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Executive Summary 

BACKGROUND 

This report presents the mid-term evaluation of the EU Green Agriculture Initiative in 

Armenia – GAIA, which was conducted between October 2021 and May 2022. The EU 

Green Agriculture Initiative in Armenia (EU-GAIA) is a project focusing on the 

development of Green Agriculture in Armenia. It is funded by the European Union (EU) 

and co-funded by the Austrian Development Cooperation (ADC). The project is 

implemented by the Austrian Development Agency (ADA), the operational unit of ADC 

and co-implemented by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). The project 

began in October 2019 and is expected to last 42 months. The planned budget of the project 

amounts to EUR 11,700,000 in total (EUR 9,700,000 contributed by the EU, and EUR 

2,000,000 from ADC). 

The assessment covers project activities and results that occurred from the start of the 

project in October 2019 until January 2022. The evidence was derived from multiple 

sources, gathered through desk research, focus groups with farmers and main stakeholders, 

interviews with the key sources and a phone survey. Contributions were made by 165 

people through quantitative surveys and 56 through qualitative inquiries (involving focus 

group discussions and interviews). The team attempted to ensure a balanced representation 

of both genders as far as possible. This evaluation report thus presents a diverse picture of 

the project progress to date, showing the overall progress of the project regarding its 

relevance, effectiveness and sustainability; and of the OECD DAC criteria.  

The following report has been structured into six chapters. It starts with the introduction 

of the project (Chapter 2 Introduction), followed by an explanation of the context in which 

it is implemented (Chapter 3 Background and Context Analysis), explanation of 

methodology, data collection, limitations, and risk management tools (Chapter 4 

Evaluation Design and Approach), presentation of the main findings (Chapter 5 Findings), 
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summary of the findings (Chapter 6 Conclusions), and suggested improvements and follow 

up actions (Chapter 6 Recommendations).  

The 13 findings of this evaluation reveal that the EU-GAIA initiative achieved significant 

progress in achieving its planned objectives. The project has delivered visible results that 

illustrate its positive uptake in Armenia and ability to transform the current state of the art 

in green and organic farming. Nevertheless, some shortcomings were also detected in the 

project, which were linked to both internal and external factors. It must be noted that the 

first phase of the project implementation happened in a very restrained context, resulting 

from the outbreak of COVID-19. The performance of the project therefore has to be judged 

within the context of force majeure, which was largely beyond its control and slowed down 

or altered some of its delivery pathways.  

Below is the summary of findings of the mid-term project evaluation, according to selected 

OECD criteria: Relevance, Effectiveness, and Sustainability. Drawing upon these, a set of 

10 recommendations was developed, which indicate action points and the entities that 

could address them.  

RELEVANCE:  

The overall relevance of the project was assessed as very high. The objectives were 

considered as valid by most of the project partners and beneficiaries. There is a clear 

attempt in the project to accommodate the specific context of the country. Detailed 

attention was paid by the project team, in collaboration with the main stakeholders and 

farmers, to design the project in a manner that best fits their needs. The national context 

was carefully considered, including a systematic assessment of the state of play in the 

Armenian agricultural sector and particular value chains. Although some degree of 

knowledge on organic/green farming practices had been preexisting among farmers, the 

project has visibly contributed to its advancement and increased uptake of those practices.  

Moreover, the responses from farmers suggest that they were highly satisfied with how the 

project targeted them. In contrast to organic farming, the green farming option was 

considered more favorable by farmers since they could avoid a costly and complicated 

organic agriculture certification process. Challenges associated with organic farming 

legislation were encountered at the national level, even though the project laid solid 

foundations for the legal groundwork and made proposals for improvements. Despite the 

collaborative spirit among project partners, stakeholders and main decision makers, 

progress in reforming regulatory standards was limited, likely by factors outside the 

project’s direct scope of intervention.   
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EFFECTIVENESS:  

The EU-GAIA project has partially achieved its outcomes. The outcomes are not yet 

sufficiently achieved as the project has been in the early implementation phase, with 

difficulties and delays caused by the outbreak of COVID-19. However, visible changes are 

observed regarding the project’s specific objectives (SO) and results (R). Progress has been 

realized in several areas. Most visible is the increase of both the production and sales 

volume of organic agribusinesses. Progress on productivity and income increase is less clear 

due to methodological challenges related to measurement and data availability. The 

inclusion of the vulnerable groups – people from rural areas (farmers) – exceeded the 

expectations of the original targets as more people became project beneficiaries than 

originally planned. However, gender and environmental inclusion was not sufficiently 

achieved as the project benefitted more male (80%) than female (20%) farmers. In terms of 

environment, the project was insufficiently focused on measuring progress in this area, 

even though it had a focus on achieving environmental change.  

The project made visible progress in triggering a change in the application of green/organic 

farming practices – with a visible increase in the number of farmers using those approaches. 

Nevertheless, the available evidence does not permit the establishment of a comprehensive 

picture of the scale of those changes and their impacts on long-term environmental 

management. Participating farmers are still struggling to acquire organic certification, 

which is largely due to circumstances beyond the control of the project, such as national 

legislation. Moreover, their participation in value chains and collaborations among farmers 

and with relevant stakeholders suffered from insufficient focus on the part of the project. 

However, the evidence proved that farmers participating in the dedicated organic scheme 

launched by ADA made significant progress in applying organic practices and acquiring 

organic certification.  

SUSTAINABILITY:  

The project is still in too early a phase to make a complete judgement on its sustainability. 

Yet, relevant considerations have been made by the project team, taking into account the 

current project progress and challenges encountered in its implementation. The logic of the 

intervention was judged as fit for purpose, although some minor corrections are necessary. 

In particular, assumptions about organic and green agriculture were challenged in the 

course of implementation as organic farming was perceived as less feasible in the Northern 

Marzes of Armenia by participating farmers (based on the FGDs).  

Moreover, the focus on environmental (climate) themes was not sufficiently explored in 

the project content and progress was not assessed in a systematic way with a help of 

indicators. Instead, a strong focus was placed on agronomic indicators, measuring increase 

in farm incomes, productivity, sales and volume of production. The collection of data for 
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those indicators proved to be challenging due to the methodological complexity and 

sensitivity of beneficiaries’ personal data.  

External factors beyond the influence of the project have visibly influenced project 

sustainability, while internal factors were less pronounced in this respect. The project 

design has not been sufficiently focused on exploring the possible contributions that the 

project could make to improving the environment and making progress in farmers’ access 

to markets through their value chain participation. 

Conclusions 

The evidence gathered throughout the evaluation process demonstrates that there is a 

visible progress on most planned results and outcomes. Yet the implementation of the 

project has been challenged by the COVID-19 outbreak, which created difficulties for the 

timely execution of the tasks (especially face-to-face events due to lockdown) and financial 

burdens related with the inflation of prices (such as fuel and other project consumables). 

The KIIs and FDGs revealed much satisfaction with the project, expressed by most of the 

participants. Some implementation challenges were observed regarding the procurement, 

i.e., different administrative standards applied by the UNDP and ADA to redistributing 

grants to beneficiaries through the different calls. A notable achievement of the project is 

its very positive reception by the beneficiaries and stakeholders. There is a visible 

collaborative spirit between project beneficiaries and implementers. The project has 

received strong support from the main decision makers in Armenia and positively impacted 

progress on regulatory standards in the agricultural sector. Below a list of findings is 

presented and discussed. 

 
RELEVANCE  

 

Based on the available evidence from multiple sources, it can be stated that the overall 

relevance of the project is very high. The objectives are considered as valid by most of the 

project partners and beneficiaries. Moreover, there is a visible attempt in the project to 

accommodate the specific context of the country. Detailed attention was paid by the project 

team, in collaboration with the main stakeholders and farmers, to designing the project in 

a way that fits best to their diverse needs. The national context was carefully considered, 

including a systematic assessment of the state of play in the Armenian agricultural sector, 

and value chains in particular. Regional differences between the marzes were also 

considered, as well as emergent circumstances (war, COVID-19) to streamline the avenues 

of support. The evidence (feedback from farmers) suggests some degree of knowledge on 

green/organic farming practices had been preexisting prior to the project. Yet the project 

demonstrates visible progress in the enhancement and uptake of the new green/organic 

practices by the beneficiaries. Moreover, the responses from farmers suggest that they were 
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highly satisfied with how the project targeted them but many were not sufficiently familiar 

with its particular components. 
 

EQ1. To what extent are the objectives of the EU-GAIA project still valid for the partner 

country, the partner organization and the beneficiaries? (especially considering the 

latest development and impact of COVID-19 and the 2020 war over Artsakh) 

 

Finding 1 The objectives of the project are highly relevant for the country  

Finding 2 The objectives of the project were highly relevant for the partner organizations and 

farmers 

 

EQ2. How relevant is the support provided and planned to the beneficiaries, agribusinesses, 

demonstration sites, post-harvest facilities in promoting green agriculture? 

 

Finding 3 The relevance of the support provided to beneficiaries was very high  

Finding 4 Farmers were highly satisfied with the projects’ response to their needs, but not fully 

clear about its components  

 
EFFECTIVENESS  

 

The EU-GAIA project has been progressing in achieving its outcomes. Some of the 

outcomes are not yet sufficiently advanced as the project has been in the early 

implementation phase, with difficulties and delays caused by the outbreak of COVID-19. 

However, visible changes are observed regarding the project specific objectives (SO) and 

results (R). Progress has been realized in several spheres. Most visible has been the increase 

of production and sales volumes  of organic agribusinesses. Unfortunately, the data on 

increased productivity and increased income was limited due to methodological issues. As 

it turned out, no systematic baseline data was collected and available prior to the project 

start and evaluators had to reestablish it via survey. This also proved challenging. Notably, 

most farmers were reluctant to provide answers to questions concerning their incomes due 

to the sensitivity of personal data. In addition, data focusing on productivity was difficult 

to obtain via the short survey as it requires a more advanced modeling approach.  

 

On the positive side, the inclusion of vulnerable groups – people from rural areas (farmers) 

– exceeded the expectations of the original targets as more people became project 

beneficiaries than originally planned. However, gender and environmental inclusion was 

not sufficiently achieved. The number of female beneficiaries was visibly below 

expectations, while environmental progress could not be adequately measured. The project 

made visible progress in triggering a change in green/organic farming practices – with a 

visible increase in the number of farmers using those approaches. However, it remains 

unclear which components of the project contributed to this directly as a large group of 

farmers indicated prior knowledge of green/organic farming. At the same time, feedback 
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from farmers suggests that they were not sufficiently familiar with the project components. 

Participating farmers have yet to make sufficient progress in the acquisition of organic 

certification, which is largely due to circumstances outside of the project.  
 

EQ3. To what extent has the EU-GAIA project already achieved its outcome(s) or will be 

likely to achieve it/them within the foreseen project period?  

 

Finding 5 The project has progressed considerably towards its planned objectives and targets 

Finding 6 Project delivery was slower than expected, notably due to the COVID-19 outbreak 

 

EQ4. To what extent have the outcomes contributed to results in environmental, gender and 

social inclusion? 

 

Finding 7 The project improved inclusion of vulnerable groups (smallholder farmers) to a 

good extent, while it did not sufficiently succeed in environmental and gender inclusion 

Finding 8 EU-GAIA project created new learning opportunities for marginalized groups 

 

EQ5. What were the major factors influencing the achievement or non-achievement of the 

outcome(s)/outputs? (Also consider any factors which were possibly beyond the 

control of the EU-GAIA project) and to which extent have these factors been 

addressed by the project, i.e., in terms of steering measures? 

 

Finding 9 The project has encountered significant external obstacles in delivery, but has 

adequately adapted to the changing circumstances  

 

EQ6. How has the project contributed to capacity development of all stakeholders as 

planned and contributed to the advancement of agricultural innovations? 

 

Finding 10 The project made a limited progress on acquisition of the organic certification; 

however, farmers increasingly apply green/organic practices as a result of the project 

 
SUSTAINABILITY 

 

The project is still in too early phase to allow a full scope judgement on the sustainability. 

Yet, the relevant considerations have been made by the project team, considering the 

current project progress and challenges encountered in the implementation. With this in 

mind, the project intervention logic was carefully reviewed. Overall, it was judged as fit for 

the purpose, although some minor corrections would been necessary. Especially, the 

assumptions about the organic and green agriculture were challenged in the course of 

implementation as organic farming was less feasible in the Northern Marzes of Armenia. 
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Moreover, the focus on environmental (climate) themes was not sufficiently explored in 

the project content and the progress was not assessed in a systematic way, with a help of 

indicators.  

 

Instead, a strong focus was placed on agronomic indicators, measuring increase in farm 

incomes, productivity, sales and volume of production. The collection of data for those 

indicators proved to be challenging, due to the methodological complexity and sensitivity 

of beneficiaries’ personal data. Moreover, the outbreak of COVID-19 slowed down project 

implementation and triggered significant changes in its approach. The project was 

successful in assessing related risks and adapting to changing circumstances. External 

factors (beyond the scope of influence of the project) visibly influenced changes in project 

sustainability, however internal factors were less visible. In subsequent activities, the 

project will be focusing on strengthening value chains and access to markets, which creates 

an opportunity to improve project sustainability.   
 

EQ7. How does the project ensure sustainability of its planned results and what can be done 

to improve sustainability in the remainder of the project period? 

 

Finding 11 The project has in place suitable actions to improve its sustainability 

Finding 12 The intervention logic design was fit for purpose, but needed improvements 

Finding 13 External factors have hindered the project performance, while internal factors were 

less significant  

Recommendations 

The following 10 recommendations are drawn upon the findings, based on the evidence 

from multiple sources (desk research, FGDs, KIIs, CAPI-survey and field visits). 

Recommendations were also sought directly through dedicated questions to project 

beneficiaries and stakeholders. They consider a variety of views and suggest possible 

directions to be taken by the project in the coming months.  

 
RELEVANCE  

 

Recommendation 1: Reassess communication needs in terms of resources and modalities 

targeting beneficiaries 

When: Current and future projects 

Who: Project management team 

 

The relevance of the project was considered to be very high, based on evidence gathered 

throughout the evaluation process. However, as the evidence indicated, farmers were less 

clear about the components of the project. To address this gap, it could be helpful to 

communicate with them about the different avenues of support and using the most suitable 
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communication channels (e.g., printed material, events, and meetings). At the outset, the 

project was missing a communication and dissemination plan with relevant components. 

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) could be helpful to monitor effectiveness and progress 

in this area. For the remaining parts of the project, it is recommended that the project 

reassess the existing resources and channels and use them in the most efficient manner, 

especially for targeting farmers. For future projects, it is recommended a dedicated plan be 

developed and take into account the diversity of target audiences and various means that 

work most effectively for them. Measuring progress in communication and dissemination, 

for instance with the help of KPIs, could possibly improve the overall execution of such a 

plan.  

 
EFFECTIVENESS  

 

Recommendation 2: Reassess feasibility of accessing the organic certification by the farmers  

Timeline: Current project 

Who: Project management team and partners 

 

As the project revealed, ongoing challenges were encountered with the acquisition of 

organic certification by participating farmers. Different barriers exist to achieving this 

which the project had attempted to address. The project team and partners invested 

significant effort in studying the challenges and opportunities of organic support schemes 

for the farmers. Relevant regulatory frameworks have been analyzed and improvement 

suggestions proposed. However, the relevant legislation has not yet been clarified by 

decision makers and it is apparent that the project has not been able to directly influence 

the situation. Hence, there is a need to reassess the state of play and feasibility of organic 

certification in Armenia. This could be carried out jointly by the project management team 

and partners. More efforts could be invested into identifying the benefits and obstacles that 

farmers encounter, and into learning from more experienced farmers, who use those 

certificates elsewhere (in the EU and non-EU countries).  

Recommendation 3: Improve monitoring and knowledge management of the project 

trainings 

Timeline: Current and future projects 

Who: Project management team  

The project includes various capacity building activities in its design. Until now, several 

trainings and coaching opportunities were offered to farmers and other stakeholders, which 

attracted a significant number of participants. However, too little data is available about 

the actual follow up from the training, i.e., whether and how the newly acquired 

knowledge was useful for them and what changes it led to in practice. This kind of data 

could be collected for remaining trainings or studied with a sample of beneficiaries in more 

detail. Feedback forms need to be collected from the training participants and follow up 
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actions monitored, for instance with a dedicated workshop or study in the subsequent 

phase of the project.  

 
SUSTAINABILITY  

 

Recommendation 4: Identify possible synergies with other projects / initiatives in Armenia 

targeting value chains and access to markets 

When: Current and future projects 

Who: Project management team and partners 

 

In the first stage, the project was oriented towards providing direct support to individual 

farmers, both financially and through capacity development activities. However, 

strengthening farmers’ participation in value chains was less of a focus as it was not in the 

direct scope of the project. In the subsequent project phase or follow up projects, this could 

be improved though a thorough assessment, dialogue, and facilitation of networking with 

other projects or initiatives targeting this area. This could enhance farmers’ participation 

in markets and create synergies with other projects or support schemes. 

 

Recommendation 5: Allow for no-cost extension of the project to ensure a better 

achievement of the project outcomes and impacts 

When: Current project 

Who: Project donors 

 

Due to delays caused by COVID-19, the project faced several limitations in its timely 

implementation. Some of the activities had to be postponed as the pandemic created 

difficulties in social interaction and limited the capacity of people to contribute to the 

project. Moreover, shifts in the budget and some tasks were performed to accommodate to 

these circumstances. Therefore, the project would benefit from additional time for 

completing the remaining tasks and ensuring the high quality of outcomes and impacts. 

Particularly, delays in the uptake of grants, construction works and machinery purchases 

on the farms affect the opportunities to observe visible changes in the original project 

timeline. A longer timeframe is especially needed to see the results of the harvests, which 

are seasonal and depend also on external conditions (such as weather).  

 

Recommendation 6: Map opportunities to improve access to finance for the farmers 

participating in the project 

When: Current project 

Who: Project management team and partners 

 

Limited access to finance was considered to be a significant obstacle by the farmers and 

other stakeholders involved into the project. The improvement of the financial situation 

through, for instance, microcredits, could be beneficial for farmers willing to take risks and 
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advance their farming practices and scale up project impacts. However, at present there is 

a limited availability of financial support from commercial and public institutions. The 

project itself is offering this opportunity as it is beyond its original scope. This gap could be 

filled in with an increased effort by key stakeholders involved in the project and others, 

including public authorities, non-governmental sector and financial institutions. The 

project management team and partners could map the existing opportunities.  

 
HORIZONTAL 

 

Recommendation 7: Reconsider selected indicators in the log frame 

When: Current and future projects 

Who: Project management team, donors and partners 

 

The evaluation task proved that collection of data on agricultural productivity and incomes 

of farmers is limited for SO indicators (SO2 I2, SO3 I3). This is due to methodological 

complexity and the sensitivity of personal data that many farmers were unwilling to share. 

To improve it, modeling and proxy indicators could be possibly used as well as qualitative 

analysis of cases. The attribution of change to the project is also less clear as multiple 

external factors may have contributed to the observed changes, for example the impact of 

climatic conditions on the harvest each year. Overall, the measurement task requires a 

more intensive effort, for which it is necessary to identify available resources by the project 

management team and partners. For instance, scientific partners could support the project 

team with specialist expertise and in-depth studies (such as PhDs, MAs). For measuring 

environmental change, indicators could be sought within existing frameworks such as, for 

instance, those developed by the FAO. Alternatively, a participatory indicators 

development exercise could be run with the farmers and stakeholders in Armenia. The use 

of GIS-tools could be also recommended, e.g., for observing land use changes or changes in 

water management. Furthermore, the donors (EU) could allow for more flexibility in the 

project assessment tools in terms of indicators that are set to evaluate the progress of the 

project.  

 

Recommendation 8: Offer more opportunities to female farmers to participate in the project 

When: Current project 

Who: Project management team and partners 

 

The project aims at ensuring a balanced participation of female and male farmers. However, 

this is made difficult by the characteristics of the Armenian agricultural sector, which is 

dominated by male farmers. The gap could be bridged by developing a support avenue 

focused solely on female farmers, for instance dedicated workshops or coaching sessions. 

Support from a gender consultant could be also helpful to study in greater detail the 

constraints of female participation in the project and possible mechanisms to improve 
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them. In the event that there are female farmers organizations active in Armenia, they 

could be encouraged to get involved in the project.  

 

Recommendation 9: Improve the focus on environmental inclusion of the project 

When: Current and future projects 

Who: Project management team 

 

Although the project has a visible focus on green agricultural practices, i.e., support for the 

environment, there has been too little consideration of observing the progress in 

environmental change. It could be helpful to monitor and study in-depth the actual green 

practices applied by the farmers as a result of the project and how they contribute to 

improving the environment in Armenia. Development of a catalogue of relevant practices 

used by farmers could be also helpful. The project could also benefit from further trainings 

and workshops on related topics (environment, climate, resilience) with farmers and 

partners. These could especially help to equip them with knowledge and tools, allowing for 

enhanced observation of environmental change at the farm level and assistance to monitor 

project progress in this respect. Possible resources for this work could be found, for 

instance, in the FAO’s work on climate resilience, agroecology and climate-smart 

agriculture.   
 


