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2. Executive Summary

2.1. BACKGROUND & CONTEXT

Summary of the project purpose, logic and structure

BOUZOUR was funded by Sida and implemented by ILO in Lebanon from July 2023 to March 2026. It aimed to make
agricultural and agri-food markets work better for Lebanese host communities and Syrian refugees, while also
promoting decent work. In simple terms, the project tried to improve the system around farmers and workers, not only
to provide one-off support to individual people.

The project used ILO’s Approach to Inclusive Market Systems (AIMS). This means that BOUZOUR tried to work through
the actors who already shape the market: farmers, cooperatives, exporters, service providers, local manufacturers,
training institutions, ministries, employers’ and workers’ organisations, and implementing partners. The logic was that
change is more likely to continue when these actors have a reason to continue it after project funding ends.

The project focused on four main outcome areas. First, it supported greenhouse upgrading, climate-smart agriculture
and selected contract-farming or structured-sourcing models. Second, it supported the cherry value chain through
export readiness, certification, post-harvest improvements, farmer-exporter coordination and decent work entry
points. Third, it supported access to solar energy for agriculture through technical assessments and shared or rental
productive infrastructure. Fourth, it supported Improve Your Agribusiness (IYAB) and SIYB institutional anchoring so that
agribusiness skills could continue through local trainers and institutions.

The project’s Theory of Change evolved during implementation. It was designed around a market-systems logic, but
Lebanon’s crisis context forced practical adaptation. Economic collapse, banking and liquidity constraints, energy
shortages, conflict escalation, movement restrictions and agricultural market disruption made it difficult for many actors
to invest or take risk. BOUZOUR therefore kept its AIMS orientation, but combined facilitation with targeted and time-
bound de-risking where market actors could not realistically carry investment risk alone.

Geographically, the evaluation covered the main areas where BOUZOUR operated, including Akkar, Bekaa, Mount
Lebanon and Beirut-based institutional and market actors. South Lebanon and some conflict-affected locations could
not be covered through direct fieldwork because of security conditions. The project was managed by ILO, with Sida
funding, AIMS technical backstopping and implementation through several partners and market actors.

Present situation of the project

The project was implemented in a highly volatile context marked by economic crisis, liquidity constraints, inflation,
institutional fragility, conflict escalation and geographic access restrictions. Several interventions had to adapt to
changing security, market and partner conditions, and South Lebanon could not be covered through direct fieldwork
during the evaluation period.

By project closure, BOUZOUR had exceeded several formal output and outcome targets and had generated credible
early behaviour-change and systemic-change signals, particularly in greenhouse upgrades, SmartLand climate-smart
services and IYAB/SIYB institutional anchoring. The cherry pathway also showed important potential, but requires more
seasons and more stable market conditions to confirm its systemic potential. Solar energy access was relevant, but
remained constrained by affordability and liquidity.

The overall situation of the project can therefore be explained simply: BOUZOUR delivered strongly under crisis
conditions, but some results remain early. The project opened doors, tested models and created practical examples.
Several promising pathways now require follow-up, finance, repeated market testing or stronger institutional ownership
before they can be considered fully sustainable or systemic.

Purpose, scope and clients of the evaluation

The independent final evaluation assessed the relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact orientation and
sustainability of BOUZOUR, including cross-cutting issues related to gender equality, disability inclusion, environmental
sustainability, decent work, tripartism and social dialogue. The evaluation covered the full implementation period from
July 2023 to March 2026, all four outcome areas, and the main geographic areas where BOUZOUR operated, including
Akkar, Bekaa, Mount Lebanon and Beirut-based institutional and market actors. Due to security conditions, South
Lebanon and some conflict-affected locations could not be covered through direct fieldwork and were assessed through
remote interviews, project documentation, partner data and triangulation with other stakeholder perspectives. The
evaluation focused on both accountability and learning. Its primary clients are ILO, Sida, project stakeholders,
implementing partners, constituents and future programme designers working on inclusive market systems and decent
work in fragile and crisis-affected agricultural contexts.



Methodology of evaluation

The evaluation used a mixed-methods, theory-based contribution analysis approach, combining document review, key
informant interviews, focus group discussions and analysis of project monitoring data and result chains. Evidence was
assessed against the Evaluation Question Matrix agreed in the inception phase and interpreted through OECD-DAC
criteria and the AIMS/AAER lens. The evaluation distinguished between project-reported results, triangulated evidence
and evaluator judgement. The evaluation did not try to prove strict attribution. This was a performance evaluation, not
an impact evaluation with a counterfactual. It therefore assessed plausible project contribution by comparing evidence
from documents, interviews, focus groups, monitoring data and stakeholder validation.

Gender equality, disability inclusion and other ILO cross-cutting issues were integrated through sampling, data-
collection tools and analysis across the criteria. The evaluation included women workers, farmers, IYAB participants and
relevant institutional actors where feasible. It also reviewed whether decent work, worker voice, child labour, OSH,
disability inclusion and just transition were built into the intervention logic and evidence.

The main limitations were the short evaluation timeframe, exclusion of South Lebanon from direct fieldwork due to
conflict, reliance on available project and partner data, and limited in-season validation of some cherry labour findings
because one cherry worker focus group was conducted outside the harvest season. These limitations do not invalidate
the findings, but they require careful wording, especially where evidence concerns systemic change, seasonal labour or
longer-term sustainability.

2.2. MAIN FINDINGS & CONCLUSIONS

Overall assessment

BOUZOUR was a highly relevant and strongly delivered project implemented under exceptionally difficult conditions.
The project team and partners delivered important results despite economic crisis, financial-sector dysfunction, energy
shortages, conflict escalation, access restrictions and market volatility. This is a major positive finding. At the same time,
the evaluation keeps a clear line between delivery, behaviour change and mature systemic transformation. BOUZOUR
delivered strongly and generated credible early systems-change signals, but full systemic transformation across the
whole portfolio was not yet mature at project closure.

This distinction is not a criticism of the project. It is a realistic reading of what can be expected from a short AIMS project
in a crisis context. Several models were tested, adopted and partly adapted by market actors. Some are close to a
stronger sustainability pathway. Others still need finance, repeated seasons, institutional follow-through or stronger
market response. The evaluation therefore assesses BOUZOUR positively while remaining careful about claims that
require more time to prove.

Relevance - High

BOUZOUR was highly relevant to Lebanon’s crisis-affected agricultural market system and to the economic realities of
Lebanese host communities and Syrian refugees. Agriculture was an appropriate sector because Lebanese farmers, agri-
food SMEs, cooperatives, service providers, Syrian seasonal and permanent agricultural workers, and women workers
are all present in this market. This made agriculture a practical entry point for inclusive livelihoods, decent work and
enterprise resilience.

The project was most relevant where it addressed concrete constraints that actors already felt: productivity, water and
energy efficiency, greenhouse working conditions, market access, certification, business skills and post-harvest quality.
These were not abstract development topics. They were problems that farmers, workers, service providers and
enterprises had to deal with in daily economic life.

Relevance to Syrian workers and women was also clear, but more difficult to translate into strong worker-side pathways.
Agriculture in Lebanon is highly informal. Worker representation is weak. Syrian workers are vulnerable and often have
limited bargaining power. This meant that decent work could be addressed where it was connected to productivity,
OSH, quality or buyer requirements, but it was harder to build a strong independent worker-voice pathway.

Coherence - Medium-high overall; high strategic coherence

BOUZOUR was strategically coherent. It aligned well with ILO’s Decent Work mandate, AIMS, sustainable enterprises,
productive employment, social justice and just transition priorities. It also aligned with Sida’s focus on resilience,
livelihoods, inclusion, market systems and the humanitarian-development-peace nexus in Lebanon. The project
addressed the right types of market-system functions: access to technology, climate-smart services, certification,
market access, business skills, energy, recruitment, OSH and decent work.

Internal ILO coherence was strong. The project coordinated with relevant ILO project teams and technical structures,
including DWT, ROAS and AIMS backstopping. This supported a practical OnelLO approach by linking market systems,
sustainable enterprise development, OSH, gender, decent work and just transition perspectives. It also kept relevant
ILO structures informed on progress and results.

The main coherence weakness was not strategic. It was operational portfolio integration. Several pathways were

relevant and worked on complementary functions, but they often operated in parallel rather than as one deliberately
connected portfolio. Solar addressed energy, greenhouse upgrades addressed technology and OSH, cherry addressed



certification and export access, IYAB addressed business skills, PlantLab addressed recruitment, and QOOT addressed
structured sourcing. These are coherent functions, but they were not always strongly linked around shared bottlenecks
such as finance, market access, certification, labour services or buyer requirements.

Access to finance was the clearest unresolved cross-portfolio connector. The project did test affordability, rental,
shared-use and de-risking approaches. Still, Lebanon’s financial crisis, frozen liquidity and weak feasibility of
conventional finance made this a structural constraint. This affected solar adoption, cold chain, greenhouse upgrades,
SmartLand uptake, cherry post-harvest investment and scale-up of promising models.

Effectiveness - Medium-high

BOUZOUR was effective in delivering outputs and exceeding formal targets. The project reported 274 farms with
improved productivity or working conditions against a target of 60; 146 farmers connected to new market opportunities
against a target of 50; 490 farmers enabled to benefit from solar-powered productive infrastructure or services against
a target of 100; and 303 farmers and small agri-businesses capacitated to better manage their operations against a
target of 200. These are strong delivery results in a highly constrained context.

The effectiveness rating is medium-high rather than simply high because target achievement does not automatically
mean mature systemic change. The project did what it said it would do, and in many cases exceeded planned targets.
However, immediate outcome-level behaviour change varied across pathways. Some pathways generated strong
behaviour-change evidence. Others delivered outputs but still need more evidence of continued adoption, adaptation
or scale.

The strongest evidence of behaviour change and early systemic signals was found in greenhouse upgrades, SmartLand
climate-smart services and IYAB/SIYB institutional anchoring. These pathways had clearer actor incentives, more visible
benefits and stronger continuation logic. They show why BOUZOUR was more than a standard delivery project.

Greenhouse upgrades were one of the strongest pathways. The intervention linked affordable local manufacturing with
farmer productivity and improved working conditions. Farmers had a practical reason to adopt the upgrades because
they improved ventilation, usable planting space, movement and heat-related working conditions. Local manufacturers
also had a reason to continue because the model opened a possible commercial service line in agriculture. This created
a credible market relationship, not only a one-off transfer of equipment.

SmartlLand climate-smart agriculture also showed strong evidence. The project helped reduce farmer uncertainty
around sensor-based irrigation and fertigation. The business case was linked to water, fertiliser, energy and productivity
benefits. BOUZOUR did not create SmartLand’s commercial growth from zero because SmartLand was already an
existing provider. Its contribution is better understood as strengthening the evidence base, farmer confidence and
market uptake around an existing actor.

IYAB/SIYB showed a strong institutional signal. The project trained and anchored an agribusiness-adapted training offer
through trainers, institutions and MoET-related processes. This is important because institutional anchoring can
continue beyond direct project delivery. However, participant-level business outcomes still need longer-term follow-up
to show how far training translated into durable business performance.

The cherry pathway was promising, but it was the most complex intervention area. It should not be understood as a
weaker version of the greenhouse pathway. Cherry export upgrading required coordinated change across farmer-
exporter relationships, cooperative functions, production quality, post-harvest handling, certification, phytosanitary
compliance, buyer engagement, market positioning and decent work practices. BOUZOUR made important progress in
repositioning selected cherry actors toward higher-value markets. However, systemic transformation in cherry cannot
yet be confirmed because it requires repeated seasons, consistent quality, certification use, buyer continuity, farmer
benefits and embedded decent work mechanisms.

Solar energy access was highly relevant but showed weaker evidence of direct farmer-level adoption. The technical
assessment pathway reduced information gaps and helped farmers understand investment options, but affordability,
liquidity and capital access remained binding barriers. Most of the reported outreach under the solar outcome came
from shared or rental productive solar infrastructure. This is a promising response to the finance constraint, but it is
different from 490 individual farmers buying or installing solar systems. Scale remains dependent on finance and capital
access.

Efficiency - High at portfolio and management level

BOUZOUR was efficient at portfolio and management level. It delivered strongly through a lean team, adaptive
management and strong ILO technical backstopping. The project exceeded logframe targets despite extreme operating
conditions and repeated crisis-related disruption. The hybrid AIMS model - facilitation combined with targeted de-
risking - was appropriate for Lebanon’s compound crisis context.

In line with the agreed evaluation questions, efficiency was assessed primarily at portfolio, outcome and management-
structure level. The evaluation does not rank each intervention by cost per beneficiary or cost per systemic result,
because the pathways differed in maturity, risk, leverage potential and time needed for change to materialise. This is a
fairer way to assess a diverse AIMS portfolio.



The main efficiency caveat concerns MRM and real-time steering. Result chains and documentation helped reconstruct
contribution, but they could have been used earlier and more systematically as a management tool. In a crisis context,
MRM should help teams decide what to scale, adapt, pause or stop. It should not only support reporting after the fact.

Impact orientation and sustainability - Medium / conditional

BOUZOUR had strong impact orientation and generated credible AAER progression in several pathways. The strongest
pathways were greenhouse upgrades, SmartLand climate-smart services and IYAB/SIYB institutional anchoring. These
showed strong adoption and early adaptation signals, and they had clearer commercial or institutional incentives for
continuation.

BOUZOUR was impact-oriented to the extent that could reasonably be expected at the time of design and
implementation. As implementation progressed, however, the more complex transformational pathways revealed
additional constraints around finance, certification, buyer relationships, labour practices and market continuity. This
does not weaken the project’s performance; it explains why several promising pathways now require further
consolidation and repeated market testing before their full systemic potential can be confirmed.

Sustainability is strongest where actors can see a practical reason to continue. Farmers need visible returns. Service
providers need a business case. Institutions need ownership and capacity. Buyers and exporters need quality, reliability
and commercial value. This is why greenhouse upgrades and SmartLand look relatively stronger: the economic logic is
visible. It is also why IYAB/SIYB has a credible institutional pathway.

Other pathways are promising but more conditional. Cherry export upgrading has strong systemic potential, but needs
repeated seasons and more stable market conditions. Solar rental and shared-use models respond to the affordability
problem, but need capital and finance to scale. Recruitment and worker-service innovations remain early-stage. QOOT
and structured sourcing were relevant, but need stronger evidence of continuation and wider uptake.

The absence of full systemic transformation at project closure should not be read as weak performance. The project
was short and operated through rolling crises. AIMS programming needs time for actors to test, adapt, invest, repeat
and respond. BOUZOUR has created useful foundations, but several foundations now need consolidation.

Cross-cutting issues and just transition - meaningful but uneven

BOUZOUR'’s cross-cutting results were meaningful but uneven. Gender and decent work were strongest where they
were embedded in real economic roles and actor incentives. Greenhouse upgrades improved working conditions
because better ventilation, movement and lower heat stress were connected to a productivity-oriented upgrade model.
IYAB/SIYB had strong women’s participation and created a practical entry point for women’s agribusiness skills. Cherry
created relevant decent work and child labour entry points, but these require in-season verification and stronger
responsibilities across cooperatives, exporters, buyers and public actors.

The project should be understood through a just transition lens rather than as a project pursuing standalone
environmental objectives. Climate-smart agriculture, solar energy and green jobs were most relevant where they
contributed to productivity, enterprise resilience, safer or better work, resource efficiency and longer-term economic
viability. This framing is consistent with ILO’s mandate.

Disability inclusion and worker voice were weaker. This reflects both project design and structural constraints in
Lebanese agriculture. Future programming should make these areas more explicit through accessible training, outreach,
monitoring, worker consultations, seasonal worker feedback mechanisms, OSH focal points and stronger links between
buyer requirements, cooperative practices and decent work safeguards.

Overall conclusion

BOUZOUR should be assessed positively. It was highly relevant, strategically coherent, effective in delivery,
efficient at portfolio level and impact-oriented. Its team and partners achieved strong results in an unusually
difficult context. The project also generated credible early systemic signals in several pathways.

At the same time, the most accurate judgement is not that BOUZOUR completed full systemic transformation
across the entire portfolio. The better judgement is that BOUZOUR opened and tested several relevant market-
system pathways, proved that some are viable, and showed which conditions are still nheeded for scale and
sustainability. A focused follow-up or consolidation phase would be justified, especially for the strongest and
most promising pathways.

2.3. RECOMMENDATIONS, LESSONS LEARNED AND GOOD PRACTICES

Main recommendations

Recommendation 1. Launch a focused BOUZOUR follow-up / consolidation phase around fewer, better-connected
intervention pathways.

A next phase should build on the strongest and most promising pathways, but should avoid spreading effort across too
many parallel activities. It should focus on pathways where actor incentives, technical assistance, market access, quality
assurance, finance, institutional ownership and decent work requirements reinforce each other. Potential examples



include upgraded and climate-smart horticulture, productive energy and cold-chain solutions linked to concrete
investment cases, agribusiness skills and women’s enterprise development, and cherry export and certification
consolidation.

Recommendation 2. Test and address access to finance where it prevents adoption and scale.

Future programming should not treat access to finance as a generic add-on. It should identify where finance is the actual
binding constraint and link support to concrete investment decisions and realistic business returns. Possible models may
include asset leasing, buyer-backed or exporter-backed finance, seasonal repayment, cooperative-based repayment or
other locally feasible arrangements. More complex instruments should only be considered after feasibility testing in
Lebanon’s constrained financial context.

Recommendation 3. Match intervention ambition to project duration and management expectations.

Complex value-chain transformation pathways, such as cherry export and certification, should not be expected to
deliver completed systemic transformation within a short crisis-phase project. This does not mean that such pathways
are inappropriate. It means that expectations must be calibrated. They should be framed as proof-of-concept or early
consolidation work unless the project has enough time, resources and stable seasons to test repeated performance and
scale.

Recommendation 4. Use project documentation as an adaptive management system, not only as donor reporting.

Future AIMS programming should establish intervention-level documentation systems from the start. These should
include result chains, assumptions, adoption and behaviour-change indicators, AAER signals, evidence-confidence
ratings, cost and leverage tracking, and periodic portfolio reviews. Monitoring should help teams decide what to scale,
adapt, pause or stop.

Recommendation 5. Embed decent work, gender, worker voice and just transition objectives in economic and
institutional incentives.

Future programming should continue one of BOUZOUR’s strongest features: linking gender, decent work and just
transition to real economic and institutional incentives. Gender should remain connected to women’s actual roles as
workers, farmers, agri-entrepreneurs and household economic decision-makers. Decent work should be embedded in
productivity, OSH, worker reliability, product quality, certification, buyer requirements and service quality. Worker
voice, child labour monitoring and disability inclusion should be made more explicit.

Main lessons learned and good practices

Lesson 1. Access to finance and visible business returns are critical for sustainability.

Market systems interventions gain stronger traction where actors can see a clear link between investment and
expected return. In BOUZOUR, this was clearest in greenhouse upgrades and selected climate-smart agriculture
services. By contrast, models requiring higher upfront investment or longer payback periods - such as solar
installation, cold-chain infrastructure, YY ReGen rental scale-up or cherry post-harvest investment - remained
more conditional. Where finance remains unresolved, technical relevance may not translate into adoption or
scale.

Lesson 2. Complex value-chain transformation requires sufficient time and repeated market cycles.

The cherry pathway shows that value-chain upgrading cannot be fully assessed through one-off pilots or a single
season. Each season tests sourcing, quality, logistics, buyer relationships, labour needs and climate risks in
different ways. Short projects can test relationships and generate proof of concept, but resilience develops when
farmers, cooperatives, exporters, buyers and institutions have enough time to adapt across multiple seasons.

Lesson 3. Decent work is more likely to be sustained when embedded in economic and institutional incentives.

Decent work outcomes are more likely to continue when they are linked to productivity, OSH, quality, buyer
requirements, certification, worker reliability or service quality. Greenhouse upgrades showed this most clearly.
Cherry and other seasonal labour pathways also created relevant entry points, but these require stronger
monitoring, repeated enforcement and clearer roles for cooperatives, exporters, buyers and public actors.

Emerging good practice 1. Locally sourced affordable greenhouse upgrades as a practical access-to-technology solution.

The affordable greenhouse upgrade model is an emerging good practice because it addressed an access-to-technology
constraint through local market actors rather than imported solutions or project-delivered equipment. Farmers needed
lower-cost improvements that could increase productivity and improve production conditions. Local manufacturers had
an opportunity to develop a new commercial service line. Workers, including Syrian women workers, benefited from
improved ventilation, reduced heat stress, easier movement and a safer working environment.

The model is important because it linked access to technology, commercial continuation potential and decent work
benefits within one intervention logic. It also created a more interactive relationship between farmers and local



manufacturers, where farmers could give feedback on design, quality and practical improvements. The practice remains
emerging rather than fully proven because scale is still limited and continuation depends on farmer demand,
manufacturer quality, affordability and finance.

Emerging good practice 2. Using cherry export upgrading to combine market access, certification and decent work entry
points.

The cherry pathway is an emerging good practice because it used export upgrading as an entry point to connect several
functions that are often treated separately: market access, product quality, certification, traceability, post-harvest
handling and decent work. This was especially relevant because higher-value markets require not only better products,
but also more reliable production, clearer sourcing arrangements and stronger compliance with buyer expectations.

The practice is promising because it shows how decent work and child labour concerns can be linked to commercial
incentives, rather than handled only through awareness raising. Certification, buyer requirements and export readiness
can create practical reasons for farmers, cooperatives and exporters to improve production and labour practices.
However, this remains an emerging practice because it requires repeated seasonal validation, stronger in-season
monitoring and continued buyer and exporter engagement before its full systemic potential can be confirmed.

Emerging good practice 3. Using sector and value-chain selection as an inclusion strategy.

BOUZOUR showed that inclusion can be strengthened when a project deliberately selects sectors and parts of value
chains where target groups are already economically present and where market incentives can support their
participation. This is important because inclusion is not only about adding vulnerable groups to activities. It is also about
choosing intervention spaces where women, refugees, small farmers, workers and agri-entrepreneurs have realistic
roles and can benefit through market change.

This practice is relevant for future AIMS and MSD programming because it links inclusion to intervention design from
the start. In BOUZOUR, agriculture, greenhouse work, cherry production, agribusiness skills and selected service
pathways created different entry points for Lebanese host communities, Syrian refugees, women workers and small
producers. The practice remains context-specific, but the transferable lesson is clear: projects should select sectors and
value-chain functions not only for growth potential, but also for where decent work, gender equality and inclusion can
realistically be advanced.



3. Project Background

3.1. Country and sector context

Lebanon has faced a prolonged compound crisis since 2019, including economic collapse, currency depreciation,
institutional fragility, inflation, declining purchasing power, and disruptions to basic services and infrastructure. These
conditions have directly affected the agriculture and agri-food sectors, where farmers, workers, cooperatives, small
enterprises and service providers face rising input costs, unstable demand, weak access to finance, energy shortages,
limited public extension capacity and increasing climate-related pressures.

In practical terms, this meant that BOUZOUR was implemented in an environment where many market actors could not
take investment decisions in the way assumed in more stable market systems programmes. The banking sector was
effectively dysfunctional, liquidity was severely constrained, and even actors who could see a credible business case
often faced high uncertainty around security, displacement, demand, input prices, exchange rates and agricultural
seasons. The escalation of conflict in 2024 and renewed escalation in March 2026 further disrupted access, mobility and
business planning. These conditions are therefore important for interpreting both what the project achieved and why
some promising models remained at early adoption or consolidation stage rather than reaching full scale or
sustainability by closure.

Agriculture remains an important livelihood sector for both Lebanese host communities and Syrian refugees. It provides
income opportunities for farmers, agri-food small and medium-sized enterprises, cooperatives, seasonal workers and
permanent agricultural workers. However, the sector is characterized by informality, weak labour protection, limited
access to quality services, fragmented market linkages, and uneven capacity to meet quality, certification and export
requirements. Syrian workers, including women, are heavily represented in agricultural labour, but often face precarious
employment, low wages, limited bargaining power, weak representation and exposure to unsafe working conditions.

The project was implemented during a period of continued instability and, from 2024 onwards, escalating conflict and
displacement. Security constraints affected access to parts of South Lebanon and the Bekaa, requiring the project and
the evaluation to adapt implementation and data collection modalities. The crisis context shaped both the relevance
and feasibility of the project’s market systems approach: it increased the importance of agricultural livelihoods and
decent work, but also constrained the ability of market actors to invest, take risks and sustain new models without some
form of de-risking or institutional support.

3.2. Project purpose, logic and objectives

BOUZOUR — Building Inclusive Markets and Decent Work for Syrian Refugees and Lebanese Host Communities — was
implemented by the International Labour Organization with funding from the Swedish International Development
Cooperation Agency. The project aimed to promote inclusive market systems and decent work in Lebanon’s agriculture
and agri-food sectors, with a focus on Lebanese host communities and Syrian refugees, including women.

The project applied ILO’s Approach to Inclusive Market Systems. Rather than relying primarily on direct delivery to
beneficiaries, BOUZOUR sought to work through market actors, public institutions, service providers, cooperatives and
private-sector partners to improve the functioning of agricultural market systems. Its logic was to identify constraints
that limit productivity, market access, decent work and resilience, and then facilitate changes in services, business
models, institutional capacities and market relationships that could continue beyond project support.

The project was structured around four outcome areas. Outcome 1 focused on improving productivity and decent
working conditions in covered horticulture through greenhouse upgrades, climate-smart practices, occupational safety
and health and contract farming. Outcome 2 focused on upgrading farmers and agri-businesses in the cherry value chain
and linking them to new market opportunities, including export readiness, certification and post-harvest improvements.
Outcome 3 focused on enabling farmers to access and use solar energy solutions for agricultural electricity needs.
Outcome 4 focused on strengthening the management capacity of farmers and small agri-businesses through Improve
Your Agribusiness and SIYB-related institutional anchoring.

3.3. Theory of Change and AIMS approach

The project’s Theory of Change was based on a market systems logic. If ILO facilitated changes among commercial and
institutional actors in the agriculture sector, and if these actors had sufficient commercial or institutional incentives to
continue new practices, then farmers, workers and agri-businesses would gain improved access to technologies,
services, markets, skills, energy solutions and decent work entry points. These changes were expected to contribute to
more inclusive and resilient agricultural livelihoods for Lebanese and Syrian target groups.
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The project’s AIMS logic combined “push” and “pull” elements. Push-side interventions aimed to strengthen the
capacity of farmers, workers and small agri-businesses to engage more effectively in markets, including through
business skills, occupational safety and health, and market information. Pull-side interventions aimed to improve the
functioning of markets and value chains by working with manufacturers, exporters, service providers, cooperatives,
institutions and sector actors to create better opportunities for target groups.

During implementation, the Theory of Change evolved in response to Lebanon’s crisis context. In practice, the project
applied a hybrid AIMS model: it retained a facilitative market systems orientation, while also using targeted and time-
bound support to reduce risk where market actors were unable to invest or adopt new practices under crisis conditions.
This adaptation was particularly relevant in areas such as greenhouse upgrades, solar energy, climate-smart agriculture
and cherry export readiness, where market actors saw potential benefits but faced liquidity, risk and coordination
constraints.

For the final evaluation, the key question was therefore not only whether activities were delivered, but whether
supported actors changed their practices, whether these changes had credible commercial or institutional incentives,
and whether there were early signs of adoption, adaptation, expansion or response beyond direct project support.

3.4. Geographic coverage and target groups

BOUZOUR operated in agricultural areas of Lebanon where the selected value chains and target groups were present,
including Akkar, Bekaa, Mount Lebanon and other locations linked to project interventions and partners. Geographic
implementation evolved in response to security conditions, partner presence, sector opportunities and feasibility of
access. Conflict escalation and access restrictions affected implementation and evaluation coverage, particularly in
South Lebanon and parts of the Bekaa.

The project targeted Lebanese farmers, agri-food SMEs, cooperatives, service providers and agricultural workers, as
well as Syrian refugees working in or linked to agricultural value chains. Women were an important target group,
especially Syrian women working in greenhouses, women agri-business owners and women participating in [YAB/SIYB
activities. The project also engaged market actors and institutions whose behaviour was expected to shape access to
services, markets, technology, skills, energy and decent work improvements.

3.5. Management structure and implementation arrangements

The project was managed by ILO in Lebanon with technical backstopping from ILO regional and technical specialists,
including AIMS and decent work expertise. Implementation was carried out through a combination of direct ILO
facilitation, implementing partners, technical experts, private-sector actors, cooperatives, chambers, ministries and
service providers.

The implementation model relied on a lean project team supported by ILO technical advisors and partners. This
structure allowed flexibility and adaptation in a volatile context, but also placed high demands on coordination,
monitoring and partner management. Project interventions were implemented through a range of partnerships,
including greenhouse manufacturers and technical partners, SmartLand and other climate-smart service providers,
QOOT and agri-food SMEs, cherry exporters and cooperatives, solar-sector actors, LSES, YY ReGen, MoA, MoET and
IYAB/SIYB training institutions.

3.6. Funding arrangements

The project was funded by the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency, with a total budget of
approximately USD 3.54 million. The budget supported implementation across the four outcome areas, including
technical assistance, partner engagement, training, research, tools, pilots, capacity building and project management.
Budget data were structured primarily by outcome area in line with the project document, donor agreement and
standard ILO administrative practice. The evaluation therefore reviewed budget and expenditure information mainly at
aggregate and outcome level, consistent with the agreed efficiency questions.

3.7. Main implementation milestones and adaptations

BOUZOUR was implemented from July 2023 to March 2026. The inception phase translated the original project strategy
into concrete intervention pathways and confirmed the focus on selected agricultural market systems and value chains.
During implementation, the project supported affordable greenhouse upgrade models, climate-smart irrigation and
fertigation services, QOOT contract farming, cherry export and certification pathways, solar assessment and rental
models, and IYAB/SIYB institutional anchoring.

The project adapted repeatedly to Lebanon’s changing context. It adjusted geographic priorities in response to conflict
and access constraints, refined intervention pathways based on market feasibility, and combined facilitation with



targeted support where market actors could not absorb risk. The most significant adaptations included repositioning
work in covered horticulture towards affordable greenhouse upgrades, developing cherry export and certification
pathways under difficult market conditions, testing solar models despite finance constraints, and anchoring IYAB/SIYB
through institutional mechanisms.

By project closure, several interventions had exceeded formal output targets and generated credible early signs of
behaviour change. However, the degree of maturity varied across intervention pathways. Some models had clear
commercial or institutional continuation prospects, while others remained dependent on finance, repeated seasonal
validation, buyer continuity, institutional follow-through or further market actor investment.



4. Evaluation Background

4.1. Purpose and intended use of the evaluation

This independent final evaluation was commissioned by the ILO to assess the performance, relevance, coherence,
effectiveness, efficiency, impact orientation and sustainability of the BOUZOUR project over its full implementation
period. The evaluation has both accountability and learning purposes.

From an accountability perspective, the evaluation assesses the extent to which BOUZOUR delivered against its
intended objectives, outputs and outcomes, and how far reported results are supported by available evidence. It also
assesses whether the project was relevant to the needs of target groups and stakeholders, coherent with ILO, Sida and
national priorities, efficiently managed, and likely to generate sustainable results.

From a learning perspective, the evaluation aims to identify lessons for future ILO and Sida programming in Lebanon
and similar fragile or crisis-affected market systems. Particular attention is given to the application of ILO’s Approach to
Inclusive Market Systems in a context of economic crisis, conflict, displacement, liquidity constraints and institutional
fragility. The evaluation also seeks to generate learning on the use of hybrid AIMS models, where facilitation is combined
with targeted de-risking or time-bound support to enable market actors to test and adopt new practices.

The evaluation is intended to inform ILO, Sida, national stakeholders, implementing partners and future programme
designers. It also contributes to wider ILO learning on inclusive market systems, decent work in agriculture, gender-
responsive programming, tripartite engagement and results measurement in fragile contexts.

4.2. Scope and evaluation clients

The evaluation covers the full implementation period of BOUZOUR from July 2023 to March 2026. It examines all four
outcome areas: covered horticulture and greenhouse upgrades, climate-smart agriculture and contract farming; cherry
value chain upgrading, export readiness and certification; solar energy access for agriculture; and IYAB/SIYB agribusiness
skills and institutional anchoring.

The evaluation covers the main geographic areas where the project operated or where relevant stakeholders were
located, including Akkar, Bekaa, Mount Lebanon and Beirut-based institutions and partners. Due to the security
situation, South Lebanon and some conflict-affected locations could not be covered through direct fieldwork. Where
field access was not possible, the evaluation relied on remote interviews, project documentation, partner data and
triangulation with other stakeholder perspectives.

The primary clients of the evaluation are ILO and Sida. Other users include the ILO Regional Office for Arab States, ILO
technical backstopping units, project staff, national ministries, social partners, implementing partners, private-sector
actors, cooperatives, service providers, and future ILO or donor-supported programmes working on agriculture,
livelihoods, market systems and decent work in Lebanon.

4.3. Evaluation timeline and process

The evaluation process began with a kick-off meeting with ILO on 4 May 2026. The inception phase included a desk
review, reconstruction of the project Theory of Change, finalisation of the Evaluation Question Matrix, design of data
collection tools and agreement on the revised sample and data collection approach. The inception report was submitted
and approved in May 2026.

Primary data collection was conducted during May 2026 through a combination of remote and in-person methods. The
evaluation team conducted key informant interviews with ILO staff, Sida, government counterparts, implementing
partners, private-sector actors, technical experts, workers’ organisations, cooperatives and service providers. Focus
group discussions and group interviews were conducted with selected farmers, workers, agri-business owners and
project participants, subject to feasibility, security and stakeholder availability.

Preliminary findings were discussed with ILO and project stakeholders during the data collection and analysis phase to
test emerging interpretations, identify additional evidence and clarify caveated findings. A formal stakeholder validation
presentation was scheduled separately for 18 June.



4.4, Evaluation criteria and questions

The evaluation was structured around the OECD-DAC criteria of relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact
orientation and sustainability, with cross-cutting issues integrated throughout the analysis. These included gender
equality and non-discrimination, disability inclusion, tripartism and social dialogue, international labour standards,
decent work, environmental sustainability and medium- and long-term effects of capacity development.

The evaluation questions were agreed in the inception phase through the Evaluation Question Matrix. The matrix
translated the Terms of Reference into criterion-specific questions and sub-questions and linked each question to
indicators, data sources, methods and analysis approaches. The evaluation also integrated AIMS-specific questions
under each criterion to assess whether the project generated credible evidence of market actor behaviour change,
systemic-change signals and sustainability.

In line with the AIMS and market systems logic, the evaluation did not treat output achievement alone as sufficient
evidence of success. It distinguished between activity delivery, adoption by direct participants, behaviour change by
market and institutional actors, early systemic signals, and mature systemic transformation. This distinction was
particularly important for interpreting results in intervention pathways such as cherry export and certification, solar
energy access, greenhouse upgrades, SmartLand climate-smart services and IYAB/SIYB institutional anchoring.



5. Methodology

5.1. Evaluation approach

The evaluation used a mixed-methods, theory-based approach anchored in contribution analysis. This approach was
selected because BOUZOUR operated in a complex, crisis-affected and multi-actor environment, where observed
changes cannot be attributed to the project alone in a strict experimental sense. The project worked alongside other
donor, government, private-sector and humanitarian actors, and its results were also affected by external factors such
as economic crisis, conflict, inflation, liquidity constraints, seasonal agricultural dynamics and market disruptions.

Contribution analysis was therefore used to assess whether BOUZOUR plausibly contributed to observed changes, and
through which mechanisms. The evaluation reconstructed the project’s Theory of Change and examined whether the
expected causal pathways were supported by evidence. It also considered alternative explanations, including broader
market trends, partner initiatives, donor-funded activities, conflict-related shocks and pre-existing commercial
incentives among market actors.

The evaluation applied the OECD-DAC criteria of relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact orientation and
sustainability. It also applied an AIMS/market systems lens to distinguish between activity delivery, adoption by direct
participants, behaviour change by market and institutional actors, early systemic signals, and mature systemic
transformation. The Adopt—Adapt—Expand—Respond framework® was used as a practical analytical lens to assess
whether interventions generated evidence of wider market-system change beyond direct project-supported actors.

5.2. Data collection methods

The evaluation combined document review, key informant interviews, focus group discussions and analysis of project
monitoring and results data.

The document reviews covered project design documents, progress reports, the inception report, the mid-term review,
intervention briefs, result chains, studies, technical reports, logframe data, partner reports, financial and budget
information, and relevant ILO, Sida and contextual documents. The document review was used to reconstruct the
project logic, assess reported results, identify evidence gaps and prepare the Evaluation Question Matrix and data
collection tools.

Key informant interviews were conducted with ILO staff, Sida, government counterparts, implementing partners,
technical experts, private-sector actors, cooperatives, workers’ organisations and service providers. Interviews were
semi-structured and adapted to the respondent’s role and knowledge of specific interventions. They were used to
understand project design, implementation, partnerships, adaptation, observed changes, sustainability prospects,
evidence quality and alternative explanations.

Focus group discussions and group interviews were conducted with selected project participants and beneficiary groups,
including farmers, workers, agri-business owners and SMEs, where feasible. These discussions were particularly
important for capturing beneficiary perspectives on relevance, working conditions, income changes, access to services,
business practice changes, gender-related outcomes and sustainability of supported practices.

The evaluation also reviewed quantitative and monitoring data where available, including logframe indicators, outreach
figures, project-reported results, partner-reported results and intervention-level evidence. These data were used
cautiously and triangulated where possible, especially where figures were based on project or partner reporting.

5.3. Sampling and stakeholder participation

The evaluation used purposive sampling to ensure coverage of all four outcome areas, key stakeholder categories and
the main evaluation questions. Priority was given to stakeholders and interventions with the highest evidentiary value
for assessing relevance, effectiveness, systemic-change potential and sustainability. The sample included ILO and Sida
stakeholders, government and institutional actors, implementing partners, market actors, cooperatives, service
providers, workers’ organisations and project participants.

Stakeholder participation was designed to support both accountability and learning. The evaluation sought to include

perspectives from project management, technical backstopping, donor, government, private sector, workers’
organisations, farmers, workers and women participants. The national consultant led or supported Arabic-language
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engagement with local stakeholders and beneficiaries, which helped ensure that farmers, workers and women
participants could express their views in an appropriate language and format.

The final sample was shaped by security conditions, time constraints, availability of stakeholders and feasibility of
arranging group discussions. Where originally planned focus group discussions or in-person meetings were not feasible,
the evaluation used smaller group interviews, remote interviews or triangulation through other sources. The evaluation
therefore treated evidence depth as uneven across interventions and reflected this in the confidence assigned to
findings.

Cross-cutting issues were integrated into the evaluation through sampling, data collection tools and analysis. The
sample included women and men, Lebanese and Syrian respondents, farmers, workers, agri-business owners,
institutions, private-sector actors and workers’ organisations. Interview and FGD guides included questions on gender
equality, non-discrimination, decent work, OSH, child labour, environmental sustainability, conflict sensitivity, social
dialogue and inclusion. Disability inclusion was reviewed through documentation and interview evidence where
available. These issues were analysed across the OECD-DAC criteria and consolidated in the dedicated cross-cutting
section.

5.4. Data analysis and evidence confidence

Data analysis was structured around the Evaluation Question Matrix agreed during the inception phase. Evidence was
organised by OECD-DAC criterion, project outcome, intervention pathway and cross-cutting theme. For each major
finding, the evaluation assessed the type and strength of evidence available, including whether evidence was based on
project reporting, partner reporting, beneficiary perspectives, independent technical assessments, stakeholder
interviews, focus group discussions or triangulated sources.

The evaluation distinguished between three levels of evidence: project-reported results, independently triangulated
evidence, and evaluator judgement. Project-reported results were not rejected, but they were treated as requiring
interpretation and, where possible, validation through other sources. Triangulated evidence was considered stronger
where similar findings were supported by multiple independent sources, such as documents, Klls, FGDs and quantitative
data. Evaluator judgement was used to synthesize findings, assess plausibility, identify caveats and distinguish between
direct delivery, behaviour change and systemic-change signals.

Evidence confidence varied by intervention. Findings were considered stronger where there was consistent evidence
from documents, project data, technical reports, market actors and beneficiary perspectives. Findings were treated as
more caveated where evidence relied heavily on project or partner reporting, where field validation was limited, where
changes were highly seasonal, where attribution was difficult, or where results depended on future market or
institutional behaviour.

This evidence-confidence approach was particularly important for interpreting cherry export and certification, solar
conversion, SmartLand attribution, child labour and worker outcomes, sustainability of market actor behaviour change,
and claims of systemic change.

5.5. Ethics and safeguards

The evaluation was conducted in line with ILO evaluation standards and ethical principles. Participation in interviews
and group discussions was voluntary. Respondents were informed about the purpose of the evaluation, how
information would be used, and their right to decline to answer questions or withdraw from the discussion. Individual
responses were treated confidentially and findings are reported in a way that avoids attributing sensitive statements to
named individuals unless explicitly appropriate and already part of an institutional record.

Particular care was taken in discussing sensitive topics such as Syrian refugee labour, working conditions, child labour,
informality, wages, recruitment practices and relations between Lebanese host communities and Syrian workers.
Questions were framed in a conflict-sensitive and non-accusatory manner. With non-institutional respondents, the
evaluation avoided unnecessary technical terminology and focused on concrete experiences, observed changes and
perceptions of benefits or constraints.

The evaluation also considered gender and inclusion safeguards. Arabic-language engagement and local facilitation
were used to support participation by local stakeholders and women beneficiaries. Where direct field access or group
discussions were not appropriate or feasible, remote or smaller-scale alternatives were used to reduce risk and avoid
placing respondents under unnecessary burden.

Informed consent was obtained verbally before interviews and focus group discussions. Respondents were informed

about the purpose of the evaluation, voluntary participation, confidentiality and how information would be used. The
evaluation was conducted in line with ILO’s code of conduct, evaluation ethical standards and do-no-harm principles.



5.6. Limitations

The most significant limitation was the compression of the evaluation timeframe. The assignment was implemented
within a fixed level of effort shared between two consultants and against a submission deadline of 20th June. Although
the original calendar window anticipated an earlier start, the evaluation effectively began on 4 May, leaving a
substantially shorter period for inception, data collection, analysis and reporting than initially envisaged. This
compressed calendar required the evaluation team, in agreement with ILO, to revise the sample at inception from the
proposal’s 30 Klls and 10 FGDs to a minimum of 15 KlIs , and at least 5 FGDs.

Within this compressed window, the evaluation still completed 28 Klls and all 7 FGDs, meeting or exceeding the revised
sample targets across all four outcomes and six DAC criteria. One planned technical KII (OSH guidelines expert, K14)
could not be scheduled; OSH evidence was instead triangulated through the greenhouse implementing partner, the
Ministry of Agriculture and worker FGDs. The compressed timeframe nonetheless reduced the depth of evidence
achievable for some pathways, especially those requiring seasonal verification, follow-up with market actors or
validation of post-project continuation. Findings are therefore qualified accordingly throughout the report.

Security conditions affected the evaluation’s geographic coverage. South Lebanon and some conflict-affected areas
could not be covered through direct fieldwork. As a result, the evaluation relied on remote interviews, documents,
project and partner data, and triangulation with other stakeholder perspectives for those areas. This reduced the ability
to directly observe working conditions, technology use, solar installations, farm practices or post-harvest infrastructure
in some locations.

Some results were seasonal and could not be fully validated within the evaluation timeframe. This was particularly
relevant for the cherry value chain, where worker conditions, child labour, wages, quality performance, export
relationships and buyer continuity are best assessed during or across multiple harvest seasons. One cherry worker focus
group discussion was conducted outside the harvest season, which limited direct validation of some labour-related
findings.

The evaluation also faced attribution limitations. Several market actors supported by the project were already active
before BOUZOUR, and some changes may reflect their own commercial trajectory, broader market dynamics or other
external support. This is particularly relevant for interpreting growth claims related to SmartLand, cherry exporters,
solar providers and institutional partners. The evaluation therefore uses contribution language and avoids attributing
all observed changes solely to BOUZOUR.

Budget data were structured primarily by outcome area rather than by intervention model. This limited the evaluation’s
ability to assess intervention-level cost-efficiency. Efficiency findings are therefore stronger at portfolio and
management-structure level than at the level of individual intervention cost-effectiveness.

Finally, the evaluation did not treat limited evidence as equivalent to weak performance. In several cases, especially
cherry, solar and selected decent work outcomes, the project may have generated promising results, but the evaluation
could not fully verify their maturity, scale or sustainability within the available timeframe. Findings are therefore
caveated where evidence is partial, early, seasonal or dependent on future market and institutional behaviour.



6. Findings

6.1. Relevance

Summary judgement: Relevance was high overall, but stronger for farmers, SMEs, service providers and government
institutions than for formal worker-side participation. BOUZOUR selected a highly relevant livelihood sector and
addressed binding constraints affecting Lebanese farmers, agri-food SMEs and Syrian agricultural workers, especially
women in greenhouse labour. However, some of the most important worker-side constraints — informality,
representation, legal status and enforcement — were only partially addressable through the project design.

The evaluation assessed relevance against the following questions: whether BOUZOUR addressed the priority needs
and constraints of target groups and sector stakeholders; whether the design was responsive to Lebanese and Syrian
farmers and workers, including women; whether the AIMS approach remained relevant as the context changed;
whether Syrian women workers were prioritised and reached; whether the design reflected ILO constituents’ priorities;
and whether the Theory of Change was logical and appropriate.

Table 1. Relevance by target group and pathway

Target group / stakeholder  Relevance Rationale
judgement
Lebanese farmers High Directly addressed productivity, input costs, climate risk, energy constraints, market access and
farm-level business practices.
Agri-food SMEs / | High Responded to sourcing, quality, certification, buyer linkages, competitiveness and export-
exporters readiness constraints.
Service providers and @ High Engaged manufacturers, agritech providers, solar actors, cooperatives and training providers
market actors with clear commercial or institutional roles.
Government institutions High Aligned with MoA and MoET priorities on agriculture, certification, OSH, entrepreneurship and
institutional anchoring.
Syrian agricultural | Medium-high / | Needs were highly relevant, but pathways were strongest where workers were directly
workers uneven embedded, especially greenhouse upgrades; other interventions reached workers more
indirectly.
Syrian women workers Medium-high / | Highly relevant across agriculture because Syrian women are present in greenhouse labour,
pathway- cherry picking and informal/seasonal work. The strongest direct pathway was greenhouse
specific upgrades; relevance was also present in cherry and recruitment-related work, but evidence and

design directness varied by intervention.

Informal / seasonal | Relevant need, | Informality, legal status, weak representation and limited enforcement were central constraints

workers weaker design | but only partially addressable through a short AIMS project.

pathway
Workers’ organisations / | Medium Worker-side priorities were consulted, and decent work issues were included, but formal
worker-side constituents worker-side role in design/adaptation remained limited and structurally constrained.

Relevance varied across target groups. It was strongest for Lebanese farmers, agri-food SMEs, service providers and
public institutions, whose constraints were directly addressed through productivity, market access, certification, energy,
technology and business-skills pathways. Relevance for Syrian workers, including Syrian women, was also clear but
pathway-specific. It was strongest where workers were directly embedded in the intervention logic, especially
greenhouse upgrades and selected labour/recruitment pathways. It was also relevant in cherry harvesting and other
seasonal work, but the directness of the design pathway and the strength of evidence varied by intervention.

BOUZOUR was highly relevant to the needs of target groups and the agricultural market system in Lebanon. The
selection of agriculture was appropriate because the sector remains a critical source of livelihoods for Lebanese host
communities and Syrian refugees. It is also a sector where productivity, market access, climate resilience, energy costs
and decent work constraints intersect. The project’s focus on agricultural value chains therefore responded to both
economic and social priorities: improving the performance of farms and agri-food SMEs while addressing working
conditions, informality and vulnerability among agricultural workers.

The relevance of sector selection was strengthened by the AIMS-based sector selection process, which considered
target-group relevance, inclusive growth potential and feasibility to stimulate change. This helped ensure that the
project was not only responding to general agricultural needs, but selecting market systems where there was at least a
plausible pathway to improved livelihoods and decent work.

The project design was particularly relevant because it did not treat agriculture only as a production sector. It identified
a wider set of market-system constraints, including weak access to affordable technology, limited advisory services,
unstable buyer relationships, insufficient business skills, lack of market information, energy constraints, certification
barriers, weak post-harvest systems and limited decent work practices. This made the project more relevant than a



narrow livelihood or training intervention would have been. It allowed BOUZOUR to work at the level of market
relationships, services, business models and institutional functions.

The initial design was broadly responsive to the needs of Lebanese farmers, agri-food SMEs and Syrian agricultural
workers. Greenhouse upgrades responded to productivity losses, high technology costs, climate risk, ventilation
problems, heat stress and unsafe working conditions. This was confirmed by Syrian women greenhouse workers, who
described the upgraded structures as directly relevant to their daily working conditions, particularly because of
improved ventilation, reduced heat stress, fewer insects, fewer allergies, easier movement and the possibility to rest or
remain in the greenhouse more safely during the working day. SmartLand climate-smart agriculture responded to water
scarcity, high input costs, weak precision agriculture services and farmers’ need for clearer evidence on return on
investment. QOOT and contract farming responded to unstable sourcing relationships, limited buyer—farmer
coordination and weak structured market access. The cherry intervention responded to low wholesale prices, weak
export access, insufficient post-harvest capacity, certification gaps and decent work risks in seasonal agriculture. Solar
interventions responded to the energy crisis and high diesel costs affecting farm and cold storage operations. IYAB/SIYB
responded to weak business skills among farmers and small agri-businesses.

The AIMS approach remained relevant as Lebanon’s context changed, but it required adaptation. A pure direct-delivery
model would likely have generated short-term benefits but weaker sustainability. Conversely, a pure facilitation model
would have been too light-touch in a context where market actors faced severe liquidity constraints, high risk and
limited ability to invest. The project’s hybrid AIMS approach — facilitation combined with targeted, time-bound de-
risking — was therefore relevant to the crisis context.

The project was also relevant to women, but the strength of women’s pathways varied by intervention. Syrian women
workers were most clearly reached through the greenhouse intervention, where they formed a significant part of the
greenhouse labour force and where upgraded greenhouse conditions directly affected ventilation, heat exposure, safety
and working conditions. Women were also reached through IYAB/SIYB and selected agri-business training pathways. In
QOOT, gender coaching added relevance to SME practices and sourcing relationships. In cherry, women were present
among farmers and workers, but the pathway to structural improvement for women seasonal workers remained more
difficult to verify. Overall, BOUZOUR reached women through practical market pathways rather than through a
standalone gender intervention. This was appropriate for an AIMS project, but it also means that relevance to Syrian
women should be assessed by pathway: strongest where women'’s roles were directly targeted or visible, and more
cautious where women were present in the sector but not specifically tracked or validated.

The design reflected ILO constituents’ priorities, but unevenly. Government priorities were strongly reflected through
alignment with agriculture, productivity, certification, occupational safety and health, entrepreneurship and
institutional anchoring. Engagement with ministries, especially MoA and MoET, was relevant and helped anchor
selected interventions. Employer and private-sector needs were also addressed operationally through work with SMEs,
exporters, manufacturers, service providers, cooperatives and chambers. However, worker-side priorities were less
structurally embedded in design and adaptation. Workers’ organisations were consulted and relevant decent work
issues were included, but formal worker-side engagement was constrained by the informality of agricultural labour, the
weak institutional representation of Syrian and Lebanese agricultural workers and the broader exclusion of many
agricultural workers from formal labour protections. This was also shaped by the wider institutional context: Lebanon
has not ratified ILO Convention No. 87 on Freedom of Association and Protection of the Right to Organise, which
reinforces the need to interpret worker representation as a structural constraint rather than only as a project-level
design weakness. However, this does not remove the importance of finding practical ways to include worker voices in
design, monitoring and adaptation.

The Theory of Change was logical and appropriate for a short, crisis-affected market systems project. It correctly
assumed that sustainable improvements would require changes in supporting functions and rules, not only direct
support to farmers or workers. The push—pull logic was also relevant: the project aimed both to strengthen the capacity
of target groups to engage in markets and to improve the market opportunities available to them. However, some ToC
assumptions were ambitious for a two-year crisis-phase project. In particular, the assumption that market actors would
be able to invest, adopt and sustain new practices quickly was only partially valid. Access to finance, conflict disruption,
market uncertainty and seasonal agricultural cycles limited the extent to which early adoption could become mature
systemic change within the project period.

The main relevance caveat is that several highly relevant needs were structural rather than easily actionable through a
short market systems project. Access to finance, Syrian workers’ legal status, weak worker representation, informality
and enforcement of labour protections were central to the target groups’ situation, but could only be partially addressed
through BOUZOUR'’s intervention pathways.

Overall, the project’s relevance was high. The project selected a highly relevant sector and addressed binding constraints
affecting farmers, SMEs, service providers, institutions and agricultural workers. However, relevance was stronger and
more direct for market and institutional actors than for formal worker-side participation, and several of the most
important barriers to sustainability and decent work were beyond what a two-year crisis-phase project could fully
resolve.



6.2. Coherence

Summary judgement: Coherence was high at strategic, external and internal ILO coordination levels, with a medium
rating for operational portfolio integration across intervention pathways. BOUZOUR was strongly aligned with ILO, Sida,
AIMS, Decent Work, SDG 8 and Lebanon-related priorities. It worked through relevant national, institutional and market
actors, and demonstrated strong coordination with relevant ILO technical structures. The main coherence caveat is
therefore operational rather than institutional: interventions addressed complementary market-system functions, but
they were not always operationally connected into a fully integrated portfolio.

The evaluation assessed coherence against the following questions: how coherent BOUZOUR was across its Theory of
Change and intervention streams; how coherent it was with ILO’s other relevant initiatives and external coordination
arrangements; how clearly it linked to ILO Programme and Budget outcomes and Lebanon Country Programme
Outcomes; how coherent it was with the UNSDCF and SDGs; and how well it aligned with ILO’s AIMS approach, Decent
Work mandate and tripartite principles.

Table 2. Coherence assessment by dimension

Coherence dimension Assessment Rationale

Alignment with ILO | High Strong fit with ILO’s Decent Work mandate, AIMS approach, sustainable enterprises, productive
mandate and AIMS employment and market systems logic.

Alignment with Sida | High Coherent with Sida priorities on resilience, livelihoods, inclusion, market systems and the
priorities humanitarian-development-peace nexus in Lebanon.

Alignment with | High Clear fit with prosperity, resilience, decent work and inclusive economic growth priorities, especially
UNSDCF / SDGs SDG 8.

Coherence with | High Strong engagement with MoA, MoET and relevant sector actors around agriculture, certification, OSH,
national / institutional entrepreneurship and institutional anchoring.

priorities

External coherence = High / | Strongest within the ILO/Sida and immediate sector-partner ecosystem. Coordination could have been

with ILO/Sida and | medium-high | more active in the final phase, but this was partly constrained by project closure.
sector ecosystem

Internal ILO coherence | High Strong coordination with relevant ILO project teams and technical structures, including DWT, ROAS

/ OnelLO coordination and AIMS backstopping. This supported a practical OnelLO approach by linking market systems,
sustainable enterprise development, decent work, OSH, gender and just transition perspectives, and
by keeping relevant ILO structures informed on progress and emerging results.

Portfolio integration | Medium BOUZOUR addressed complementary market-system functions, but these were often managed as
across intervention separate result chains rather than as one portfolio strategy around shared functions such as finance,
pathways market access, labour services, certification, energy and business skills.

The market-system map used in the evaluation illustrates why BOUZOUR was coherent at design level. The assessment
distinguishes between internal ILO coherence, which was strong, and portfolio integration across BOUZOUR
intervention pathways, which was more uneven. Across its intervention portfolio, the project addressed many of the
core supporting functions and rules that shape agricultural market performance: access to technology, services,
information, markets, skills, certification, OSH, recruitment, business practices, energy infrastructure and selected
institutional rules. This confirms that BOUZOUR did not operate as a collection of unrelated activities. It worked on a
coherent set of constraints around the same agricultural market system.

The main coherence issue was therefore not the selection of functions, but the degree of operational integration
between them. In practice, several functions were addressed through separate intervention pathways. Solar addressed
energy constraints; greenhouse upgrades addressed technology, productivity and OSH; cherry addressed certification,
export access and post-harvest constraints; IYAB addressed business skills; PlantLab addressed recruitment; QOOT
addressed structured sourcing and SME-farmer links. These were all relevant and coherent functions, but they were not
always combined into one deliberately managed portfolio pathway around shared bottlenecks such as finance, market
access, labour services or certification.

At strategic level, BOUZOUR was coherent because its four outcome areas addressed interrelated constraints within the
same agricultural market system. The portfolio combined productivity, market access, energy, business skills,
certification and decent work entry points in a way that was consistent with an AIMS logic.

The project was strongly coherent with ILO and Sida priorities. It aligned with ILO’s Decent Work mandate, AIMS,
sustainable enterprises, productive employment and social justice priorities, and with Sida’s focus on resilience,
livelihoods, inclusion and HDP nexus programming in Lebanon.

BOUZOUR was coherent with ILO’s AIMS approach. Its design and implementation reflected a facilitative logic, working
through market and institutional actors rather than substituting for them. The project sought to create incentives for
manufacturers, SMEs, exporters, service providers, cooperatives and ministries to continue practices after project
support. The AIMS logic was especially visible in greenhouse upgrades, SmartLand climate-smart agriculture, selected
cherry export pathways and IYAB/SIYB institutional anchoring. However, the crisis context required adaptation, and the
project used targeted direct support and cost-sharing where market actors were unable to absorb initial risk. This
adaptation was coherent with AIMS in a fragile context, because support was generally linked to future commercial or
institutional continuation.



External coherence was strongest within the ILO/Sida ecosystem. The project built on and complemented previous and
parallel ILO and Sida-supported work, including PROSPECTS, AlMS-related learning, entrepreneurship support and solar
or climate-smart market learning. The project also had relevant links with MoA, MoET, CCIAZ, CCIA-BML, QOOT, LSES,
cooperatives and private-sector actors. These relationships supported practical implementation and institutional
anchoring in selected areas. Coordination with wider UN, donor, finance and investment actors around scale-up
pathways was more uneven. This should be interpreted less as weak external coherence overall, and more as a missed
opportunity to use closure and transition planning to
mobilise finance, donor and investment actors around the Accare to Technology
most promising models.

Access to markets Access to Skills
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In simple terms, BOUZOUR covered most of the right boxes in the market-system map, but did not always connect those
boxes into sequenced intervention packages.

Formal alignment with ILO Programme and Budget outcomes, Lebanon CPOs, UNSDCF priorities and SDG 8 was strong.
BOUZOUR was aligned with ILO P&B Outcome 4 on sustainable enterprises for inclusive growth and decent work,
Outcome 3 on full and productive employment for just transitions, and Outcome 8 on integrated policy and institutional
responses for social justice through decent work. At country level, the project was linked to Lebanon CPOs LBN101 and
LBN102, particularly through its focus on decent work, enterprise development, employment, inclusive livelihoods and
market-system opportunities for vulnerable Lebanese host communities and Syrian refugees. It was also consistent with
UNSDCF Lebanon 2023-26 priorities related to inclusive socio-economic recovery, resilience, livelihoods and decent
work, and with SDG 8 on decent work and economic growth, with secondary relevance to poverty reduction and climate
action through its agriculture, solar and climate-smart pathways. However, this should be treated as strategic alignment
rather than evidence that all interventions produced equally strong measurable SDG-level or UNSDCF-level
contributions. Substantive contribution was clearest where market upgrading and decent work converged, such as
greenhouse upgrades, cherry decent work entry points, PlantLab recruitment and IYAB/SIYB institutional anchoring.

Tripartite coherence was uneven. Government engagement was strong, especially through MoA and MoET. Private-
sector engagement was operational and central to the AIMS model, through SMEs, manufacturers, exporters, service
providers, chambers and cooperatives. Worker-side engagement was weaker. CGTL and FENASOL were relevant
stakeholders and were consulted, and decent work issues were addressed through OSH, recruitment, child labour and
working-condition entry points. However, workers’ organisations were not structurally integrated into design,
implementation or adaptation in the same way as government and market actors. This partly reflects the informality of
agricultural labour and weak formal representation of Syrian agricultural workers, but it remains an important
coherence caveat for an ILO project.

Overall, coherence was high at strategic and external level, and medium at the level of internal operational integration.
BOUZOUR was strongly aligned with ILO, Sida, AIMS, Decent Work, UNSDCF/SDG and national priorities, and it
addressed many of the right market-system functions. The main limitation was that these functions were not always
managed as a connected portfolio. Future programming should retain the same coherent market-system logic, but
organise implementation around fewer, deliberately connected packages of functions — for example, finance,
technology and market access; or certification, cold chain, buyer relationships and decent work monitoring. This
limitation should be interpreted in light of the project’s short duration, crisis-driven adaptations and the fact that several
intervention pathways emerged sequentially as opportunities and constraints became clearer during implementation.



6.3. Effectiveness

Summary judgement: Effectiveness was medium-high overall: strong in delivery and achievement of formal indicators,
but uneven in the depth, quality and evidence strength of substantive outcome-level change across pathways. All four
outcomes exceeded logframe targets, and several interventions generated credible adoption and behaviour change.
However, the strength of evidence varies by pathway. Greenhouse upgrades, SmartLand climate-smart agriculture and
IYAB/SIYB institutional anchoring show the strongest effectiveness evidence. Contract farming, cherry export upgrading,
solar rental models for agricultural production, and agricultural service innovations that integrate labour-related
functions show promising but still maturing pathways. Solar assessment and advisory models were relevant and useful,
but showed weaker conversion into investment and use. Wider systemic change, AAER progression, durability and post-
project continuation are assessed under the combined Impact Orientation and Sustainability section.

The evaluation distinguishes between three levels of effectiveness: output delivery, achievement of formal outcome
indicators, and immediate outcome-level behaviour change by supported participants, market actors and institutions.
This distinction is important because BOUZOUR exceeded most formal logframe targets, but an AIMS project should not
be assessed only by delivery numbers. The key effectiveness question is whether supported actors changed practices in
ways that demonstrate plausible outcome-level change within the project period. The AAER lens is used under Impact
Orientation and Sustainability to assess the depth and quality of systemic change.

Table 3. Effectiveness by intervention pathway

Intervention / pathway Delivery Behaviour Evidence confidence
change

Greenhouse upgrades High High Strong

SmartLand climate-smart agriculture High High Strong, contribution caveat

QOOT / contract farming High Medium-high Mixed

Cherry export / certification High Medium Mixed / early

PlantLab / recruitment pathway Medium Medium Mixed; model still maturing

Solar — LSES High Low Weak conversion to investment

YY ReGen solar rental Medium-high Medium Mixed; finance-dependent

IYAB / SIYB High High Strong

At the level of formal delivery, BOUZOUR was highly effective, all four outcomes exceeded logframe targets. However,
these figures mainly capture access, delivery and participation. They do not, by themselves, demonstrate the full depth
or quality of substantive outcome achievement. The evaluation therefore interprets logframe achievement together
with evidence on behaviour change, contribution plausibility and evidence confidence.

Outcome 1 generated the strongest overall evidence of effectiveness. The greenhouse upgrade intervention was one of
the clearest cases where relevance, delivery and behaviour change aligned. The intervention addressed clear constraints
faced by farmers and workers: productivity losses, high-cost technology, heat, ventilation, pesticide exposure and
unsafe working conditions. It also engaged local manufacturers and service providers in developing a more affordable
upgrade offer. Evidence from project data, implementing partners, manufacturers, farmers and worker discussions
indicates that the intervention plausibly contributed to practical improvements in productivity and working conditions.

The greenhouse upgrade pathway provides the strongest effectiveness evidence because delivery, adoption, behaviour
change are all visible. The model enabled local workshops to offer upgrades at 33—50% lower cost than prevailing market
solutions. Farmers adopting upgraded structures recorded 20—-35% more usable planting area and estimated 20-30%
higher seasonal income. Worker interviews and FGDs confirmed improved ventilation, reduced heat stress, fewer
insects, easier movement and a more comfortable working environment. This makes greenhouse upgrades the clearest
case where productivity and decent work improvements were mutually reinforcing rather than treated as separate
project objectives.

BOUZOUR'’s contribution is assessed as strong because the project helped shape an affordable upgrade offer, supported
local manufacturers to take up the function, and generated evidence of farmer demand. The effectiveness evidence is
strongest at the level of direct adoption and practical change among supported farmers, workers and manufacturers.
The extent to which this becomes a wider market function is assessed under Impact Orientation and Sustainability.

The climate-smart agriculture intervention with SmartLand was also effective and showed a credible commercial
pathway. The intervention generated strong technical evidence on water, fertiliser, energy, yield and productivity
benefits, and helped demonstrate the business case for sensor-based irrigation and fertigation services. SmartLand’s
clients, technical stakeholders and farmers confirmed that the model has traction. The evaluation treats SmartLand as



a strong effectiveness case, and frames BOUZOUR'’s contribution in line with the AIMS approach: catalysing change
through an existing commercial actor with incentives and capacity to continue. BOUZOUR'’s contribution is best
understood as strengthening evidence, supporting demonstration, accelerating adoption among supported farmers and
increasing confidence in an existing commercial model.

SmartLand climate-smart agriculture also shows strong effectiveness based on technical results. The intervention rested
on two distinct evidence layers. First, an independently monitored pilot on 15 demonstration farms generated the
technical business case. The control-vs-pilot assessment found water savings of up to around 50%, fertiliser reductions
up to 67%, yield increases of 6-20%, a higher share of Class A produce, and payback within one to three cropping cycles.
Second, separate from these 15 pilot farms, SmartLand's own commercial client base reportedly grew from 101 in 2024
to 275in 2025. The company attributed roughly 20—-30% of new clients to the demonstration plots. The evaluation treats
this as credible evidence that BOUZOUR strengthened the technical evidence base, demonstrated the business case and
increased market confidence. It does not attribute all SmartLand growth to the project.

The QOOT contract farming intervention generated useful changes in buyer—farmer relationships and SME sourcing
practices. It helped agri-food SMEs structure relationships with farmers, improve sourcing predictability and integrate
gender coaching into SME practices. The intervention was relevant and delivered under difficult wartime conditions. It
generated useful operational behaviour change by helping SMEs and farmers move towards more structured sourcing
relationships. This was particularly relevant during market disruption, when diversified and predictable sourcing became
more important.

Additional validation indicates that some participating actors extended the contract farming relationship into the
following season. The contract helped formalise a pre-existing commercial relationship, with both parties reportedly
satisfied. Prices were considered better than wholesale market alternatives. BOUZOUR’s contribution is assessed as
direct in initiating and structuring this specific arrangement. Contract farming as a model was not new globally or in
Lebanon. The project’s added value was to test it in this production and market context and to formalise a relationship
with stronger predictability than wholesale market alternatives. Evidence is therefore strongest for improved sourcing
relationships among participating actors.

Outcome 2, focused on cherry export and certification, is one of the most promising but also most caveated areas of
effectiveness. The intervention addressed important constraints: low wholesale prices, weak export access, insufficient
buyer coordination, limited certification readiness, quality consistency, post-harvest weaknesses and decent work risks
in agriculture. It helped create proof of concept for linking cherry farmers, cooperatives and exporters to higher-value
markets and introduced important practices around sourcing, quality, certification and decent work monitoring.
BOUZOUR plausibly contributed to initiating and testing the cherry export-readiness pathway, particularly through
certification, quality upgrading and coordination among farmers, cooperatives and exporters.

The cherry pathway was effective as a proof of concept, but not yet repeated seasonal performance. Project data and
stakeholder interviews indicate improvements in wages, awareness, child labour monitoring, agricultural practices and
cherry diversification among selected buyer/cooperative relationships. These are important results. However, the
evidence remains seasonally constrained. The pathway was affected by weather, logistic, conflict and market
competition. Each export season is likely to reveal additional requirements around sourcing, quality consistency,
certification use, buyer continuity, farmer benefits and embedded decent work mechanisms.

Project monitoring also reported important economic and labour-related results in the cherry pathway, including
estimated farmer income gains of approximately USD 688,000 in 2025, a cumulative wage increase of 74.4%, and 1,046
workers with improved working conditions. The evaluation reviewed these figures as project-reported monitoring
results and assessed their plausibility through triangulation with available documentation and stakeholder interviews.
Interviews with exporters, cooperatives, technical actors and workers provide partial triangulation of the direction of
change: the intervention contributed to more structured farmer—exporter relationships, improved quality awareness,
better post-harvest discipline, selected wage and working-condition improvements, and stronger attention to decent
work risks. These figures should therefore be used as monitoring signals of positive change, not as independently
verified sector-wide effects.

The decent work pathway in cherry also requires caution. Project monitoring across three seasons reports the share of
farmers hiring children falling from 34% in 2023 to 20% in 2024 and 10.5% in 2025. This is a project-reported, self-
reported measure for a small tracked group, not a sector-wide rate?. It should be read with caution. The 2025 season
was exceptional: frost cut cherry production by around 94% and the workforce by roughly 74%, so part of the fall likely
reflects sharply reduced hiring overall rather than behaviour change. The out-of-season cherry worker FGD raised
indications that child labour-related risks may persist in some cherry harvest locations, and the out-of-season FGD
indicated that the involvement of children and adolescents in harvest work may remain socially accepted in that specific
context. Direct validation of worker-level change was limited by the timing of data collection, the seasonality of cherry
labour and the fact that one worker FGD was conducted outside harvest season. Taken together, the monitoring trend,

2 Intervention-specific child labour monitoring data are anonymised because they concern a sensitive protection issue. The evaluation
reports the trend at pathway level rather than attributing it to named private-sector or cooperative actors, in line with do-no-harm and
confidentiality principles.



increased awareness of child labour risks, stronger attention to decent work in sourcing and certification practices, and
project-supported monitoring mechanisms suggest early signals of behavioural change. However, the evaluation treats
these signals as plausible and promising rather than verified sustained worker-level change, given the small self-
reported sample, seasonality, the exceptional 2025 production shock and limited in-season worker validation.

The PlantLab / recruitment pathway is promising but still maturing. It addressed a real decent work and market-function
constraint: the lack of more formal, transparent and reliable recruitment and worker-matching mechanisms in
agricultural labour markets. The intervention is relevant to Syrian and Lebanese seasonal and permanent agricultural
workers, including women, and to employers seeking more reliable labour. However, evidence on employer demand,
worker uptake, commercial viability and replication remains limited. The evaluation therefore treats PlantLab as an early
but not yet proven pathway.

Outcome 3, solar energy access, was highly relevant but showed uneven effectiveness. It is best assessed in two parts,
corresponding to the two constraints the project tackled: an information-and-trust pathway and a demonstration-and-
rental pathway.

The information pathway, built around the LSES assessment tool and village-agent model, addressed a genuine market
gap: farmers lacked reliable, independent guidance on system sizing, return on investment, trusted suppliers and
payback periods. Solar companies treated agricultural clients as too costly to screen. This pathway reached 156 farmers
and agri-businesses with pre-investment technical assessment. It created enabling infrastructure that was coherent with
the energy crisis facing agriculture. It was effective at reducing information asymmetry and improving investment
readiness. However, there is little evidence that assessments converted into purchase or installation. The binding
constraint was not relevance or information but affordability: farmers could understand the business case and still be
unable to invest.

BOUZOUR'’s contribution through the LSES pathway is assessed as clear but limited to investment readiness. The
pathway reduced information asymmetry and helped farmers understand technically appropriate solar options.
However, this did not translate into broad individual adoption because affordability, liquidity and access to capital
remained binding constraints.

The demonstration pathway is where the reported headline of 4903 farmers originates, and this figure requires careful
interpretation. It should be read as benefit through shared productive infrastructure, not as individual solar adoption.
The figure aggregates users of four solar-powered facilities established through YY ReGen rental pilots: cold storage in
Deir el Ahmar and Ainata, a nursery in Ras Baalbek, and a carob-pressing SME (Agro Cedrus). It counts farmers who used
those storage or processing services as beneficiaries. No evidence indicates that these farmers themselves purchased,
rented or operated solar systems. This does not diminish the result. Solarising shared cold-chain and processing
infrastructure is a plausible way to extend solar benefits to many smallholders. It may also be more efficient than
individual installation where farmers lack capital. The operational gains were real. The Deir el Ahmar cooperative
reduced energy costs by around 50%, lowering storage fees for over 150 members. The evidence therefore supports
effectiveness at the level of shared productive service access, rather than individual farmer-level solar adoption. This
finding accepts the relevance of the shared-use/rental pathway as a deliberate response to affordability constraints,
while maintaining the distinction between direct user benefits, facility-level operational gains and wider market
adoption of the model.

YY ReGen’s rental model is the more promising response to affordability constraint because it offers service-based
access rather than upfront purchase. It links energy access to productive value-chain infrastructure. BOUZOUR plausibly
contributed to testing a more affordable shared-use model. Its effectiveness lies in demonstrating a viable service model
and generating credible operational gains at facility level. Its scale depends on access to capital and financing
mechanisms, which are assessed further under Impact Orientation and Sustainability.

Overall, solar effectiveness was uneven. The assessment model built useful enabling infrastructure but did not unlock
investment; the rental model produced credible operational gains and early facility-level continuation but reached
individual farmers indirectly and depends on scale finance. Solar therefore illustrates the portfolio’s central necessary-
but-not-sufficient problem most sharply: information and demonstration were delivered, but finance — the missing
market function — determined whether either translated into adoption.

Outcome 4, IYAB/SIYB agri-business participants, supported local training capacity and contributed to institutional
anchoring through MOoET and training institutions. It generated strong evidence of capacity development and
institutional delivery. The programme is more likely to be effective where local institutions, trainers and MoET remain
engaged. However, the evaluation is more cautious on business-level outcomes among participants. Training
participation and application of business skills are positive, but longer-term effects on business survival, income, growth
and market access require follow-up beyond the evaluation period. The evaluation therefore treats IYAB/SIYB
effectiveness as stronger at institutional delivery level than at participant business-performance level.

3 The figure of 490 refers to farmers benefiting through shared productive solar infrastructure, including users of four solar-powered
facilities established through YY ReGen rental pilots, and should not be interpreted as 490 individual farmers purchasing or installing
solar systems.



BOUZOUR’s contribution is assessed as strong at the institutional delivery level. While entrepreneurship training
capacity and related institutional experience already existed in Lebanon, IYAB represented a specific agribusiness-
oriented adaptation supported through BOUZOUR. The pathway shows strong adoption by certified trainers and
institutional partners. Evidence on participant-level business outcomes is positive but not yet sufficient to assess longer-
term business performance.

The most effective partnerships were those where commercial or institutional incentives were clear. Greenhouse
manufacturers, SmartLand, MoET/IYAB/SIYB institutions and selected cherry exporters had a plausible reason to engage
with the supported models during implementation. Partnerships were weaker where uptake depended mainly on
subsidy, unresolved finance, limited willingness to invest, or continued project facilitation.

BOUZOUR also generated useful knowledge and relationships across climate-smart agriculture, greenhouse upgrades,
contract farming modules, solar assessment, cherry export readiness, recruitment, OSH and IYAB/SIYB. These assets
strengthen future programming. Their future use is assessed further under Impact Orientation and Sustainability.

The core Theory of Change assumptions held only partially. The assumption that market actors have incentives to adopt
new models held most strongly in greenhouse upgrades, SmartLand and IYAB/SIYB institutional anchoring. It held more
weakly in solar, where demand existed but finance prevented adoption. It held only partially in cherry, where
effectiveness depends on repeated seasons, stable buyers and reliable quality/logistics. The assumption that decent
work can be embedded in commercial models held in selected cases, especially greenhouse upgrades, but structural
labour barriers remain significant.

Overall, BOUZOUR was effective in delivery and in generating credible behaviour change. Its strongest effectiveness
cases are greenhouse upgrades, SmartLand and IYAB/SIYB institutional anchoring. QOOT, cherry, YY ReGen and
PlantLab-type pathways are promising but require further validation, consolidation or finance. Solar assessment
infrastructure was relevant and useful, but effectiveness was constrained by weak conversion into investment. Across
the portfolio, the evidence is strongest for delivery, adoption and immediate behaviour change. It is weaker for deeper
and more consistent substantive outcome achievement across all pathways.

6.4. Efficiency

Summary judgement:

Efficiency is assessed as High at portfolio and management-system level. BOUZOUR delivered strongly through a lean,
adaptive and technically backstopped implementation structure under exceptionally difficult operating conditions. The
project achieved or exceeded formal output and outcome targets, mobilised market actors and private-sector co-
investment, and used a pragmatic hybrid AIMS model that combined facilitation with targeted de-risking where market
actors could not realistically absorb investment risk. The main efficiency limitation was not overall delivery, but the
extent to which MRM and intervention-level evidence were used early enough and systematically enough for real-time
portfolio steering.

The evaluation assessed efficiency against four main questions: how efficiently resources, including human resources,
were used to generate outputs and catalyse system change; whether the Theory of Change and monitoring system
supported efficient delivery; whether the management structure, backstopping functions, partner coordination and
management oversight supported achievement of results; and whether the AIMS facilitation modality was appropriate
and efficient in Lebanon’s compound crisis context.

At portfolio level, BOUZOUR used resources efficiently. The project achieved or exceeded formal output and outcome
targets despite operating in a context of economic crisis, inflation, security disruption, liquidity constraints and
geographic access limitations. It did not rely on a large delivery infrastructure. Instead, it worked through a lean project
team, implementing partners, technical experts, market actors, institutions and service providers. This model reduced
overheads and allowed the project to remain adaptive as the context changed.

Based on project-reported results, BOUZOUR reached 4,412 farmers and workers directly, of whom 40% were women
and 67% Syrian workers, with an estimated indirect household reach of 8,000—10,000 people. The project also reported
109 new jobs created, 3,288 jobs maintained and improved, 1,952 workers with improved working conditions, USD 1.76
million in farmer income generated, USD 534,314 in private-sector co-investment leveraged, USD 708,062 in private-
sector revenues generated and USD 128,670 in cherry export value. These figures suggest meaningful reported
economic and decent-work outputs relative to the project budget, but they should be interpreted as project-reported
portfolio-level results rather than independently verified value-for-money estimates. They also cannot be reliably
disaggregated by intervention pathway.

The use of human resources was broadly efficient. The management setup was lean, but this appears to have been
appropriate for the context and for the AIMS modality. A heavier implementation structure may have increased
administrative capacity, but it could also have reduced flexibility and increased costs. The project team was able to
coordinate multiple intervention pathways, draw on ILO technical backstopping and maintain implementation despite
conflict-related and market-related disruptions. The lean structure was therefore a strength in terms of adaptability,
although it also created pressure on monitoring, coordination and intervention-level learning.



ILO technical backstopping contributed positively to efficiency. Regional and technical advisors provided support on
AIMS, decent work, occupational safety and health, gender, enterprise development and intervention design. This
allowed a small national team to access specialised expertise without building all technical capacity internally. The
combination of local implementation knowledge and ILO technical support was important for maintaining quality in a
project that covered several different market functions and outcome areas.

The AIMS facilitation modality was appropriate and efficient for Lebanon’s compound crisis context, but only because
it was applied pragmatically. A purely direct-delivery model would likely have produced more visible short-term outputs
but weaker ownership and sustainability. A purely light-touch market facilitation approach would likely have been
insufficient where market actors were unable to absorb risk because of liquidity constraints, conflict and market
uncertainty. BOUZOUR's hybrid model — facilitation first, with targeted de-risking where needed — was therefore a
reasonable and efficient adaptation. It enabled the project to leverage market actor incentives while still addressing the
reality that some models required initial risk reduction to be tested.

The project also mobilised private-sector engagement and co-investment in several pathways. This is an important
efficiency signal in a market systems project, because results are not generated only through project expenditure.
Where market actors invested time, resources, networks or capital, project resources were able to leverage broader
change. This was most visible in greenhouse upgrades, SmartLand services, selected cherry export pathways, QOOT
SMEs and IYAB/SIYB institutional delivery. However, the strength and sustainability of this leverage varied across
interventions.

Project monitoring reported USD 534,314 in private-sector co-investment across supported pathways. The evaluation
reviewed this figure as a project-reported result and assessed their plausibility through triangulation with project
documentation, monitoring data, Klls, FGDs and partner evidence where available. Interviews with private-sector
actors, service providers and implementing partners confirmed the underlying direction of the finding: several market
actors contributed time, resources, networks, equipment, technical capacity or capital where they saw a credible
commercial or institutional incentive. This is an important efficiency signal for an AIMS project, because it indicates that
results were not generated only through project expenditure.

The Theory of Change supported efficiency by giving the project a clear market systems logic and by encouraging work
through actors that could potentially continue beyond project support. Intervention-level result chains helped clarify
causal pathways and provided a basis for reconstructing contribution claims during the evaluation. However, the
monitoring and results measurement system