%
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Wealth distribution and female headed households
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Number
280

253
240

207
200

180
169
160

120

91
80

40

0

1. Poorest

2. Poor

3. Average

4. Rich

5. Richest

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Number
280

269

240

200

191
180
153

160

120

107

80

40

0

1. Poorest

2. Poor

3. Average
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4. Rich

5. Richest
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RIMS Impact Monitoring Tool
Compare between
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project

Summary report
Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project

Indicator

Number

Percentage

170

19%

Number and percentage of female household members that can read

1857

98%

Number and percentage of male household members that can read

1928

98%

Ratio of women to men between 15 and 24 that can read

99%

Number and percentage of men between 15 and 24 that can read

373

99%

Number and percentage of women between 15 and 24 that can read

370

99%

889

99%

418

46%

Head of household

Number and percentage of households headed by women

Literacy

Safe water
Number and percentage of households with a safe source of water

Sanitation

Number and percentage of households with safe sanitation
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Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Acute malnutrition children
(weight for height)

No of respondents in
sample and percentage
of the total sample

No of children and
percent above -2 ZScore

No of children and
percent below -2 ZScore

Total

171

171

100%

Boys

80

47%

80

100%

0

0%
0%

Girls

91

53%

91

100%

0

0%

0.00

0.00

95 % Confidence interval:
Chronic malnutrition
children (height for age)

Total

171

0

0%

171

100%

Boys

80

47%

0

0%

80

100%

Girls

91

53%

0

0%

91

100%

95 % Confidence interval:

100.00

100.00

Underweight children
(weight for age)

Total

171

125

73%

46

27%

Boys

80

47%

65

81%

15

19%

Girls

91

53%

60

66%

31

34%

27.79

95 % Confidence interval:

26.01

Calculation are done using WHO growth standards , Second set

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project

Indicator

Number

Percentage

169

19%

Number and percentage of female household members that can read

1293

98%

Number and percentage of male household members that can read

1415

98%

Ratio of women to men between 15 and 24 that can read

104%

Head of household

Number and percentage of households headed by women

Literacy

Number and percentage of men between 15 and 24 that can read

222

99%

Number and percentage of women between 15 and 24 that can read

231

99%

867

96%

674

75%

Safe water
Number and percentage of households with a safe source of water

Sanitation

Number and percentage of households with safe sanitation
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Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Acute malnutrition children
(weight for height)

No of respondents in
sample and percentage
of the total sample

Total

95

Boys

46

Girls

49

No of children and
percent above -2 ZScore

No of children and
percent below -2 ZScore

95

100%

0

0%

48%

46

100%

0

0%

52%

49

100%

0

0%

0.00

0.00

95 % Confidence interval:
Chronic malnutrition
children (height for age)

Total

95

Boys

46

Girls

49

0

0%

95

100%

48%

0

0%

46

100%

52%

0

0%

49

100%

95 % Confidence interval:

100.00

100.00

76

80%

19

20%

Underweight children
(weight for age)

Total

95

Boys

46

48%

46

100%

0

0%

Girls

49

52%

30

61%

19

39%

95 % Confidence interval:
Calculation are done using WHO growth standards , Second set
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Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Number and percentage of malnourished children under 5 years of age
% of children
100

100

100

100

80

60

40

34.1
26.9
18.8

20

0

0

0

0

Girls

Chronic
malnutrition
children (height for
age)

Boys

Total

Girls

Boys

Total

Girls

Boys

Total

Acute malnutrition
children (weight for
height)

Underweight
children (weight for
age)

Tonga : Tonga Rural Innovation Project
% of children

100

100

100

100

80

60

38.8

40

20

20

0

0

Acute malnutrition
children (weight
for height)

0

0

0

Chronic
malnutrition
children (height for
age)

76

Underweight
children (weight for
age)
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Appendix 8: Project internal rate of return (detailed analysis)
Background
Context
1.

This re-evaluation of TRIP I assesses the economic performance of the Project at completion
and compares the results with those estimated at Project appraisal. The re-evaluation draws
on case studies in Project communities undertaken during July 2017 as well as other data
available from Project records. Account has also been taken of the results of the RIMS data,
where relevant.

2.

During the Project implementation period from FY2012 to FY2017 the Tongan economy has
grown on average at about 1.3% per year, but with fluctuating annual rates, between -3.1% in
18
2013 to a projected 3.1% in 2016.
Inflation during the period, as measured by the CPI, has
totalled about 6%. In addition, of direct significance for the Project, the exchange rate has
declined from US$1 = TOP1.65 at Project design to US$1 = TOP2.2 at Project completion. The
resulting increase in local resources available to the Project has significantly increased the
Project’s physical achievements.

Project objectives
3.

The goal of TRIP 1 was to “contribute to the improved sustainable livelihoods of vulnerable
communities in rural areas of Tonga” and the development objective was to “Strengthen the
capacity of target communities to plan and manage their development priorities in order to
achieve improved sustainable livelihoods”.

4.

The Project had three components. Component 1: Community Development focused on the
preparation of community development plans and the implementation of community economic
infrastructure sub-projects. Component 2: Business Development aimed to support agriculturerelated businesses through the provision of supplemental equity grants to support loans from
commercial banks. Component 3: provided Project management services for Project
implementation. For a variety of reasons, the uptake of funds by local businesses from
Component 2 was very limited and most of the funds allocated to this component were
reassigned after the Mid-Term Review to Component 1.

Approach, assumptions and data
5.

The Project planned to undertake community planning and infrastructure and livelihood
development activities in 60 communities throughout Tonga. Note however, that by completion,
TRIP had assisted 174 communities. The objective of this analysis is to compare the economic
and financial viability of Project activities at Project completion, with the estimates made at
Project appraisal, to determine whether or not the Project achieved the benefits projected at its
outset.

6.

Models have been prepared to test the economic and financial outcomes from Project
investments in infrastructure and livelihood activities. These models are based on recently
collected data from local sources in Tonga, including data for the recently prepared TRIP II
Economic and Financial Analysis (EFA). Other sources of data include the databases of the
Asian Development Bank, the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund as well as
commercial banks and other local institutions and agencies.

18

IMF, 2016. Tonga: Staff Report for the 2016 Article IV Consultation. Washington DC.
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7.

Numeraire and prices. The analysis uses the domestic price level numeraire, expressed in
local currency. The financial prices used are those applying in the market at the time of Project
completion in mid-2017. To convert financial prices and costs to economic prices and costs
when using the domestic price level numeraire, the foreign component of the price of traded
goods is adjusted by the shadow exchange rate factor (SERF), scarce labour is adjusted by the
shadow wage rate factor (SWRF), taxes are removed from prices and domestic resources are
multiplied by a factor of 1 (i.e. the financial prices of domestic resources are equal to the
economic prices).

8.

Taxes and duties. Tonga applies a value added tax (consumption tax) of 15% on most goods.
Import duties also apply on some imported goods. Taxes and duties are removed from financial
prices in the process of deriving economic prices.

9.

Conversion factors and exchange rate. The standard conversion factor (SCF) for the Project
has been estimated, as shown in Table 12, using import and export data for three years. This
method for calculating the SCF is used by the Asian Development Bank and others, and
19
provides an acceptable approximation for this analysis. In the subsequent analysis an SCF =
0.8 (SERF = 1.25) is used.

10.

The exchange rate used throughout the analysis is USD1 = TOP2.2
Table 12: Estimate of Standard Conversion Factor
2013

2014

2015

Imports (M)

($ mill)

15.0

17.9

17.9

Exports (X)

($ mill)

187.4

187.6

216.5

52.1

53.3

61.6

0

0

0

Standard Conversion Factor

0.795

0.794

0.792

Shadow Wage Rate Factor (1/SCF)

1.258

1.259

1.262

Taxes on imports (TM) ($ mill)
Taxes on exports (TX)

Standard conversion factor = (M + X)/(M + TM + X - TX)
Sources: World Bank, IMF.

11.

To convert the financial price of labour to an economic price a shadow wage rate factor (SWRF)
is applied for surplus labour, which usually means unskilled labour. Skilled labour is generally
regarded as not being in surplus and therefore no adjustment factor is applied. In the Tongan
context the extent to which even unskilled labour can be regarded as “surplus” is uncertain and
in some locations it may not, in fact, be appropriate to apply an adjustment factor even for
unskilled labour. In the preparation of recent projects for Tonga, applied SWRFs have varied
from between 0.8 and 0.95, which are unlikely to both be correct. For this analysis a SWRF of
0.9 has been adopted, and then this value is tested in the sensitivity analysis to check its
impact on the overall result for the Project.

12.

Project Costs. Actual Project costs for each year, as recorded by the PMU, have been
converted to constant 2016/17 prices by adjusting foreign costs with the manufacturing unit
value (MUV) index published by the World Bank, and local costs by using the Tonga consumer
price index for the Project period. Table 23 shows the indices used. Project costs in financial
prices are converted to economic prices by (i) multiplying foreign currency costs by the shadow
exchange rate factor of 1.25, and (ii) applying a conversion factor of 1.0 to local currency costs.
A 20 year Project life is used for the economic life of infrastructure and no residual value is
assumed for works and equipment. Project costs are shown in Table 23.

13.

Labour. The daily wage rate for labour is TOP56, which is the Government-mandated minimum
wage rate.
19

ADB, 2004. ERD Technical Note No. 11, Shadow Exchange Rates for Project Economic Analysis: Toward Improving
Practice at the Asian Development Bank. Manila.
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Opportunity cost of capital. The opportunity cost of capital (OCC) used in the analysis is
12%, which is the convention for many development finance agencies. While a lower OCC
may be more appropriate in the present case, it has not been possible for this revision of the
original economic assessment of the Project to obtain sufficient data on which to base an
alternative rate. Furthermore, the overall Project and all but two of the individual activities are
economically viable at an OCC of 12%, based on the quantifiable benefits, and will therefore be
viable at any selected lower rate.

14.

Project interventions
15.

During the five years of TRIP I, 174 community economic infrastructure sub-projects were
implemented – 190% more than the appraisal target of 60 (or one per community). This was
possible because of the reallocation of unused Component 2 funds to Component 1, as well as
the depreciation of the Tongan Pa’anga against the US dollar (assisted to some extent by the
depreciation of the dollar against the SDR). Following on from concerns raised during the final
supervision mission in March 2017, a review of the allocation of the additional funds amongst
communities was carried out. The results of this review are presented in an annex attached to
this appendix.

16.

A categorisation of the infrastructure sub-projects by type is given in Table 10. For some of
these categories it is difficult to quantify benefits, either because of the nature of the investment
or because quantifiable data are not available to make a reasonable assessment. These
categories include commercial infrastructure, wharves, machinery and tools, fisheries,
education equipment, and the miscellaneous other group of investments. For these categories
descriptions are included below of the key non-quantified benefits which they are generating.
Benefits can be quantified for community infrastructure, water supplies, much of the agriculture
activities, and livestock. Furthermore, these latter categories account for almost 74% of the
total Project investment in community economic infrastructure sub-projects.
Table 13: Economic infrastructure by type and cost (TOP)
Average
investment

% total

2,033,137

88,397

25.9%

32

1,623,690

50,740

20.6%

Agriculture

63

1,290,004

20,476

16.4%

Livestock

13

848,433

65,264

10.8%

Infrastructure sub-project

Number

Community infrastructure

23

Water supply

Total
investment

Commercial infrastructure

3

791,416

263,805

10.1%

Transport (wharves)

7

395,370

56,481

5.0%

Machinery & tools

14

374,751

26,768

4.8%

Fisheries

5

213,433

42,687

2.7%

Education equipment

8

106,994

13,374

1.4%

6

185,921

30,987

2.4%

7,863,149

45,191

100.0%

Other

1)

Total
Note:

17.

2)

174

1) Includes sub-projects for environment, tourism and agricultural research.
2) Totals include funding from the Project, beneficiaries and other sources.

While the types of community infrastructure sub-projects implemented under TRIP I were
broadly in line with what was envisaged at Project design, the importance to communities of
multi-purpose halls, built to also serve as cyclone shelters, and domestic water supplies was
not foreseen at the time of design. The EFA at appraisal assumed investments would be in
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agriculture and livestock- related infrastructure, small roads, bridges and wharves, tourism
facilities and fishing.
Beneficiaries
18.

TRIP I worked in 60 communities spread throughout the country, in Tongatapu, Ha’apai, Vava’u
and the Niuas. According to 2016 census data, these communities included a total of 2,513
households with 13,238 persons. These were the direct beneficiaries of the Project. Indirect
beneficiaries of the Project include people from outside these communities who were involved
in supplying materials or equipment for infrastructure development, or who benefited indirectly
from improved economic conditions in participating communities.

Infrastructure investments with quantified benefits
19.

Community multi-purpose halls. TRIP I constructed 11 multi-purpose community halls on
‘Eua and Tongatapu at a total cost (including beneficiary contributions and funding from other
sources) of just under TOP2 million – equivalent to 25% of total expenditure on economic
infrastructure sub-projects. These halls are built to withstand cyclones and to serve as cyclone
shelters for communities. They also serve many other uses, including as meeting places for
whole communities, and for various groups, as well as places for weddings, funerals and other
important events. Some of these groups pay for the use of these facilities. In terms of
incremental value produced, the most important use of community halls is for women’s weaving
groups who produce various types of mats and handicraft items.

20.

The estimated value of the output of women’s weaving groups is based on data from the
recently completed case studies, particularly the one the community halls. This study found that
the production of mats of all types increased from a reported 24 per month before the
construction of the hall to an average 68 per month once the new hall was in use. It is possible
that the pre-Project number of mats does not fully reflect the number of mats produced; and it
has become easier to report on production levels now that the community hall provides such a
good, convenient space for this activity. Furthermore, based on the data on the time required to
weave mats of different sizes and the assumption about how much time women, on average,
20
spend on this activity (which is an important source of household cash income ) the actual
average number of mats produced each month is probably less than the 68 reported in the
case study data. Therefore the benefit estimate for PCR purposes has been based on the
production of 56 mats per month per hall. Mats are valued at average current prices, although
clearly prices vary with size and quality. It is also assumed that because of improved conditions
in the new community halls, production efficiency increases by 10% (reflected in reduced
weaving time for each mat) and quality improves by 5% (reflected in a 5% increase in prices
with the Project compared with before the hall was built.

21.

Protection from cyclones is an important function of the community halls. A small additional
quantified benefit of the halls is the value of lives saved in the event of a cyclone. This is based
on a value of life of US$735,000, a frequency of severe cyclones of one in five years, and a
21
probability of death during a category 5 cyclone for Tonga of 0.005% (i.e. 5 per 100,000).

22.

Community water supplies. Improving water supply systems was identified by target
communities as one of their highest priorities, especially in Ha’apai and the outer islands of
Vava’u. In total 32 water supply sub-projects were implemented for 25 water supply schemes
(some schemes were upgraded in two stages). The average cost per scheme was TOP64, 950.
Water supplies accounted for 20.6% of total community infrastructure investment.
20

Estimated to be 50% of a household’s monthly cash expenditure. Source: interviews during preparation of the Tonga
Agriculture Sector Plan (TASP) and during the design of TRIP II.
21
The value of life figure used is the same as that used for the EFA for TRIP II but the source of this number is not
known.
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23.

Water supply sub-projects upgraded existing community water supplies by upgrading
groundwater sources, providing pumps and pump sheds, providing or upgrading tank stands.
These improvements general resulted in communities having year-round water supplies within
their villages, at least in normal years. In drought years, especially if the drought is severe,
available water sources may still not be sufficient, and supplies from outside are likely to be still
necessary. During recent droughts, communities in Ha’apai and on the outer islands of Vava’u
were supplied by a water-carrying ship from Tongatapu. In this case, water for Ha’apai was
shipped from Tongatapu while water for Vava’u came from Tongatapu, or from the main Vava’u
3
Island. The cost of sending a ship from Tongatapu with 95m of water for communities in
Ha’apai is TOP30, 000 per trip, and for Vava’u it is TOP40, 000. In the case of Vava’u, once the
ship has delivered the water carried from Tongatapu it is usually able to refill at Vava’u Island,
for which the cost is assumed to, be TOP10, 000. This water is only for direct consumption, and
a per capita daily allowance of five litres has been assumed.

24.

Before the upgrading of these community water supply systems, they typically did not provide
water all year round. Either when pumps broke down or during the dry season, households had
to collect water from more distant sources. Unfortunately, quantitative data on the pre-Project
situation is not available, although the community plans provide information of the various
problems related to water supplies. For the purposes of assessing the benefits of improving
water supply in these target communities, it has been assumed that each household spends
one hour per day collecting water for 30 days in each year. (This is the incremental water
collection time, in case they normally obtain water from a source not directly at their house.)

25.

Agriculture – fences and pigsties. In many communities pigs range freely and cause
considerable damage to crops. For this reason, fences to keep pigs out of cultivated areas; and
pigsties to keep them in a confined area were popular sub-projects. Twelve communities chose
to construct farm fences and 13 chose pigsties. Since it is estimated that free ranging pigs
reduce crop yields by as much as 30%, keeping pigs away from crops has a significant impact
on production. Table 14 shows the crop yields used in the analysis without and with Project
(where without Project takes into account pig inflicted damage) and the cropping patterns,
based on survey data, for households constructing fences and those communities building
pigsties to prevent damage to cropping areas. To assess the benefits of fences and pigsties, a
simple crop budgets were developed for four key crops - yams, taro, cassava and kava.
Outside Tongatapu it is unusual for farmers to use chemical fertilisers, sprays, etc., and
therefore input costs for these crop budgets are only planting materials, land preparation and
labour costs.
Table 14: Yields and cropping patterns for crop protection interventions
Cropping Patterns

Yield without
Project (kg/acre)

Yield with Project
(kg/acre)

Fences

Pigsties

Taro

3,700

3,500

28%

30%

Yam

2,200

3,300

22%

36%

Cassava

3,000

4,500

22%

32%

500

750

28%

6%

Crops

Kava (dried)

Notes: The estimated protected areas are a total of 154 acres for farm fences and 707 acres for pigsties.

26.

All crop benefits are phased to start in the year following the construction of each fence or
pigsty, the timing of which is shown in the following schedule (for 12 communities which
constructed agriculture fences and the 13 communities which built pigsties:
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2012
Fences

2013

2014

1

10

2015

2016

2017

1

Pigsties

6

7

27.

Tree planting. An unforeseen outcome of the Project has been the planting of significant areas
of tree crops. In fact, TRIP has probably completed the largest “forestry” Project in all of Tonga 22
320,483 commercial trees and 428,863 perennial agriculture crops were planted. This result
was achieved because the planting of long term crops was established as a quid pro quo for
sub-project investment; especially where the capacity of communities to contribute to subprojects was limited because of the size of the investment. In some cases all households in a
community had to plant trees in order for sub-project investments to proceed. The result has
been a large expansion in tree and other long term crops.

28.

The main long term “tree” crops planted were vanilla, sandalwood and pandanus. These are
crops for which there are well established markets, either locally or internationally. At present,
both vanilla and sandalwood are subject to high demand and high prices in the market.
However, to avoid over-estimating long term benefits these high prices are not used in the
analysis. These perennial trees crops and other tree crops planted such as citrus and paper
mulberry, potentially provide significant additions rural household incomes.

29.

Tree crops were planted from 2014 in Ha’apai, the Niuas, and the outer islands of Vava’u; and
from 2015 on Vava’u main island and Tongatapu. The phasing used in the analysis is given in
the following schedule, in acres per year.
2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

2015-16

2016-17

Vanilla

0

0

8

90

112

Sandalwood

0

0

0

27

27

Pandanus

0

0

36

95

80

Infrastructure investments with non-quantified benefits
30.

Other categories of infrastructure implemented by the Project include the rehabilitation of
wharves, the purchase of tractors and associated equipment and farm hand tools, two
environment related sub-projects, the supply of educational equipment as well as packing and
marketing infrastructure, several tourism related facilities and some research on the citrus
production. Collectively, these sub-projects accounted for 26% of infrastructure investment, but
apart from the packing and marketing infrastructure on ‘Eua, each category accounted for 5%
or less of the total investment. For most, the benefits, if quantified, would be relatively small in
the context of the overall Project.

31.

The commercial infrastructure category comprises two sub-projects on ‘Eua - the relocation and
redevelopment of the island’s market in Nukualofa, and the construction of a pack house on
‘Eua Island. The latter accounts for 93% investment in this category of sub-projects, and was
paid for with Project funds, Government and beneficiary contributions, and funding from the
Australian aid programme (44% of total cost). At this stage it is unclear what the extent of
benefits from the pack house will be.

32.

Six wharf sub-projects (and one community road) were also implemented. The reconstructed
wharves facilitate fishing activities, improve transport to and from the islands concerned, and
make the landing and loading of goods considerably easier and safer. They also improve
access to markets as well as to schools, health and other services.
22

Including cassava, pineapple, and kava – the latter being 395,732 cuttings which reflect the current very high price
throughout the Pacific for this crop.
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33.

Eight sub-projects provided communities with tractors and associated equipment; and six
provided communities with agricultural hand tools. The tractors were reconditioned tractors
from New Zealand, and were cost effective given the relatively low level of use that can be
expected in the target communities. The tractors are used for ploughing, clearing land prior to
ploughing, slashing communal areas, and local transport. The benefits of these investments
are, at least to some extent, reflected in increased agricultural production.

34.

The remaining investment categories all involved less than 2% each of total Project investment
in community infrastructure, and therefore expected benefits have not been quantified.

Economic and financial assessment
Project costs
35.

For this analysis the actual Project costs (in TOP) were converted to 2016-17 prices by
adjusting the consumer price index for Tonga for local costs, and the MUV index for foreign
costs. Actual expenditures for each expenditure category were separated into foreign and local
costs using the proportions included for the preparation of Project costs at appraisal, which is
necessarily an approximation of the true situation. Actual Project expenditures by year, and the
adjusted values used for the analysis, and their derivation, are shown in Table 23.

36.

However, it is also necessary to recognise the additional resources contributed to the Project by
23
other donors, and which expanded what the Project was able to achieve. These contributions
amounted to TOP3, 717,857 (or 45% of actual Project costs adjusted to 2017 prices) plus other
24
amounts paid directly by the individual donors and of which the PMU has no record .

Results of the Analysis
37.

At appraisal, the estimated EIRR for the Project was 18.7%. For this Project completion
assessment an EIRR of 28.6% has been estimated. However, this number only includes IFAD,
Government and beneficiary contributions to the Project. If the contributions of other donors are
also included, then the EIRR is 22.5%, which probably better represents the “true” situation.
Table 15: Economic and sensitivity analysis results
EIRR

NPV

(TOP ‘000)

Switching values

Base case

28.6%

10,907

Costs +20%

25.6%

9,827

+200%

Benefits -20%

24.9%

7,645

-67%

SWRF = 0.8

31.1%

12,688

SWRF = 0.95

27.4%

10,017

Including funds from other donors (all Project funds)
Base

22.5%

8,477

Costs +20%

19.7%

6,911

+107%

Benefits -20%

19.1%

5,216

-52%

SWRF = 0.8

24.5%

10,258

SWRF = 0.95

21.5%

7,587

23

These included Australian Aid, FAO, JICA, Live and Learn Environmental Education, the New Zealand Aid
Programme and Rotary International (New Zealand), the Tokyo University of Agriculture and the Government of
Tonga.
24
This is understandable as donors maintain their own set of accounts.
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38.

The relatively high EIRR is partly a result of the extensive planting of tree and other long term
crops that was introduced under the Project as a condition for some sub-projects to be funded
and implemented. The result has been the planting of significant areas of multi-purpose crops
that will be of long term benefit to the Project communities.

39.

These results (Table 11) are resilient to changes in both costs and benefits. In economic terms,
TRIP I has been a very successful Project.

Financial impacts for beneficiaries
40.

TRIP I has clearly generated financial and other benefits for both the communities involved and
for individual households. Some tentative conclusions can be drawn, based on the models used
for the economic analysis.

41.

Community halls. Quantified income linked to multi-purpose community halls relates only to
the production of pandanus mats by weaving groups in the target communities. The data from
the recently completed case study indicate an average “pre-hall” production of 24 mats per
month, increasing to 68 mats per month after the community hall was completed. There are
various numbers of weaving groups in each community, and therefore these total mat
production figures refer to the total produced by all groups working in each hall. For the
analysis, a lower average of 56 mats per hall per month was used, discounting the very large
number of mats reportedly produced by a few groups. On this basis, it was estimated that the
average monthly incremental income generated from each community hall by the weaving
groups is TOP17, 361, plus the value of labour inputs which is TOP23, 063. Each hall has an
average of 160 women working in weaving groups so this implies an average incremental
monthly income of TOP253. In practice, the actual income earned by any group of weavers
depends on the types and sizes of mats (and other items) they produce. It is important to note
that in some communities' women report that mat weaving is their major source of cash income
25
for food, health, education and other household expenses .

42.

Water supplies. Improvements to community water supply systems only have a negligible
impact on household incomes, in the form of a small amount of time saved from collecting
water at certain times of year, and which could potentially be used for some productive
purpose. In practice, the main benefits of the improved water supply systems relate to the
reliability of supply, improved water quality, and the potential impact on the health of household
members.

43.

Agriculture fences. The benefits from constructing agriculture fences to keep pigs out of crops
were estimated using crop budgets for yam, taro, cassava and kava. The assumed cropping
pattern is for yam and cassava to each occupy 22% of the area, and taro and kava each 28%.
The average enclosed area is 0.5 acre per household. Yields were assumed to be reduced by
about 30% when pigs have access to the fields. On this basis, the benefit for a household
varies between about TOP700 and TOP1, 160 per year (depending on whether kava is
harvested or not) plus the value of labour inputs which amounts to about TOP900 per year.

44.

Pigsties. To estimate the benefits from pigsties, the same crop budgets were used as for farm
fences, but in this case the average area cultivated per households is two acres. The cropping
pattern is a little different, with yams and cassava each occupying 32% of the area, taro 30%
and kava only 6%. In this case, annual incremental income is TOP3, 816, plus labour inputs of
TOP4, 090 or about 73 days labour per year.

45.

Trees. Vanilla and pandanus are the most widely planted of the long term crops promoted
under the Project, with more than 200 acres of each having been planted. Sandalwood has also
been planted by some households, but this will not be harvested for about 20 years, or longer.

25

See footnote 20.
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46.

Vanilla produces its first crop in the fourth year after planting and produces up to year 12, when
it should be replaced. Ideally, areas of vanilla should be rotated, with a fallow area being
planted in the ninth year so that cropping is continuous. Apart from weather factors, the yield
naturally varies from year to year. Currently prices for vanilla are very high (up to TOP200 per
kg for green beans) but for the purposes of this estimate a price of TOP40 has been used,
which is closer to the long run average. Net income from one acre of vanilla varies between
TOP5,000 and TOP10,000 per year (at the prices used in the analysis) plus the value of labour
input, which averages 26 days per year over the 12 year crop cycle, valued at TOP1,456. In
periods when prices are high, as at present, income may be significantly higher than this,
assuming also that high prices are not the result of crop failures.

47.

Pandanus is grown for its leaves which are the raw material for mats and other, similar, craft
items. Leaves can be harvested from the fourth year and after some simple processing are
bundled and sold. Inputs are principally labour for the care and maintenance of trees, and the
harvesting and processing of leaves. One acre of pandanus generates a net income of TOP3,
380 from the first harvest year. Labour requirements are relatively high, estimated at about 145
days per year. The value to the household of the labour input is TOP8, 120 per year.

48.

These tree crops have significant potential to increase household incomes, even when
individual households may only grow small areas.
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Annex 1: The Distribution of CIEG Resources among Communities
Purpose
1.

At Project design it was intended that 60 infrastructure sub-projects would be implemented
under Component 1 of TRIP I. However, by Project completion a total of 174 sub-projects had
been implemented, or 290% of the original design estimate. This was possible, as noted by the
supervision mission which was in Tonga during the second half of March 2017, because of “(i)
the excellent support from Component 1.1 that enabled the formulation of plans as well as the
mobilisation of the communities behind these plans; (ii) a favourable exchange rate, and the
transfer of financial resources from Component 2 which provided extra resources for
Community Economic Infrastructure Grants (CEIGs); (iii) the mobilisation of community
contributions in both cash and kind far beyond appraisal targets; and finally (iv) the leveraging
of Development Partner and other stakeholder resources, mobilised largely because of the high
26
quality of the CDPs”.

2.

The supervision mission also concluded that some clarification was needed about how these
additional resources were targeted amongst communities. In addition to noting that smaller
communities tended to find meeting contributions difficult, which has been taken into account in
the design of TRIP II, the mission noted that “a clarification is needed of the rationale for how
the extra resources were allocated between communities and how this targeting relates to and
reflects Project development objectives of improving sustainable livelihoods. A review of Project
efficiency and effectiveness related to cost per beneficiary comparisons for different subprojects as well as service types, cross-tabulated with remoteness and community size, will be
27
invaluable for optimising impact in TRIP II”.

3.

The purpose of this annex is to clarify these issues regarding the allocation of the resources
available for additional CEIGs in Project communities.

Allocation of Additional Resources
4.

The additional resources available for implementing CEIGs under Component 1 were allocated
in accordance with the same criteria as for the original sub-project investments in each
participating community. The key criteria are: (i) that the community is willing to make a
minimum contribution of 25% of the total cost of the sub-project, in cash and/or kind; (ii) can
demonstrate that it has sufficient capacity for on-going operation and maintenance of the subproject; and (iii) there is a clearly defined and sustainable R&M plan attached to the
submission. The sub-project must be technically and environmentally viable, must benefit over
80% of households in the specific community involved, and should be amongst the top five
28
priorities in the community’s development plan.

5.

Given that the criteria for approval of additional sub-projects remained the same as for the
original sub-projects, the selection of CEIGs for additional funding was demand driven. That is,
additional sub-projects were allocated to those communities which were: (i) first able to propose
investments that met the criteria for approval (probably from their original priority list of subprojects drawn up during the community planning process); and (ii) able to confirm the
mobilisation of the necessary community contributions in cash or kind. This may have meant
that larger and less remote communities would have a certain advantage, but as will be seen
below, this does not seem to have been particularly the case, except perhaps for the most
remote locations.
26
27
28

TRIP I Supervision Report, 4 May 2017, para. 35.
Ibid, para 69.
The detailed list of criteria is given in the Project Implementation Manual, Section 5.3.
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6.

Furthermore, the fact that communities were able to propose additional sub-projects for
implementation, and confirm the availability of their portion of the required resources, indicated
that these communities were achieving one of the Project’s over-arching goals: that they should
be able to identify and prioritise their needs as a community and make commitments about the
proportion of total resources for implementation that they are able to provide. With this
experience they are then potentially able to approach other development partners to help them
achieve their community needs.

Communities and sub-projects
7.

Table 16 shows the variation in community sizes for the whole Project and by island group.
Across all communities, the median size is 29 households, but varies from 51 households on
Tongatapu to only 13 in the Niuas. Average household size is 5.27 persons per household
overall, but is highest on Tongatapu and the lowest in the Niuas.
Table 16: Communities by island group
Community Size (HH)

No.
Communities

Largest

Smallest

Median

Tongatapu

7

72

13

51

6.19

Vava'u

20

121

4

23

4.92

Ha'apai

6

57

17

27

5.05

‘Eua

15

221

23

50

5.57

Niuas

12

72

2

13

4.48

All

60

221

2

29

5.27

Average household size

8.

Table 17 summarises the distribution of sub-projects amongst the island groups by category. By
far the largest category of sub-projects is infrastructure for agriculture (which includes village
and community nurseries, fencing and some sheds), followed by village water supply
infrastructure, and community and commercial infrastructure (mostly the construction or
upgrading of community halls).

9.

Of the total of 174 completed sub-projects, 25 were only facilitated by, but involved no direct
funding from TRIP. These were eight sub-projects for follow-up to the Education Sector
Support Project which involved total funding by Government of TOP11, 630 and community
contributions of TOP95, 364. Amongst the Agriculture sector sub-projects; there were 17 for the
construction of nurseries and provision of equipment, tools and seeds which were post-cyclone
Ian rehabilitation of village nurseries. These sub-projects were funded from New Zealand and
Australia Government sources. All the other sub-projects involved direct TRIP funding,
Government and beneficiary contributions, and, in some cases, small amounts of funding from
other development partner sources.

Distribution of sub-projects by community size
10.

The March 2017 supervision mission noted the need to review costs per beneficiary in relation
to community size and the remoteness of communities. The following table shows the
distribution of communities by size amongst the island groups. Smaller communities with 20 or
fewer households are generally in Ha’apai, the Niuas and the outer islands of Vava’u; while
larger communities are generally on Tongatapu, and ‘Eua and Vava’u islands.
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Table 17: Distribution of sub-projects by category and island group
Category
Machinery & tools

Tongatapu

1)

‘Eua

Ha’apai

Vava’u

Niuas

Totals

4

16

8

2

2

Education

1

6

1

Agriculture research

2

8
2

Infrastructure:
Agriculture

4

Livestock & fisheries
Community & commercial
Environment,
transport

tourism

1

14

32

6

2

1

7

2

24

&

Water supply

13

63
16
26

1

1

9

6

25

39

30

76

1

Total

12

11
32
16

174

Niuas

Total

Note: 1) includes agricultural machinery & tools and outboard motors

Table 18: Communities by island group and size
Households/
community

Tongatapu

Eua

Vava'u
Outer
Islands

Vava'u
Island

<=10

Ha'apai

3

11-20

1

21-30

2

31-40

4

7

2

2

2

4

11

3

2

3

2

1

13

3

1

1

1

1

7

1

1

41-50

1

3

51-60

1

3

61-70

1

1

71-80

1

4
1

2
1

81-90

7

2

1

1

91-100

1

1

2

>100

1

3

4

15

11

Totals

7

9

6

12

60

Note: Because of its relative remoteness Vava’u outer islands is separated from Vava’u Island.

11.

29

Table 19 shows costs per beneficiary and per household by sub-project and Government
contributions, as well as total Project costs - including community contributions in cash and
kind, by community size, with communities grouped in deciles up to 100 households. The four
communities with more than 100 households are grouped together. Since the maximum TRIP
contributions for sub-projects are fixed on a per community basis, the per beneficiary and per
household TRIP and Government contributions generally decline as community size increases.
Total cost per household also decreases as community size increases with divergences from
this pattern reflecting variations in community contributions.

29

Sourced from Project records
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Table 19: Subproject contributions by community size (TOP)
TRIP + Govt. Contributions

TRIP Contributions Only

Total Subproject Cost

Households/
community
<=10

cost/
beneficiary
457

cost/
household
1,882

cost/
beneficiary
375

cost/
household
1,552

total cost/
beneficiary
985

total cost/
household
4,022

11-20

209

1,054

174

878

389

1,952

21-30

186

935

148

728

358

1,797

31-40

135

678

114

571

227

1,137

41-50

74

397

59

318

117

628

51-60

77

390

62

314

163

817

61-70

58

351

44

266

112

679

71-80

62

332

52

281

129

679

81-90

58

275

45

215

134

638

91-100

65

352

48

259

173

934

>100

51

271

41

219

95

505

All

168

811

137

656

331

1,579

12.

Table 20 shows other data for communities by the number of households. It is noted first that
the average number of sub-projects per community is very similar across all household groups,
with the exception of the four communities each with more than 100 households. These have
an average of five sub-projects each and the two communities with between 71 and 80
households which have only one sub-project. It does not appear, therefore, that the distribution
of sub-projects has been tilted towards either larger or smaller communities.

13.

Secondly, community contributions as a proportion of total cost are similar across most size
groups but are lowest for the smallest communities (up to 10 households) and highest for those
in the 71-80 household and 81-90 household groups. The average community contribution for
all communities is 32% of total cost. Cash contributions, as a percentage of total cost are more
variable and are clearly less for the smallest communities (up to 20 households). Conversely,
in-kind contributions are relatively more for smaller communities. However, the amount of inkind contributions is also linked to the type of sub-project implemented – for sub-projects for
which a high proportion of local materials can be used (fencing around cultivated areas, for
example) or where there is a high proportion of labour that can be directly supplied by the
community, in-kind contributions are relatively larger than for sub-projects where this is not the
case. The communities with the lowest cash contributions are those with up to 10 households
and those with 71-80 households - in the latter case this is because the two sub-projects
implemented were for fencing and a pigsty, both of which clearly used a high proportion of local
materials.

Distribution of Sub-projects by remoteness
14.

To consider whether the relative remoteness of communities has had any impact on their
participation in the Project, and in particular on the distribution of the additional funds available
for community sub-projects, Project communities have been divided into five remoteness
groups: Tongatapu and ‘Eua are least remote, followed by Vava’u island, the outer islands of
Vava’u, the Ha’apai Lulunga district and, the most remote are Nuiatoputapu and Nuiafo’ou.
Remoteness is determined partly by the distance from Tongatapu but principally by the
frequency of ferry and air services and therefore with the ease with which Project staff are able
to visit, and materials for sub-projects delivered. Vava’u Island has regular ferry and air
services, but to reach the nine Project communities on Vava’u’s outer islands additional
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transport services have to be arranged. Lulunga district in the Ha’apai group is visited by a ferry
once a week, while Nuiatoputapu and Nuiafo’ou, which are the furthest islands from Tongatapu
have a flight once a month – if there are enough passengers – and are visited by ferries only
four times per year.
Table 20: Subprojects by community size

<=10

community
contributions
cash/total %
6%

community
contribution
% total cost
26%

6

subprojects/
community
2.83

average
sub-project
total cost
23,105

11-20

21%

21-30

31%

32%

10

2.90

32,226

140

713

31%

15

3.33

45,531

382

1,990

31-40
41-50

33%

30%

7

2.29

42,001

257

1,344

53%

36%

4

2.25

29,290

185

990

51-60

32%

36%

7

2.57

46,237

403

2,056

61-70

40%

38%

2

2.50

44,107

131

799

71-80

17%

52%

2

1.00

48,915

144

780

81-90

34%

53%

1

3.00

53,598

84

401

91-100

35%

39%

2

2.50

45,507

191

1,038

>100

23%

31%

4

5.00

78,096

554

2,964

Totals
28%
32%
Source: Project records.

60

2.90

45,191

2,513

13,238

Households/
community

number of
communities

number of
number of
households beneficiaries
42

163

15.

Table 21 shows that the highest sub-project costs per household are on Nuiatoputapu and
Nuiafo’ou, which partly reflects the small average community size. TRIP mobilisation costs for
these two islands are also higher than for other Project areas. The Niuas also had the lowest
number of sub-projects per community - an average of 1.3 which is at least one sub-project less
(on average) than in any other area.

16.

Table 22). However, the sub-projects in Lulunga district in Ha’apai (which is the second most
remote area) also had the lowest per household Project cost across all target areas.
Furthermore, considering community contributions, there is no obvious link between
remoteness and either community contributions as a proportion of total sub-project cost, or
cash contributions as a proportion of total community contributions. Perhaps the most that can
be said is that the scale of sub-projects in the two most remote locations was smaller compared
with those on Tongatapu, ‘Eua and Vava’u Island, the most easily accessible locations.

Conclusions
17.

The goal of TRIP I was to “contribute to the improved sustainable livelihoods of vulnerable
communities in rural areas of Tonga”; and the development objective to “strengthen the
capacity of target communities to plan and manage their development priorities in order to
achieve improved sustainable livelihoods”. The resources which became available for the
allocation of additional CEIGs to TRIP I’s communities were allocated by the Project based on
the demand from the communities. With the possible exception of Nuiatoputapu and Nuiafo’ou,
which are very remote from the rest of the country and have small communities as well as
limited air and ferry services, the above data does not suggest that any group of communities
has been disadvantaged, or particularly advantaged, by this approach to the allocation of the
original and increased resources.
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Table 21: Subproject costs and remoteness of community locations (TOP)
TRIP + Government
Contributions
cost/
cost/
beneficiary household
126
750

Remoteness
1 - Tongatapu & 'Eua

TRIP contributions only

total sub-project cost

cost/
beneficiary
92

cost/
household
548

total cost/
beneficiary
251

total cost/
household
1,512

number of
subprojects
53

2 - Vava'u island

109

566

92

479

187

966

36

3 - Vava'u outer islands

277

1,089

226

890

581

2,271

40

4 - Ha'apai - Lulunga

102

516

84

426

186

937

30

5 – Niuas

316

1,532

277

1,344

583

2,857

16

821

139

665

333

1,597

175

All sub-projects
170
Source: Project records.

Table 22: Communities, sub-projects and remoteness
community
contributions
cash/total %
42%

community
contribution
% total cost
36%

2 - Vava'u island

21%

3 - Vava'u outer islands

12%

4 - Ha'apai - Lulunga

41%

5 – Niuas

9%

Remoteness
1 - Tongatapu & 'Eua

All sub-projects
28%
Source: Project records.

22

subprojects/
community
2.4

average
subproject
total cost
67,571

31%

11

3.3

25%

9

4.4

33%

6

40%

12

32%

60

number of
communities

number of
number of
households beneficiaries
1,197

6,858

42,046

684

3,499

36,509

172

714

5.0

26,151

185

935

1.3

32,710

275

1,232

2.9

44,932

2,513

13,238

18.

The ability of communities to prioritise needs, mobilise the required community contributions
and submit additional infrastructure sub-projects for funding confirms that the Project has made
good progress towards achieving its development objective; and that the additional funds have
been used, on the whole equitably, to further improve livelihoods in Project communities.

19.

The additional sub-projects implemented have all been of the types envisaged in the Project
design document and have similarly contributed to “improved sustainable livelihoods” as well as
to the development objective.

20.

The available funds have been used to further the goal and development objective of the
Project. There is nothing in the foregoing assessment to suggest that these funds have not
been fairly distributed amongst Project communities or that uses to which the funds were put
did not benefit the Project’s target groups.
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Table 23: Adjustment of Project costs to 2016-17 Prices (TOP)
2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

2015-16

2016-17

Total

% foreign

Vehicles, equipment, materials, transport

99,372

56,200

10,248

3,394

40,149

209,363

63%

Training, Capacity Building, Community Planning

86,287

105,531

185,023

319,224

501,181

1,197,246

0%

Technical Assistance, Studies & M&E

46,769

25,087

18,903

28,749

164,347

283,855

2%

Community grants

11,235

853,912

574,335

646,728

2,361,457

4,447,667

45%

7,457

114,746

0

189,000

0

311,203

0%

Salaries

120,411

153,461

175,737

219,253

408,249

1,077,111

12%

Operation Costs

101,058

96,706

102,770

109,575

177,100

587,209

12%

TOTAL

472,589

1,405,643

1,067,016

1,515,923

3,652,483

8,113,654

95,172

450,188

298,706

333,200

1,161,478

2,338,744

377,417

955,455

768,310

1,182,723

2,491,005

5,774,910

472,589

1,405,643

1,067,016

1,515,923

3,652,483

8,113,654

106.8

106.1

108.0

97.6

93.8

105

107.1

107.3

106.1

113.2

83,587

397,999

259,432

320,227

1,161,478

2,222,723

Local costs adjusted to 2016/17 prices

406,892

1,009,874

810,556

1,261,868

2,491,005

5,980,195

Project costs in 2016/17 prices

490,479

1,407,872

1,069,988

1,582,095

3,652,483

8,202,918

Supplementary equity grants
Recurrent Costs

Total foreign costs (adjusted by SERF)
Total local costs
- Total
MUV index (2010 = 100)
Tonga CPI
Foreign costs adjusted to 2016/17 prices
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Appendix 9: Social and environmental assessment
Introduction
1.

TRIP I was rated as a Category B Project using IFAD’s Environmental and Social Assessment
Criteria. This Category requires no formal ESIA at the design stage which has to be evaluated.
However, following the requirement for an ex-post evaluation of Project environmental and
social impacts, as well as climate issues arising from Project implementation, these issues were
reviewed during the Project completion process, and discussed in stakeholder workshops and
with Project beneficiaries. In the PCR rating matrix, TRIP I’s performance on environment and
natural resource management was scored at 5 (see Appendix 12); and adaptation to climate
change was also given a 5. This appendix provides the ex-post evaluation of TRIP’s
environmental and social impacts, and the detail behind the scores given in PCR rating matrix.

Social assessment
2.

Tonga has an ethnically homogenous population with a fairly high Human Development Index
(HDI) which, as noted in the Project design, both provide some buffer against vulnerability and
exclusion. The social fabric of Tongan livelihood strategies was found to be strong, however at
the time of Project design, poverty was increasing amongst households not able to benefit from
the economic opportunities provided by increasing development and migration. Vulnerability
and poverty in Tonga are not strongly associated with localised economic differentiation and
ownership of local assets. Rather, the risk of exclusion or increased poverty is driven more by
the economic power of whole kinship groups, the access to economic resources owned by the
these groups, the status of nuclear households within the groups, and their capacity to benefit
from networks. Strong social expectations to contribute to community and religious events
mean that a loss of income can lead to further alienation from social support structures which
provide a substantial buffer to natural and economic shocks.

3.

Given this social assessment and vulnerability analysis, the design recommended that the
priority be a participatory planning methodology that reinforces traditional social structures,
reaffirms the commitment to the local community, enables investments in social infrastructure
which supports vulnerable households - and provides an alternative social network to that
provided by kinship and religious networks. The design considered that an inclusive planning
modality would be the single most important step that could be taken to reduce household
vulnerability to external economic and environmental shocks.

4.

As already extensively noted in the main report, the ex-post social assessment shows that the
assumptions made in the design and the recommended approach has had a positive social
impact. The Community Rating Scores (CRS) presented throughout the analysis demonstrate
that the beneficiaries themselves consider that the Project has reduced vulnerabilities and
contributed to a greater capacity to address local challenges independently. This enhanced
capacity to plan, both in terms of cohesive action, as well as some improvement in the required
technical capacities, has contributed towards a reduced exposure to risk, including those
related to the environment and climate change. For instance, the CRS assessed the
sustainability of groups managing infrastructure, and the sustainability of the climate resilient
infrastructures themselves. The beneficiaries all scored performance as at least moderate with
a high percentage noting performance was either good or very good for indicators linked to
group membership, conflict, frequency of meetings and financial self-sufficiency. Linked to this,
the sustainability of climate resilient infrastructure had similar scores, because the groups are
sustainable, infrastructure is actively used and the beneficiaries are actively involved in
maintenance. Appendix 10 has more detail on the CRS scores.
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Environmental assessment
5.

Whilst no direct outputs linked to the environment or climate resilience were identified in the
Logframe, TRIP has had a strong and positive focus on climate change, and on environmental
protection. Conservation of natural resources and compliance with Tonga’s environmental
management standards has been a feature of the Project. The CDPs are based on sound
natural resource management (NRM) and environmental compliance, and development
applications are not approved by the PRAC if they do not include steps to either mitigate
against negative development impacts, and/or support environmental improvement. TRIP I
applied this “rule” to all types of village economic development (infrastructure and economic)
and engendered a positive NRM and environmental management theme into all its support
activities.

6.

The CDPs are strongly orientated towards Climate Change and Risk Management (CCDRM)
and this has been translated into the up-scaled DDPs and IDPs. Understanding how to build
climate resilience into the CDPs was a core aspect of community preparedness for severe
climate-related and natural disaster events - to the point that the Project agreed not to
30
implement sub-projects in the “red zone” unless they specifically address inherent CCRDM
31
risks. In this regard, TRIP’s formal relationship with the University of South Pacific (USP ) has
been an important factor to ensure that CCRDM is fully embedded in the CDP planning
process; as is the partnership with Live and Learn, and the associated Pacific Risk Resilience
Project (PRRP). These partnerships were not foreseen in the design, and apart from the
positive environmental impacts, are another example of the Project self-orienting in the
identification of priorities.

7.

TRIP has made a considerable and impressive contribution to improved community
understanding and awareness of CCDRM, including how to build resilience and recovery
options into sub-project design. CCDRM compliance has supported target communities to
understand how climate change and natural disasters may impact on their lives, and to build an
awareness of how communities can prepare and mitigate the effects of climate change.

8.

In terms of core activities, the Project has had a substantial impact in the form of refurbishment
or complete rebuilding of 11 community halls. TRIP partially funded these buildings and
supported and enabled the leveraging of additional funds from the Government and by the
communities themselves. These community halls have, as a priority, protection from cyclones
and have been well constructed to withstand category 5 events. The community halls have also
served as focal points and venues for CCRDM training, and enabled further planning initiatives
around the environment. Apart from directly providing infrastructure to support climate
resilience, the jetties and wharves have been built to a high standard, and a consideration of
resilience to climate change has been part of the decision-making process for the design of all
sub-projects. The sub-projects most directly vulnerable to the environmental risk are the
communal nurseries which would have to be rebuilt in the event of a major cyclone.

9.

In terms of more specific activity environmental impacts, TRIP has made a significant
contribution to the cleanliness of village environments through the penning of previously freeroaming pigs, and hence reduced burdens of unsightly and unhealthy pig manure throughout
villages. Many of these sub-projects were initiated towards the end of the Project, and therefore
the long-term sustainability and effects were hard to assess. However the initial indication was
that beneficiaries appreciated the cleanliness of the environment as well as reduced soil
erosion - positive and unintended consequences of pig penning. In addition, TRIP I provided
some initial and pilot-scale support for more diverse and therefore more resilient and “climate
friendly” farming systems. This was based on the use of more diverse perennial and annual
30
31

Areas in Tonga (along the coast line) identified as being subject to high tsunami risk.
An MOU between USP and MORDT II was signed in December, 2016.
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crops, conservation-based farming practices, and improved livestock integration into farming
32
systems . In addition, the water supply sub-projects were designed to take into account
33
decreased water supplies during periods of drought , and the design specifications complied
with CCDRM standards.
10.

It is too early to estimate the impact of TRIP’s impressive and extensive “contributory” tree
planting programme. This is based on TRIP/community agreements that in return for Project
support to fund and implement sub-projects, communities agree to plant trees of mixed short
34
and longer-term commercial species . However, it seems that by default, TRIP has instigated
and supported the largest communal tree planting programme in the whole Kingdom; and that
in the longer term the financial and economic benefits will be substantial - and therefore
contribute to TRIP I’s EIRR as discussed in the main report and Appendix 10. Whilst not
envisaged in the design, this is probably the greatest environmental impact of the Project.

11.

There have been no negative unintended effects on Tonga’s delicate environment as an
outcome of the Project. TRIP I had a strong policy of not supporting any form of economic
infrastructure development in the “red zone”. The CDPs reflect this commendable effort by
TRIP I to ensure, to the extent possible and within the resources available, that the Project
complied with and supported Tonga’s efforts to adapt to climate change.

32

This initiative will be expanded considerably under TRIP II.
Tonga has experienced a severe drought in 2014/15.
34
For example, on the Island ‘Eua all communities have agreed that their beneficiaries will plant 300 vanilla cuttings, 30
citrus seedlings, and 50 sandalwood seedlings.
33
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Appendix 10: Stakeholder workshop findings
Introduction
1.

This appendix presents the findings from the PCR stakeholder workshop which was held in
Nukualofa as part of the Project completion process. The workshop was attended by 37
representatives from non-beneficiary stakeholders. Note that as direct stakeholder beneficiaries
(the target communities) were involved in the extensive and fully-participative post-Project
community rating, RIMS and case study surveys, they were not invited to attend the final PCR
workshop to address the same set of questions for the second time. The list of stakeholder
attendees at the PCR workshop is included in this appendix.

2.

The stakeholder workshop was structured around IFAD’s core domains of Project relevance,
impact, effectiveness, sustainability, targeting and efficiency; with attendees working in four
groups to address specific questions related to each of these topics – see below for details
under the heading of workshop conclusions and stakeholder ratings.

3.

The PCR stakeholder workshop was structured as follows:
(i)

Introduction to the workshop – why is a Project completion necessary?

(ii)

The TRIP “journey” – a time-line of important events;

(iii)

TRIP at a glance – goal, objective, components, funding, partnerships, etc.;

(iv)

TRIP highlights – a list of major achievements;

(v)

Lessons learned – and which have already been factored into the design of TRIP II;

(vi)

The importance of partnerships;

(vii)

Progress since the past supervision mission in April, 2017;

(viii)

The workshop agenda; and

(ix)

Housekeeping “rules” for the four groups of stakeholder which were tasked with rating
TRIP’s performance in accordance with a series of questions which were prepared to
enable the scoring of achievements for IFAD’s above-listed core domains.

Workshop conclusions and stakeholder ratings
4.

Group 1 - Project relevance (was the Project objective consistent with beneficiaries’
35
requirement and country needs?) scored 1 – fully connected and appropriate because it: (i)
contributed to improved livelihoods; (ii) addressed community priorities; (iii) strengthened
household’s economic capacity; (iv) used an inclusive approach to development; (v) improved
environmental sustainability; (vi) improved conservation; (vii) shared knowledge and
experience; and (viii) enabled participants to connect with supply chains.

5.

Group 2 - Project impact (did the Project change people’s livelihoods and will these changes
be sustained?) scored 1 – a major impact on livelihoods for the following (summarized)
reasons: (i) people participated in CDP planning; (ii) the evacuation centres (community halls)
were multi-purpose; (iii) the District and Town Officers became more effective; (iv) there were
economic activities such as micro-finance from South Pacific Business Development; (v)
farmers were motivated; (vi) promotion of healthy living, e.g. growing and consumption of
vegetables; (vii) there was a change in villagers’ mind-sets – from being lazy to being involved
in TRIP; (viii) youth were engaged in village development activities; (ix) farmer’s skills improved
35

See the detailed stakeholder reports in the main body of this appendix, and note that each domain was ranked from
1-3, with 1 being the highest score.
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as a result of training; and (x) people became more self-reliant as a result of training and
motivation to increase earnings.
6.

The sustainability of Project impact was also rated as 1 by Group 2, for the following reasons:
(i) there are alternative plans such as “conditional” tree growing which will provide infrastructure
maintenance funds; (ii) beneficiaries already know that there will be a follow-on TRIP II; (iii)
youth groups have succession plans; (iv) there are now more employment opportunities (but
not necessarily generated by TRIP – for example, overseas labour hire in Australia and New
Zealand); (v) incomes will increase as a result of mechanization using tractors and the sale (in
the longer-term) of sandalwood; and (vi) the sharing of knowledge.

7.

Group 3 – Project efficiency (did the Project use its resources efficiently to generate
community benefits?) scored 1 – very efficient use of Project resources, for the following
reasons: (i) community empowerment, participation and involvement; (ii) informed and
integrated risks across all activities; (iii) able to build on and use MORDI’s experience of
working with rural communities ; (vi) resource were supplied on time by the Project; and (v) the
partnership approach meant that other resources and funds were leveraged in to complement
the Project’s resources.

8.

Group 3 – Project effectiveness (was the Project able to successfully produce the desired
results [objectives]?) scored 1 – over-achievement, for the following reasons; (i) timely
implementation; (ii) team work, partnerships and trust; (iii) continual follow-up and monitoring of
communities on outer islands; (iv) training to build community awareness; (v) CDPs became the
fundamental development tool for communities to layout their priorities and build ownership; (vi)
the Project had a clear institutional structure and this minimized implementation challenges;
and (vii) there were continual meetings to ensure that everyone was included.

9.

Group 4 – targeting (did the Project reach the intended target – women, youth, men, elderly,
disabled, children, etc.) scored 1 – all groups were included and supported, for the following
reasons: (i) the target was very clear from the outset; (ii) everyone in the community benefited;
(iii) the Project promoted working together – all family members worked in unison; (iv) the
standard and status of agriculture was improved; (v) working together created visionary
communities; (vi) working together improved overall community livelihoods; and (vi) the church
and civil society worked closely together.

10.

Group 4 – sustainability (do you think TRIP will continue over time?) scored 1 – a high
chance of sustainability, because: (i) sub-committees have been set up to manage the subprojects; (ii) there has been a positive change on communities’ governance structure – with
increased involvement of District and Town Officers; (iii) individual families have benefited from
TRIP; (iv) TRIP has focused on economic growth; (v) community capacity has been improved;
(vi) there is now a close working relationship with TRIP and MORDI; (vii) community leaders
have been trained and supported; (viii) all parts of society have been included, including the
church and women and men, and all have been empowered.
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Workshop programme
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TRIP I PCR Presentation
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Stakeholder group ratings
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Workshop attendance list
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Appendix 11: Final wrap-up meeting minutes
Introduction
1.

As most members of the Project Steering Committee (PSC) attended the stakeholders’
workshop, the PCR Team did not hold a final wrap-up meeting. However, the PCR team
prepared a brief end-of-mission aide memoire and this was presented to the Chief Executive
Officer (CEO) of the Ministry of Finance and National Planning (MFNP) at an informal meeting.
The CEO signed the aide memoire at this meeting and a copy of the signed document was
forwarded to IFAD. The next section is a copy of the aide memoire.

Copy of aide memoire
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Appendix 12: The TRIP booklet
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Appendix 13: Fact sheets, community assessments and case
studies
Introduction
1.

In order to improve the quantification of community benefits generated by TRIP’s development
activities (the Project’s impact) the PMU conducted end-of-Project (EoP) surveys in target
communities, in conjunction with the EoP RIMS. The former are referred to as Case Study
Surveys (CSSs). These studies focused on the impact of the development activities which are
summarized in this appendix in the form of: (i) fact sheets; (ii) community assessments of these
activities; and (iii) comments on community assessments.
Community rating methodology

2.

TRIP used Survey Solutions for the CSSs. Survey Solutions is a Computer-Assisted
Personal Interview technology (CAPI) developed by the World Bank. It assists governments,
statistical offices and non-governmental organisations to conduct complex surveys with
dynamic structures using tablet devices. The software can be tailored to the needs of clients,
allowing them to successfully complete simple and more sophisticated projects: from basic
evaluation questionnaires to complicated multistage panel surveys. The software is offered free
of charge, its development being co-financed by the World Bank, the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation, and the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. Surveys can be
conducted on low-cost Android tablets.

3.

The CAPI Advantage. Using CAPI dramatically reduces the time lag between data collection
and data analysis. Since manual coding of the responses recorded with pen and paper is no
longer necessary and data validation is done at the time of data collection, the information is
ready for statistical analysis as soon as surveying is completed.

4.

In addition to that, using tablet devices for interviewing yields many other benefits:
(i)

(ii)
(iii)

It reduces the number of coding errors. Surveys can contain validation data that make it
impossible to enter values outside a given range. Supervisors may also view and check
the collected information as soon as the enumerators finish the interviews, together with
possible error reports. Automated routing reduces the incidence of missing data.
Changes in the structure of the questionnaire can be instantly reflected on the
interviewers' devices. This allows for last-minute updates or error corrections.
CAPI technology simplifies conducting surveys with dynamic structure, where the
questions to be asked will vary depending on the answers given by the respondent. For
instance, if a person participating in a survey reports being employed, an additional
section inquiring about the type of job, working hours or income can be displayed.

5.

The software's support for dynamic structure of questionnaires is particularly helpful while
conducting studies in an experimental setting, as different sets of questions can be effectively
randomly assigned to different respondents.

6.

CAPI is better equipped to deal with personal data. Respondents might prefer to type their own
answers to more sensitive questions on the device screen: their answers will not be overheard
and their handwriting cannot be recognised. The information exchanged between interviewers,
supervisors and the headquarters can be encrypted.

7.

CAPI allows the teams of interviewers to be managed more efficiently. The sample can be
updated and new assignments added over-the-air, not requiring the enumerators to return to
the headquarters. Multiple enumerators can share the same device, using their individual
usernames and passwords.
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8.

The technology is continuously improved. In the forthcoming releases, the World Bank's CAPI
software will support gathering additional types of data, such as GPS coordinates, photos or
video clips. We also plan to enable the users to couple the tablets with additional measuring
devices, connected through the USB port.

Adaptation for TRIP’s CSSs
STEP – 1: Questionnaire Designer
The questionnaire developed for the CSSs for the TRIP I PCR process was
developed by TRIP’s Project Manager and the PCR Team, with translation
and minor adjustments made by the PMU before the questionnaire was
loaded into the Survey Solution Application. Summaries of the lists of
questions asked are given in the tables below, noting that if the questions
did not produce results which were relevant for the analysis of the Case
Studies (or of direct interest), they were not included in the tables – in the
interest of brevity.

STEP – 2: Headquarters
PMU was fortunate to be supported by a Senior Staff member from the
Tonga Statistic Departments. He: (i) find-tuned the questions; (ii) loaded the
questions into Survey Solution; (iii) trained enumerators; and (iv) acted as
the supervisor during survey implementation. Enumerator training took three
days in the classroom and two days of field practice.

STEP – 3: Supervisor
For each household interviewed by an enumerator, the results were
reviewed by the supervisor, and approved, before the data was entered and
processed. This reduces the chances of error.

STEP – 4: Interviewer
Interviewers (enumerators) are dispatched in team to the communities to
conduct the survey. At the end of every day, the teams meet for a debrief
and to discuss the day’s work. If the teams can solve problems and issues
they proceed to plan for the next day. For any major issues / problems one
of the enumerators contacts the supervisor and seeks their advice to make
sure that no problems are carried forward into the next day of work.
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9.

Importantly, the results from the CCSs were used by the PCR Economist to: (i) inform and
quantify the re-calculation of the Project’s Economic Internal Rate of Return (EIRR) and
financial impact on target households (Financial Internal Rates of Return [FIRR]); and (ii)
determine the impact of Project development activities on people’s livelihoods – see Appendix
10 for details. Note that only the impact of larger development activities (defined in terms of the
percentage of total Community Economic Infrastructure Grant [CEIG] expenditure on these
activities) were quantified for the purpose of re-calculating TRIP’s EIRR and FIRRs – see Table
10 in Appendix 10.

10.

This appendix contains the above-listed information for: (i) multi-purpose community halls; (ii)
community wharves; (iii) community drinking water – rainwater tanks, and water supplies from
bores pumped into tanks; (iv) agriculture fences – to keep pigs out of gardens; (v) pigsties to
prevent pigs from roaming through villages and gardens; (vi) community nurseries and tree
crops; and (vii) tractors and agriculture implements.
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Multi-purpose community halls
Fact sheet
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Multi-purpose halls: community assessment
QUE S T ION S

Total

(1). No of HHs and pp in the village which use the hall
(2). No of youth groups who use the hall
(4). No of times youth groups use the hall per week

0
0
17

0
1
2
3

12
6
2

(5). Fees paid by youth group for one use of the hall

0
10
20
50

26
6
2
3

(7). Average no of women per group

0-9
10-19
20-29
30-39
50-59
60-69

57
26
12
7
3
1

(8). No of times weaving groups use the hall per week

1
2
3

77
25
4

(9). Monthly production of mats per group using the hall - before hall was built

0
1
2
3
4
5
10
21
30

90
33
21
30
8
4
7
1
1
1

(10). Monthly production of mats per group using the hall - now hall is operational

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
15
20
21
30
31
45

222
17
1
11
15
28
7
7
1
3
4
2
1
2
1
4
1
1

(11). Cost of using the hall for one day of weaving for one group

0
2
3
5
10
20
30
50

76
2
2
7
12
3
2
2

(13). Average no of children per group

0-9
10-19
20-29
40-49
50-59

1
2
1
1
2

(14). No of times pre-school groups uses hall per month

1
2
3
4
5

3
1
1
1
1
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Multi-purpose halls: community assessments (cont.)
(15). Cost of using the hall for one day of pre-school

0

7

(16). No of general community meetings per month in the hall
(17). Average no of pp attending the meetings

0-9
10-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
(18). No of general meetings per week

0
1
2
3
5
(19). Cost of using the hall for one general community meeting

0
5
10
20
50
(20). No of kava club meetings per month in the hall
(21). Average no of pp attending the meetings

0-9
10-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
(22). No of kava club meetings per week

0
1
2
3
4
5
7
10

18
3
1
1
1
0
4
13
5
1
1
0
15
1
4
2
2
0
0
17
51
47
16
5
5
1
0
35
61
20
19
3
2
1
1

(23). Cost of using the hall for one kava club meeting

0
1
5
7
10
15
20
30
50
100

74
2
6
1
27
1
14
6
10
1

(24). No of big events (e.g. weddings and funerals) per month in the hall

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
8
10
99

5
20
17
10
2
3
1
1
1

(27). Cost of using the hall for one-big event

0
79
2
2
27
3
42
10
1
92
1
47
17

0
2
5
10
15
20
30
40
50
80
99
100
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Multi-purpose halls: comments on impact
11.

Multi-purpose halls proved to be very popular with TRIP’s target communities. This is confirmed
in the table above which lists the many activities conducted by communities in these halls. In
total TRIP constructed 11 multi-purpose halls on ‘Eua and Tongatapu at a cost of about TOP2.0
million, including beneficiary and other contributions (about 25% of the cost of all CIEGs).
These halls were built to category 5 cyclone standard and once operational, it became apparent
that they were indeed very much multi-use structures and not just safe havens in the event of a
36
serious cyclone . As reported in Appendix 10, these halls also serve as: (i) meeting places for
whole communities; (ii) places for communal gatherings such as weddings, funerals, early
childhood care, youth training, and fund-raising kava meetings; and (very importantly) (iii) large,
secure and dry-weather places for mat weaving and various types of handicraft manufacture.

12.

Financial impact on beneficiaries. Quantified incomes linked to multi-purpose community halls
relates only to the production of pandanus mats by weaving groups in the target communities.
The data from the CCS indicate an average “pre-hall” production of 24 mats per month,
increasing to 68 mats per month after the community hall was completed. There are various
numbers of weaving groups in each community, and therefore these mat production figures
refer to the total produced by all groups working in one hall. For the financial and economic
analyses, a lower average of 56 mats per hall per month was used, discounting the very large
number of mats reportedly produced by a larger few groups.

13.

On this basis, it is estimated that the average monthly incremental income generated from a
community hall by weaving groups is TOP17, 361, plus the value of labour inputs which is
TOP23, 063. Each hall has an average of 160 women working in weaving groups so this
implies an average incremental monthly income per person of TOP253. In practice, the actual
income earned by a group of weavers depends on the types and sizes of mats (and other
items) they produce. It is important to note that in some communities' women report that mat
weaving is their major source of cash income for food, health, education and other household
37
expenses .

14.

The table above was constructed from the results of the CCS on the impact of multipurpose
halls. The following are the main points of interest, and some general conclusions:
(i)

Youth groups are using the halls, and in some cases paying for their use;

(ii)

As reported above, the main hall use is for mat and handicraft manufacture;

(iii)

Some weaving groups are paying considerable fees for hall use – with 19 groups paying
between TOP10 and TOP 50 per use;

(iv)

Halls are being used for pre-schools – but there is no charge;

(v)

Group sizes using the halls for meetings vary considerably – see question 18;

(vi)

Some halls are rented free whereas others are charged out for up to TOP50 per event;

(vii)

Kava clubs are active and about 50% are paying a fee to use the halls; and

(viii)

The halls are used for many “big events” – wedding, funerals, etc., and 244 events paid
for hall use out of a total of 323 events (about 75%) – a strong indicator of sustainability.

36

See the March, 2017 Supervision Report for more details on how these halls are used for a wide range of
community-based activities. It was during this mission that it became apparent why these halls are so popular in the
context of community cohesion and social customs.
37
See footnote 20.
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Community wharves
Fact sheet
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Community wharves: community assessment
QUE S T ION S a/
(1).

No of HHs and pp in the village

No of pp in the village

T OT AL

N o Bo at s

88

6

643

Male

328

Female

315

Is any member of this households do engage in fishing (using boat and the wharf)?

88

Yes

22

No

66

Purpose of fishing

Commercial

0

Subsistence

14
8

Both Commercial and Subsistence
(2).

For a large fishing boat - what is the value of fish caught in a good month

25

(3).

For a small fishing boat - what is the value of fish caught in a good month

650

(4).

For a large fishing boat - what is the value of fish caught in a bad month

25

(5).

For a small fishing boat - what is the value of fish caught in a bad month

640

(11).
How many people from your village went to hospital by boat last year
(12).
How many days of school were lost per year due to bad weather before the
infrastructure was built
(13).
How many days of school were lost per year due to bad weather after the
infrastructure was built

70
70
67

Does the new Wharf improve your transportation to the main Islands?

Yes

86

No

2

Does the new Wharf improve your transportation to the main Islands?

Can go anytime I want if boat is available

65

easily get to and off a boat from the wharf

82

elder and disable people can easily board to the boat or from the boat to the wharf

46

a/ Some questions have been removed from the survey - where answers
were inconsistent or meaningless.

Community wharves: comments on impact
15.

The impact of community wharves was not quantified for the re-calculation of the projects’ EIRR
and FIRR, as only six wharves where constructed/ rehabilitated, and the total cost was a small
percentage of the total CIEGs – see Appendix 10 for more comments on this point.

16.

However, whilst the figures in the above table are inconclusive in terms of the impact of
wharves on beneficiaries’ incremental fish catches as a result of improved local wharf services,
there is no doubt about the general community benefits generated by more reliable and safer
wharves. Note that Only 22 out of 88 respondents reported that they engage in fishing –
meaning that the wharves are more important for general transport services than for income
generation.

17.

As an example:
(i)

86 out of 88 respondents reported that their new wharf improved transportation to the
main islands;

(ii)

65 out of 88 respondents said that they can now “go anywhere I want if a boat is
available”;

(iii)

82 out of 88 respondents said that it was now “easier to get to and off a boat from the
wharf”; and

(iv)

46 out of 88 respondents said that “elderly and disabled people can easily board the boat
from the wharf”.
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Community drinking water: (1) rainwater tanks
Fact sheet

138

The Kingdom of Tonga
Tonga Rural Innovation Project
Project completion report
Appendix 13: Fact sheets, community assessments and case studies

Community drinking water: (2) underground water systems
Fact sheet
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Community drinking water: community assessments
QUE S T ION S a/
(1).

Tot a l

No of HHs in the village

P e rce n t

0

(2). No of people in the village

0

(3). Year and month water system installation

0

AVAILABILIT Y OF D R IN K IN G W AT E R
(4). How much drinking water do you need per day for your household?

0

Drinking
0 - 4.5 litre (0 - 3 large bottle)
4.6 - 9 litre (4 - 6 large bottle)
9.1 - 13.5 litre (7 - 9 large bottle)
Cooking

180

0 - 40 litre (0 - 2 large bucket)
41 - 80 litre
80.1 - 120
Washing

207

0 - 40 litre (0 - 2 large bucket)
41 - 80 litre
80.1 - 120

124

164
8

122
23

137
50

120.1 - 160
160.1+

31
11

(5). Is drinking water from the tanks available throughout the year?

Yes
No

353
337

95%

16

5%

(6). If not, which months do you face scarcity?

April
May
June
July
August
September

2
4
2
6
7
3

(7). What was the nearest source of water before the water system was constructed?
Here in this house

175

50%

neighbours (next house)

173

49%

after two town allotment from here ('osi ha 'api 'e ua)
the other end of the village
(8). Who used to fetch the water?

4
0

Father
Mother
Children
Other (Specify)

182

52%

53
115

33%

2

(9). Time needed for water fetching

Early morning (06:00am-08:00am)
Morning (08:00am-10:00am)
Mid-day (10:00am-02:00pm)
Afternoon (02:00pm-05:00pm)
Evening (05:00pm-08:00pm)

45
195
53
35
24

QUALIT Y
(10). Perception of the HH regarding safety of water

Not safe at all
Not so safe
Somewhat safe
Quite safe
Very safe
Cannot say

0
0
22

6%

121

34%

209

59%

349

99%

3

1%

(11). Generally, how does the water smell?

No smell
Foul smell
(12). Generally, does the water have a taste?

Yes
No

140
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6%

330

93%
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Community drinking water: community assessments (cont.)
(13).

Generally, what does the water look like?

Clear
Cloudy / dirty
(14).

99%

3

1%

If the quality is not good, what is the reason?

dirty water
some animal died inside the tank
dirty roof and fakatali
(15).

349

13
4
21

Do you treat/boil water for drinking?

Yes
No

16

5%

336

95%

W AT E R IN F R AS T R UCT UR E
Has the water system broken down in the past one year?

Yes
No

13

4%

339

96%

Is the water system fixed promptly when it breaks down?

Yes
No

7
6

Who fixed it?

Water committee plumber
Other Plumber (Paid)
Other Plumber (Free)

2
1
4

S E R VICE S AT IS F ACT ION
Overall, are you satisfied with your drinking water service?

Completely satisfied
Quite satisfied

191

54%

153

43%

Partially satisfied

8

2%

Dissatisfied

0

What are the reasons for your dissatisfaction? (list up to three)

0

What are your wishes concerning the drinking water supply?

Clean water
enough water
plenty of water

297
166
233

If you are satisfied, what differences has the improvement made to your livelihoods?
(List up
to three)
Healthy

Save time ( from fetching water if tank is not in the household)
Water is available every time
No Disagreement with other household when fetching water

216
83
302
11

a/ Some questions have been removed from the survey - where answers
were inconsistent or meaningless.

Community drinking water: comments on impact
18.

Improving water supply systems was identified by target communities as one of their highest
priorities, especially in Ha’apai and the outer islands of Vava’u. In total 32 water supply subprojects were implemented for 25 water supply schemes (some schemes were upgraded in two
stages). The average cost per scheme was TOP64, 950. Water supplies accounted for 20.6%
of total community infrastructure investment.

19.

Water supply sub-projects upgraded existing community water supplies by upgrading
groundwater sources, providing pumps and pump sheds, and providing or upgrading tankstands. These improvements general resulted in communities having year-round water supplies
within their villages, at least in normal years. In drought years, especially if the drought is
severe, available water sources may still not be sufficient, and supplies from outside are likely
to be still necessary. For example, during recent droughts communities in Ha’apai and on the
outer islands of Vava’u were supplied by a water-transport ship from Tongatapu. In this case,
water for Ha’apai was shipped from Tongatapu while water for Vava’u came from Tongatapu, or
3
from the main Vava’u Island. The cost of sending a ship from Tongatapu with 95m of water for
communities in Ha’apai is TOP30, 000 per trip, and for Vava’u it is TOP40, 000 per trip.

20.

Before the upgrading of these community water supply systems, they typically did not provide
water all year round. Households had to collect water from more distant sources, either when
pumps broke down or during the dry season.
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21.

More specific comments on the information in the above table include:
(i)

95% of respondents reported that they now have water throughout the year, with 50%
having water in their own house and 49% having water available from a neighbour’s
house;

(ii)

Generally, men and children collected water when water was not available in the home;

(iii)

All respondents reported that their water was now safe, with 59% replying “very safe”;

(iv)

The supplied water did not smell and had a good taste, and was clear;

(v)

95% of respondents do not boil their water before drinking;

(vi)

Following construction/upgrading of water supply systems, 96% of respondents said that
the system had not broken down in the past year;

(vii)

97% of respondents were either completely or quite satisfied with their drinking water
supplies; and

(viii)

Satisfied respondents reported the following reasons for being satisfied, (a) healthy (216
respondents), (b) saves time (83), and (c) available all the time (302).
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Agriculture fences and pigsties
Fact sheet (only for pigsties)
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Agriculture fences: community assessment
QUE S T ION S a/
(1).
(1).

T o t al

No of hhs in the village which benefit from the fence

118

No of pp in the village which benefit from the fence

569

Male
Female

T o t al s

187
382

(2).

No hhs with land enclosed by the fence

(3).

Average area (acre) of land owned by each hhs with land inside the fence

(4).

Total area of land (acre) enclosed

(5).

Total length of the fence

66

4
33

BE F OR E T H E F E N CE WAS BUILT
(i)

(ii)

Total area (acres) of crops grown

1
2

150

3

2

166

14

Area of crops grown by type of crops (acre)

a) Yam
1
b) Taro

38

1
2
c) Sweet potato

50

166

1

1
d) Cassava

1

1
3
1
2
3

39
1
22
13
1

AF T E R T H E F E N CE WAS BUILT
(i)

Total area (acres) of crops grown

1
2
3
(ii)

150

166

14
2

Area of crops grown by type of crops (acre)
a) Yam

1

38

166

b) Taro

1
2

50
1

c) Sweet potato

1

1

d) Cassava

1
3
1
2
3

39
1
22
13
1

a/ Some questions have been removed from the survey - where answers
were inconsistent or meaningless.

Agriculture fences: comments on impact
22.

Some-what surprisingly, the 66 households interviewed for the case study on the impact of
agriculture fences did not report an increase in area cropped for the “before and after fence”
situations; see table above - the figures are both 166 ha of mixed food crops. However, during
the recent supervision mission the team visited two villages where agriculture fences had been
constructed, and were informed that that there had been an almost immediate 30% increase in
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staple food production after the fences were constructed, and that villagers also expected much
38
higher yields from perennial food and cash crops in the longer-term .
23.

In total, 12 communities chose to construct farm fences and 13 chose pigsties. Therefore (and
as detailed in Appendix 10, and as it is estimated that free ranging pigs reduce crop yields by
as much as 30%) keeping pigs out of all types crops has a significant impact on production.
Simple crop budgets were developed for four key crops (yams, taro, cassava and kava) to
assess the benefits of fences and pigsties (see below for more comments on the latter).

24.

The results from this analysis are impressive and demonstrate the strong and immediate
financial impact of containing pigs and preventing substantial and on-going damage to annual
and (the higher value) perennial crops. The financial analysis and associated crop budgets in
Appendix 10 were based on quantification of the benefits from constructing agriculture fences
to keep pigs out of yam, taro, cassava and kava plots. The assumed cropping pattern was 22%
of the areas each planted to yams and cassava; and 28% each to taro and kava. The average
enclosed per household was assumed to be 0.5 acre. Yields were assumed to be reduced by
about 30% when pigs had access to the fields. On this basis, the benefit for a household varied
between about TOP700 and TOP1, 160 per household year (depending on whether kava is
harvested or not) plus the value of labour inputs which amounts to about TOP900 per
household per year.

Pigsties: community assessment
Total

QUE S T ION S a/
(1).
No of HHs in the village

P e rce n t
753

(1).

No of pp in the village

(2).

No of HHs with sties

(3).

No of HHs with all their pigs penned

0

(4).

No of HHs with no pigs penned

0

(5).

Total no of pigs in village

(6).

Total no of pigs in pens

3876
529

0
2042

BE F ORE T H E PE N S WE RE BUILT
(i)
(ii)

Total area (acres) of crops grown

730

65%

Area of crops grown by type of crops (acre)

§
§
§
§

Yam
Taro
Sweet potato
Cassava

§ Peanut
§ Banana
§ Kava

68

9%

381

52%

8

1%

182

25%

91

12%

0
0

AF T E R T H E PE N S WE RE BUILT
(i)
(ii)

Total area (acres) of crops grown

1131

Area of crops grown by type of crops (acre)

§
§
§
§
§
§
§

Yam
Taro
Sweet potato
Cassava
Peanut
Banana
Kava

330

29%

313

28%

12

1%

321

28%

72

6%

12

1%

71

6%

a/ Some questions have been removed from the survey - where answers
were inconsistent or meaningless.

Pigsties: comments on impact
25.

About 530 households elected to build permanent pigsties to contain their pigs and prevent
damage to crops, and to improve the general village environment – the latter through reduced
excreta in public areas. It is notable that the pigsty sub-projects increased in popularity towards
38

This was apparent to the supervision mission team - the survival rates of fenced crops such as taro, kava, banana
and vanilla was noticeably higher than for similar unfenced crops.
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the end of TRIP’s implementation period, as communities became increasingly aware of their
inability to manage scavenging pigs by imposing local village laws. There is a law in Tonga
which is meant to control all types of roaming livestock, but it is ineffective. Therefore this is
probably why communities decided to implement a more “permanent” solution to the problem of
scavenging livestock. Note too that the recent supervision mission raised the importance of
improved pig feeding practices once pigs are penned and can no longer roam to find food.
TRIP II will need to provide training and support for improved penned pig husbandry or there
will be (to some extent) an offset between increased crop production and decreased pig
production
26.

In contrast to the impact of agriculture fences on the “before and after” area cropped, surveyed
households who constructed pigsties reported a substantial increase in cropped area – in total
from 730 to 1,131 acres, or a 55% increase. The mix of crops also changed – with less taro
39
being planted more yam (see table above) .

27.

To estimate the financial benefits from pigsties, the same crop budgets were used as for
agriculture fences, but in the former case the average area cultivated per household was
assumed to be two acres. The cropping pattern was also assumed to be a little different, with
yams and cassava each occupying 32% of the area, taro 30% and kava only 6%. In this case,
annual incremental income per household is TOP3, 816, plus labour inputs of TOP4, 090 for 73
days labour per year.

39

There is no explanation for this change other than to postulate that pigs like yams more than taro!!
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Community nurseries
Fact sheet
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Community nurseries, and tree and other crops: community assessment
28.

This assessment is a combination of community assessments of the impact of tree and other
crops, plus community nurseries. This is because, in effect, the outputs from community
nurseries (various types of seedlings) are inputs for the tree planting activities.

QUE S T ION S a/

T o t al

P er c ent

(1). No of hhs in the village

2,030

(1). No of pp in the village

8,338

Male
Female

4,277

(2). No of hhs which have planted trees

1,245

4,061

(3). Gender division of labour and ownership of trees.

0

(4).
possible,
a list of:
hhs x allotments,
species x notax
planted
x no alive
today
(5). If
Location
ofcollect
trees planted
(town
allotments,
common
land).

0
0

(6). Nos of trees planted by species - list below
23,127

Cassava
Pineapple
Kava
Breadfruit
Coconut
Pandanus (Lo'akau)
Paper Mulberry - Hiapo
Sandalwood
Yam
Vanilla
Citrus (Moli)

10,004
395,732
21
136
75,532
15,231
28,044
500
195,817
5,202
749,346

( 7) . T o t al no o f t r ees al i v e t o day - l i s t bel o w

Cassava
Pineapple
Kava
Breadfruit
Coconut
Pandanus (Lo'akau)
Paper Mulberry - Hiapo
Sandalwood
Yam
Vanilla
Citrus (Moli)
( 8) . S o u r c e o f s eedl i ng s

Own community nursery
Own nursery
Other nursery - purchased seedling
Other nursery - Free

21,657

94%

9,804

98%

388,736

98%

20

95%

136

100%

71,638

95%

15,014

99%

20,649

74%

500

100%

175,014

89%

3,555

68%

706,723

94%

185

5%

2,007

53%

123

3%

1,441

38%

3,756

( 9) . Mai n i s s u es / pr o bl ems - pl eas e l i s t

Drought (La'ala'a)
Seedling
Land
Irrigation
Knowledge
Thieves
Migration ( No Time )
Livestock Roaming
None

1,932

65%

126

4%

179

6%

280

9%

68

2%

52

2%

54

2%

152

5%

131

4%

2,974
a/ Some questions have been removed from the survey - where answers
were inconsistent or meaningless.

Community nurseries, and tree and other crops: comments on impact
29.

TRIP I has performed admirably well in terms of encouraging and assisting target communities
to comply with the Project’s “tree planting conditionality” approach. This was based on an
agreement with communities that in return for support for the implementation of their priority
sub-projects, each household in the community was required to plant a set number of different
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species. This approach has resulted in possibly the largest re-forestation Project in the
Kingdom, with about 750,000 seedlings being planted (of which 53% [396,000] were kava – the
latter no doubt in response to the current very high prices being paid throughout the Pacific for
this product). Importantly, about 75,500 pandanus, 15,200 paper mulberry, 28,000 sandalwood,
and 196,000 vanilla seedlings were planted. These perennial tree crops have the potential for
substantial longer-term impact on household incomes, and will make a considerable
contribution to longer-term sustainability.
30.

The table above shows that about 53% of the total number of seedlings planted were grown in
own or home-based nurseries, with another 38% of seedlings being raised in free, Projectfunded nurseries. Overall, the survival of planted seedlings was reported to be a high 94%,
noting the variation from 100% for coconut and yam, to 74% for sandalwood, and a low 68% for
citrus. Sixty-five percent of respondents reported that drought was their main problem/issue,
noting that some respondents gave more than one answer – there were more respondents in
total than the number of households in the survey. This result was to be expected as there was
a severe drought across all of Tonga in 2014/15.

31.

Understandably, this tree planting programme resulted in substantial incremental benefits in
terms of financial and economic impacts. Appendix 10 contains details but in summary,
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Tractors and agriculture implements
Fact sheet
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Tractor and agriculture implements: community assessment
Total

QUE S T IONS a/
(1).
No of hhs and pp in the village
(1).

(2).
(3).

165

No of pp in the village

1615

Male
Female
No of hhs using tractor for ploughing
Other tractor uses - please list these

786
829
65

Yes, Other Community Tractor
Yes, Other Commercial Tractor

2
4

(4).

For the last year - how many hours of ploughing did the tractor do

(5).

For the last year - how many hours of other work did the tractor do

(6).

For the last year - what was the charge per hour for ploughing (average)

330

T o t al H rs

170

500

H rs/t rac t o r---->

63

0
20
30
50
60
70
80
(8).
For the last year - what was the total cost of running the tractor - wages for
driver, fuel and oil, repairs

(9).

0
60
300
999
What is the current balance of the tractor operations bank account

999
2000
2124
Befo re t he t rac t o r was avai lable
(i)
Total area (acres) of crops grown in village
Aft er t he t rac t o r bec ame avai lable
(i)
Total area (acres) of crops grown in village

4
1
3
38
10
2
6

1
1
1
61
62
1
1
258
Inc .
272

14

a/ Some questions have been removed from the survey - where answers
were inconsistent or meaningless.

Tractor and agriculture implements: comments on impact
40

32.

There was a strong demand for medium-sized (50 Kw) tractors by a few of TRIP’s target
communities, and the Project provided eight reconditioned tractors and some implements
(ploughs and slashers) from New Zealand. These were accompanied with safety and
operations training, and simple business management training to enable tractor committees to
keep financial and operational records.

33.

The tractor use case study surveyed 65 households. However, because of the relatively small
percentage of total CIEG investment in mechanization (4.8% of the total) the revised financial
and economic analyses in Appendix 10 did not quantify incremental benefits generated by
improved mechanization services.

34.

The table above shows, according to the case study survey, that 65 households reported a very
small increase in the area cropped for the “with tractor” situation – from 272 acres to 258 acres
which is an increase of only 14 acres. And, the average number of operational hours per tractor
per year was a very low 63 hours.

35.

However, all but four of the households surveyed paid for tractor services, with 23% paying
about TOP 45 per hour and 20% paying about TOP 75 per hour. Importantly, 94% of tractor
40

These are 65 horse power Massey Ferguson tractors.
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operations groups reported that they had about TOP 1,000 in the bank to fund future operations
and periodic maintenance.
36.

The recent supervision mission inspected a sample of TRIP-funded tractors and implement
sheds. It became apparent during this exercise that tractors are not just important for ploughing
and land preparation services. They are also used: (i) to tidy up villages and public areas,
mainly by slashing grass and over-growth; and (ii) for local transport services using small
trailers. In particular, village women reported how much they appreciated having an improved
general village environment – with rubbish collection often being twinned with grass and weed
control.
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Appendix 14: Community Project Ratings
Introduction
1.

TRIP devised and implemented a comprehensive Community (Project) Rating Survey CRS) in
order to collect target communities’ opinions on the Project’s success in terms of the following
aspects of sustainability: (i) institutional; (ii) economic and financial; (iii) technical; (iv)
infrastructure management; (v) climate resilience; and (vi) agricultural practices. Details on: (i)
criteria used to rate various types of sustainability; (ii) a description of these criteria, and how
they are linked with the Project’s Logframe; (iii) the questions asked to score relative success;
and (iv) the percent of respondent households which scored the criteria from 1 – 6, are shown
in the tables below. Associated graphs summarize the results from this large and geographically
diverse survey which covered all target communities.
Overall results

2.

The tables and graphs shown below contain a huge amount of detail, much of which has been
used to analyse specific outcomes and impacts. For example, the revised financial and
economic analyses in Appendix 10, and the social assessment in Appendix 11. In summary, the
results are very favourable and confirm that TRIP’s target communities are in a strong position
to sustainably manage their TRIP- assisted development initiatives in the longer-term.

3.

For example, for institutional sustainability – and under the sub-headings of: (a) planning,
management and community organization, (b) leadership, (c) problem solving, (d) participation,
(e) District and Town Officers, and (f) cohesion - all respondents scored 3 (moderate
performance) or more, and more than 50% scored 4 or more.

4.

The results were the same for both: (i) economic and financial sustainability (all respondents
scored 3 [moderate performance] or more, and more than 50% scored 4 or more) under the
sub-headings of: (a) access to support, (b) income-generating sub-projects, (c) maintenance,
and (d) networking: and (ii) for technical sustainability under the sub-headings of (a) proposal
writing, (b) training for operations and maintenance, and (c) inclusion.

5.

And the results were also the same for: (a) the sustainability of group infrastructure
management; (b) the sustainability of climate-resilient infrastructure; and (c) the sustainability of
agriculture practices (all respondents scored 3 [moderate performance] or more, and more than
50% scored 4 or more).

6.

The PCR team questioned the PMU on why these results were so similar in terms of how
communities scored the 16 individual criteria (at least 97% of respondents scored all criteria at
3 or higher – see tables below) and there was no discernible difference between the distribution
of the 3, 4, 5, and 6 scores across the 16 criteria. Note that it was expected that there would be
some obvious differences given that it is unusual for such a large survey (2,249 households
across all target communities) to report such similar opinions.
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Criteria

Criteria Description

Questions

Rating
Tota l

No.

INSTITUTIONAL SUSTAINABILITY
1

2

3

4

5

6

P lanning,
Management &
Commu nity
Organization

L eadersh ip

Problem-solving

Partic ip ation

Distric t & Town
Offic ers

C ohesion

Communities regularly meeting and acting on decisions
made
Community groups / Sub-committees formed &
functioning
Communities reviewing Development Plans

hh
1 = very poor (communities rarely meet and fail to act on decisions made)

0%-20%

6

0%

100%

2 = poor (communities meet from time to time with minimal actions taken on decisions made)

20%-45%

14

1%

100%

3 = mo derat e (c o mmuni t i es meet i nfrequent ly wi t h s o me dec i s i o ns ac t ed upo n)

45%-55%

789

36%

99%

4 = g o o d (reg ular meet i ng s wi t h dec i s i o ns ac t ed upo n)

55%-70%

1,163

53%

63%

5 = very good (regular meetings with 70% decisions made acted upon)

70%-90%

235

11%

11%

6 = excellent (regular meetings and majority of decisions acted upon)

90%-100%

Ability of group leaders and Town Officers (TOs) to plan 1 = very poor (lack of planning and action)
and manage community activities
2 = poor (minimal planning and poor management of community activities)

§ Communities able to identify problems and address
them as they arise

0%-20%

1

0%

0%

0%

100%

20%-45%

7

0%

100%

3 = mo derat e (ro ut i ne c o mmuni t y ac t i vi t i es do ne adequat ely )

45%-55%

687

31%

100%

4 = g o o d (no real pro blems )

55%-70%

1,226

55%

69%

5 = very good (a number of community members and TOs actively involved in group leadership)

70%-90%

328

15%

15%

6 = excellent (the groups are satisfactorily managed by the leaders with strong oversight by TO)

90%-100%

0%

0%

0%

100%

1 = very poor (communities unable to identify problems)

0%-20%

2 = poor (communities able to identify problems but unable to address them)

20%-45%

16

1%

100%

3 = mo derat e (c o mmuni t i es c an i dent i fy pro blems and are s o met i me able t o addres s t hem o n t hei r o wn

45%-55%

802

36%

99%

4 = g o o d (c o mmuni t i es able t o i dent i fy pro blems and c o me up wi t h di fferent s o lut i o ns )

55%-70%

1,266

56%

64%

5 = very good (communities able to identify problems and prepare realistic action plans to solve them)

70%-90%

163

7%

7%

6 = excellent (communities able to anticipate problems and find best/creative solutions)

90%-100%

1

0%

0%

0%-20%

3

0%

100%

§ Level of participation (youth and women especially) by 1 = very poor (traditional decision-making by one or a few male members)
all members in community management, decision-making 2 = poor (youth and women are rarely involved in community activities and decision-making)
and activities

§ District and Town Officers role in overseeing groups
and reporting activities

percent

Reverse
Cummula tive Tota l

Community rating of institutional, economic and financial, and technical sustainability

1

20%-45%

13

1%

100%

3 = mo derat e (y o ut h and wo men are part i ally i nvo lved i n c o mmuni t y ac t i vi t i es and dec i s i o n-mak i ng )

45%-55%

713

32%

99%

4 = g o o d (wo men and y o ut h are i nvo lved i n dec i s i o n-mak i ng and ac t i ve i n ac t i vi t i es )

55%-70%

1,352

60%

68%

5 = very good (women and youth are involved in decision-making and participate in the implementation of 70% of activities in CDP)

70%-90%

168

7%

7%

6 = excellent (women and youth playing full role in planning, decision-making as well as other activities – e.g. women and youth active on village development committees)

90%-100%

0%

0%

0%

100%

1 = very poor (TO and DOs not submitting regular reports)

0%-20%

2 = poor (quality and timeline of TOs and DOs reports not satisfactory)

20%-45%

6

0%

100%

3 = mo derat e (quali t y and t i meli ne o f T Os and DOs repo rt s are no t fully s at i s fac t o ry )

45%-55%

697

31%

100%

4 = g o o d (T Os and DOs s ubmi t t i mely repo rt s wi t h g o o d quali t y – at leas t 55% o f repo rt s )

55%-70%

1,305

58%

69%

5 = very good (TOs and DOs submit timely reports with good quality – at least 70% of reports)

70%-90%

240

11%

11%

6 = excellent (TOs and DOs submit timely reports and are able to provide quality analysis)

90%-100%

§ Cohesion and cooperation between all members of the 1 = very poor (serious conflict within the community)
community
2 = poor (some conflict or disagreement)

0%-20%

1

1

0%

0%

0%

100%

20%-45%

9

0%

100%

3 = mo derat e (no s i g ni fi c ant c o nfli c t , but li t t le ac t i ve c o o perat i o n)

45%-55%

713

32%

100%

4 = g o o d (no real pro blems )

55%-70%

1,362

61%

68%

5 = very good (community work well together, few reported cases of disagreement)

70%-90%

164

7%

7%

6 = excellent (community members work well together)

90%-100%

0%

0%
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Community rating of institutional, economic and financial, and technical sustainability (cont.)

ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY
1

Access to support § Community is able to seek, request and access support

1 = very poor (community is completely reliant on TRIP support)

0%-20%

1

0%

100%

20%-45%

38

2%

100%

3 = moderate (community has understanding of organizations but still needs some help from TRIP to get support)

45%-55%

919

41%

98%

4 = good (community is able to access some support from other organizations)

55%-70%

1,256

56%

57%

5 = very good (community is able to access support from other organizations with minimum TRIP guidance)

70%-90%

35

2%

2%

6 = excellent (community is able to access support from variety of organizations on their own without any help from TRIP)

90%-100%

0%

0%

as needed from other organizations (Government, NGOs, 2 = poor (community has limited knowledge and understanding of other organizations and processes for support)
Donors etc.)
§ Community understands the small grant project
proposal procedures

2

Incomegenerating
projects

§ Income-generating projects are viable and financially 1 = very poor (group(s) has poor understanding of income generation/business, project is not making a profit and accounts are not kept well)
sustainable (operating costs, profit, accounts maintained) 2 = poor (only limited understanding of income generation/business and project is barely making a profit)
3 = moderate (basic understanding of business and project is making a small profit)

§ Communities are able to undertake additional activity 4 = good (good business understanding, project is able to sustain a break even investment)
and/or expand existing income-generating project
5 = very good (very good business understanding, project is able to sustain a profit and group is regularly saving/investing)
6 = excellent (project is run as a viable business and investing / undertaking additional activity with money saved from profit made)

3

4

Maintenance

Networking

§ Community ability to maintain sub-projects funded
from the CEIG

0%-20%

1

0%

100%

20%-45%

67

3%

100%

45%-55%

927

41%

97%

55%-70%

1,187

53%

56%

70%-90%

67

3%

3%

0%

0%

90%-100%

1 = very poor (no plan for maintenance)

0%-20%

1

0%

100%

2 = poor (minimal provision for maintenance and nobody is clearly responsible for technical maintenance)

20%-45%

11

0%

100%

3 = moderate (some provision for maintenance)

45%-55%

795

35%

99%

4 = good (adequate provision to cover cost of spare parts for maintenance with a few individuals responsible for technical maintenance)

55%-70%

1,362

61%

64%

5 = very good (adequate provision [ to cover cost of spare parts and large repairs] for maintenance with a few individuals responsible for technical maintenance)

70%-90%

79

4%

4%

6 = excellent (adequate maintenance fund in place and designated people responsible for technical maintenance)

90%-100%

1

0%

0%

0%-20%

1

0%

100%

20%-45%

28

1%

100%

3 = moderate (community has good understanding of possibilities but requires TRIP assistance)

45%-55%

923

41%

99%

4 = good (community has good understanding of possibilities and is able to undertake a few activities with other communities/organizations)

55%-70%

1,213

54%

58%

5 = very good (community has very good understanding of possibilities and is able to undertake a range of with other communities/organizations)

70%-90%

84

4%

4%

6 = excellent (community is able to establish relationships and actively work with other communities/organizations without TRIP)

90%-100%

0%

0%

§ Community ability to network and understanding (intra- 1 = very poor (community has no understanding of possibilities for working with other communities/organizations)
community, among TOs and development partners)
2 = poor (community has limited understanding of possibilities)
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Community rating of institutional, economic and financial, and technical sustainability (cont.)

TECHNICAL SUSTAINABILITY
1 Proposal writing

§ Ability to write technically sound and financially viable 1 = very poor (community has no understanding of proposal writing)
proposals based on CDP
2 = poor (community has limited understanding of proposal writing)
§ Ability of community to assist other communities in
proposal writing

0%-20%

1

0%

100%

20%-45%

27

1%

100%

3 = moderate (community is able to write sections of proposal but still requires help from TRIP)

45%-55%

974

43%

99%

4 = good (community members are able to put together project proposals with limited help from TRIP, women have good capacity to contribute.)

55%-70%

1,200

53%

55%

70%-90%

47

2%

2%

0%

0%

5 = very good (communities are able to prepare sound project proposals with limited support from TRIP, women also have good capacity to prepare proposals)

§ Women empowered to write proposals.
2 Training for
operations and
maintenance

§ Community technical capacity to train others

3 Inclusion

6 = excellent (community members are able to write acceptable proposals without help from TRIP, women fully and equally empowered and able to write proposals)

§ Community technical capacity to do maintenance and 1 = very poor (community completely unable to maintain project)
access to spare parts, technical assistance
2 = poor (community has minimal technical training and capacity to do maintenance)

90%-100%
0%-20%

1

0%

100%

20%-45%

19

1%

100%

3 = moderate (community members have some capacity to do maintenance)

45%-55%

860

38%

99%

4 = good (community members, including women, have technical capacity to do maintenance)

55%-70%

1,254

56%

61%

5 = very good (community members, including women, have technical capacity to do maintenance and train others)

70%-90%

115

5%

5%

0%

0%

§ Women’s technical capacity for operations and
maintenance improved.

6 = excellent (community members, including women, can do any maintenance, repairs and access spare parts, undertake repairs, pay for technical assistance etc. without TRIP support)

§ Participation of youth and women in training and
project activities

1 = very poor (only Community elders and men are involved in training activities)

0%-20%

1

0%

100%

2 = poor (youth and women are rarely involved in training activities)

20%-45%

13

1%

100%

3 = moderate (youth and women are partially involved in training activities)

45%-55%

819

36%

99%

4 = good (women and youth are adequately represented in training activities

55%-70%

1,351

60%

63%

5 = very good (women and youth are at least 80% participating and represented in project activities)

70%-90%

65

3%

3%

6 = excellent (women and youth are actively involved in all training activities)

90%-100%

0%

0%
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Criteria

Criteria Des cription

Ques tion s

R at i ng

SUSTA I NA BI LI TY OF GROUP I NFRA STRUCTURE MA NA GEMENT
hh
1 S u s t a i n a b i l i t y o f g ro u p
i n f ra s t ru c t u re
ma n a g e me n t
[L I N KE D T O P R O J E C T
L O G FR A ME ]

C o mmu n i t y a b i l i t y t o s u s t a i n c l i ma t e re s i l i e n t i n f ra s t ru c t u re
R atin g b ase d on ke y aspe cts as:
A) Are sub-committees well-structured and operative?
B) Number of members who do not renew membership;
C) Number of intra conflicts;
D) Number of meetings held;
E) Financial self-sufficiency: Capacity of committee raise fees; Capacity
to provide basic maintenance, including cleaning of sites.

Are sub-committees well-structured and operative?

very poor
poor
m o d er ate
good
very good
excellent

Number of members who do not renew
membership;

T h e f i n a l ra t i n g w i l l re s u l t f ro m t h e a s s e s s me n t o f e a c h k e y
a s p e c t . A b ri e f e x p l a n a t i o n o f t h e f i n a l ra t i n g s h a l l b e
p ro vi d e d b y t h e e va l u a t i o n c o mmi t t e e (3 - 4 l i n e s ).

very poor

99%

1, 167

52%

57%

121

5%

5%

0

0%

0%

1

0%

100%
99%

1, 230

55%

59%

93

4%

4%

excellent

0

0%

0%

very poor

2

0%

100%

good
very good
excellent
very poor
poor
m o d er ate
good
very good
excellent
very poor
poor
m o d er ate
good
very good
excellent
very poor

19

1%

100%

90 7

40%

99%

1, 172

52%

59%

149

7%

7%

0

0%

0%

1

0%

100%

5

0%

100%

898

40%

100%

1, 211

54%

60%

134

6%

6%

0

0%

0%

1

0%

100%

13

1%

100%

869

39%

99%

1, 189

53%

61%

177

8%

8%

0

0%

0%

1

0%

100%

16

1%

100%

90 2

40%

99%

1, 222

54%

59%

108

5%

5%

excellent

0

0%

0%

very poor

1

0%

100%

poor
m o d er ate
good
very good

poor
m o d er ate
good
very good
excellent
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42%

100%

m o d er ate

T O T A L RA T I NG

100%

947

1%

poor

Any other factor that can affect the sustainability of
groups

100%

1%

40%

very good

Financial self-sufficiency: Capacity of committee raise
fees; Capacity to provide basic maintenance,
including cleaning of sites.

0%

13

16

good

Number of meetings held;

1

90 9

poor
m o d er ate

Number of intra conflicts;

p e rc e n t

Reverse
Cummulative Total

No.

TOTAL

Community rating of infrastructure management, climate resilient infrastructure and sustainable agricultural practices

7

0%

100%

819

36%

100%

1, 275

57%

63%

147

7%

7%

0

0%

0%
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Community rating of infrastructure management, climate resilient infrastructure and sustainable agricultural practices (cont.)
SUSTAINABILITY OF CLIMATE RESILIENT INFRASTRUCTURE
2 Su st a i n a b i li t y of C li ma t e
re si li e n t i n f ra st ru c t u re
[L I N KED TO P R O J EC T
L O G FR A ME]

Are climate resilient rural infrastructures built by the project likely to be
operational or functional after the end of the project (see page 83 of
RIMS handbook).
To carry out this assessment the MORDI TT will consider the following
key aspects:
A) Sustainability of groups managing infrastructures (See No. 2 below);
B) Technical aspect: design, soundness of structure, structural problems;
C) Natural hazards: is the location at risk (erosion, flooding)?
D) Operation and maintenance: Maintenance needs and cost of
maintenance; Are people been trained for basic maintenance, roles and
responsibilities defined? Are beneficiaries involved in the maintenance,
including cleaning of sites?
E) Social aspects: Are people using the infrastructure?
F) Any other factor that can affect the sustainability of infrastructure
The final rating will result from the assessment of each key aspect. A
brief explanation of the final rating shall be provided by the evaluation
committee (3-4 lines).

Sustainability of groups managing infrastructures

0

0%

100%

28

1%

100%

mo d er ate

1, 0 64

47%

99%

good

1, 0 67

47%

51%

90

4%

4%

excellent

0

0%

0%

very poor

0

0%

100%

very poor
poor

very good
Technical aspect: design, soundness of structure,
structural problems;

36

2%

100%

mo d er ate

1, 0 87

48%

98%

good

1, 0 76

48%

50%

50

2%

2%

excellent

0

0%

0%

very poor

0

0%

100%

poor

very good
Natural hazards: is the location at risk (erosion,
flooding)?

56

2%

100%

864

38%

98%

1, 177

52%

59%

152

7%

7%

excellent

0

0%

0%

very poor

0

0%

100%

poor
mo d er ate
good
very good

Operation and maintenance: Maintenance needs and
cost of maintenance; Are people been trained for
basic maintenance, roles and responsibilities defined?
Are beneficiaries involved in the maintenance,
including cleaning of sites?

19

1%

100%

882

39%

99%

1, 165

52%

60%

183

8%

8%

excellent

0

0%

0%

very poor

0

0%

100%

poor
mo d er ate
good
very good

Social aspects: Are people using the infrastructure?

1%

100%

mo d er ate

1, 0 80

48%

99%

good

1, 0 66

47%

51%

76

3%

3%

excellent

0

0%

0%

very poor

0

0%

100%

poor

very good
Any other factor that can affect the sustainability of
infrastructure

30

1%

100%

mo d er ate

1, 0 84

48%

99%

good

1, 0 26

46%

50%

109

5%

5%

excellent

0

0%

0%

very poor

1

0%

100%

poor

very good
T O T A L RA T I NG

poor
mo d er ate
good
very good
excellent
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27

10

0%

100%

1, 0 25

46%

100%

1, 114

50%

54%

99

4%

4%

0

0%

0%
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Community rating of infrastructure management, climate resilient infrastructure and sustainable agricultural practices (cont.)
SUSTAI NABI LI TY OF AGRI CULTURAL PRACTI CES
3 Su s t a i n a b i l i t y of
a g ri c u l t u ra l p ra c t i c e s
[L I N KED TO P R O J EC T
L O G FR A ME]

the project and their capacity to continue on utilizing those practices
Rating based on:
- small-holder farmers who adopted the recommended practices;
- scaling up in the community and outside the community;
- access to market;
- yield increase and;
- any other benefit reported by the small holder farmer as a result of
the agriculture practices.
•
The final rating will result from the assessment of each key aspect. A
brief explanation of the final rating shall be provided by the evaluation
committee (3-4 lines).

Number of small-holder farmers who adopted the
recommended practices

0

0%

100%

14

1%

100%

597

27%

99%

1, 40 2

62%

73%

236

10%

10%

excellent

0

0%

0%

very poor

0

0%

100%

very poor
poor
mo d er ate
good
very good

scaling up in the community and outside the
community

45

2%

100%

621

28%

98%

1, 328

59%

70%

255

11%

11%

excellent

0

0%

0%

very poor

2

0%

100%

poor
mo d er ate
good
very good

access to market

153

7%

100%

70 6

31%

93%

1, 169

52%

62%

219

10%

10%

excellent

0

0%

0%

very poor

0

0%

100%

poor
mo d er ate
good
very good
yield increase

4

0%

100%

528

23%

100%

1, 413

63%

76%

304

14%

14%

excellent

0

0%

0%

very poor

0

0%

100%

poor
mo d er ate
good
very good
any other benefit reported by the small holder
farmer as a result of the agriculture practices

11

0%

100%

597

27%

100%

1, 388

62%

73%

253

11%

11%

excellent

0

0%

0%

very poor

0

0%

100%

poor
mo d er ate
good
very good

T O T A L RA T I NG

poor
mo d er ate
good
very good
excellent
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1

0%

100%

461

20%

100%

1, 367

61%

79%

420

19%

19%

0

0%

0%
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Graphs of community rating of institutional, economic and financial, and technical sustainability

Community Rating - Institutional Sustainability

Percent of Respondents

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

Community Rating - Economic and Financial
Sustainability
Percent of Respondents
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20%
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0%
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Community Rating - Technical Sustainability

Percent of Respondents

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

Graphs of community rating of infrastructure management, climate resilient infrastructure and
sustainable agricultural practices

Sustainability of Group Infrastructure Management

Percent of Respondents
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Sustainability of Climate Resilient Infrastructure

Percent of Respondents

60%
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20%
10%
0%

Sustainability of Agricultural Practices

Percent of Respondents
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Annex 1: Project Completion Review Process
1.

A Project Completion Mission visited the Kingdom of Tonga in August 2017 with the objectives
of assisting the Government of Tonga to undertake the project completion of the Tonga Rural
Innovation Project (TRIP). Specifically, the mission aimed to: (i) plan and implement a final
stakeholder’s workshop (as prescribed in IFAD’s guidelines for Project completion); (ii) collect
and review data and information from RIMS (IFAD’s standard pre- and post-Project survey )
and other, more specific, end-of-Project outcome and impact surveys; and (iii) draft a Project
Completion Report (PCR) in IFAD’s prescribed format. The Project Completion Mission aimed
to build on an extensive project completion preparation process that commenced one year prior
to completion. This process involved the collecting data and information, producing case
studies and other analytical work, and undertaking an extensive consultation process.

2.

IFAD has assisted the Government by providing consultants who have worked on various
aspects of TRIP since design, and approving the use of Project funds to cover the cost of the
important final stakeholders’ workshop. The Project completion team would like to thank the
Government of Tonga and all who participated in the stakeholders’ workshop for their excellent
cooperation and support and for their valuable insights, which are reflected in this report.

3.

The project completion reporting (PCR) exercise was conducted during the period 7th to 25th
August 2017. The Team Leader was in country for the full period and the other team members
had staggered inputs and/or worked remotely from their home bases. The stakeholders’
workshop took place on 22nd August 2017and the wrap-up meeting on 24th August 2017. A full
list of persons met is provided in Appendix 10.

4.

The PCR assessed and documented overall Project implementation performance, and the
results and impact achieved. The assessment was conducted around the four key domains of
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability, and a number of thematic areas as
defined in IFAD’s guidelines for project completion. All ratings were based on sound quantitative
data, enriched with qualitative findings.

5.

One of the main tasks of the PCR was to collect the information and data to assess impact, in
absence of an effective M&E system that should have done that over time. As mention before,
this gap was resolved by conducting end-of-Project surveys and case studies that generated
some evidence of achievements and impact.

6.

In line with the mission Terms of Reference, the consultation with Project stakeholders was as
broad and as inclusive as possible. The consultation process started before the actual
Completion Mission and was completed during the April 2017 Supervision Mission. This was
followed by the RIMS and end-of-Project surveys, which were conducted by the Project
Management Unit (PMU) to inform this project completion process. A thorough consultation
process with beneficiaries and project partners was undertaken both as a part of the PCR
process and also to inform the design of a second phase of the project that was completed in
parallel. The completion process cumulated in a Project completion stakeholders’ workshop to
collect feedback from a broad range of stakeholders and validate its findings.
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