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Executive Summary 

Farta Food Security and Support Project (FFSSP) was borne out of CARE-Ethiopia's previous relief interventions in Farta woreda, South Gondar Zone, Amhara National Regional State (ANRS) that had been executed to mitigate the effects of the then drought-induced food insecurity problem threatening the area. In short, FFSSP was designed to address people's vulnerability to recurrent food insecurity prevailing in the area in the years before its execution. It was meant to cover or address some 67,450 people (13,490 households) residing in 10 of the 41 Peasant Associations (PAs) of the woreda. 

With a total budget of EUR 987,1500 plus 514.7 MT of food items, FFSSP run for four years, i.e 2002 through 2005, the last year (2005) being a no-cost extension year approved by the concerned parties, namely the donor, the local government partners, and CARE-Ethiopia. It consisted of three components or major targeted outcomes, including: 

· Improved farm productivity (through upgrading of small-scale irrigation schemes, supply of improved seeds and handtools, and soil and water conservation works);

· Improved local emergency preparedness/early warning capacity (through construction/rehabilitation of feeder roads, construction of relief food outlets); and

· Local capacity building (through trainings and experience-sharing visits to communities, Project Office and line departments; provision of essential physical items like vehicles and computers to the Agriculture and Rural Development Office). 
In accordance with the Project proposal agreed and signed by the cosignatories concerned, a terminal evaluation was required to be undertaken at the end of the Project's duration. To that effect, CARE-Ethiopia initiated the current evaluation, the overall objective of which is to review FFSSP's performance or results, draw important lessons and forward technical recommendations for future consideration by concerned. The evaluation employed conventional approaches to gather the necessary information, including: sample household survey (using questionnaire), focus group discussions, discussions with key informants, and onsite observations. The household survey data has been analyzed using SPSS software, while the other qualitative information collected were used to triangulate and substantiate the outcomes of the household survey. 

The overall findings of the evaluation are highlighted with respect to different thematic areas that follow:

Project design: From the discussions conducted with focus groups and key informants, the needs identification and overall design process of the Project was realized to be participatory as both the communities and the local government partners were involved in the process. The objectives and the adjoining targets were clear enough for the most part, even though some degree of over-ambitiousness and lack of clarity have been discerned in the Project proposal.  The Project activities planned were to a large extent felt to be relevant to the attainment of the objectives set. Moreover, the overall commitment or intention of the Project was highly complementary to and in conformity with one of government’s national priority agendas – ensuring food security at household level. 

Implementation strategy: At the outset, FFSSP adopted fundamental approaches to achieve its stated objectives. They can be clustered around three broad areas, namely: stakeholders' participation/partnership, community and institutional capacity building, and exit plan. Overall, the Project was learned to have made keen and mostly successful efforts to applying these fundamental implementation strategies or principles, so to say. 
Monitoring and evaluation: Day-to-day onsite Project works were coordinated by community/workforce leaders, controlled/checked by the development agents (DAs) assigned to each locality, and supervised by Project Office (PO) experts. One entity was submitting regular accomplishment reports to the next entity. The experts were compiling and submitting the fieldwork reports to the Project Manager, who in turn was approving and distributing same to concerned bodies. It was also learned from the PO that the concerned parties were jointly reviewing the time-to-time progress of the Project.
Performance: In terms of physical outputs, available reports indicate that, the Project's performance appears to be overall good, as it accomplished a significant part of its plans. It is only the soil and water conservation that shows lowest (50%) accomplishment. The well-performing activities include upgrading of irrigation schemes (71%), training of development/extension agents (81%) and construction/maintenance of rural access roads (80%). The size of the irrigated area and supply of improved cereal and vegetable seeds far exceeded the original plan as shown in Table 2.

In terms of the achievement of outcomes or fundamental changes in relation to the very objectives, the household survey result, compared with the baseline data, revealed that substantial improvement in food security status has been recorded in the area within the Project duration. It is believed that considerable part of the changes could be attributed to the Project’s effect. As the impact of the  irrigation schemes in this regard has not yet been matured enough, the improvement is attributed to the other Project interventions such as improved seed supply, skill enhancement trainings to farmers, and injection of cash/food resources to the area through labour-intensive works. 

On the other hand, government’s ongoing extension package and the relatively favorable climate in the area during the Project period are also believed to be siginificant contributing factors for the improvement of the food security status.

Sustainability: It is well felt that the FFSSP took sustainability seriously from the inception and made commendable efforts towards that end. There are a number of undertakings or conditions that are believed to warrant the longevity of the various Project outcomes.  These include:

· the establishment of Irrigation Farmers' Cooperatives (IFCs); the existence of members' regular contribution and Birr 5 membership registration fee to take care of imminent costs associated with maintenance or operation of the schemes; IFCs' readiness to takeover the completed irrigation schemes; 

· the Woreda Agriculture and Rural Development office's readiness to takeover the schemes; 

· simplicity or low-tech nature and, hence, manageability of the schemes by the farmers; 

· The existence of already well-founded indigenous skills in (or long familiarity of the farmers with) traditional irrigation practices;

· The establishment of road Administration Committees in each kebelle;
· The Farta Woreda office of Agriculture and Rural Development already took over the RFOs in collaboration with the respective communities; and
· The introduction of seed and agricultural tools revolving system. 
Challenges: The following are the most crucial challenges that affected the implementation of the Project in one way or another:

· Substantial delay on the part of Co.SAERAR in submitting the study reports and designs of the SSI schemes; 

· Delay in signing the Project agreement with the local line departments; 

· Overlapping of the Project’s schedules with the SWC campaign events organized by woreda ARD office during lean seasons (February to March); and 
· Frequent structural changes, high staff turnover and the occupation of officials in urgent political affairs in local government offices.

Outstanding issue: As the micro-catchments circumscribing the irrigation schemes have not been sufficiently treated with conservation measures, there is a probability for the  irrigation schemes to be affected sometime by upstream soil erosion problems. 

Lessons: The following are few of the major lessons learned from the Project:

· It is learned that the implementation of such basic rural development interventions as SSI schemes has great potential of bringing meaningful and rapid change in terms of addressing the basic food needs of vulnerable rural households, building their asset base and hence providing durable solution to the root problems of chronically food insecure people; and

· The capacity building (particularly the HRD) strategy of the Project was appreciable both in terms of coverage and importance, since it has in created productive exposure of the participants to improved  knowledge and skills;  
Conclusion and recommendations

In sum, the Project has performed well under the circumstances. The evaluation survey results (Table 9) have indicated the achievement of encouraging improvement in the food security status of the beneficiaries during the Project period. 

On the other hand, it is to be noted that other external interventions or situations, such as government’s agricultural extension package service and prevalence of favourable climate, are likely to have significant contribution to the overall food situation improvement in the area. When the irrigation schemes are put under full operation next season and beyond, more improvement is expected to be recorded on the household livelihoods in the area. 

Above all, as discussed earlier, the sustainability status of the Project’s outcomes has generally been found reliable.

Finally, from the foregoing, the following recommendations are forwarded for consideration in future similar phase-in projects.

· CARE-Ethiopia, should give due attention to and facilitate smooth handing over of the completed Project works. 

· CARE-Ethiopia, in its future initiatives, should further look into and take appropriate measures that help discourage dipendency attitude as much as possible. 
· In future undertakings, special focus should be accorded to female-headed households with well spelt-out and specific project components destined to address their problems.

· There is a need for CARE’s Project Office to heighten efforts in order to further strengthen and promote its future working relationship with local line departments and beneficiary communities as well. 
· Contingency procurement plan for projects that involve major procurement of goods and services would be worth considering with a view to attain more reliable flow of project materials.
· CARE’s effort to addressing the root causes of peopples’ basic problems through such lasting interventions asd SSI schemes needs to pursued further. 
· CARE’s adoption of community and institutional capacity-building as well as participatory and partnership approaches in project implementation should be further pursued.

· Before withdrawal of the Project from the area, it would be very important to make thorough independent needs assessment in order to decide on the necessity of designing future interventions in the area.

1. Brief Project Background and Rationale

1.1 Historical Background

The Farta Food Security and Support Program (FFSSP) started its operation in 2002 two years after CARE had entered into the area to respond to the 1999/2000 drought that hit the area. FFSSP was initiated as a result of the recurrent drought and prolonged food insecurity in the woreda. It had been operating in 10 selected Peasant Associations of the woreda with the underlying aim of improving food security situation at household level to alleviate the problem of chronic vulnerability.

The Project was originally planned for three years (2002-2004) based on the agreement made with the then Regional Disaster Prevention and Preparedness Commission and other regional government line departments of the Amhara National Regional State (ANRS). However, there was a delay mainly because of the Commission for Sustainable Agricultura and Environmental Rehabilitation in Amhara Region (Co.SEARAR) taking much time for the study and design of irrigation schemes, which in turn led to late start of such activities. Therefore, the delay necessitated a one-year ‘no-cost’ extension was requested and approved among stakeholders to finalize the Project activities in 2005.

In the course of the last four Project years, the food insecurity situation of the woreda has shown improvement apparently owing to the intervention made by FFSSP, the prevailing conducive environmental situation and the agricultural extension package practice.
1.2 Project Location and Target Population

Farta Woreda lies in the South Gondar Zone of the Amhara National Regional State. The ten FFSSP’s operational Peasant Associations, namely, Embayko-aringo, Giribi, Kanat, Sahirna-kisnat, Qualiha, Askuma-deremo, Zimha, Mahderemariam, Meskel tsion, and Simina are found in Farta Woreda, South Gonadr Zone. Two of these kebeles are found in highland agro-ecology while four of them are located in mid-altitude. The rest four are found in between the two ago-ecologies. 

The FFSSP targeted about 67,450 persons or 13,490 households (HHs) residing in ten Peasant Associations  of the Woreda. 
1.3 Time Span

The Farta Food Security and Support Project (FFSSP) had a three-year time span (2002 -2004) and an extension of one year 2005.

1.4 Project Goal, Purpose and Expected Outputs

Project Goal: The overall goal of the Project is to attain improved food security at household level in the Woreda. 
Project Purpose: As stipulated in the main Project document, the purpose of the Project is to achieve increased food access for 20% of the targeted households in the 10 targeted PAs in the Woreda by the end of the Project year (2005). 
Expected Results include:

	1. Food Security: farm productivity improved through reduction of soil erosion and improved water availability in selected households.

2. Emergency response: emergency preparedness and early warning capacity at PA, woreda and zone levels improved

3. Capacity Building: The target beneficiaries fully participated in the Project planning, implementing, monitoring and evaluation; capacity of stakeholders to implement, plan, monitor and evaluate Projects improved.


Accordingly, the key Project components and corresponding interventions of the Project are as summarized in Table 1:
Table 1: Project Components and Key Interventions

	Components
	Key interventions

	Improve water availability
	· Irrigation study and design work 

· Upgrade /construction of irrigation scheme
· Vegetable seed distribution
· Crop seed distribution
· Agricultural tool supply
· Organizing irrigation farmer into cooperatives

	Reduction of soil erosion
	· Nursery establishment and seedling production
· Watershed/Catchments treatment

	Improve emergency preparedness and EW capacity
	· Feeder road construction and maintenance
· Construction RFO

	Capacity building  (cross-cutting)
	· Staff training
· MoA Capacity building workshop
· Farmer cross visits
· DAs cross visit
· Training need assessment
· DAs agricultural training
· Emergency preparedness training
· E.G.S scheme development training
· Framers training on irrigation management and maintenance


1.5 Project Budget/Resources

The total budget of the Project was EUR 987,150 and 482.5 MT of wheat and 32.19 MT of vegetable oil funded by CARE Österreich and the backdonor being the European Union (EU). The main components of the budget plan included purchase of equipment, physical works, supplies, personnel, per-diem and operational costs. 

2. The Evaluation  

2.1 Overall Objective

The overall objective of this evaluation is to draw success lessons learned and challenges faced; judge the impact achieved through the implemented strategies and intended objectives of the Project; and put forward recommendations which would be applied in the future implementation of similar Projects. 

2.2 Methodology of the Evaluation

2.2.1 Selection of Data Collectors 

Data collectors of the evaluation were pooled from the different local partner offices and the FFSSP. All of them were male who have good experience of the area and trained and/or worked in the areas of agriculture, rural development or natural resources. They possess adequate training and experience for the work that either hold college diploma or first degree. 

Data collectors participated in a half-day intensive training facilitated by the consultants, and were oriented on objectives of the evaluation, the proposed methodology, the time frame and the logistics arrangements. Then, all elements of the household survey questionnaire and the topical outline were reassessed and internalised by the whole team. Moreover, daily review meetings were organized to summarize and to build consensus on the results of the data collected.

The surveyors were grouped into three for interviewing the sample households for the first three days and conducting focus groups for the next two days. 

2.2.2 Sampling and Sample Size  

The sampling procedure pursued to select sample kebeles was cluster stratified (ACZ) representative sampling. The kebeles were clustered into two: four of them east of the zonal capital (Debretabor) and the rest six west of it. Then the kebeles were stratified based on ACZ while sample households were identified by proportional random sampling method among irrigation users and non-irrigation users. Eventually, Qualiha, Kanat and Gerebe kebeles were selected. 

In selecting the sample households, master registry that indicates name and number of households of each sample Kebele was obtained from woreda finance office and data on irrigation user households was obtained from CARE Field Office. Accordingly, sample HHs were selected randomly and interviewed. Regarding the size of sample households, 165, which is nearly 5%, of the total reference population of the Project area were selected for the survey. 

2.2.3 Survey Tools and Data Analysis 

The Project evaluation exercise fully took community based cross-sectional survey into consideration. That is the views and concerns of all stakeholders - the beneficiary community, the local government offices and the implementing organization, CARE Ethiopia - were duly considered. The tools utilized during the evaluation process were the following:

Review of existing documents: consultants reviewed a wide range of secondary information in order to gain an understanding of issues involved and to assess the performance of the program. FFSSP Project proposal, baseline survey report, mid-term evaluation; annual progress reports; annual Plan of Operation for physical activities prepared by CARE Field office; were among the relevant documents reviewed.

Focus group discussion (7-12 participants for each group): The Focus Group Discussion (FGD) was organized in four different categories of households within each sample PA. The categories were identified as: female-headed household beneficiaries; landless household beneficiaries, poor male-headed beneficiaries and better-off male-headed beneficiaries.

Individual/ Key informants interviews: 1-2 individuals were interviewed from each of the foregoing categories of focus groups to validate and triangulate data from various sources. Also, Woreda officials and experts; Development agents, PA leaders; FFSSP staff were interviewed in order to acquire professional and valid information on the subject in line with their level of contribution towards the achievement of the intended objective of the Project.

Observation: the consultants made on-site observation on FFSSP activities with respect to the three samples PAs.  Notably, the activities visited include irrigation structures and command sites, RFO, SWC undertakings, and irrigation user’s cooperative offices.

Household survey: The sample households were interviewed using a structured questionnaire that was designed inline with the objectives of the study and in a way it addresses objectives, activities and log-frame of the Project using the baseline survey results as a bench mark. 

The cross-sectional quantitative data collected from the sample households through the questionnaire was analyzed using computer software known as Statistical Package for Social Studies (SPSS- version 12). 

3. Discussion: Major Findings of the Evaluation

 Under this section, FFSSP's overall status is discussed by major project-cycle parameters or thematic areas.
3.1 Project Design/Planning

From the assessment and review of available documents (including the Project proposal), the consultants have learned that the design and planning process of the Project had been quite rigorous and participatory. As such, the Project proposal is well elaborate mostly containing clear and measurable objectives supported by serious targets envisaged to be achieved at the end of the Project’s life. The Project planning was made more explicit by the advent of a fairly comprehensive baseline survey carried out in May 2002, after the development of the Project proposal. In a nutshell, the degree of commitment, frankness and transparency discernable in the Project proposal is indeed appreciable. 

Nonetheless, in terms of achievability, it is felt that the Project plan was a bit over-ambitious in some of the targets or impact/output indicators shown in the proposal. For instance, the Project has envisaged farm productivity or yield increment through the natural resources conservation works that it planned. However, conservation works especially on already depleted lands are so slow that it takes many years before they bring about appreciable impacts such as soil formation, fertility restoration and productivity increment.  

On the other hand, even though boldness of the Project can generally be stated as commendable, there were some plans that lacked clarity. For example, the Project document kept silent to specify how many hectares of agricultural lands (or at least the number of specific work sites) intended to be treated with soil and water conservation measures; nor did it clearly show the types and quantities of support envisaged for the establishment of water-users cooperatives, etc. 
3.2 Project Implementation and Management

3.2.1 Project Implementation Strategies/Approaches 

Often times, many evaluations do not accord adequate emphasis and space to this issue in their assessment. Understandably, the way any Project gets implemented is as good as its ultimate outcomes, as the saying goes ‚the end justifies the means’.  True to this, with a view to accomplish its stated commitments, the FFSSP adopted important implementation strategies. It is worth to note at the outset that some of these implementation strategies were more than just approaches applied to discharge the Project’s activities as, it is learned that, they were also major Project interventions by themselves to which one can possibly attach tangible outcome/effect indicators that can be weighed or measured at the end of the day. These strategic interventions, as we may otherwise call them, were primarily designed to foster good sense of ownership among the ultimate stakeholders and, hence, anchor the sustainability of the Project’s results on a strong footing. For the purpose of this report, the implementation strategies of the Project are summed up into three distinct, but interrelated, areas namely: participatory and partnership approach, capacity building, and exit plan. 

The status of each of these strategic areas is reviewed as follows in relation to the original commitments shown in the Project proposal. 

Local level participation and partnership: This approach was basically intended to create a strong, efficient and harmonious working relationship among the three stakeholder groups, namely: the Project office (representing CARE-Ethiopia), the concerned local governmental offices, and the beneficiary communities at large. Accordingly, this approach primarily envisaged the conduction of collective planning, implementation and monitoring exercises on a formal and regular fashion. It will be useful and instructive to see the status of participation and partnership from two perspectives, i.e local government partners and the target communities. 

It was realized that the Project office was open to the relevant local government offices (LGOs) including the Woreda administration office, Agriculture and Rural Development office (combining Food Security and Disaster Prevention units), and Cooperatives Promotion office. This was expressed in different ways. For example, in the pre-implementation era, the Project office forwarded its initial Project idea to the LGOs for preliminary consensus.  The offices involved in the series of needs identification and Project design processes and eventually the Project was endorsed and got signed between the concerned LGOs and CARE. Moreover, they took part in the formal Project launching workshop held at Bahirdar. Likewise, during implementation, relevant LGOs fairly actively participated in various activities of the Project. To cite some examples: 

· 
The former Regional Co-SAERAR (now Water Resource Bureau) was committed to undertake the feasibility (socio economic surveys) and final designs of the small-scale irrigation (SSI) schemes as per the MoU it entered with CARE.

·     The woreda Agriculture and Rural Development office was a partaker in the assessment and determination of crop seeds needs and controlling the quality and modality of distribution of the improved seeds that the Project was introducing for farmers; it also involved in the selection of the SSI schemes that needed the support of the Project.   

·   The LGOs were kept abreast of the Project’s progress/status through quarterly reports and discussion forums. For instance, a mid-term review (regional consensus-building) workshop was held in February 2004 at Bahirdar that brought together concerned woreda, zonal and regional line departments; three quarterly progress review meetings were conducted at zonal and woreda levels.

· The evaluation team was informed by the Project Office that a Steering Committee, comprising of all goverment partners, was established to oversee the overall implementation of the Project.

Obviously, the above description reveals the efforts that the Project made to create a smooth working relationship with its partners. Nonetheless, from the discussion the evaluation team had with the woreda line departments (as one of the key informants), it learned that the FFSSP Steering Committee had not  been operational as required. This could largely be due to the preoccupation or engagement of the Steering Committee members in their own regular jobs. 

With regard to community participation, farmers witnessed that CARE (meaning the Project) had duly consulted beneficiaries on identification of needs and implementation of Project activities. Their participations were expressed in different forms, such as:

· Contribution of free labor for:

· the excavation of main irrigation canals 

· the collection of locally available materials( for the construction of the irrigation schemes, cooperative houses, and access roads

· mud-plastering of the three-room cooperative houses.

While it is practically difficult (due to lack of sufficient data) to make a sensible estimate of the labor input of the beneficiaries, it will not be difficult to generally imagine or speculate that the amount of their contribution (translated to a monetary form) could be quite substantial. 

· Coordination of the Project activities on sites (see # 3.2.2  below for  clarification).

Institutional and community capacity building: The Project explicitly expressed its desire for empowering the beneficiary communities and building the capacity of the local sectoral departments. The capacity building approach involved two basic sub-components: human resource development (HRD) and physical/material supply.  The HRD initiative was meant to be achieved mainly through trainings and cross-experience visits. For clarity sake, the status of the capacity building approach is discussed in terms of two broad target groups: farmers and technicians (involving CARE’s extension workers and government’s Das), 

To start with farmers’ trainings and visits, the consultancy team learned, from focus group discussions and available reports, that the Project did organize a number of field visits for selected (model) farmers to places like North Shewa, South Wollo, East and  West Gojjam, Awi Zone, North Wollo (Kobo, Woldya, Mersa, Harbu, etc) and Boset woreda (Doni irrigation scheme, East Shewa),  and also arranged different training sessions for farmers at Deberetabor town in improved irrigation, crop production, etc skills. Generally, the farmers were appreciative of the training and visit arrangements by which those participated were enabled to enhance their skill-base and inspired to do more to diversify their livelihood options. The idea here was that the other fellow farmers would also share experiences (though indirectly) from the day-to-day practices of the farmers who had the chance to participate in the trainings as well as visits, thus the concept of technology transfer and replication. Though this concept was the overall intention and as many of the trainings and field visits were conducted in the last two years of the Project period,  it was not possible to observe the multiplier effect beyond the physical output (i.e number of trainees).

Similarly, as to the training of technicians, the Project was known to train its extension workers and a good number of government Das and experts in different skills and to arrange a couple of educative visits for these groups of technicians. Great importance had 

been given particularly to the trainings and visits organized for the Das and woreda Agriculture and Rural Development Office staff, as they would contribute to improve the 

service-delivery capacity of the woreda Agriculture office. However, during the assessment, it was understood that most, if not all, of the trained Das abandoned their duties in the Agricultural office. The existing Das were newcomers. The evaluation team could not get even a single old DA to talk to. Therefore, staff turnover in the woreda line departments was identified as a major challenge to the institutional capacity initiative of the Project.  (Please refer to Table 2 for more information on the trainings delivered and field visits organized for both the farmers and technicians).  

The other aspect of the Project’s institutional capacity building approach was physical material provision. To this effect, the Project supplied essential equipment, such as motorbikes, computers with accessories, and dewatering pump with diesel generator to the woreda Agriculture and Rural Development office for the reason that this is a very central institution as far as the realization of food security is concerned. Moreover, the Project was found to be in the process of capacitating the irrigation farmers’ cooperatives. The supports are expressed mainly through construction of  offices and stores and establishment of revolving seed fund for the cooperatives.

Exit/phase-out strategy:  At the outset, the Project gave utmost emphasis to the need for developing a candid phase-over strategy, signifying crucial transitioning of the Project interventions into regular community activities. Nonetheless, the evaluation team could not come across an independent exit plan, despite the clear terms stated in the Project proposal. However, though that is the case, it is to be noted that phase-out strategy is all about maturing or safe staging of the Project interventions and strictly involves the attainment of the above-discussed implementation strategies. In other words, the concept of maturity or safe-staging consists of both the software and hardware aspects of the outcomes of the Project; while the former involves the managerial capacity of the ultimate stakeholders (communities and line departments), the latter has to do mainly with the quality of the Project’s physical works. In lieu of this, overall, our observation has witnessed the Project to be in a satisfactory and safe position. Moreover, the Project did appreciable work in entering into clear commitment through a bilateral Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) that it signed with concerned communities and local partners (notably agriculture office) while or before embarking on the implementation of major Project initiatives. The MoUs outlined fairly clear roles and responsibilities to be played by each signatory, clarifying who should do what both in the process of the construction works and after their completion. In addition, as a common practice, the Project is in the process of officially handing over of the completed outputs to the concerned bodies with due exchange of the necessary documentation.  Therefore, in view of the foregoing, it may not be essential or critical for the Project to have an independent exit plan.

3.2.2 Monitoring and Evaluation

Monitoring involves a chain of activities ranging from the day-to-day control/measurement of each site work to flow of information and regular reviews. The on-site activities of the Project, notably construction of irrigation schemes, rehabilitation of rural access roads, and soil and water conservation (SWC) works, were performed by workforces drawn from the beneficiary communities mobilized by their respective leaders. The leaders of the workforces were eventually submitting daily accomplishment reports both to CARE’s Das 

assigned to spot-control and verify the progress of the Project works on each site. CARE’s experts (such as extension and construction supervisors) were primarily responsible to oversee the fieldworks, provide technical guidance or backstopping services to the Das and involve in the design of the engineering structures. These technical supervisors were also collecting and confirming site-work reports from the Das every week and, in turn, reporting to the Project manager who eventually had been approving same.  Official progress reports were compiled on monthly, quarterly and annual bases and distributed to concerned parties as appropriate.

Moreover, as discussed above, the performance of the Project was jointly reviewed regularly with the involvement of concerned government offices.
3.3 Project Performance/Accomplishments

3.3.1 Physical Accomplishment

The main activities of the Project implemented include irrigation schemes design and construction, cereal and vegetable seeds supply, agricultural tools supply, organization of irrigation users cooperative, soil and water conservation works, construction of RFOs, construction and maintenance of feeder roads, and capacity building. 

In terms of physical achievement, the Project’s performance appears to be overall good, as it accomplished a significant part of its plans. It is only the soil and water conservation that shows the lowest (50%) accomplishment. Even though the need for SWC works to improve productivity was extensively explained in the Project document (including in the log-frame), it was incorporated as a project activity apparently in the final years of the Project. This might be one of the reasons for the low accomplishment. The well-performing activities include study and design of SSI schemes (85%), upgrading/construction of irrigation schemes (71%), development/extension agents’ training (81%) and construction/maintenance of rural access roads (80%). 

With respect to irrigation work, which was the Project’s dominant component, five schemes were done out of the seven planned. However, in terms of area coverage (command area), while a total of 95 ha was planned for irrigation, the achievement was 230 ha (242%), as depicted in Table 2.
Table 2:  FFSSP Implementation Performance (2002-2005)

	S.N
	List of Activities by Outcome or Component
	Unit
	Project  Physical Performance

	
	
	
	Plan
	Actual

	
	
	
	(Qty)
	(Qty)
	%

	I
	Improve farm productivity
	
	
	
	

	1.1
	Improve water availability
	
	
	
	

	1.1.1
	Irrigation study and design work
	#
	7
	6
	85

	1.1.2
	Upgrade /construction of irrigation scheme 
	#
	7
	5
	71

	
	
	ha
	95
	230
	242

	1.1.3
	Vegetable seed distribution 
	kg
	60
	255
	425

	1.1.4
	Cereal seed distribution 
	Bags 
	1,800
	1,919
	106

	1.1.5
	Agricultural tool supply 
	Piece
	3,424 
	5,223
	152

	1.1.6
	Organizing irrigation farmer into cooperatives 
	# coop’s
	3
	3
	100

	1.2
	Reduction of soil erosion
	
	
	
	

	1.2.1
	Nursery establishment and seedling production 
	# sites 
	1
	1
	100

	
	
	Seedling
	
	200,000
	

	1.2.2
	Watershed/Catchments treatment 
	# catch’s
	2
	1
	50

	II
	Improve emergency preparedness and early arning capacity
	
	
	
	

	2.1
	Feeder road construction and maintenance
	Km
	105
	85
	80

	2.2
	Construction of relief food outlets (RFOs)
	# RFOs
	3
	3
	100

	III
	Capacity building  (cross-cutting)
	
	
	
	

	3.1
	Staff training
	Event 
	6
	6
	100

	3.2
	MoA Capacity building workshop 
	# W/S 
	6
	6
	100

	3.3
	Farmer cross visits 
	Event 
	3
	3
	100

	3.4
	Das cross visits
	Event
	3
	3
	100

	3.5
	Training need assessment 
	Event
	1
	1
	100

	3.6
	Das agricultural training 
	# trainees 
	11
	9
	81

	3.7
	Emergency preparedness training
	Event
	3
	3
	100

	3.8
	E.G.S scheme development training 
	Event
	3
	3
	100

	3.9
	Framers training on irrigation management and maintenance 
	Event 
	1
	1
	100


Source: FFSSP 2005 Progress Report (draft)
Some more clarifications are given below on the physical performance of the Project:

a) Irrigation study and design work: This activity was done by Co.SAERAR which is a government institution responsible to undertake irrigation study and design as well as environmental protection works in Amhara Region. Co.SAERAR took much more time than expected to accomplish the study and design work, which was the main cause for the delay of the Project works and one year extension.

b) Upgrade /construction of irrigation scheme: Five irrigation schemes with five diversion structures (one weir and four intakes) were upgraded/constructed and 230 hectars of command area irrigated during the Project period. These small scale irrigation schemes, however, were not yet in use fully at the time of the evaluation, since the construction works were completed very recently.
c) Cereal and vegetabele seeds distribution: the Project provided adequate crop and vegetable seeds to the beneficiaries through IFCs in the form of revolving fund. The Project gave priority to female-headed households in provision of crop and vegetable seeds in the respective Project Pas.  In terms of provision of fruit seeds the Project didn’t adequately provide the beneficiaries even though there is high demand from the community. From the debriefing session that the evaluation team made at FO level, it was mentioned that the main problem for the Project not to supply fruit seeds or seedlings was the unavailability of these planting materials in the Region as well as in the nearby regions. However, the evaluators do not fully agree with the adequacy of the effort made to find these materials. 

d) Agricultural tools supply: The project provided substantial amount of agricultural tools to the beneficaries for their own posseession. The household survey result shows 51.3%, 26.3% and 20% of the sample HHs owned 1, 2 and 3 agricultural (WSC) hand tools respectively. 
Table 3: Percentage Distribution of Agricultural (SWC) Tools 

	Number of agricultural (WSC) tools owned by HHs
	Frequency
	Percent

	Sample HHs with zero agricultural (WSC) tools 
	2
	1.6

	Sample HHs with one agricultural (WSC) tools 
	41
	51.3

	Sample HHs with two agricultural (WSC) tools 
	21
	26.3

	Sample HHs with three agricultural (WSC) tools 
	16
	20.0

	Total
	80
	100.0






Source: Household Survey

e) Organizing IFCs: Three IFCs were established in close collaboration with the concerned woreda government office. Currently they are working on meeting the requirements to acquire legal entity so as to undertake  full-fledged cooperative works. These IFCs are bodies that have taken over the irrigation scheme from the Project.

f) Nursery establishment and seedling production: The Project established a  temporary plant nursery to produce seedlings at Kanat PA. The initial intention was to establish community and group nurseries around the irrigation schemes so that the nurseries could utilize the irrigation water sourcses. However, such nurseries were not put in place as originally  desired. The Project also used the nursery of Farta Institutional Capacity Support Project (FICSP) and produced different indigenous and exotic seedlings and planted in the FFSSP operational Pas. Even then the need for continuous and sufficient supply for different type of seedlinings, however, has not yet been met.
g) Watershed/catchment treatment: This activity was incorporated into the Project duing the extended one year period based on the consensus reached among stakeholders. As the performance report indicates, this activity was on average accomplishment. The Project performed a few gully rehabilitation treatment, physical and biological soil and water conservation activities through food-for-work (FFW) arrangement.
h) Feeder road construction/maintenance: the Project has met 85% of the plan in constructing and mainaining feeder roads through FFW. The community highly contributed in this endeavour in actual construction and maintainace works coordinated by Road Management Committees. These access roads are essential to ensure access to irrigation sites and to the RFOs.
i) Construction of RFO: Three RFOs, one within the Project PA (Ascuma) and two outside, with a capacity of 500 MT each, were constructed by the Project and handed over to the Woreda DPP Desk. Although the main purpose of RFOs is for prepositioning of relief items, they have not been used for this purpose during the Project period because Farta was not among the most needy woredas of the region. Even then the RFOs are rendering service to the community in other social activities such as social gatherings, training venue, safe keeping of agricultural tools and the like. 
j) Capacity building (cross-cutting): As dicussed earlier, trainings were provided for farmers, Das, governement office staff, and FFSSP staff.  Training needs assessment, was also conducted during the Project period. Cross-visites were organized for farmers and Das to share experiences with an intention of replicating applicable knowledge and skills. Women were highly encouraged to participate in different trainings and there has been high envolvement in each capacity building endeavours. Appreciably, this initiative has brought about tremendous result in that those envolved in this capacity building process are highly influenced and encouraged to implement what they saw and learnt. To mention some training programs organized by the Project:
· Road management, rehabilitation and maintenance techniques;
· Computer software training (SPSS and micro-soft applications);
· Participatory project cycle management;
· Principles and practices of food security, early warning, targeting and egs (shelf Projects);
· PRA and community facilitation schemes;
· Agricultural development trainings (on integrated watershed development Project preparation);
· Irrigation water management and scheme maintenance, sustainable environment resource management, community caretaker; and
· Co-operatives, crop production and protection, irrigation water management, gender and diversity, rights based approach, and savings.
The Project has also provided two motorcycles, three computers with printer and one dewatering pump to the Woreda Agriculture and Rural Development office in a form of physical capacity building. 
3.3.2 Budget/Resource Utilization     

The total Project budget was 987,150.00 EUR and 482.5 MT of wheat and 32.19 MT of vegetable oil, which is funded by the European Union (EU) through CARE Österreich. 

As far as budget allocation and utilization is concerned, the Project utilized 94% of the plan for all activities. Out of the total utilized budget personnel, perdiem and operational cost constituted 43.7% and purchase of equipment, physical works and supplies cover 50%. 

Irrigation schemes cover 25% from the total utilized budget and 49.3 % from purchase of equipment, physical works and supplies. We understand from this that the share of irrigation scheme has been given a high priority.

During the first two years of the Project period, there were no major Project activities done except purchase of vehicle, motorbike, and office supplies. The share of these works is 7% of the entire utilized budget. The major activities actually were undertaken during the third and final year of the project period with the share of 58% out of the total utilized. The two main solid reasons for the late start of major Project activities, therefore, were:

· Too long time taken by Co.SAEAR to complete the study and design works of the  irrigation schemes; and, 

· AS per the information obtained from the debriefing session at country office level, government partners’ falling short of availing the required expertise at the time of need though they  was cosignatories. Moreover, high staff turnover as well as giving priority to institutional commitment rather than to the Project, which is considered as secondary or add-on-job commitment, were additional factors.

The fact that the budget utilized shows a problem of timeliness has implication on quality of the work done in that the activities were accomplished hastily during the final year because of workload. 
	Table 4: FFSSP Cummulative Financial Report
	
	
	
	

	Budget lines
	Budget
	Previous Period Implementation
	Current Period Implementation
	Total Implementation
	Balance as of 12, 2005  (EUR)
	Expend. Rate 

	 
	EUR
	Exp. 01, ‚02 to 12,05USD
	Exp. 01, ‚02 to 12, ‚05 EUR
	Expendit. 12,05  USD
	Expendit. 12,05 EUR
	Exp. 01, ‚02 to 12,05USD
	Exp. 01, ‚02 to 12, ‚05 EUR
	
	%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	rate € / $
	 
	 
	 
	 

	A. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Monthly
	 
	 
	 
	 

	A.1.1. National personnel 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	A.1.1.1  Project Coordinator 80% of his time 
	21,097 
	15,858 
	15,169 
	1,271 
	1,077 
	17,129 
	16,247 
	4,850 
	77%

	A.1.1.2  Assistance Project Coordinator 80% of his time 
	33,840 
	31,209 
	27,706 
	1,261 
	1,069 
	32,471 
	28,775 
	5,065 
	85%

	A 1.1.3   Personal Administrator
	8,691 
	9,428 
	8,623 
	376 
	318 
	9,804 
	8,941 
	(250)
	103%

	A.1.1.4  Project Accountant 80% of his time 
	11,298 
	13,066 
	12,096 
	513 
	435 
	13,579 
	12,532 
	(1,234)
	111%

	A.1.1.5  Constraction  Engener
	18,140 
	18,870 
	16,647 
	268 
	227 
	19,138 
	16,874 
	1,266 
	93%

	A.1.1.6  Extension Supervisor 
	15,750 
	14,678 
	13,020 
	399 
	338 
	15,077 
	13,358 
	2,392 
	85%

	A.1.1.7  Water Technician 80% of his time 
	12,890 
	12,218 
	10,832 
	1,467 
	1,244 
	13,685 
	12,076 
	814 
	94%

	A.1.1.8  Secretary 80% of her time 
	6,344 
	5,900 
	5,602 
	455 
	386 
	6,356 
	5,988 
	356 
	94%

	A.1.1.9  Truck Driver 80% of his time 
	9,900 
	9,505 
	8,562 
	0 
	0 
	9,505 
	8,562 
	1,338 
	86%

	A.1.1.10 Radio Operator 80% of her time 
	4,707 
	4,561 
	4,238 
	101 
	86 
	4,662 
	4,324 
	383 
	92%

	A.1.1.11 Office Cleaner 80% of her time 
	1,486 
	1,630 
	1,454 
	76 
	65 
	1,707 
	1,519 
	(33)
	102%

	A.1.1.12 Store Keeper 80% of his time 
	6,597 
	6,705 
	6,210 
	282 
	239 
	6,987 
	6,449 
	148 
	98%

	A.1.1.13 Mechanic 80% of his time 
	 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0%

	A.1.1.14 Assistant Mechanic 80% of his time 
	 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0%

	A.1.1.15 Purchaser/Transport Officer 80% of his time 
	5,382 
	5,923 
	5,428 
	177 
	150 
	6,100 
	5,578 
	(196)
	104%

	A.1.1.16 Extension Agents (2) 80% of their time 
	22,992 
	24,523 
	21,803 
	429 
	364 
	24,952 
	22,167 
	825 
	96%

	A.1.1.17 Light Vehicle Drivers (2) 80% of their time 
	12,100 
	12,816 
	11,596 
	1,413 
	1,198 
	14,229 
	12,794 
	(694)
	106%

	A.1.1.18 Office Guards (3) 80% of their time 
	6,936 
	7,403 
	6,900 
	171 
	145 
	7,574 
	7,045 
	(109)
	102%

	Budget lines
	Budget
	Previous Period Implementation
	Current Period Implementation
	Total Implementation
	Balance as of 12, 2005  (EUR)
	Expend. Rate 
	Budget lines
	Budget
	Previous Period Implementation

	A.1.1.20 Extension Agents (3) 100% of their time 
	34,488 
	30,354 
	26,901 
	517 
	438 
	30,871 
	27,339 
	7,149 
	79%

	A.1.1.21 Warehouse Guards (6) 100% of their time for 2 WH
	20,271 
	26,397 
	22,925 
	1,623 
	1,376 
	28,020 
	24,302 
	(4,031)
	120%

	A.1.1.22 Financial Controller 15% of his time
	3,998 
	8,056 
	6,827 
	282 
	239 
	8,338 
	7,066 
	(3,068)
	177%

	Subtotal National staff
	266,060 
	266,949 
	239,981 
	11,636 
	9,867 
	278,585 
	249,848 
	16,212 
	94%

	A.1.2. Expatriate staff
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	A.1.2.1 Program Director Salaries & Benfits 10% of her time
	26,424 
	25,328 
	21,619 
	454 
	385 
	25,782 
	22,004 
	4,420 
	83%

	A.1.2.2 Consultants
	20,527 
	5,625 
	6,058 
	6,912 
	5,861 
	12,537 
	11,919 
	8,608 
	58%

	Subtotal Expatriate staff
	46,951 
	30,953 
	27,677 
	7,366 
	6,246 
	38,319 
	33,924 
	13,027 
	72%

	A.1.3 Per diem for missions, travel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	A.1.3.1   Project Coord. Trip to Addis Ababa @25.67/day X 5 days
	1,155 
	504 
	442 
	67 
	57 
	571 
	498 
	657 
	43%

	A.1.3.2   Project Coordinator trip to Bahir Dar@14.08/day X 1 days
	184 
	222 
	202 
	86 
	73 
	308 
	275 
	(91)
	149%

	A.1.3.3   Project Coord. Trip to field supervision @1.54/day X 1 day
	111 
	104 
	112 
	0 
	 
	104 
	112 
	(1)
	101%

	A.1.3.4   Asst. Project Coord. Trip to Addis Ababa @25.67/day X 5 days
	1,155 
	1,738 
	1,557 
	0 
	 
	1,738 
	1,557 
	(402)
	135%

	A.1.3.5   Asst. Project Coord. Trip to Bahir Dar @14.08/day X 2 days
	507 
	499 
	422 
	21 
	18 
	519 
	439 
	68 
	87%

	A.1.3.6   Asst. Project Coord. Field sup.trip @1.54/day X 1 day
	0 
	151 
	125 
	23 
	20 
	174 
	145 
	(145)
	0%

	A.1.3.7   Project Accountant trip to Addis Ababa @25.67/day X 6 days
	462 
	404 
	349 
	190 
	161 
	594 
	510 
	(48)
	110%

	A.1.3.8   Purchaser trip to Bahir Dar @14.08/day X 2 days
	507 
	892 
	763 
	310 
	263 
	1,202 
	1,026 
	(519)
	202%

	A.1.3.9   Extension Supervisor field Super. Trip @4.11/day X 1 day


	355 
	429 
	352 
	84 
	71 
	513 
	424 
	(69)
	119%

	Budget lines
	Budget
	Previous Period Implementation
	Current Period Implementation
	Total Implementation
	Balance as of 12, 2005  (EUR)
	Expend. Rate 
	Budget lines
	Budget
	Previous Period Implementation

	A.1.3.11 Drivers (3) trip to Bahir Dar @9.36/day X 2 days
	2,854 
	1,820 
	1,708 
	91 
	77 
	1,911 
	1,785 
	1,069 
	63%

	A.1.3.12 Drivers (3) field trip @4.11/day X 1 day
	1,420 
	1,771 
	1,502 
	235 
	199 
	2,006 
	1,701 
	(281)
	120%

	A.1.3.13 Civil Engineer field trip @4.11/day X 1 day
	591 
	593 
	486 
	29 
	24 
	621 
	511 
	80 
	86%

	A.1.3.14 Water Technician field trip @4.11/day X 1 day
	591 
	190 
	156 
	40 
	34 
	231 
	190 
	401 
	32%

	A.1.3.15 Extension Agents (5) field trip @4.11/day X 25 days
	2,466 
	3,474 
	2,933 
	1,784 
	1,513 
	5,258 
	4,445 
	(1,979)
	180%

	A.1.3.16 Administrator trip to Addis Ababa @25.67/day X 6 days
	462 
	191 
	153 
	12 
	10 
	203 
	163 
	299 
	35%

	A.1.3.17 Administrator trip to Bahir @14.08/day X 2 days
	509 
	105 
	82 
	0 
	0 
	105 
	82 
	427 
	16%

	A.1.3.18 Administrator field trip @1.54/day X 1 day
	27 
	4 
	3 
	0 
	0 
	4 
	3 
	24 
	11%

	A.1.3.19 CARE-Addis staff trips to Project site @7.97/day X 3 days
	861 
	584 
	516 
	97 
	82 
	681 
	598 
	263 
	69%

	A.1.3.20 Consultants Perdiem in Addis Ababa @26.56/day X 8 days
	638 
	177 
	191 
	0 
	0 
	177 
	191 
	447 
	30%

	A.1.3.21 Consultants Perdiem in Debre Tabor @10.66/day X 22 days
	703 
	286 
	294 
	276 
	234 
	562 
	528 
	175 
	75%

	Subtotal Per diem
	16,833 
	15,022 
	13,121 
	3,413 
	2,894 
	18,435 
	16,016 
	817 
	95%

	A2. Operational costs
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	A.1.2.1  Office Supplies (80% of total)
	8,732 
	8,041 
	7,006 
	4,451 
	3,774 
	12,492 
	10,779 
	(2,047)
	123%

	A.1.2.2  Communication (Telephone & Postage) 80% of total
	7,495 
	9,918 
	8,806 
	277 
	235 
	10,195 
	9,041 
	(1,546)
	121%

	A.1.2.3  Facility Rent (80% of total)
	11,176 
	8,007 
	7,439 
	965 
	818 
	8,972 
	8,257 
	2,919 
	74%

	A.1.2.4  Electricity, water, Office & Equipment Repairs (80% of total)
	3,027 
	3,401 
	2,902 
	31 
	26 
	3,432 
	2,929 
	98 
	97%

	A.1.2.5  Insurance (80% of total)
	2,230 
	1,426 
	1,249 
	152 
	129 
	1,578 
	1,378 
	852 
	62%

	Budget lines
	Budget
	Previous Period Implementation
	Current Period Implementation
	Total Implementation
	Balance as of 12, 2005  (EUR)
	Expend. Rate 
	Budget lines
	Budget
	Previous Period Implementation

	A.1.2.6  Sundry exp.(Bank Service charge & Others) 80% of total
	1,926 
	3,211 
	2,931 
	630 
	534 
	3,841 
	3,466 
	(1,540)
	180%

	A.1.2.7  Vehicle Fuel for 8 Vehicles (80% of total)
	22,000 
	15,472 
	13,419 
	2,627 
	2,228 
	18,099 
	15,647 
	6,353 
	71%

	A.1.2.8  Vehicle Repair, Maint. & Parts for 8 Vehicles (80% of total)
	51,307 
	60,155 
	51,145 
	3,148 
	2,669 
	63,303 
	53,814 
	(2,507)
	105%

	Subtotal Operational costs
	107,893 
	109,630 
	94,896 
	12,281 
	10,414 
	121,911 
	105,309 
	2,584 
	98%

	TOTAL  A
	437,737 
	422,554 
	375,675 
	34,697 
	29,421 
	457,251 
	405,096 
	32,641 
	93%

	B.1. Equipment, works and supplies
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	B.1.1   New Field Vehicle Purchase
	51,891 
	48,181 
	51,891 
	 
	 
	48,181 
	51,891 
	0 
	100%

	B.1.2   New Motorcycle Purchase for Counter Parts
	3,986 
	4,171 
	4,088 
	 
	 
	4,171 
	4,088 
	(102)
	103%

	B.1.3   Computer Purchase
	6,117 
	5,503 
	5,992 
	 
	 
	5,503 
	5,992 
	125 
	98%

	B.1.4   HP LaserJet Printer
	643 
	613 
	618 
	769 
	652 
	1,381 
	1,269 
	(626)
	197%

	B.1.5   Swivel Chairs
	279 
	61 
	97 
	 
	 
	61 
	97 
	182 
	35%

	B.1.6   Desk
	701 
	1,196 
	932 
	 
	 
	1,196 
	932 
	(231)
	133%

	B.1.7   Staff Training
	3,000 
	4,447 
	4,034 
	2,578 
	2,186 
	7,024 
	6,219 
	(3,219)
	207%

	B.1.8   Irrigation Scheme
	220,017 
	155,576 
	131,438 
	113,094 
	95,899 
	268,670 
	227,336 
	(7,319)
	103%

	B.1.9  Agricultural tools
	9,167 
	9,393 
	7,461 
	2,535 
	2,150 
	11,928 
	9,611 
	(444)
	105%

	B.1.10 Iron Sheet Warehouse Contruction (Labor&Materials)
	41,530 
	45,386 
	37,227 
	3,456 
	2,931 
	48,842 
	40,158 
	1,372 
	97%

	B.1.11 Seeds for 10 Pas  (1 bag = 50 kgs) 
	29,659 
	28,285 
	24,698 
	6,000 
	5,088 
	34,285 
	29,786 
	(127)
	100%

	B.1.12 Emergency Preparedness Assessement Training
	3,204 
	992 
	948 
	1,493 
	1,266 
	2,485 
	2,214 
	990 
	69%

	B.1.13 EGS Scheme Development Training
	2,000 
	353 
	291 
	2,315 
	1,963 
	2,669 
	2,254 
	(254)
	113%

	B.1.14 Farmers Cross Visit
	1,500 
	938 
	832 
	6,320 
	5,359 
	7,257 
	6,191 
	(4,691)
	413%

	B.1.15 Counterparts Perdiem for Irrigation Study


	1,869 
	1,498 
	1,325 
	308 
	261 
	1,806 
	1,586 
	283 
	85%

	Budget lines
	Budget
	Previous Period Implementation
	Current Period Implementation
	Total Implementation
	Balance as of 12, 2005  (EUR)
	Expend. Rate 
	Budget lines
	Budget
	Previous Period Implementation

	B.1.16 Development Agents Agricultural Training
	8,376 
	294 
	227 
	3,856 
	3,270 
	4,150 
	3,497 
	4,879 
	42%

	B.1.17 Startup Workshop
	458 
	425 
	458 
	0 
	0 
	425 
	458 
	0 
	100%

	B.1.18 Ministry of Agriculture Capacity Building
	3,940 
	4,318 
	3,557 
	7,885 
	6,686 
	12,203 
	10,243 
	(6,303)
	260%

	B.1.19 Counterparts perdiem for Quarterly review meetings
	1,560 
	677 
	538 
	213 
	181 
	890 
	719 
	841 
	46%

	B.1.20 Development Agents Cross-Visit
	2,054 
	700 
	534 
	1,636 
	1,387 
	2,336 
	1,922 
	132 
	94%

	B.1.21 Baseline Survey
	3,970 
	3,686 
	3,971 
	0 
	0 
	3,686 
	3,971 
	(1)
	100%

	B.1.22 Training Needs Assessement
	2,003 
	1,602 
	1,221 
	0 
	0 
	1,602 
	1,221 
	782 
	61%

	B.1.23 Feeder roads constraction/Rehabilation
	8,637 
	0 
	0 
	9,631 
	8,166 
	9,631 
	8,166 
	471 
	95%

	B.1.24 Farmers traning on efficent use 
	1,912 
	1,811 
	1,492 
	0 
	0 
	1,811 
	1,492 
	420 
	78%

	B.1.25 Farmers traning on sustanable
	1,841 
	1,747 
	1,439 
	0 
	0 
	1,747 
	1,439 
	402 
	78%

	B.1.26  Community caretakers training 
	3,537 
	2,911 
	2,399 
	0 
	0 
	2,911 
	2,399 
	1,138 
	68%

	B.1.27 EIA* for interventions and design
	1,500 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	1,500 
	0%

	B.1.28  Organizing irrigation water  beneficiaries
	1,750 
	0 
	0 
	5,092 
	4,318 
	5,092 
	4,318 
	(2,568)
	247%

	B.1.29  Watershed  treatment fo irregations
	19,949 
	0 
	0 
	22,564 
	19,133 
	22,564 
	19,133 
	816 
	96%

	B.1.30 Computer Training for Gov. Emerg. Preparedness Unit
	415 
	435 
	415 
	520 
	441 
	955 
	856 
	(441)
	206%

	B.1.31 Final Evaluation 
	3,000 
	0 
	0 
	1,788 
	1,516 
	1,788 
	1,516 
	1,484 
	51%

	Subtotal Equipment,works, supplies
	440,465 
	325,199 
	288,124 
	192,050 
	162,851 
	517,250 
	450,975 
	(10,510)
	102%

	B.2. Travel costs (economy)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	a) International air travel
	2,000 
	0 
	0 
	 
	 
	0 
	0 
	2,000 
	0%

	b) National travel (air, rail, ship)
	4,069 
	4,623 
	4,130 
	847 
	719 
	5,470 
	4,849 
	(780)
	119%

	Subtotal Travel Costs
	6,069 
	4,623 
	4,130 
	847 
	719 
	5,470 
	4,849 
	1,220 
	80%

	B.3. Audit costs
	3,852 
	3,169 
	2,839 
	1,298 
	1,101 
	4,467 
	3,940 
	(88)
	102%

	B.4. Studies, research, subcontracted services, etc
	 
	0 
	0 
	 
	 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	 

	Budget lines
	Budget
	Previous Period Implementation
	Current Period Implementation
	Total Implementation
	Balance as of 12, 2005  (EUR)
	Expend. Rate 
	Budget lines
	Budget
	Previous Period Implementation

	 - Publications
	 
	0 
	0 
	 
	 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	 

	 - Etc. : CARE Austria annual monitoring trip
	8,000 
	1,530 
	1,291 
	 
	 
	1,530 
	1,291 
	6,709 
	16%

	TOTAL  B
	458,386 
	334,521 
	296,384 
	194,196 
	164,671 
	528,717 
	461,055 
	(2,669)
	101%

	SUB – TOTAL A+B
	896,123 
	757,075 
	672,059 
	228,893 
	194,092 
	985,968 
	866,151 
	29,972 
	97%

	Contingency max 5% (to be used only with prior 
	26,447 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	26,447 
	0%

	agreement of the Commission)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	SUB-TOTAL A+B+C
	922,570 
	757,075 
	672,059 
	228,893 
	194,092 
	985,968 
	866,151 
	56,419 
	94%

	Administrative costs (max 7%)
	64,580 
	52,995 
	47,044 
	16,022 
	13,586 
	69,018 
	60,631 
	3,949 
	94%

	TOTAL Project Costs
	987,150 
	757,075 
	672,059 
	244,915 
	207,678 
	1,054,986 
	926,782 
	60,368 
	94%

	EC contribution 90%
	888,435 
	681,368 
	604,853 
	220,424 
	186,911 
	949,487 
	834,104 
	54,331 
	94%

	Applicants contribution 10%
	98,715 
	75,708 
	67,206 
	24,492 
	20,768 
	105,499 
	92,678 
	6,037 
	94%


Source:CARE-EthiopiaCountryOffice,Feb2005 

3.4 Project Effectiveness: Achievement of Outcomes 

The outcomes of the Project activities have generally exhibited improvement. This could be attributed to CARE intervention during the Project period; conducive environmental situation mainly non-occurrence of serious drought; and applicability of extension package in the area. 

These are briefly pointed out here under and details are provided in Table 9:

· The evaluation result indicates that the percentage distribution of the sample male-headed and female-headed HHs is 77.6% and 22.4% respectively.

· The evaluation result reveals 76.9% and 23.1% sample of the male-headed and female-headed HHs owned rain fed farm land and 76.9% and 21.1%% owned irrigated farm land respectively. In both cases the female-headed owned about a quarter of the male-headed households in the sample Pas of the 
oreda.

Table 5:  Percentage Distribution of Land Holding Size by Gender
	Sex of HH Head
	Farm holding size rain fed
	Farm holding size irrigated

	Male
	N
	123
	97

	
	% of Total N
	76.9
	78.9

	Female
	N
	37
	26

	
	% of Total N
	23.1
	21.1

	Total
	N
	160
	123

	
	% of Total N
	100.0
	100.0


Source: Household Survey (Jan 2005)
· The baseline data and the evaluation result indicate that 18% and 24.8% of the sample households covered their annual food requirement from own production, respectively. 

· However, the evaluation result shows only 10.8% of the sample female-headed households covered their annual food requirement from own production, which is less than the average results of both the baseline data and the evaluation. This implies the need for special attention to support female-headed households.

Table 6:  Percentage Distribution Food Requirement Cover Food Own Production By Sex of sHH Head

	Response
	Sex of HH Head (%)

	
	Male
	Female
	Total

	Yes
	28.9
	10.8
	24.8

	No
	71.1
	89.2
	75.2


Source: Household Survey (Jan 2005)
· The baseline data shows 2%, 61%, and 26% of the adults had 1, 2, and 3 meals and 7%, 44% and 18% of children under five had 2, 3, and 4 meals per day. Whereas the evaluation result shows 6.5% and 33.5% of adults had 2 and 3 meals and 22%, 49% and 29% of children under five had 2, 3, and 4 meals per day.

· The baseline data indicates only about 6% and 2% of the sample HHs have included vegetables and fruits whereas the evaluation result shows about 26.1% and 13.9% of the sampled HHs included vegetables and fruits in their meals rsepectively. The main reason for not growing fruits and vegetables accorging the evaluation result are lack of adequate irrigation water, technical capacity and supply of seeds.

Table 7: Percentage Distribution of Reasons for not Growing Fruits or Vegetables
	Reasons for not growing fruits and vegetables
	Frequency
	Percent

	Lack of irrigation water
	70
	42.7

	Lack of irrigable land
	40
	24.2

	Lack of technical capacity
	64
	38.8

	Lack of supply of seeds
	50
	30.3

	Lack of adequate markets
	8
	4.8

	Unsuitable climate condition
	23
	13.9


Source: Household Survey

· The evaluation result reveals the sample HHs utilized selling of small livestock, selling of firewood, and obtaining relief aid as a means of coping mechanism to cover their annual food shortage.  

· The baseline data reveals that 35% of the sample households had no oxen while 43% had one ox and 20% had 2 oxen. Whereas the evaluation result shows 50.7% and 49.3% of the sample households had 1 and 2 oxen respectively. Regarding dwelling house, blanket and radio please refer to Table 9.

· The baseline data indicates yield per hectare for teff, barley, wheat, millet, maize, sorghum, and potato was 4, 6, 8, 7.7, 5.5, 9, 6, and 58 qt while the evaluation result gives 7.8, 11.2, 10, 10.5, 10.5, and 54 qt per hectare which is a general improvement.

· The baseline indicates 96% of the sample HHs used irrigation water to grow potato, 8.5% to grow cereals and 0.8% to grow pulses. Whereas the evaluation shows 73.9% of the sample HHs used irrigation water to grow potato and vegetable while 47% used to grow cereals and pulses. 

· The baseline data portrays 97% of the sample HHs didn’t apply biological soil conservation measures while the evaluation result indicates that 22.4% of the sample HHs have applied on their plot. With respect to application of bund construction and cultivation steep slopes is concerned please refer to table 9.
· The baseline data shows that the sample HHs got irrigation water every 23days but the evaluation indicates every 22 days on average. The evaluation result, howerever, indicates 71.3% of the sample HHs didn’t get sufficient water delivery from the irrigation schemes. 
Table 8: Percentage Level of Sufficiency of  Water Delivery 

	Response
	Frequency
	Percent

	Yes
	47
	28.7

	No
	117
	71.3

	Total
	164
	100.0


Source: Household Survey (Jan 2005)
· The baseline data reveals that the sample HHs were not practicing water harvesting on their farm while the evaluation result shows 3.6%, 0.6%, 26.1%, 67.9%, 0.6% and 10.6% of the sample HHs reported that they practiced cut-off drain, diversion channel, retainion ditch, checkdams, micro-basin and multching rsepectively. This is appriciable outcome achieved as a result of capacity building works.
Table 9:  FFSSP Final Evaluation Results Summary against Baseline Results
	Project objectives, expected activities and results
	Indicators of achievement
	Baseline Results
	Evaluation Results
	Remark

	Project Goal: 

Improved food security at the household level in Farta Woreda
	· Increase in number of months pr year of food availability security in at least 20% of the target households.
	· Only 18% of the sample HHs covers their annual food requirement from own production.  

· For the rest, it covers on an average a seven-month food requirement.  

· For the latter, sustainable use of the available resources cover only a nine-month food requirement.
	· Quite significantly, a higher proportion of the sampled HHs (24.8%) covers their annual food requirement from own production.

· The rest of the sampled HHs own production covers on an average a nine-month food requirement.  

· Sustainable use of the available resources, cover only a nine-month food requirement.
	

	Project Purpose:
Increased food access in 20% (2698) of HHs existing in the target kebeles


	· A 20% increase in the number of HHs eating at least two balanced meals per day in the targeted kebeles by the end of the Project
	· 2, 61 and 26% of the adults have 1, 2 and 3 meals per day respectively, while about 7,44 and 18% of the under five children have 2,3, and 4 meals per day.

· Only about 6% and 2% of the sample HHs have included vegetables (other than the local cabbage and I. Potato) and fruits in their meals in 2001.

· About 17, 33 and 22% of the sample households had included meat in their meal zero, one and two times between the last two Easters. 
	· 6.5% and 33.5% of adults in the sampled HHs have 2 and 3 meals per day respectively; while about 22%, 49% and 29% of the under-five children have 2, 3 and >=4 meals per day respectively.

· About 26.1% and 13.9% of the sampled HHs have included vegetables (other than the local cabbage and potato) and fruits in their meals in 2005.

· About 29.5%, 27.4%, 10.3%, 8.9% and 24.0% of the sample households had included meat in their meal one, two, three, four and more than five times in a year.
	

	
	· Households’ assets, especially livestock, maintained at the baseline level of the poor households or above it by the end of the Project within the targeted kebele.
	· About 35, 43 and 20% of the sample households have 0, 1 and 2 oxen, respectively.  

· On an average, a sample HH owns 88% of an ox, 1.41 other cattle, one shoat and half of an equine.

· Only 10 and 21 % of them have local fok and GIS house, respectively.

· Only 14% and 5% of them have blanket and transistor radio, respectively.
	· About 50.7% and 49.3% of the sampled HHs have 1 and 2 Oxen, respectively.  

· On an average, a sampled HH owns at least an Ox (81.2%), other cattle (73.3%), a shoat (76.4%) and an equine (41.8%).

· About 15.8% and 24.2% of sampled HHs have local fok and G+1 house, respectively.

· 47.3% and 12.7% of HHs have blanket and transistor radio, respectively.
	

	Expected Result:

Farm productivity improved through reduction of soil erosion and improved water availability in selected households
	· A 30% increase in the per hectare production of main food crops within targeted kebles at the end of the three years.
	· In year 2001, yield was 4qt, 6, 8qt, 7.7qt, 5.5qt, 9qt, 6qt and 58qt for teff, barley, wheat millet, maize, sorghum pulses in general and potato per hectare, respectively.
	· The yield in 2005 of the sampled HHs was, 7.8qt, 11.2qt, 10.0qt, 10.5qt, 10.5qt, and 54qt for Teff, Barley, Wheat, Maize, Sorghum and Potato per hectare, respectively.
	2001, perceived as normal year by the stakeholders, is taken as a base year.

	
	· 15% of irrigation farmers are growing diversified crops, including cereals, grain legumes and vegetables, and fast growing fruit trees in appropriate places at the end of three years.
	· 96% of the sampled HHs use the irrigation water to grow I. Potato. 8.5% and 0.8% of them have also used it to grow cereals and pulses.  

· None of them have used it to grow fruits.
	· 73.9% of the sampled HHs uses the irrigation water to grow potato and vegetables and 47.9% of them have also used it to grow cereals and pulses.  

· None of them have used it to grow fruits.
	

	
	3.�.� Reduced soil erosion

· Recommended biological soil conservation measures applied by at least 20
% of farmers within targeted kebles by the end of the Project.
	· Almost none (97%) of the sample HHs applied biological soil conservation measures so far.
	· In contrary to the baseline, almost one-fourth (22.4%) of the sampled HHs applied biological soil conservation measures to their plots and the surrounding.
	

	
	· 20% increase in length of excavated (physical) soil conservation measures (cut-off drains, check-dams, terraces) within targeted kebeles by the end of Project.
	· An average of 0.34km terrace/band is excavated on plots of the sample HHs.  

· Less than 1 km terrace is reported by about 71% of them.
	· An average of 0.9km terrace/band is excavated on plots of the sampled HHs.  

· Less than 1 km terrace is reported by about 55.2% of them.

· On the other hand, greater than or equal to 1km terrace is reported by about 15.8% of sampled HHs.
	

	
	· Number of farmers in targeted kebeles cultivating on steep slopes without appropriate soil conservation measures reduced by 15% by the end of the Project.
	· About 72% of the sampled HHs holds steep plots. 99% of them cultivate such plots while no any conservation measure has been applied on plots of about 41% of them.
	· 53.3% of the sampled HHs owns hillsides as plots; 99% of them cultivate such plots while no any conservation measure has been applied on plots of about 44.8% of them.
	Status of slope of the plots is based on perception of the farmers

	
	2. Improved water availability

· All irrigation channels used in the target kebeles properly improved or upgraded by the end of the three years.
	· The irrigation channels (all are traditional) are poorly managed and poorly maintained, hence, cause substantial water wastage.
	· The irrigation channels have been impoved in a modern way contrary to the traditional, hence, water loss substantially decreased (observation)
	

	
	· Irrigation efficiency (water availability) increased from the current level by 15% at end of three years within the targeted kebeles.
	· On an average the sample HHs get irrigation water every 23rd days.
	· On an average the sampled HHs get irrigation water for about 22 days.
	

	
	· The amount of area irrigated using the available water increased from the current hectarage level by 20% at the end three years within the targeted Pas.
	· About 55% of the sample HHs holds a minimum, maximum and an average of 0.01, 0.5 and 0.13ha irrigated plots.

· About 21% of them also hold a minimum, maximum and an average of 0.03, 0.63 and 0.18 ha, respectively, irrigable land that has not been irrigated principally due to shortage of water.
	· 75.2% of the sampled HHs holds a minimum, maximum and an average of 0.02, 1 and 0.26ha irrigated plots, respectively.

· 13.9% of them also hold a minimum, maximum and an average of 0.03, 2 and 0.36 ha, respectively, irrigable land that has not been irrigated principally due to shortage of water.
	

	
	· On-farm water harvesting using recommended practices (Cut-off drains, retention ditches, check-dams, and terraces) increased from current levels by 35% at the end of three years.
	· This is not known and not practiced in the area
	· About 3.6%, 0.6%, 26.1%, 67.9%, 0.6% and 10.3% of the sampled HHs reported that they use to harvest on-farm water on recommended practices: diversion channel, retention ditches, check dams, micro-basins and mulching respectively.
	The Project should revise this activity.

	
	· Irrigation maintenance plans being followed by water-user groups


	· Such plan does not exist.
	· There is plan to maintain irrigation schemes by the community (source: qualitative survey) 
	

	Expected Result:
Emergency preparedness and early warning at kebeles, woreda and zone levels improved
	· Methods for assessing emergency preparedness at kebele and Woreda levels in place and being practiced by all key stakeholders by the end of year two of the Project.
	· Such method is not in place at kebeles level and it is not regular and strong at woreda level.
	· 23% of the sampled HHs reported that they have been involved in emergency activities: assessment, planning, beneficiary selection and monitoring and evaluation of relief activities.

· 9.1% of them mentioned that they have received relief food assistance in the last three years.

· Average travel distance to the near-by relief distribution center is about 12.3km.
	

	
	· Collection, analysis and feedback of information needed for adequate emergency preparedness at all kebles is prepared and shared between all stakeholders on annual basis by the end of three years.
	· Such an exercise does not exist, especially at the kebeles level.
	· Such an exercise does not exist, especially at the kebeles level.
	

	
	· All the required access road are rehabilitated/constructed and storage capacity (3-500 MT) warehouses) is in place and serve for storage of relief food by the end of the three years.
	· All, but three, of the Project kebeles are connected to the main road by access roads newly built through food aid interventions, principally by CARE.

· Such stores does not exist in the Project kebeles.
	· 86.7% of the respondents mentioned the availability of built/maintained main access roads.

· Average travel distance to reach the nearest main access road is about 2.1km.

· The majority of the respondents also forwarded that CARE (in collaboration with the community) maintained access roads.

· About 73.9% of the household respondents pointed the community has role in managing access roads.
	


Source: Baseline data (2002) and evaluation survey (2006)

3.5 Sustainability of Project Outcomes 

It is well revealed that the FFSSP took sustainability as a foremost serious issue from the inception and made commendable efforts towards that end. Again for clarity, the status of the Project with respect to sustainability is discussed by project components or major interventions as follows.

3.5.1 Small Scale Irrigation Schemes

There are a number of undertakings or conditions that are believed to warrant the longevity of the irrigation schemes that the Project upgraded tremendously.  These include, 

· The establishment of Irrigation Farmers’ Cooperatives (IFCs): The legalization process was said underway with the Woreda Coppertaive Affairs Desk. This institutionalization of the schemes appears pivotal, as it would empower them. However, the success of their collective efforts greatly calls for the technical support of the agency responsible for organizing.

· The introduction of a shareholding system whereby each member farmer buys a single share for Birr 30. This mechanism, if managed well, will strengthen the financial capital position of the farmers and also enable them to develop a culture of saving

· The existence of members’ regular contribution and Birr 5 membership registration fee to take care of imminent costs associated with maintenance or operation of the schemes; 

· IFCs’ readiness to takeover the completed irrigation schemes as per the MoU each of them entered with the Project Office 

· The Woreda Agriculture and Rural Development office’s readiness to takeover the schemes

· The Project Office was in full participation with the formerCo.SAERAR (now Water Resource Development Bureau) in the prefeasibility and socio-economic studies and later technical designs of the schemes 

· Simplicity or low-tech nature and, hence, manageability of the schemes by the farmers 

· The existence of already well-founded indigenous skills in (or long familiarity of the farmers with) traditional irrigation practices

· Illustrative cross-experience visits and basic trainings delivered to the model irrigation farmers (IFC members) and woreda extension/development agents aimed at enabling them to effectively manage their respective schemes

However, the evaluation team observed a number of technical pitfalls on the SSI schemes it visited, which, if left unabated, are likely to threaten or jeopardize the sustainability of the schemes. For example:

· The discharge capacity of each of the two flumes (stream-crossing pipes that connect and charge the main supply canals) that the Project installed on the SSI scheme at Qualiha PA was found to be lower than the intake discharge at the headwork (the source river). The farmers contacted aired their worry that, if this problem is not rectified soon, a number of downstream irrigators will be left out of water supply. 

· The headwork of the Abakale (Angot) SSI scheme (which also falls within Qualiha PA) was under serious risk mainly for three reasons. First, a masonry wall aimed at protecting the intake point of the main canal was built on the riverbed with almost sharp edge and flat face perpendicular to the river flow, rendering it vulnerable to abrasive water pressure mainly during peak surges. Secondly, the uppermost end of the intake canal is also built under a hanging riverbank characterized by deep and lose soil formation, which was not protected by a retaining wall and was, therefore, about to fall down. Thirdly, the mortar-coated masonry work built along the right-side bank of the river to protect the upper segment of the main canal appeared to have weak parts on its base and also poor finishing at some critical sections. 

· The SSI schemes that the team visited had not been completed fully. For instance, the installation of a flume was pending on each of the Zaura and Abakale SSI schemes at Kanat and Qualiha Pas, respectively. Moreover, a cattle trough built at the latter PA was not connected to the main supply canal and eventually could not start giving service to the people as originally planned. 

However, it is worth to note here that the Project Office was already well aware of the technical problems mentioned above and was in the process of fixing them.  As the problems were easily correctable, we believe, many of them should, by now, be addressed.

3.5.2  Rural Access Roads

· The establishment of road Administration Committees in each kebelle: The Committees are supposed to mobilize labor in their respective Pas when the need arises to maintain/rehabilitate the roads that cross or fall within the territory of each PA in question. With such community ownership, it is indeed possible to sustain the services of the roads.

3.5.3   Relief Food Outlets (RFO)

· The Farta Woreda office of Agriculture and Rural Development already took over the RFOs in collaboration with the respective communities where the structures are located. This is supposed to cause the proper handling and use of the stores.

3.5.4 Improved Crop Production

·   This component largely involved the supply of agricultural (cereal and vegetable) seeds and, with it, the introduction of revolving seed system. CARE donated different types of seeds and basic hand tools to the irrigation cooperatives institutionally, as opposed to individual farmers. And, the cooperatives were meant to provide the seeds to interested members/farmers on a credit basis levied with a nominal interest charge. The idea behind the revolving fund is that, with the repayments collected, the cooperatives will purchase and keep stocks of desirable seeds, thus ensuring the uninterrupted availability of (or access for farmers to) important varieties of seeds at affordable prices, thereby sustaining improved crop production in the area.  

3.6 Major Challenges Faced by the Project 

The following are the main bottlenecks that affected the implementation of the Project in one way or another:

· Substantial delay on the part of Co.SAERAR (the Project’s key partner with respect to the irrigation works) in submitting the study reports and designs of the SSI schemes, that prevented the Project from accomplishing the irrigation works within the intended timeframe.  This was found to be a real challenge in the face of the limited time the Project left with before its completion.

· Delay in signing the Progect agreement with the local line departments, as the implementation of the Project literally started a year after the signing of a financial agreement with the donor.  

· Overlapping of the Project’s schedules with the SWC campaign events organized by 
oreda ARD office during lean seasons (February to March).

· Lack of timely delivery of food items (notably vegetable oil) by the donor. The items were meant for FFW wage payment for the Project’s labour-intensive works.
· Delay in the delivery of construction materials and also unavailability of trucks for moving materials to warehouse and irrigation construction sites mainly due to very rough roads crossing dissected landscape of the project sites. 

· Frequent and unprecedented high-rise in the cost of construction materials (cement, iron bar, corrugated iron sheet) and short supply mainly of cement were other hurdles.

· Frequent structural changes, high staff turnover and the occupation of officials in urgent political affairs in local government offices were important problems to the Project.  

· Celebration of too many religious holidays in the area adversely competed with the Project for working time, as farmers could not be available for work on such days. 

 3.7 Outstanding Issues/Concerns 

The following points are considered the major issues identified through the evaluation.

· As the micro-catchments circumscribing the irrigation schemes have not been sufficiently treated with conservation measures, the schemes are likely to be affected sometime by upstream soil erosion problems. Therefore, during handing over, it appears necessary for the Project Office to bring this concern to the attention of the Farta Woreda Agriculture and Rural Development Office (a party, besides the communities, who is supposed to takeover and oversee the schemes) so that it can mobilize the communities to properly deal with the stated problem.

· It is the conviction of the evaluation team that aforementioned upstream technical problems of the irrigation schemes will all be rectified shortly.

· There is a need for CARE’s Project Office to heighten efforts in order to further strengthen and promote its future working relationship with local line departments and beneficiary communities as well. 
· The attitude of community dependency on external assistance was felt still to exist  in the area; and CARE, in its future initiatives, should further look into and take appropriate measures that help discourage this adverse situation as much as possible. Three newly assigned government Das we talked to were heard saying, „They [farmers] are often so reluctant to listen to us; for instance, when CARE calls them for a meeting, they appear right away, but when we call them similarly, they never do so.“
 3.8 Lessons Learned 

The following are identified as useful lessons learned out of the implementation of FFSSP.

· It is learned that the implementation of such basic rural development interventions as SSI schemes has great potential of bringing meaningful and rapid change in terms of addressing the basic food needs of vulnerable rural households, building their asset base and hence providing durable solution to the root problems of chronically food insecure people. The importance that CARE attached to the SSI schemes was, therefore, quite right.   

· The capacity building (particularly the HRD) strategy of the Project was indeed appreciable both in terms of coverage and importance, as it is believed to created productive exposure of the participants to improved  knowledge and skills.  

· In the course of project implementation, as a proactive measure, the preparation of a well thought-out and regularly updated contingency procurement plan (to be used as an alternative means for the supply of project inputs in case the main procurement plan fails or cannot be achieved for different reasons) would be instrumental to ensuring a better flow of critical project materials and to meet the deadlines of project activities.
4. Conclusion and Recommendations

In sum, the Project has performed well under the circumstances. The evaluation survey results have indicated the achievement of encouraging improvement in the food security status of the beneficiaries during the Project period. While the impact of the Project’s irrigation schemes in this regard has not yet been matured enough, the improvement is attributed to the other project interventions such as improved seed supply, skill enhancement trainings to farmers, and injection of cash/food resources to the area through labour-intensive works. 

On the other hand, it is to be noted that other external interventions or situations, such as government’s agricultural extension package service and prevalence of favourable climate, are likely to have significant contribution to the overall food situation improvement in the area. When the irrigation schemes are put under full operation next season and beyond, more improvement is expected to be recorded on the household livelihoods in the area. 

Above all, as discussed earlier, the sustainability status of the Project’s outcomes has generally been found reliable.

Finally, from the foregoing, the following recommendations are forwarded for consideration in future similar phase-in projects.

· CARE-Ethiopia, should give due attention to and facilitate smooth handing over of the completed Project works. 

· CARE-Ethiopia, in its future initiatives, should further look into and take appropriate measures that help discourage dipendency attitude as much as possible. 
· In future undertakings, special focus should be accorded to female-headed households with well spelt-out and specific project components destined to address their problems.

· There is a need for CARE’s Project Office to heighten efforts in order to further strengthen and promote its future working relationship with local line departments and beneficiary communities as well. 
· Contingency procurement plan for projects that involve major procurement of goods and services would be worth considering with a view to attain more reliable flow of project materials.
· CARE’s effort to addressing the root causes of peopples’ basic problems through such lasting interventions asd SSI schemes needs to pursued further. 
· CARE’s adoption of community and institutional capacity-building as well as participatory and partnership approaches in project implementation should be further pursued.

· Before withdrawal of the Project from the area, it would be very important to make a thorough independent needs assessment in order to decide the necessity of designing future interventions in the  area.
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23 Background to the assignment

The Farta Food Security and Support Project (FFSSP) emanated as a follow up of CARE’ s CY 2000 emergency response project entitled ‘Farta Relief and Rehabilitation Food Assistance Project’. As established via different studies and assessments, the Farta woreda major socio- economic problem is food insecurity. Accordingly, CARE initiated the FFSSP primarily aiming at addressing the food insecurity of the drought – affected population of the woreda.

The project especially targets about 3500 men and women headed house holds (HH), primary farmers residing in ten peasant associations (Pas) of the woreda. These Pas were selected on the basis of criteria set by key stakeholders. The Pas include EmbayKo –Aringo, Giribie, Kanate, Quhalha, Askuma – Deremo, Zima, Mahderemariam, Meskel-Tisone and Smina.

The project duration in accordance with the financial agreement made with the donor was for three years effective from January 2002. The concerned regional government body approved it after six months, i.e. end of the June 2002. The full- scale project operation started as of January 2003 and will phase out on December 30, 2005, which includes the one-year no-cost extension granted for the period January 2005 to December 2005.

23.1.�.�.�.�.�.���� Project objective 

The overall long-term objective of the FSSSP is increasing food security at household level. The project targets a population group who has not yet become totally food aid dependant, although has suffered severely as a result of the drought in the last five years before the start of the project. The major programmatic components of this project address:

· Promoting agricultural production by improving crop production by use of necessary inputs such as improving traditional irrigation by constructing irrigation sites, provision of improved seeds and agricultural hand tools,  and supporting farmers through training. 

· Sustainable use and management of natural resource base through SWC schemes.

· Infrastructure development: rehabilitation and /or construction of labor based access roads and RFOs (Relief Food Outlets).

· Local Capacity building: enhancement of the agricultural extension and emergency preparedness system through trainings, workshops and provision of materials etc. 

1.2. Location

The project area is in Farta 
oreda, south Gondar zone of the Amhra regional state and the field office is situated at Debretabor town, city of the zone, which is about 100 KM from B/Dar and on the main road of B/Dar-Woldya. Average distance of the project site from the FO (Debretabor City) is about 20 Km.

1.3 Time Span

The project life year is three years plus a one-year no cost extension; the full- scale project operation started as of January 2003 and will phase out on December 30, 2005.

1.4. Budgetary Framework

The total cost of the operation eligible for community financing is estimated at EUR 987, 150 

1.5. Implementing Agency

CARE Ethiopia

P.O. Box 4710, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia

Phone: ++251 –011-553- 80-40; Fax ++251 –011-553- 80-35

E-mail: care.eth@telecom.net.et
Marcy Vigoda, Country Director ( vigoda@care.org )

Dawn Wadlow, Program Director ( wadlowd@care.org )

Faheem Khan, Rural Livelihoods Program Coordinator ( fkhan@care.org ) 

CARE-Gondar (Field Office)

Phone: ++251-058-441-16-93

Teshome Zegeye, Area coordinator, South Gondar

Abebaw Kebede, Project Manager, FFSSP

E-mail: cgondar@telecom.net.et 

             carefsis@telecom.net.et
23.1.�.�.�.�.�.�鼨�鼰 Target Population

The project objectives take into consideration the impact of all key stakeholders, not only at the Kebele (community) level, but also the Woreda (government counterpart) level. For the purpose of determining estimated impact on the target groups, the beneficiaries are categorized by the main project components, as described below.

CARE estimates that the project will be able to reach approximately 30% of the farmers within the 10 Pas, estimated at 4,047, through the soil conservation activities. It is estimated that females head approximately 25% of households in Farta Woreda, and correspondingly 1000 of the farmers directly benefited will be women.
Seven Pas have been targeted for irrigation scheme development. The total population of these Pas is 47,653 (9,530 HH) i.e. 17% of the total population of Farta Woreda. Direct beneficiaries are the number of households participating in irrigation activities, estimated to be about 10% of the total population of the PA, or 953 households (HH). 
The indirect beneficiaries of the early warning component are the entire Farta population of approximately 247,000 in 52,677 households. The entire population of the 10-targeted Pas will benefit from the mention component.
23.1.�.�.�.�.�.���� Strategic Context and Concept of Intervention

The specific strategies context and concept of intervention of the project contain the following points:

· Introduction of Low-External Input and Sustainable Agriculture (LEISA) methodology (to cut food production costs and improve farm productivity);

· Strengthen Das and CARE extension agents to enhance the effort in the area of the extension system coverage; 

· Promoting sustainable development through mutual support, joint action planning and implementation, monitoring and evaluation of activities, and decision making processes;

· Strengthen / Capacity building in terms of technical and physical capacities through training (formal and informal means), provision of external input to relevant bodies (office of agriculture, DPP bodies at woreda and zonal level and other concerned line departments).  

23 Study/mission objectives
As this is a terminal evaluation, the Consultants need to highlight project successes, lessons learned and challenges faced. 

This evaluation should provide a judgment on the impact of the project (i.e. extent to which results will satisfy the stated Purpose and Objectives), and focus on the following evaluation criteria following the EC standard: Relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, and sustainability.

Furthermore, important aspects include the project’s compliance, achievements, country ownership, stakeholder participation, financial planning. 

The review process should look at the logframe as well as beyond the boundaries of the project intervention to assess the relevance of the intervention from different stakeholder perspectives – therefore, it should also go beyond a simple check of the indicators. From the terminal evaluation it is also expected to have recommendations to enhance future implementation of such projects. 

23 Issues to be studied 

The final evaluation should provide an overall impact assessment of the project’s achievement in meeting its purpose and objectives as per the indicators defined in the log frame. Specifically, the purpose of the evaluation is to:

· Assess progress in terms of attaining the final goal and intended behavioral and systemic changes.

· Assess the project accomplishment against targets (objectives, intermediate results and activities).

· Assess sustainability of results /outcomes, environmental impact, and identify strengths, gaps, weaknesses that should be addressed to improve future interventions.

· Assess the effectiveness of Project strategies.

· Assess the effectiveness of the project’s MIS and M&E system.

· Assess the project’s cost-effectiveness. 

· Investigate the extent to which the project has addressed gender equity and diversity of the target areas and indicate potential areas for improvement.

· Assess the impacts/ effects so far realized from the project activities in line with addressing community felt needs and priority problems and also the level of community empowerment and participation.

· Examine sustainability issues in line with implemented activities. (Capacities to take over, training, empowerment, etc)

· Systematically identify, draw and document key lessons learned from the current phase and recommend specific and practical directions for the future.

· Assess the sectoral and geographic diversity of the project activities and recommend any concerns pertaining to these aspects.

· Investigate the situation of Linkages and Networking with stakeholders and draw lessons from it.

· Assess ways and means to ensure sustainability of project benefits and replicate sustainable outcomes. 

· Analysis of environmental and project unforeseen factors (negative or positive effects on project outcomes) and propose potential mitigation measures.

4. Methodology

4.1. Design and data collection

The proposed study for this final evaluation is a community-based cross-sectional survey using both quantitative and qualitative methodologies. Structured questionnaires (for household interviews), semi-structured interview guides, focus group discussions, key informant interviews, and discussions and meetings with local counterparts and field observations will be used as a primary source of information. Also secondary review of documents will be conducted.

The evaluation will be geared in such a way that it involves relevant stakeholders in the whole process to ensure participation and empowerment.

Once the evaluation tools are developed, with engagement of relevant stakeholders – interviewers and supervisors (at least high school graduates) need to be adequately trained. A pilot test of questionnaires should also be initiated. Interviewers will use structured questionnaires and interview guides, which will be translated to the local language (Amharic). Data entry and analysis for the structured survey will be done using any appropriate statistical software and an appropriate qualitative analysis will be employed for the qualitative analysis. Comparative analysis should also be done with the baseline and performance results of the project in terms of project progress and changes observed since then.
4.2 Participation

An external consultant (local) with relevant experience will be deployed. The representatives of key stakeholders will also take a major role in the evaluation process. Other relevant line departments (woreda food security office) will also participate. The overall coordination of the evaluation process at the FO level will be the responsibility of the Area Coordinator. The FFSSP Project Manager will be responsible for facilitation and logistical arrangement for successful completion of the evaluation. The project extension staff, Supervisors, officer and community representatives will participate in the data collection and preliminary data analysis. The DM&E Unit and PDTA Coordinator in the Head Office will oversee the evaluation process, which will be conducted through participation of a multi disciplinary technical team, the concerned stakeholders (Woreda Government Offices and Civil Associations) and the community. 

5. Expertise required

5.1. Required Professional Profiles and Complementary Composition of the Monitoring Team

The team would be formed as follows:

LOCAL CONSULTANT team: the team will consist of two external professionals, with different academic background, one being the team leader and the other as a co-facilitator.

Team Leader

The team leader will serve as the main facilitator to the whole process. He/she will be selected based on the following criteria:

· Must be a certified and competent independent consultant.

· Must have at least 7 years of continuous professional experience in the application of facilitation skills and tools for reviews and evaluations processes.

· Must have a vast experience in the field of community based development und rural development.

· Must have a Masters degree, preferably in rural development studies.

· Must have sufficient knowledge in financial analysis, planning and management of development projects to lead the review of the project’s cost-effectiveness.

· Must be willing to work with other national professionals and project-level staff.

· Familiarity with the local conservation and development context will be useful.

· Fluency in local language would be an asset.

Co-Facilitator:

The co-facilitator will assist in the facilitation of the process under the leadership of the team leader. He/she will be selected based on the following criteria:

· Must have at least 5 years of continuous professional experience in the application of facilitation skills and evaluation tools.

· Must have experience in design, monitoring and review of agricultural/ rural livelihood projects.

· Must have a Masters degree, preferably in irrigation engineering or related fields.

· Must be willing to work with other national professionals and project-level staff.

· Familiarity with the local conservation and development context will be useful.

· Fluency in local language would be an asset.

5.2 Roles and Functions

consultants:

The responsibilities of the consultants are governed by these ToR and the consultants are expected to work as a team. 

· Over all coordination of the evaluation process

· Detailed design of the review process based on the work plan and time schedule with the support form the local facilitators

· Questionnaire design

· Translation of questionnaire into local languages

· Sampling design and creation of sampling frame

· Hire and train enumerators

· Pre-testing data collection tools

· Conduct field data collection via enumerators to be recruited and trained by the Consultants

· Data entry coding, cleaning, processing and analysis

· Conduct desk reviews of existing documents, Baseline Report, and any other documents that may be relevant

· Carry out field visits to project sites to conduct interviews and focus group discussions with project owners and take visual observation on different project schemes and components for performance, quality of work and sustainability issue

· Conduct de-briefing and discussion meeting (including provision of de-briefing material) 

· Submit draft report to CARE Ethiopia

· Provide an additional external view during the generation of lessons learned and the development of recommendations

· Development of the draft final evaluation report (based on the feedback from CARE) by mid December, 2005 

CARE Ethiopia DM&E unit:

· Spot reviews of training of enumerators

· Review questionnaires translation into local language.

· Spot reviews of data collection and analysis

· Provide Feedback on draft evaluation report

CARE Gondar Field Office:

· Participate in overall design of the review

· Provision of contextual inputs on key themes

· Organize meetings for the evaluation team with stakeholders

· Provide all necessary project documents 

CARE Österreich:

· Providing feedback to the draft report 

· Submission of final evaluation report to EC-Delegation

6. Reporting requirements
6.1. Content of the final report

The report should include:

· Abstract

· Executive Summary

· Summary of program/project objectives and objective of the evaluation

· Evaluation Methodology

· Results 

· Discussion, including lessons learned

· Conclusions and recommendations 
6.2 Presentation of Findings

The main text of the evaluation report should not exceed 30 pages plus an executive summary of no more than 3 pages with fully cross-referenced findings and recommendations. The report shall be clear and concise, limiting itself to essential points. 

The language of the report must be English and it shall be drawn up using Microsoft Word Software and according to the donor format and descriptions.

A hard copy and electronic copy must be submitted to CARE Ethiopia by the date specified in the Final Evaluation Schedule.

7. Work plan and timetable
The total time frame for the whole exercise, including final report submission, is 23 days. 

The evaluation will be conducted between November 21 and December 11, 2005. 

The Final Report is to be submitted to CARE Ethiopia at 9 a.m., December 12, 2005, and the Draft Report at 9 a.m., December 7, 2005.
Final Evaluation Schedule
	
	TASKS
	Days
	Dates

	
	Travel to the project site and meet with project management as well as with the counterparts 
	1
	Nov21

	
	Review of relevant documents (project proposal, baseline report/info, mid-term evaluation, secondary data, etc) 
	2
	Nov22-23

	
	Preparation for the field work: 

Develop field data collection tools and procedures

Questionnaires and translation (as appropriate)

Sampling – design criteria, sampling frame

Orientation for participants of the assessment team

Pre-test (if appropriate) survey tools
	3
	Nov24-26

	
	Conduct field data collection (from the community and government offices)
	4
	Nov27-30

	
	Field data entry, cleaning, processing, analysis and consolidation
	3
	Dec1-3

	
	Write preliminary report (Draft report to reach CARE Ethiopia at 9am, December 7, 2005)
	3
	Dec4-6

	
	Prepare debriefing material for Presentation
	1
	Dec7

	
	Hold debriefing workshop for stakeholders
	1
	Dec8

	
	CARE (Austria & Ethiopia) to send feedback on draft report to Consultants
	2
	Dec7-8

	
	Revise, polish and finalise the draft evaluation report based on feedback (Final Report to be submitted to CARE Ethiopia at 9am, December12, 2005)
	3
	Dec9-11

	
	TOTAL
	23 days
	


5.2 Annex 2:   Topical Outlines Used

Topical Outlines to be addressed by Objectives of Project Components of The FFSSP

(Focus group and key informant discussion)

	Component 
	Topical outlines to be addressed

	A) Improving farm productivity

Objective: farm productivity improved through reduction of soil erosion and improved water availability in selected households



	1. Improved crop production
2. Small scale irrigation
3. Sustainable use of and management of natural resource base through soil conservation

 
	1. Background info: validating the relevance of the interventions – Explore the major problems the areas used to experience prior to the project that essentially necessitated the planned interventions
2. Achievements – Accomplishments – available services/inputs/tools attributed to the program: Type (what); when, who, how provided (cross-visit, field visit, training for farmers and Das, establishment of nurseries including fodder trees and grasses, provision of selected seeds; small scale irrigation – size of irrigable land developed, # of HHs benefiting from the schemes by site; soil conservation – area treated by site); mechanisms for improved targeting, selection of seeds and replenishment; Existence of any important institutions established for consolidating/ enhancing program implementations, overseeing and managing the services; Communication and support systems between communities and the institutions; Accompanying extension services and their efficiency (integration with the existing agricultural system or practices)

3. Level of stakeholders (the community & LDs) participation in assessment, planning, targeting, implementation, monitoring and evaluation tasks – Role of each entity in the establishment and maintenance of the irrigation schemes; catchment areas treated, monitoring the activities;

4. Quality – Appropriateness of services/inputs/tools and activities done: physical conditions to meeting minimum standards; timeliness. Level of users’ satisfaction in the service/inputs/tools provided/ activities done.

5. Outcome / Benefits (intended and unintended) from the project results/outputs – farm productivity improved: improvement in food availability at HH level, change in life condition: diet, closing, housing, income generation and transformation into asset, improvement in human capacity- e.g. project planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation)
6. Overall sustainability of project results and outputs – Phasing out strategy; stakeholders, especially the LDs and community institutions (e.g.CBOs) preparedness and any indicators in this regard; sense of ownership among end-users over the project outputs and results; etc.

7. Any major outstanding problems still prevailing concerning farm productivity sector for instance resource, and possible solutions

8. Any recommendations pertinent to this component – possible solutions to the prevailing problems.



	B) Improving emergency preparedness and EW capacity at the kebele, woreda and zone levels 

Objective-Emergency preparedness and EW capacity at PA, woreda, and zone levels improved


	4. Infrastructure development with the rehabilitation/construction of access roads and propositioning of warehouses
Cross cutting

5. Capacity building to strengthen local capacities, the extension system and emergency preparedness system and capabilities 


	1. Background info: validating the relevance of the interventions – Explore the major problems the areas used to experience prior to the project that essentially necessitated the planned interventions
2. Achievements /Accomplishments – available services/inputs/tools attributed to the program: type, qty/volume of work accomplished, when, how, who done (roads, RFO)

3. Level of stakeholders (the community & LDs) participation in assessment, planning, targeting, implementation, monitoring and evaluation

4. Quality of services/inputs/tools and activities done: physical conditions to meeting minimum standards; timeliness. Level of users’ satisfaction in the service/inputs/tools provided/done/activities

5. Outcome / Benefits (intended and unintended) from the services/inputs/ tools:  wage, KSA etc.- Any development in overcoming the above mentioned problems (don’t forget attribution). 

6. Overall sustainability of emergency preparedness and EW capacity activities: Phasing out strategy; stakeholders, especially the LDs and community institutions preparedness and any indicators in this regard; sense of ownership among end-users over the project outputs and results; etc.

7. Any major outstanding problems still prevailing in the area of emergency preparedness and EW capacity building endeavor, for instance resource, and possible solutions

8. Any recommendations pertinent to this component – possible solutions to the prevailing problems.




5.3 Annex 3:   Household Survey Questionnaire

FARTA FOOD SECURITY AND SUPPORT PROJECT (FFSSP)

END-OF-TERM EVALUATION

Household Survey Questionnaire

Identification/General 

Kebele ______________

Cluster ______________

Date __________________

Enumerator’s name _______________

Name of head of the family ___________________________________;         His/her age ______   

Family size (total number of family members)______

6.1  Family size by sex:  1. Male _______
2. Female________

6.2  Family size by age:   1. Under-five children____;   2. Children from 6-14 years______

                                                         3. Adults_____;  4.  Elders_____       

Food Availability/Access

1.    Were there major production failures in your area during the last three years?      1. Yes          2.  No

2.    If yes, in which year(s) did that incidence(s) occur?   _______________      ________________

3. What was your crop production and productivity during the project period? 

	Crop
	Area cultivated (ha)
	Yield (qt/ha)
	Production (qt)

	
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2002
	2003
	2004

	 Barley
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Maize 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teff
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sorghum 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Wheat 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Potato 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


What is size of your farmland holding (ha)?    1. Rainfed ______ ha               2.  Irrigated ________ ha


Did you ever produce surplus in the last three years?       1.  Yes                   2.  No

If yes, in which year(s) did you produce surplus? __________ ,   ___________ ,  ____________

If yes, what was the main reason(s) for your surplus production?

Favorable climate                                          5.   Application of fertilizer

Good extension support                                6.   Use of improved seeds

Use of irrigation                                             7.   Others _____________________________

Conservation measures                                         ___________________________________

Had you ever experienced such surplus production before three years ago?   1.  Yes          2.  No

If yes, in which years (within the last 10 years before the project)?  ___________,  __________,  _________, _________

In the last three years, have you covered your annual HH food requirement from your own production?
1.  Yes                                 2.  No








If no, for how many months could your annual crop productions meet your family food need?
     
1. In 2002  for ____months;   2. In 2003  for ____months;   3.   In 2004 for ____months


If no, what was/were your major problems for the food deficits?

Drought (lack of moisture)                      6.   Others   (specify) ___________________

Crop pests infestation                                     __________________________________

Migratory insects (locust)                               __________________________________

Lack of seeds                                                    __________________________________

Hail storms                                                 

If no(#10), what other methods did you use to cover your annual HH food shortage?

Sale of small livestock 

Sale of large livestock

Sale of other assets 

Relief-aid (wage-work: EGS, FFW, CFW)

Sale of fuel-wood                                                       

Borrowing

Remittance 

Others (specify) ________________

9.   I did not have any alternative to use

14.  During the last three years, how many meals did the members of your family take daily on average?

 Under-five children:    a) 2002_______b) 2003______c) 2004_________



 6 – 14 years children:   a) 2002_______b) 2003______c) 2004_________



Adults :

           a) 2002_______b) 2003______c) 2004_________



    Elders: 
                         a) 2002_______b) 2003______c) 2004_________









15.  In your family, in the last three years, how often did you normally add meat to your meal (like once 
in a week, twice a month, etc)?

1.  In 2002______________      2.  In 2003 _________________      3.  In 2004 __________________

Do you produce vegetables (other than local cabbage and potato)?   1. Yes               2.  No
 

What type of support did you receive from the CARE-financed project in the last three years in terms of vegetable production?

Seed supply (specify type and amount) ___________________, ______________________

        ________________________,   _______________________,  ________________________

Irrigation service

Technical assistance

Others (specify) _____________________________________________________________

No support from the project for vegetable production

In your family, are vegetables (other than the local cabbage and potato) being used as part of a meal?

1.  Yes                                                      2. No



Do you grow fruit trees?
        1.  Yes                                             2.  No   

What type of support did you receive from the CARE-financed project in the last three years in terms of fruit production?

6. Seed supply (specify type and amount) ___________________, ______________________

        ________________________,   _______________________,  ________________________

Irrigation service

               3.   Technical assistance

4.   Others (specify) _____________________________________________________________

5.   No support from the project for fruit production

If yes (to # 19), how many fruit trees do you have? __________


In your family, how is the custom of consuming fruits in the last three years?




      1. Frequently          2. Often             3. Rarely             4. None

What type of grain store do you use?








1.     Improved store

2.     Traditional store made of earth (Gota)

3.     Traditional store made of wood and earth (Gotera)

Ground pit  

Others (specify) ____________________________________________________

Do you think that post harvest loss is one cause for your negative annual food balance? 


             1. Yes                                   2. No

Household Assets  

7. What type of animals do you have and how many of them? 

	   Animal
	Number

	1.1 Ox
	

	1.2 Other cattle (excluding ox)
	

	1.3 Shoats 
	

	1.4 Equines
	

	1.5 Chicken
	

	1.6 Beehives 
	


2.  Did you construct/renovate your house during the last three years? 





                1. Yes                    2. No  ______________                    

3.   If yes, what is the type of the house? 


               1. Corrugated iron sheet (Fok/Not fok)          2. Thatched grass roof (Fok/Not fok)






4.   Do you have awusa (blanket)?            1.  Yes                    2.  No     

If yes, how many blankets do you have?  ______________

If yes (to # $), when did you buy it/them? 1. ____in the last three years    2. ___before three years ago

Did you buy a transistor radio in the last three years?    1.  Yes                     2.  No    






If yes, when did you buy it?         1.  In the last three years           2.  Before three years ago

Which of the following is your principal source of cash income in the last three years?



Wage work

Sale of grain 

Sale of vegetables 

Sale of eucalyptus 

Sale of livestock                                                                             

Sale of livestock by-products 

Sale of honey  

Petty trade

Others (specify)_______________

10.  How many Birr do you have as a reserve/saving?  Birr ________


11.   Is your family in debt now?
1.  Yes                                   2.  No 






If yes, how many Birr do you owe?  Birr ____________

If yes (to # 11), what is the purpose of the debt/loan?

         1.  For buying animals (specify) ___________________ ,  _________________,  _______________

     2. 
For running income generating business (specify)  ____________________________________

     3.   For other expenditures (specify) _______________________,  __________________________







  Irrigation Development

Do you practice irrigation farming?        1.  Yes                            2.  No

If yes, when did you start?     1.  2002        2.  2003      3.  2004     4. Other (specify)________________

If yes, what is the size of the irrigated area? _________ ha

If yes, how did you get access to irrigable land?

During land distribution (by chance)            5.  Inherited from family

By application to the admin.                           6.  Others (specify) ____________________

I myself identified and developed it                      ________________________________

(as it used to be a barren land)                             ________________________________

By organizing into water                                        ________________________________

users’ association

If yes (to # 1), what type of crops do you usually grow with irrigation (in the order of importance)?

 Cereals (specify):         2. Pulses (specify):         3. Vegetables (specify):     4. Fruits (specify):

     _________________       ________________            _________________        ________________

     _________________       ________________            _________________        ________________

     _________________       ________________            _________________        ________________

If yes (to # 1), are you sharing the irrigation water with others?        1.  Yes                      2.  No

If yes (to # 6), who is organizing the irrigation water?  ________________________________________

During the last three years, what is the frequency of irrigation or for how many days do you normally wait to get irrigation water for your crop?
   Every  ________ days



Do you think that the allocation/amount of the water delivery is appropriate or sufficient?

1.  Yes                                               2.No

If no, which of the following is major cause for it to be not appropriate?




Unfair water distribution among the members

The water source is normally weak

The channels are not properly constructed (channel seepage)

The demand for water is higher than the supply

There is high water loss due to ___________________________________

Others (specify) _______________________________________________

What are the important rainy months in your area?

________________ ,     _________________,      _________________,    ________________

In which months do your crops need irrigation water most critically? 

_______________,  _______________, __________________,  ____________________

In which months does irrigation water supply mostly become very poor or stop?



 February                              4.  May    

 March                                   5.  No significant water shortage

8. April                                                           

Do you have irrigable land that has not yet been put under irrigation?





Yes 

No

If yes, how many hectares? __________








If yes (to # 14), what was your main reason/problem for not irrigating the land?



1. Lack of water

2. Shortage of labor

3. Lack of draft animal

4.Others(specify)​________________________

                                                                                                  _____________________________________

If you have not grown fruits and/or vegetables (other than the local cabbage and potato) in the last    three years, what is your principal problem(s)?




Lack of adequate market outlet

Lack of improved storage (for vegetable products)

Climate of the area not suitable for vegetable/fruit production

Lack of supply of seeds

Lack/shortage of irrigation water

Shortage/lack of irrigable land

Lack of technical capacity and information 

Others (specify) ____________________________________________________________

Did you or a member of your family receive training in basic irrigation skills in the last three years?


Yes

No

Have you ever-harvested rainwater on your farm in the last three years?     1.  Yes              2.  No






If yes, which of the following methods did you use?






Diversion channel ______ m 

Retention ditches _______ m

Check-dams ________ m

Terraces __________ m

Micro basins __________ (no)

Mulching __________ ha 

21.  Is there any support that the project gave you in your irrigation efforts?    1.  Yes               2. No

If yes (to # 21), what are the actual supports you got from the project for irrigation purpose?

1.    Seed provision (specify type and amount)___________________, ____________________

   _________________, _________________, _________________, ______________________

2.    Frequent technical advice and supervision   

3.    Access to irrigation water supply (specify how many days per harvest)_______________

       ___________________  __________________________  _________________________

 4. Others (specify)___________________________________________________________

           ________________________________________________________________________

9. Soil and Water Conservation 

Do you have sufficient awareness about soil and water conservation measures?  1.  Yes       2. No


    


2.   To what extent was your land degraded before three years ago? 

    1.  Severely                   2.  Moderately                            3. Slightly 

3.   Do you have landholding on hill slopes?      1.  Yes                                 2.  No






4.   If yes, do you cultivate such plots?
        1.  Yes                           2.  No







Have you specifically applied soil and water conservation measures on such sloppy plots during the last three years?    1.  Yes                                                    2.  No

6.   Are there physical measures built on your other farm plots (if any) during the last three years? 


Yes

No

If yes, a total of how many Km of physical structures have been built on your holding so far?  
____________km



Have you ever applied biological soil and water conservation measures on your farm plots during the last three years?      1.  Yes               
                           2.  No





​

On a total of how many hectares did you apply conservation measures so far? _____
 ha

On what basis have you accomplished the conservation structures on your holding in   
in    the last three  years?
 
Years?

1. Using my own labor and initiative 

2. With the help of BoA/DA technical advice or training

3.  With the help of CARE’s technical advice or training

4. By getting food assistance from CARE for my labor 

5. Others (specify) _________________________________________________

11.    Do you know about the existence of community/public grass/fruit tree nursery in your area?
       1. Yes                                2. No



    12.   How far is the existing main nursery from your home? ________  km


 13.   Did you establish mini-nursery on your holding during the last three years?
1.  Yes         2.  No


14.   Are there such nurseries established on other farmers’ plots?     1.  Yes                           2.  No




   15.   How many soil and water conservation tools do you have?
    _______ pieces




    16.   Are you aware of the use and technique of composting?         1.  Yes                 2.  No 






        17.   If yes, when did you acquire that knowledge?

      1.  Before three years ago         2.  During the last three years

18.    If yes (#16), have you ever applied the technology during the last three years?    1.  Yes       2.  No



10. If no (# 16), what is your main problem to not apply it? 

Lack of labor

Lack of interest or not convinced of the importance

Others (specify)

   20.     Have you planted trees on your holding during the last three years?
1.   Yes       2.  No




21.    If yes, how many eucalyptus trees (older than one year) do you have?       ________ trees


 

  If yes, how many other useful trees (older than one year) do you have?    ________ trees










From where did you principally get the tree seedlings?






1. I myself prepared it

2. From government sources

3. From CARE

4. Friends and relatives

5. Market 

6. Others (specify) ___________________ 

24.  Did you or someone from your family receive training in basic soil conservation techniques during the last three years?     1.  Yes                                             2.  No

25.  If yes, how many times?    _____________ times

26.  If yes, who delivered the training?   1.  CARE    2.   Agri. Office/DA     3. Joint  4. Other ___________

27.  If yes, has the training motivated and helped you to apply soil conservation measures on your plots?

                 1.  Yes                2.  No

28.   Have you encountered major problems arising from the application of soil and water 
      conservation measures on your farm?   1.  Yes                                      2.  No

29.  If yes, what type of problems are they?

1.  Rodents   breeding                                    

2.  Difficult for oxen plowing or cultivation

3.  Very laborious 

  Slow effect or return 

4.  Others (specify) ___________________________________________________________    

30.  How is the importance of conservation measures expressed from your own and fellow farmers’   

practical experience?

Soil accumulation on the plots

Increased water retention 

Increased soil fertility

Increase in production 

I have not noticed any appreciable benefit                

Others (specify)_______________________________________________   

     VI.    Access to and Use of Social Infrastructures/Services 

1.  How many of your children are between the ages of 7 to 18?  __________




2.  How many of these children have you sent to formal school? __________





3.  If you have not sent all of them, what is your reason?






1. No school around 

2. I could not afford the expense

3. I needed their labor 

4. Others (specify) _______________________

11. What is your first action when a member of your family gets seriously sick? 
 

 Take him/her to formal health services 

 Take him/her to ‘holly water’ or local healers

  Others (specify) __________________________________________

If your first action in # 4 is not the first option (1), why is it not?





1.  Lack of cash                                       3.  Clinical service is inaccessible/ far away                

2.  I prefer traditional healers              4. Others (specify)                 

   Extension and Communication

How many times were you trained in agriculture and/or related subjects by agriculture office (not demonstration) during the last three years?  _______times







How many demonstration plots did you visit during the last three years?  ________________



How many times did the DA visit you in each of the last three year on the average?​​​
______ times



Do you know the present DA by name?
1.  Yes                 2.  No

Have you ever been trained in irrigation farming?
       1.  Yes                            2.  No




Have you ever been trained in soil and water conservation?    1.  Yes                         2.  No




Have you ever been enabled to visit experiences of other places?   1.  Yes                      2.  No




Did you use inorganic soil fertilizers during the last three years?
1.  Yes                   2.  No


If yes, on an average, how many quintals of DAP did you use per year?  _________ qt



If yes, on an average, how many quintals of Urea did you use per year?   ___________ qt



During the last three years, was there a time when you needed the DA?     1.  Yes           2.  No



 If yes, did you get him/her?   1.  Yes                                       2.  No

How do you value the service you got from the Das during the last three years?

                        1. Very good                2. Good            3. Poor

VIII.     Others 

1.  Were you engaged in wage work [other than the food aid interventions] during the last three years? 

1.   Yes                                           2.  No











12. If yes, where did you work for the longest period of time?





In this or the near by kebeles

In the nearby town

In this region 

Out of this region

3.  Did you employ-out any of your children during the last three years?    1.  Yes                         2.  No




4.   Did you hire some one during the last three years to assist you on your farm and/or for other 
works?
1. Yes                                             2.  No









5.    Were there any employment opportunities [other than the food aid interventions] for women in the       community during the last three years? 








                1. Yes                                             2. No


2.No

6.   During the last three years, have you benefited from any other organization (than CARE) operating   

in    the area? 
1.  Yes                                                2.  No


7.    If yes, who is/are those organizations?  ____________________________________,

       ____________________________________,   ________________________________

8.    If yes, what are the actual goods/services you got from the other organization (s)?



       _____________________________________________,   ________________________________

_____________________________________________,  _________________________________

_____________________________________________,  _________________________________

_____________________________________________,  _________________________________

        9.    If yes (to # 6), when did you get those goods/services from the other organization(s)? _____________

___________________,  ________________________________,   __________________________

10.   Have you ever got rural saving and credit services in your area?     1. Yes          2.  No 

        11.   Are you involved in income generating non-farm activities like handicraft, petty trade, etc?


1.Yes                                                        2.  No

 12.   How are those services (mentioned above # 8 – 11) impacting your/family life and livelihood? 

              1.  Considerably      2.  Slowly          3.  Not at all  4.  Other view ______________________________________________


Emergency Preparedness and Early Warning Capacity 

How do you rate the timeliness of the responses to your disaster situations before three years ago?


1. Timely          2. Late           3. Very late             4. No response

Did major life-threatening hazards take place in your area in the last three years?  1. Yes        2.  No

If yes, what were the incidences (check section II, # 2 above)?

Did you receive any relief aid in the last three years?     1. Yes        2. No


How far do you travel to reach the nearest food aid/relief distribution center?  

During dry season 
_________ km








During wet season
_________ km








How far currently do you travel to reach the nearest access road?  __________km



Is there main access road built/upgraded in your area in the last three years?  1. Yes     2. No



If yes, who maintained/constructed the road? ________________________________________

Who is managing the road?   ____________________________________________________________

 Does the community have a role in managing the road?    1. Yes                                  2. No

 Were you ever involved in assessment, planning, beneficiary selection, monitoring and/or evaluation       process of any relief operation?
 1.  Yes                                    2.  No

X.
General/Summary

What tangible benefits did you get from the CARE-financed project?

                1.  ____________________________________________

                2.   ____________________________________________

                3.  ____________________________________________

                4.  ___________________________________________

                5. ___________________________________________

                6. ___________________________________________

Do you have any different observation to mention or comment to make?

 _______________________________________________________

5.4 Annex 4:   List of Data Collectors

FFSSP Terminal Evaluation

List of Data Collectors

	No.
	Name
	Responsibility 
	Organization
	Remark

	1.
	Asafaw Honelegn
	Data collector
	CARE Field Office
	

	2.
	Habtamu Engedawork
	Data collector
	CARE Field Office
	

	3
	Wube Taye
	Supervisor
	CARE Field Office
	

	4.
	Getachew asseredaw
	Data collector
	CARE Field Office
	

	5.
	Aderagew assamenew
	Data collector
	CARE Field Office
	

	6. 
	Anteneh Zemene
	Data collector
	CARE Field Office
	

	7.
	Fasekaw Tesfu
	Data collector
	CARE Field Office
	

	8.
	Desta Baye
	Data collector
	CARE Field Office
	

	9.
	Becher Tebege
	Data collector
	CARE Field Office
	

	10. 
	Mesfen Lakew
	Supervisor
	CARE Field Office
	

	11.
	Worku Kende
	Data collector
	CARE Field Office
	

	12.
	Tefera Mekonen
	Supervisor
	CARE Field Office
	

	13
	Selomon Mekonen
	Data collector
	Woreda ARDO
	

	14.
	Demoz Tesfa
	Data collector
	Woreda ARDO
	


5.5 Annex 5:  List of Focus Group Participants 

	No.
	Name
	Focus Group
	Peasant Association
	Remark

	1.
	Endashaw Negatu
	Poor male-headed
	Kanat
	

	2.
	Eneyew Tesfa
	„
	„
	

	3
	Dube Gelaw
	„
	„
	

	4.
	Birku marew
	„
	„
	

	5.
	Tsega Melese
	„
	„
	

	6. 
	Gedefaw Tadesse
	„
	„
	

	7.
	Mersha manamno
	„
	„
	

	8.
	Belata Ewnetu
	Better-off male-headed
	Gerebe
	

	9.
	Debabe Gebeyaw
	„
	„
	

	10. 
	Ewnetu yemer
	„
	„
	

	11.
	Demmelash wale
	„
	„
	

	12.
	Addis Atalay
	„
	„
	

	13
	Marew Debebe
	„
	„
	

	14.
	Gebru wale 
	„
	„
	

	15
	Meheret Tadesse
	„
	„
	

	16.
	Wudu Jadie
	Landless HHs
	Gerebe
	

	17
	Arage Tade
	„
	„
	

	18
	Debabe ayele
	„
	„
	

	19
	Neguse ademe
	„
	„
	

	20
	Engedaw Abebe
	„
	„
	

	21
	Wondefraw Kendie
	„
	„
	

	22
	Abebaw Menale
	„
	„
	

	23
	Anegagerie Mutie 
	„
	„
	

	24
	Tsegaw Ambawu
	Poor male-headed HHs
	Gerebe
	

	25
	Mera Muche
	„
	„
	

	26
	Muche Mehretu
	„
	„
	

	27
	Anmut Walie
	„
	„
	

	28
	Honelegn Demesie
	„
	„
	

	29
	Addis Zeryehun
	„
	„
	

	30
	Yemata Gezie
	„
	„
	

	31
	Chemere Azenegu
	„
	„
	

	32
	Gedefa belay
	Better-off male-headed HHs
	Qualiha
	

	33
	Kassaye Merra
	„
	„
	

	34
	Moges Merra
	„
	„
	

	35
	Yekoye Kassa
	„
	„
	

	36
	Desie Damte
	„
	„
	

	37
	Yesmaw Muchie
	„
	„
	

	38
	Zeleke Andarge
	„
	„
	

	39
	Alamerew Egegu
	„
	„
	

	40
	Telahun ayalew
	Landless HHs
	Qualiha
	

	41
	Abewu Molla
	„
	„
	

	42
	Mesganaw Anemut
	„
	„
	

	43
	Gashaw Anemut
	„
	„
	

	44
	Menale Engdaw
	„
	„
	

	45
	Zewdie Alamerew
	„
	„
	

	46
	Abuye mersha
	„
	„
	

	47
	Kende Meshesha
	„
	„
	

	48
	Mechaye Abege
	„
	„
	

	49
	Negusie Kassa
	„
	„
	

	50
	Zemam Anemute
	„
	„
	

	51
	Tadel Alemayehu
	„
	„
	

	52
	Genzeb Bante
	„
	„
	

	53
	Wasehun Tsegaw
	„
	„
	

	54
	Manahlosh Agegne
	Female-headed HHS
	Kanat
	

	55
	Tseaynesh agegne
	„
	„
	

	56
	Endalay Mekonen
	„
	„
	

	57
	Azemera mekonen
	„
	„
	

	58
	Alem Melese
	„
	„
	

	59
	Mareye Akalu
	„
	„
	

	60
	Anely Demesie
	„
	„
	

	61
	Ehetenesh Kassa
	„
	„
	

	62
	Ehetenesh Yedema
	„
	„
	

	63
	Tega Aragaw
	Better-off  male-headed HHS
	Kanat
	

	64
	Gashaw demelash
	„
	„
	

	65
	Welelaw wale
	„
	„
	

	66
	Andarge Demewoze
	„
	„
	

	67
	Agmass Gete
	„
	„
	

	68
	Getenet Menbere
	„
	„
	

	69
	Ewunete assmemaw
	„
	„
	

	70
	Altaseb Kassahun
	„
	„
	

	71
	Tako Zegeye
	„
	„
	

	72
	Tsehaynesh Alemu
	Female-headed HHS
	Qualiha
	

	73
	Yenealem darecha
	„
	„
	

	74
	Tsega Abetew
	„
	„
	

	75
	Debrie damtie
	„
	„
	

	76
	Mekrie Telahun
	„
	„
	

	77
	Mesanesh Muchie
	„
	„
	

	78
	Besha andarge
	„
	„
	

	79
	Buzu Gezie
	„
	„
	

	80
	Atalie Gedefa
	„
	„
	

	81
	Zerie Mekonen
	„
	„
	

	82
	Kasaye Tesfa
	„
	„
	

	83
	Mulu Berihun
	„
	„
	

	84
	Tehun Tesfa
	„
	„
	

	85
	Debrie Mekonen
	„
	„
	

	86
	Aregetu Amegne
	„
	„
	

	87
	Tagegn Desalign
	„
	„
	

	88
	Endal Tarekegn
	„
	„
	

	89
	Mesganaw adego
	Poor male-headed HHs
	Qualiha
	

	90
	Maru Gebaye
	„
	„
	

	91
	Kendu Belay
	„
	„
	

	92
	Worku Kendie
	„
	„
	

	93
	Mazengeya Azeze
	„
	„
	

	94
	Alemu Mengeste
	„
	„
	

	95
	Ayalenesh dagnew
	Femal-heade HHs
	Gerebe
	

	96
	Bosie alemeneh
	„
	„
	

	97
	Zerfie Wubeshet
	„
	„
	

	98
	Yelfegn Demessie
	„
	„
	

	99
	Semegn yerdaw
	„
	„
	

	100
	Shashe Tarekegn
	„
	„
	

	101
	Meretu Beyene
	„
	„
	

	102
	Mekoya Alamnie
	„
	„
	

	103
	Dasash Getahun
	„
	„
	

	104
	Abekelesh Wondem
	„
	„
	

	105
	Wasie Getenet
	Landless HHs
	Kanat
	

	106
	Akelegn arage
	„
	„
	

	107
	Woreta Halie
	„
	„
	

	108
	Maru  Alelegn
	„
	„
	

	109
	Yekoye Mola
	„
	„
	

	110
	Basha Salelew
	„
	„
	

	111
	Berhan demmelash
	„
	„
	

	112
	Aragaw Getie
	„
	„
	


5.6 Annex 6:  List of Key Informants

	No.
	Name
	Responsibility
	Organization
	Remark

	1.
	Anemut Kendie
	WUC Executive Committe Member
	QualihaPA
	

	2.
	Mesganaw Erke
	WUC Chair person
	Qualiha PA (Abakalie)
	

	3
	Yaynealm Berhan
	Youth 
	Askuma PA
	

	4.
	Adanie Kefle
	PA leader
	Kanat PA
	

	5.
	Selomon alemu
	Extention Team Leared
	Woreda ARDO
	

	6. 
	Abege Mekonen
	Coperatives team Leared
	Woreda ARDO
	

	7.
	Wuletaw Mekura
	Irrigation Expert
	Woreda ARDO
	

	8.
	Bekele Wake
	DPP desk Head
	Woreda ARDO
	

	9.
	Derse Redie
	Forestary Expert
	Woreda ARDO
	

	10. 
	Ashagre atnafu
	Plant science Expert
	Woreda ARDO
	

	11.
	Workeneh Bayle
	Plant Science Expert
	Woreda ARDO
	

	12.
	Asmare Debebe
	Livestock Expert
	Woreda ARDO
	

	13
	Wale Berhanu
	Agricultural inuts Expert
	Woreda ARDO
	

	14.
	Abebaw Kebede
	Project Manager
	CARE Fiel Office
	


5.7 Annex 7:  Household survey result data base (soft copy submitted to CARE Ethiopia)

( However, from the the discussions it conducted with focus groups and key informants,  the evaluation team came to underssatnd that the Project was mostly paying farmers with wage (cash or food grain) for the collection of stone, which are locally avalilaable.  
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