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1. Introduction

This Mid-term Evaluation reports findings and lessons learned from the operation of the Household Livelihood Support (HLS) Project in Macedonia. HLS Project was funded by CIDA International Humanitarian Assistance (IHA) Programme and executed by CARE Canada through CARE Macedonia. The report summarizes the achievements up-to-date and the operations of the HLS implementation (July to November 2002) in the Tetovo Areas.

The purpose of this mid-term Evaluation is to document the array of experiences from the field and to recommend improvements to the project execution team.  A specific focus was brought in analysing all project management functions and internal control procedures.

The document is divided in five main sections: the methodology used, a brief description of the HLS project, a review of all project deliverables, an analysis of project effectiveness & efficiency and the lessons Learned.

We hope the recommendations contained in this publication can be a useful framework for guiding the project team. It may also serve CARE as to build an argument in favour of its regional re-organization in Eastern Europe and the nationalization of its management personnel. It is hoped that lessons learned will be helpful not only for the field workers, but also for other CARE offices.

2. Mid-term Evaluation

The evaluation of the CARE Livelihood Support (HLS) Project, a small-scale income generating activities project, was carried out from 02/12/02 to 07/12/02 at mid-term of the project end. Methods used for the evaluation include review of project records and interviews with CARE staff, 4 beneficiary households and 1 representative from the local authorities. 

The limited time available and the nature of this mid-term evaluation brought its major focus on internal practices and ways to improve delivery and its deliverables. The collection and analysis of accurate data especially with regards to transparency was a priority. The Project Plan of Operation was reviewed and its clarity facilitated the process of this CARE internal evaluation
2.1 Background of the Mid-term Evaluation

The terms of reference of this mid-term evaluation were established in order to insure that all deliverables and internal project procedures are contributing towards the achievement of all project deliverables outlined from the project plan of operation available in Annex I. 

On November 1, the first period of the project had been finalized. Also all preparation elements for the next two periods were completed. Within the framework of this evaluation, CARE Regional Technical Advisor was requested to review the conduct of the operations up-to-date and to provide recommendations for project improvements that can positively guide its completion. The evaluator wants to underline that the clarity of the terms of reference were highly appreciated.
2.2 Terms of Reference


CARE Regional Technical Advisor was given the following Terms of reference, which were fold in six parts: tasks and outputs, coordination with other projects and programs, duration of the assignment, experience and qualifications of consultant, reporting obligations, and all services and facilities to be provided by the client. 

Tasks and outputs: 

	TASK 1
	OUTPUTS

	Evaluate the results of the first phase of the project  “Distribution of Emergency Agricultural Kits (EAK)” in respect of:

· The process of Identification of the EAK;

· The process of identification of project beneficiaries;

· The process of procurement of EAK; and 

· The process of distribution of EAK.
	Prepare mid-term evaluation report for the finalization of the first phase of the project.

	TASK 2
	OUTPUTS

	Evaluate the plans and recommend improvements for the second period “Training” and third period “Distribution of Income Generation Kits (IGK)” in respect of:

· Training plan;

· The process of preparation of guidelines for the training;

· The process of Identification of the IGK; and

· The process of identification of beneficiaries for the IGK.
	Prepare recommendations for the implementation plan for the second and third phase of the project


Coordination with other projects and programs

International: 
The consultant will report directly to the Head of delegation of CARE Kosovo, Nick Weber. In the same time the Consultant will coordinate the activities with CARE Canada CI Macedonia.

Within Macedonia: 
The consultant will coordinate the activities inside Macedonia with the CARE International - Macedonia representative. 

Duration of the Assignment 

Project start date:

The assignment will start on December 1.

Duration:  

The duration of the assignment is 1 week.
Experience and Qualifications of the Consultant 

The consultant will be able to provide personnel with demonstrable experience in the task areas of this assignment. The minimum required qualifications for this assignment are:

· Good knowledge of the Balkan region;

· Preferable experience working in Macedonia;

· University degree in Agriculture;

· International experience in agricultural development projects;

· Previous experience with “CIDA” funded projects 
Reporting Obligations 

General: 
The Consultant will report to the mission representative of CARE International Kosovo  – Nick Weber. All reports will be available for CARE International Kosovo; CARE Canada and CARE International Macedonia. All activities in Macedonia, will be coordinated with the CI mission representative in Macedonia.

Reporting:
The Consultant will prepare “evaluation report” for the first phase of the project. The consultant will prepare an “recommendation report” for the implementation of the 2 and 3 phase of the project.  Both reports to be completed and submitted in electronic copy to the CI mission representative in Macedonia before completion of last day of assignment.

Services and Facilities to be Provided by the Client

The client will provide all necessary data needed for the implementation of the assignment;

Secure, furnished office space adequate for consultant needs, Computer, telephone line and Internet connection. 

· Facilitate arrangements for meetings with all relevant institutions.

· Make project staff available to participate in discussions related to the consultants’ tasks.

· Print any materials
2.3 Methodology

The methodology draws on experience of conducting monitoring and evaluation assignments for CIDA projects over a number of years in the Eastern Europe. It has been refined to meet the particular requirements of the HLS Project Mid-term Evaluation set in the terms of reference. The work is based on documentary evidence, interviews with key stakeholders, fieldwork, objective analysis of findings and the preparation of a structured report.

The Mid-term Evaluation Methodology used six steps: 

· Reviewing of available project documentation;

· Assessing time delivery schedules of deliverables;

· Controlling expenses up-to-date;

· Conducting semi-structured interviews with project staff;

· Conducting interviews with a total of 5 beneficiaries from 4 different municipalities. Random sampling was used to elect beneficiaries to ensure an un-biased control procedure; and

· Conducting interviews with 2 local authorities involved with the project in 2 different villages.

This Mid-term Evaluation was intended to build on the results of the first implementation period of the HLS Project completed in November 30, 2002 and, in particular, to:

· Review progress in implementation since the project start-up and evaluate the outcomes to date;

· Examine implementation of the re-designed HLS Project in respect of the selection of the beneficiaries, and delivery of the assistance; and 

· Assess the future utilisation of additional CIDA funding to the HLS Project.

Field visits were conducted at the field level to the following beneficiaries and local authorities:

1. Alisami Fejzulahi – beneficiary from Slatino

2. Borce Stojcevski – beneficiary from Leshok

3. Emin Emini – beneficiary from Prshovce

4. Drakce Markovski – beneficiary from Dobroshte

5. Nikola Bozinovski - Local authority leader in village Leshok

6. Fadil Sabriu - Local authority leader in village Prshovce

7. Gajur Idrizi– Local authority leader in village Slatino

The HLS Project has used the following questionnaire, next page, to rank its beneficiary selection within a quantitative framework.

HLS BENEFICIARY SELECTION QUESTIONNAIRE
Municipality:  ____________________ Village: ____________   Date of interview: _____________

Name of the beneficiary:__________________________ EMBR____________________________

1. Household data

1.1. Ethnicity

	a) Albanian           
	
	b) Macedonian
	
	c) Serb 
	
	d) Turks
	
	e) Roma
	
	f) Other
	


1.2. Number of members in the household

	a) Total
	
	b) Children 
	
	c) Children 
	
	d) Older 
	
	e) Male 
	
	f) Female 
	

	
	
	< 15 years
	
	15-18 years
	
	> 65 years
	
	18-65 years
	
	18-65 years
	


1.3. Members of the family who returned to the village

	a) Whole family
	
	b) Part of the family 
	


1.4. Category of destruction of the family house

	a) 1st
	
	b) 2nd
	
	c) 3rd
	
	d) 4th 
	
	e) No damages
	


1.5. Do you have some material losses from the crisis?

	a) yes
	
	
	If yes, explain what type
	
	b) no
	


1.6. Do you have hosted refugees in your household?

	a) No 
	
	b) Yes, < than 2
	
	c) Yes, 2-5 
	
	d) Yes, > 5
	


1.7. Farm classification (own and under lease)

	a) 0-0.2 ha
	
	b) 0.2-0.5 ha
	
	c) 0.5-1 ha
	
	d) 1-3 ha 
	
	e) > 3 ha
	


1.8. Is farming primary activity of the household?

	a) Yes
	
	
	b) No
	
	


1.9. Definition of family labor 

	Type of worker
	Number of members

	a) Full time workers out of farm (receive monthly salary)
	

	b) Bankruptcy surplus
	

	c) Registered unemployed workers 
	

	d) Unemployed, unregistered in the Employment Bureau
	

	e) Relative’s support from abroad
	

	Total
	


1.10. What kind of agricultural products do you grow on your farm?

	Crop
	Own (ha)
	Land leased in (ha)
	Land leased out (ha)

	a) Cereals
	
	
	

	b) Fruits
	
	
	

	c) Vineyards
	
	
	

	d) Vegetable
	
	
	

	e) Mushrooms
	
	
	

	f) Fodder
	
	
	

	g) Meadows
	
	
	

	h) I don’t have any field production
	
	
	


1.11. What kind of livestock do you breed on the farm?

	Livestock
	Number
	Age (%)
	Breed

	a) Cow
	
	
	

	b) Sheep
	
	
	

	c) Cattle
	
	
	

	d) Pig
	
	
	

	e) Goat
	
	
	

	f) Bees
	
	
	

	g) Poultry
	
	
	

	h) Fisheries
	
	
	

	i) I don’t have any livestock production
	
	
	


1.12. Annual farm production

	Livestock
	Number
	Product 1
	Product 2

	a) Cow
	
	Milk/l
	
	Cattle/kg
	

	b) Sheep
	
	Milk/l
	
	Lambs/kg
	

	c) Cattle
	
	Meat/kg
	
	
	

	d) Pig
	
	Meat/kg
	
	Pigs/kg
	

	e) Goat
	
	Milk/l
	
	Goatling/kg
	

	f) Bees
	
	Honey/kg
	
	Wax/kg
	

	g) Poultry
	
	Eggs/units
	
	
	

	h) Fisheries
	
	Fish/kg
	
	
	

	i) I don’t have any livestock production


1.13. Do you have your own fodder production?

	Type
	Own (ha)
	Under Lease (ha)

	Wheat
	
	

	Barley
	
	

	Maize
	
	

	Maize for silage 
	
	

	Lucerne
	
	

	Clover
	
	

	Other leguminous crops (hay)
	
	


1.14. Do you have your own production of silage or concentrate for fodder?

	a) silage           
	
	b) concentrate
	
	c) no 
	


1.15. Do you use irrigation on your land?

	a) yes
	
	
	If yes, explain what type
	
	b) no
	


1.16. What kind of agricultural mechanization do you use?

	Machinery
	Own (type)
	Rented

	a) Tractor
	
	

	b) Harvester
	
	

	c) Cultivator
	
	

	d) Harrow (grubber)
	
	

	e) Baler
	
	

	f) Fertilizer spreader
	
	

	g) Trailer
	
	

	h) Milking pump
	
	

	i) Lakto freezer 
	
	

	k) Pasteurizer
	
	

	h) Other
	
	


1.17. What kind of stable do you have?      

        Damages      Repaired

	a) Primitive, old fashion stable
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	b) Solid stable 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	c) Modern stable
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	d) I don’t have a stable
	
	
	
	
	


1.18. What kind of utilities do you have in the stable?

	a) well
	
	b) waterworks
	
	c) electricity
	
	d) telephone 
	
	e) automatisation
	


	f) infrastructure
	
	g) without any utilities
	


1.19. Are you interested in building/reconstruction of the stable?

	a) Yes
	
	
	b) No
	
	


1.20. Are you ready to invest in dairy production?

	a) Yes
	
	
	b) No
	
	


2. Organizations present on the field

2.1. What type of assistance have you received in the past 6 months?

	Type of assistance
	Provided by

	a)
	

	b)
	

	c)
	

	d) 
	


3. Preferable assistance

3.1. What kind of agricultural kit do you prefer?

	Agricultural kit
	Priority

	a) Honey production kit
	

	b) Mushroom production kit
	

	c) Poultry
	

	d) Sheep
	

	e) Goats
	

	f) Greenhouses
	

	g) Mechanization
	

	h) Cows
	

	i) Other
	


3.2. In what kind of training program would you like to participate?

	Topic
	Priority

(1 - 5)
	Basic training
	Advanced

training
	Topic

	a) Farm accounting and

funding possibilities
	
	
	
	

	b) Beekeeping
	
	
	
	

	c) Mushroom production
	
	
	
	

	d) Poultry breeding
	
	
	
	

	e) Greenhouse production 
	
	
	
	

	f) Cow breeding
	
	
	
	

	g) Other (specify)
	
	
	
	


4. Income generation

4.1. Average annual costs 

	Costs
	Denars

	a) Utility (electricity, water, telephone, tax etc)
	

	b) Household expenses (food, hygiene, transport etc)
	

	c) Agricultural and other production
	

	d) Other
	

	Total costs
	

	Incomes
	

	a) Agricultural and other production
	

	b) Salary and retirements
	

	c) Social Support (bankruptcy surplus)
	

	d) Other (specify)
	

	Total incomes
	


Comments of the interviewer:
2.4 Limitation
Even if the project team has increased by 165% its delivery services to its targeted clients, the gold of this mid-term evaluation is not to document the results achieved in the first five months of the project but to analyse current capacities and systems in place that will be instrumental in the successful project delivery.

3. Background

The CARE Macedonia Livelihood Support Project promotes self-reliance of returnees and internally displaced people (IDPs) in Macedonia as well as vulnerable people in the respective host communities. The aim of the project is to provide returnees, IDPs and economically disadvantaged families with the means to cover basic living needs and to establish greater self-sufficiency through agricultural production, animal husbandry, or through other sustainable small-scale income-generating activities. The program responds to individual needs and abilities of the beneficiaries who comprise of refugees and IDPs resulting from the conflict. You may find the approved project proposal in the Appendix A, available in Annex I of this document.
3.1 General Context

Since February of 2001 the conflict in the Former Yugoslavia Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) has resulted in a large displacement of families within Macedonia and into neighboring Kosovo. An estimated 122,000 individuals have left their homes due to escalating clashes between the armed Ethnic Albanian Armed Groups (EAAG) and Macedonian security forces.  Approximately 60,000 of this total population are mostly ethnic Albanian refugees living with host families in the Gjilan/Gnjilane in Kosovo. An estimated 60,000 ethnic Macedonian, Albanian, Serbian and Roma have been displaced within Macedonia.
3.2 CARE Macedonia

CARE Macedonia is the first CARE Country Office to have its management staff nationalized. Technical experts both at national or international levels provide technical inputs to the HLS Project. CARE Kosovo operates all regular internal controls to make sure that all internal policies and procedures are followed. CARE Macedonia financial system is weekly linked to CARE Kosovo by electronic data transfers and reconciled monthly.

3.3 CARE Macedonia’s Livelihood Support (HLS) Project

The HLS Project implementation team is committed to networking, partnership and coordination through strong existing relationships with local governments, and with national and international organizations in order to avoid duplication of funding. The team is autonomous and highly skilled; it comprises only 3.5 people.

CARE International covers a large portion of the Balkan Peninsula and has implemented several agriculture and economic development projects and programs. Documented tools and lessons learned are shared among the network of country and field offices and as such the Kosovo Office supervises HLS Project as approved earlier.

3.4 Appropriateness of Project Design

The first external consultation of the project at its operational start-up explored design issues in detail, examining the rationale for the project in the regrettable context of a quickly put together proposal. The broad remit of the assistance has certainly presented difficulties in bringing early coherence to the activities, and in articulating the project chain of results in such a way as to meet objectives of the assistance. The Plan of Operation has clarified these issues; there is a clear logic to the HLS Project, which is now much more in evidence.

Within the HLS Project, there are those initiatives (such as direct emergency support) that can bring about a quick and visible impact on the economic prospects of returnees and the most vulnerable. But equally, there is a necessity to tackle institutional and structural issues to economic development in return areas (income generation support, ago-technical training and farming accounting training), which will, over time, bring about improved economic prospects in Tetovo areas, for its beneficiaries, and make the sustainability of small scale income generation activities.

4. Review of all Project deliverables

The Project Plan of Operation has corrected the large structural defects of the original proposal, as mentioned earlier, where project purposes were too broad; expected results and their related indicators were input driven; and activities did not cross-match the project’s financial capacity. 

This section will review if the project re-design, as from the approved Plan of Operation, has set appropriate assumptions and realistic deliverables. The Goal of the HLS project is:

· To ensure livelihood security of returnees, IDPs and vulnerable households in the North of the Tetovo Area.

All stakeholders involved in this project recognize that the timeframe of the project may not enable the project to achieve this long-term goal. CIDA’s International Humanitarian Assistance (IHA) Programme, in its new operational guidelines, does not require its partners to set up a goal for the implementation of its humanitarian assistance. Although, the project team in Macedonia has decided to set one to enable a project vision in order to explore other economic opportunities in the project targeted areas for further development initiatives.

Nevertheless, the project has stand to its goal to service most vulnerable through the provision of Emergency Agricultural Kits (EAK) but will be more likely to achieve its goal by the provision of its Income Generation Kits (IGK) to its economically active beneficiary segment. Also by reducing the size of the targeted area, the project has more chance to reach economies of scale and critical mass.

4.1 Project Purposes

The HLS Project has two purposes, which are as follow:

· To increase family income through small-scale enterprise activities;
· To deliver project beneficiaries an emergency or agricultural support kit with the cooperation of the local authorities and other organization working in the area.
The following table drafts the current progress in the achievement of the HLS Project Purposes up-to-now and until the project completion.
	HLS Project Mid-term Evaluation 

– Progress in the Achievement

	Purposes
	July to November 2002
	December to June 2002

	To increase family income through small-scale enterprise activities;
	· Within this period the project has succeeded in reducing cash flow burden of its most venerable targeted beneficiaries for Emergency Kits. A total of 215 households received services.
	· The HLS Project team consider that this project purpose will be achieved in the following project implementation periods, which will include the distribution of Agricultural Support or Income Generation Kits and agriculture training and technical assistance. 

	To deliver project beneficiaries an emergency or agricultural support kit with the cooperation of the local authorities and other organization working in the area.
	· Within this period the project has distributed the emergency kits.

· The beneficiary selection included local authorities and selection committees were formed in all villages targeted by the project. These committees are involving one representative of a local NGO. 
	· The beneficiary selection for the distribution of all Agricultural Support or Income Generation Kits is completed.

· The local authorities and selection committees were involved in the beneficiary selection process within all villages targeted by the project.

· The distribution activity will also involve all stakeholders.


4.2 Output/results and indicators


The two following tables respectively describe and comment feedback and relevance of both the selection of the project expected results and their indicator measurements.

	HLS Project Mid-term Evaluation

- Feedback on the selection of Project Expected Results

	Narrative Summary
	Expected Results
	Feedback

	Goal

· To ensure livelihood security of returnees, IDPs and vulnerable households in the North of the Tetovo Area.
	Impacts

· Improved livelihood security of the targeted beneficiaries.
	· The project team is confident that the project will really improve the livelihood conditions of their beneficiaries.

	Purposes

· To increase family income through small-scale enterprise activities.

· To deliver project beneficiaries an emergency or agricultural support kit with the cooperation of the local authorities and other organization working in the area.
	Outcomes

· Improved household incomes.

· Improved inter-ethnic dialogues.
	· The result of this outcome will be more likely to be seen with the delivery of the agricultural support kit. Although, the Emergency Kit delivery has reduced cash flow constraints of the targeted households.

· The participation of local authorities and local NGOs has set a dialogue between different parties.

· The training component of the project will more likely support the achievement of this result by enabling all ethnic groups to work and learn together elements of common interests.

	Inputs

Executive Agency: CARE

(Involved local authorities and local NGOs in the selection and delivery of project deliverables) 

Number of Staff: 4

(Reduced to now to 3.5 members)

Number of beneficiaries: 

130 households

(Increased to 265 households)

(215 households currently reached)

(250 beneficiaries will be included in training sessions compared to 100 as originally planned)
Budget: CAN$ 500,00.00

Activities:

· Distribution of Emergency Kits

· Distribution of Agricultural Kits

· Farming Accounting Training

· Commodity Production Training
	Outputs

· Responded needs for emergency support.

· Increased access to agricultural commodity income generation activities.

· Improved awareness about profitable farming.

· Increased capacities to select profitable agricultural commodities.

· Improved integration of the HLS Project activities with existing local governments and local and international organizations.
	· The selection process involving a quantitative baseline and the creation of queries from a database have enabled the project to target evident needs.

· Community participation and interviews with local experts have enable the project to target relevant income activities to be promoted.

· A quality-training curriculum has been developed in this regard.

· All agricultural training will involve a variable cost analysis.  Although, allocation of fixed costs shall be analysed by the project team.

· In this regard the HLS Project has executed a remarkable job. The transparency of the selection process and the involvement of local representatives are impressive. 


	HLS Project Mid-term Evaluation

- Relevance of the Indicator Measurement

	Expected Results
	Performance Measurement
	Relevance

	Impacts

· Improved livelihood security of the targeted beneficiaries.
	Impact Indicators

· 75% of beneficiaries are satisfied with the project delivery.

· Testimonials and Success Stories
	· Yes

· Yes

(To be measured at the project closure).

	Outcomes

· Improved household incomes.

· Improved inter-ethnic dialogues.
	Outcome Indicators

· % of increased in household income.

· Perception about the inter-ethnic dialogues.

· Quality of participation of local authorities.

· % of farmers book-keeping their accounting operations.
	· Yes (the baseline study will enable the analysis).

· Yes (the training venues will enable the project to document this indicator).

· Yes (the training venues will enable the project to document this indicator).

· Yes (can be hard to measure if the project is not extended).

	Outputs

· Responded needs for emergency support.

· Increased access to agricultural commodity income generation activities.

· Improved awareness about profitable farming.

· Increased capacities to select profitable agricultural commodities.

· Improved integration of the HLS Project activities with existing local governments and local and international organizations.
	Output Indicators

· Overall average of the training quizzes.

· Number of households receiving the emergency support kit.

· Number of households receiving the agricultural support kit

· Number of household dependants (children, men and women)


	· Yes (Tests will need to be prepared in this regard).

· Yes (has been fully monitored with a high standard tracking system).

· Yes (will be fully monitored with a high standard tracking system).

· Yes (has been and will be fully monitored with a high standard tracking system).




4.3 Beneficiaries

The table and chart below of grants disbursed show that 215 households have been assisted with the project Emergency Assistance Kit (EAK). The ethnic segmentation shows that Serbian and Turkish minorities where included to Albanian and Macedonian recipients.  The project has forecasted to reach 265 households by the end of its mandate in comparison to 130 as originally planned. The number of households per ethnicity and its representative number of dependants are presented in the table below. 

	HLS Project Beneficiary Ethnic Representation

	Ethnicity
	Number of Households
	Number of dependants
	Percentage of Participation by Ethnicity

	Albanian
	125
	841
	58.14%

	Macedonian
	85
	446
	39.53%

	Serb
	1
	5
	0.47%

	Turk
	4
	19
	1.86%

	Total
	215
	1311
	100%
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Through its selection process, the HLS Project has collected and analysed a large number of data that will be useful for further project design information and impact assessments. For example, you have in the chart beside the segmentation by average number of household members.   

Reviewing the circumstances of the beneficiaries supported shows that the validity of awarding the grant has been appropriate and broadly justified on the basis of eligibility and the criteria established for support.  

The selection process was supported from an Access software application built by an external Information Technical professional. This application has created a series of queries and quantitative analytical tools that generated beneficiary selection lists. Each list has links to its client records. The process is fully transparent and enables review if local complaints are raised. Data are then reprocessed and a new list is then easily regenerated.  The selection of beneficiaries is well documented internally as you can see below.

HLS Project Selection Criteria

1.1. Selection of municipalities

Selection of municipalities was made according to the initial assessment, done in July 2002. In regards of data collected, it was considered that the impact of the project will be bigger if activities would be narrow to four municipalities. After initial assessment it was decided to concentrate project delivery in municipalities Dzepcishte, Tearce, Jegunovce and Vratnica.

1.2.
Selection of villages

Selected municipalities in the region of North Tetovo have 30 villages. Priority in delivery project activities  was given to ARK villages, which were affected with direct war activities:

(i)
Neproshteno 

(ii)
Leshok and

(iii)
Tearce

All three villages are part of the municipality Tearce. The other villages were selected according to the village assessment. Selected villages for project activities delivery were following:

Table 1: Villages included in the project activities delivery

	Municipality
	Village

	
	

	Dzepcishte
	Germo

	Jegunovce
	Kopance

	Jegunovce
	Raotince

	Tearce
	Slatino

	Tearce
	Prshovce

	Tearce
	Nerashte

	Tearce
	Dobroshte

	Tearce
	Neproshteno

	Tearce
	Tearce

	Vratnica
	Staro Selo

	Vratnica
	Rogashevo

	Vratnica
	Belovishte

	Vratnica
	Jazince

	Vratnica
	Dolno Orashje

	Total: 4
	Total: 15


1.3.
Selection of beneficiaries

Selection of project beneficiaries was made in order to achieve ethnicity participation in following proportion:

(i)
Albanians – 60% and

(ii)
Macedonians – 40% 

Number of direct households as project beneficiaries is 265 households in selected villages in region of north Tetovo. 

(i)
Beneficiaries for Emergency Response Kit – 215

(ii)
Beneficiaries for Agriculture Assistance Kit – 50

(iii)
Participants on Training programs - 250

Lists of beneficiaries for Emergency Response Kit and Agriculture Assistance Kit was prepared from representatives from local authorities, according to the selection criteria that was delivered by CARE International Team.

General criteria for selection of beneficiaries were: citizenship in the potential villages, households with more than four members, with unemployed persons as well as households without relative support from abroad. 

Beneficiary selection criteria:

According to the priority, Beneficiaries selection criteria are as follows:

1.
Returnees in respective villages (whole household)

(i)
Households with houses in 3rd and 4th category of damage

(ii)
Households hosted refugees from other regions involved in the crisis

(iii)
Ethnicity (priority to nationalities that are less represented – Serbs, Roma, Turks)

(iv)
Inhabitancy in respective village (according to ID Card)  

2.
Unemployed family members and number of receivers of Social Benefit (Jugohrom)

(i)
Households with houses in 3rd and 4th category of damage

(ii)
Handicapped persons (with mental and physical handicap)

3.
Number of members in the household

4.
Households with agriculture as primary activity

(i)
Households with more than 0.2ha arable land

(ii)
Households that have livestock production

Within the pre-selected regions and villages, lists with potential beneficiaries that should be interviewed have been selected according the criteria from the representatives of the local authorities. 

2
Beneficiary Selection Process

Beneficiary selection process was implemented in several phases:

(i)
Collecting list of potential beneficiaries from the respective villages

(ii)
Adjusting number on the beneficiaries on the list with 25% more beneficiaries than estimated number of beneficiaries in the village

(iii)
Implementation of the interviews with 354 potential beneficiaries

(iv)
Data entering and creation of Access Data Base 

(v)
Defining criteria for Computer selection of the beneficiaries within the data base  

(vi)
Performing Selection Committee Meetings

All phases were performed in the period August – October 2002. In some of the phases during implementation, Team of CARE International was supported by representatives of local authorities and 6 interviewers representatives from local NGO’s. 

Collecting list of potential beneficiaries from the respective villages

Collection of list with potential beneficiaries for the project started in August 2002 and finished in September 2002. Lists were prepared from local authorities, according to the criteria provided by CARE International Team.

Adjusting number on the beneficiaries on the list 

In some villages, there were more than 50% beneficiaries that was necessary. In order to achieve real number, additional criteria was provided to respective villages:

(i)
Households with whole family returned to the village

(ii)
Households with more than 4 family members

After receiving of revised lists, total number of potential beneficiaries was 354.

Implementation of the interviews 

Implementation of the survey started at the end of September and finished in first week of October, 2002. For on-time performing of the survey, team of CARE International was supported by 6 interviewers, representatives from local NGO’s. In the survey 354 potential beneficiaries were included.

Creation of Data Base

All information that was collected during the survey was entered in Access data base, in order to provide possibility for their analysis. Process of data entering was realized in November, 2002.

Defining criteria for Computer selection of the beneficiaries within the data base

After creation of data base, in order to get clear selection of beneficiaries, several criteria was taken in consideration, according to priority:

(i)
Farm classification

(ii)
House Destruction

(iii)
Number of household members

(iv)
Family returned to the village

(v)
Hosted refugees

(vi)
Material losses

(vii)
Farming as primary activity

(viii)
Annual Household Net Income

Farm classification

Components of the ERK and AAK were in correlation with agricultural production in the household. Therefore farm classification was one of the main criteria for beneficiaries selection. 

In this criteria, beneficiaries were divided in two groups: beneficiaries that have more than 0.2 ha land and the others that do not have any land or have less than 0.2ha. Beneficiaries with more than 0.2 ha land were taken in consideration as priority. 

House destruction

Second important criteria was house destruction. Priority to get assistance had beneficiary with higher number of house destruction, starting with 4, than 3, 2, 1 and at the and were beneficiaries without house destruction.

Number of household members

Households with bigger number of household members have priority in this criteria. 

Family returned to the village

Households that have whole family members returned to the village have priority in this criteria. Households that have some of the family members not returned in the respective village were settled on the bottom of the list of beneficiaries for this criteria.

Hosted refugees 

Households that have hosted refugees during the crisis have priority according to this criteria.

Material losses 

According to this criterion, households that suffered some material losses during the crisis, have priority for getting assistance from the project.

Farming as primary activity

Households that have farming as primary activity were taken in consideration as more important for project assistance, in correlation with nature of the project.

Annual Household Net Income

A last criterion that was included in selection process was annual household net income. Households with the lowest income were considered as most important and have priority for this criteria. Sorting of the other households was in ascending position. 

After data analysis, and respecting above-mentioned criteria, list of selected potential beneficiaries for each village was prepared according to the priority.

Performing Selection Committee Meetings

Selection Committee meetings were performed in all villages included in the project delivery. Members of the selection committees were:

1.
Representatives from 15 local municipalities representing each villages;

2.
Representatives from local NGO’s that have multiethnic membership (Ortlius; Vizija; Predizvik; Multikultura);

3.
Representatives from CARE International team.  

On the meetings of the selection committees the preprepared list of beneficiaries was reviewed. The list was printed out of the database including filters and sorting mechanisms that created lists with priorities. The role of the selection committees was to verify the lists and to confirm that all data imputed in the database was correct. In several occasions, corrections were done, based on findings of the selection committees. This changes were recorded in the minutes of meeting of each village. 

In the same time beneficiaries for the IGK were selected. In this case more emphasis was put on farmers capacity for implementing IG activity.
The selection process creates list as the one next page that shows the data published for each beneficiary village list. The data are about the clients that were visited during the Mid-term Evaluation.

	  HLS Project Beneficiary Selection Data Sample for Beneficiaries Visited

	Ref
	Municipality
	Village
	Name
	Ethnicity
	Farm                         size
	Destruction   Category
	Total household members
	Children                                                                        <18
	Male & Female                                                                                                                        >65
	Male & Female                                                                                                                        18 - 65
	Family   Return                                     Yes / No
	Hosted          IDP                                           Yes / No
	Material                  losses                                               
	Is farming primary activity                      Yes / No
	Annual household Income
	Annual household Expenses
	Annual Net Profit / loss

	14
	Tearce
	Slatino
	Alisami Fejzullahi
	Albanian
	0.2 - 0.5 ha
	No damages
	5
	1
	0
	4
	Part of family
	No
	No
	Yes
	36,000 
	95,500 
	(59,500)

	8
	Tearce
	Prshovce
	Emin Emini
	Albanian
	0.2 - 0.5 ha
	No damages
	6
	3
	0
	3
	Whole family
	No
	No
	Yes
	61,200 
	62,900 
	(1,700)

	3
	Tearce
	Dobroshte
	Drakce Markovski
	Macedonian
	0.5 - 1 ha
	No damages
	4
	1
	0
	3
	Whole family
	No
	No
	Yes
	113,040 
	188,500 
	(75,460)

	15
	Tearce
	Leshok
	Borce Stojcevski
	Macedonian
	1 - 3 ha
	1
	5
	2
	0
	3
	Whole family
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	228,000 
	199,400 
	28,600 


4.5 Project Activities, Timeframe and Responsibilities

The table below presents the modification to the project activities in terms of delivery, timing, responsibilities and gross financial projections as well as estimated costing to date. The estimated costing exercise is at this point an allocation of direct project costs. Crosses have been laid down on the delivery timeframe of each activity to reassess timing till the end of the project. The project responsibilities for the activities are clearly shared between the Project Manager (PM), the Agricultural Officer (AO), the Community Development Officer (CDO) and the Financial Officer (FO).

	HSL Project – Plan of Operation – Timeframe and Responsibilities Mid-term Review

	Activity No. 1
Training
	Operation
	 August 2002 to April 2003
	Responsibility
	Estimated

	
	Household
	Training
	
	Name
	 

	A. 
	100
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 

	1.1.
	Farming Accounting
	30
	4
	A
	S
	O
	N
	D
	J
	F
	M
	A
	 
	 USD 8,000 

	 
	a) Interview other agro-practitioners
	 
	 
	 
	 X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	AO, PM, FO
	 

	 
	b) External professional consultations
	 
	 
	 
	 X
	 X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	AO, PM, FO
	$500 spent 

	 
	c) Document a training manual
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 X
	 X
	X 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	AO, PM, FO
	to date 

	 
	d) Deliver to targeted groups
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	AO, PM, FO
	 

	 
	e) Organize peer-producer training
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	AO, PM, FO
	 

	 
	f) Monitor peer-producer delivery
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 X
	 X
	X
	 X
	AO, PM, FO
	 

	 
	h) Survey clients' satisfaction
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 X
	 
	 
	 
	AO, PM, FO
	 

	1.2.
	Commodity production training
	70
	12
	A
	S
	O
	N
	D
	J
	F
	M
	A
	 
	 

	 
	a) Interview other agro-practitioners
	 
	 
	 
	 X
	 X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	AO, PM
	 USD 8,000 

	 
	b) External professional consultations
	 
	 
	 
	 X
	 X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	AO, PM
	 

	 
	c) Document a training manual
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 X
	 X
	 X
	 
	 
	 
	AO, PM
	$2,800 spent 

	 
	d) Deliver to targeted groups
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 X
	 X
	 X
	 X
	 
	 
	AO, PM
	to date 

	 
	e) Organize peer-producer training
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 X
	 X
	 X
	 
	 
	AO, PM
	 

	 
	f) Monitor peer-producer delivery
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 X
	 X
	 X
	 
	AO, PM
	 

	 
	h) Survey clients' satisfaction
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 X
	 X
	 X
	 X
	 
	 
	 


The Mid-term Evaluator has reviewed the well-prepared training terms of the HLS Project Agricultural Training Program. We would like to underline that the Farming Accounting Training is a cutting-edge in Macedonia and do precede the implementation of the regulation on the obligation of farm holders to produce their farming financial statements. 

The general comment is that quality to details and a will to deeply find high profile local professional experts was given. All contract agreements with each expect are through and responsibilities and obligations are well defined. You may consult down below in italic the un-edited Work plan of the HLS Project Training Program. The Agricultural Officer has also documented a Detailed Work Plan Table, which was also added to this section next page. This table, for each training venue, presents the lecturers or trainers, the timing, the material needed and the budget allocation.

HLS Project Training Program Work plan

One of the major activities of CARE International team during the winter months will be organization and performing several training programs for the beneficiaries in the region of North Tetovo. These training programs will be performed in order to initiate increasing family income through small-scale enterprise activities.Topics for the training programs will be related with agricultural production and farm accounting. Training programs in the field of agriculture will be in the following topics: sheep breeding, poultry breeding, greenhouse production and mushroom production. All training programs will be performing in several workshops with different topics. Some of the training programs will be lecturing, and the others will be practical, on-farm training.
Project beneficiaries

Potential beneficiaries for the third phase of the project will be participants in the workshops related to the kit that they will receive. The workshops will be open to the other beneficiaries from the region that are interested to participate and learn more in the respective field. It is estimated that on each workshops 20 to 25 beneficiaries would participate.

Lecturers on the training program

In order to ensure good results and provide Training programs on a professional level, the project has decide to engage experts in the selected fields. All experts have an experience in training process and are university professors or authorized experts in respective fields.

	HLS Project Agriculture Training Program - Detailed Work Plan Table


	Subject
	Lector
	Location
	Participants
	Time
	Manual
	Materials
	Budget

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Trainers
	Equipment
	Transport
	Materials
	Refreshments
	Manuals

	Introduction in the mushroom breeding. Concept for the Champignon and Pleurotus. Role, technology in mushroom breeding and cultivation
	Dimce Todorovski
	Vratnica
	15-17
	18.12.2002
	27.11.2002
	TV: VSR; Flip Chart
	150
	70
	0
	100
	100
	725.81

	Technical-Technological engineering and mushroom breeding phase till before the beginning of the harvest
	Dimce Todorovski
	Vratnica
	15-17
	19.12.2002
	27.11.2002
	TV: VSR; Flip Chart
	150
	70
	0
	100
	100
	725.81

	Harvest of mushrooms (on farm). Mushroom processing .Visit of the kompost production factory
	Dimce Todorovski
	Kompostara, Karbinci
	15-17
	20.12.2002
	27.11.2002
	Bus for transport
	150
	0
	200
	50
	100
	-

	Farm accounting and investment options
	Dragi Dimitrievski
	Vratnica/

Tearce
	15-17
	24.12.2002
	06.12.2002
	LCD Projector; Flip Chart
	150
	70
	0
	100
	100
	725.81

	Farm accounting and investment options
	Dejan Gjorsovski
	Vratnica/

Tearce
	15-17
	25.12.2002
	06.12.2002
	LCD Projector; Flip Chart
	0
	70
	0
	100
	100
	-

	Farm accounting and investment options
	Dejan Gjorsovski
	Vratnica/

Tearce
	15-17
	26.12.2002
	06.12.2002
	LCD Projector; Flip Chart
	0
	70
	0
	100
	100
	-

	Introduction in poultry breeding (Gross margin ). Broiler production
	Dragoslav Kocevski
	Vratnica/

Tearce
	15-17
	22.01.2003
	10.01.2003
	LCD Projector; TV, VSR, Flip Chart
	150
	70
	0
	100
	100
	725.81

	Hens, breeding and feeding technology 
	Dragoslav Kocevski
	Vratnica/

Tearce
	15-17
	23.01.2003
	10.01.2003
	LCD Projector; TV, VSR, Flip Chart
	150
	70
	0
	100
	100
	-

	Practical part - farm training
	Dragoslav Kocevski
	 Poultry farm,Ohrid
	15-17
	24.01.2003
	10.01.2003
	Bus for transport
	150
	0
	200
	100
	100
	-

	Sheep production
	Vladimir Djabirski
	Agricultural faculty
	15-17
	04.02.2003
	18.01.2003
	Bus for transport
	250
	0
	100
	100
	70
	725.00

	Sheep selection
	Vladimir Djabirski Sreten Andonov
	Agricultural faculty
	15-17
	05.02.2003
	18.01.2003
	Bus for transport
	250
	0
	100
	100
	70
	-

	Practical part - farm training
	Vladimir Djabirski
	Farm in Kozle, Petrovec
	15-17
	06.02.2003
	18.01.2003
	Bus for transport
	250
	0
	100
	50
	100
	-

	Cheese production
	Sonja Srbinovska
	Agricultural faculty
	15-17
	07.02.2003
	18.01.2004
	Bus for transport
	250
	0
	100
	100
	70
	

	Introduction in the greenhouse production; Soil illness and parasites
	Gordana Popsimonova
	Vratnica/

Tearce
	15-17
	19.02.2003
	01.02.2003
	LCD Projector; TV, VSR, Flip Chart
	150
	70
	0
	100
	100
	725.00

	Finalization of the production, storing, packing and analysis of the expenses and the incomes
	Gordana Popsimonova
	Vratnica/Tearce
	15-17
	20.02.2003
	01.02.2003
	LCD Projector; TV, VSR, Flip Chart
	150
	70
	0
	100
	100
	-

	Practical training in greenhouses 
	Gordana Popsimonova
	Borievo, Strumica
	15-17
	21.02.2003
	01.02.2003
	Bus for transport
	150
	0
	200
	50
	100
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Total
	2,500.00
	630.00
	1,000.00
	1,450.00
	1,510.00
	4,353.23

	
	
	250 expected participants
	
	Grand Total
	
	
	
	
	11,443.23
	3,556.77


Manuals

One of the tasks that are requested from the lecturers is preparation of manual with contents related to the topics that are elaborated on the workshop. It is planned that five manuals for each field of training program should be published:

· Manual for mushroom production (the manual will include part for Champignons and the other part for Pleurotus production)

· Manual for Farm accounting with funding possibilities

· Manual for Poultry breeding

· Manual for Sheep breeding and

· Manual for Greenhouse production.

All manuals will have CIP number and will be catalogued in National and University Library  “St. Kliment Ohridski” in Skopje.

Location
Part of the lecturing training programs will be performed in the municipality building in village Slationo. Workshops that are related to the sheep breeding will be conducted at the Agricultural Faculty in Skopje in the special equipped workshop. On-farm trainings will be organized and performed on several best farms in Macedonia.

Schedule for training programs 

The schedule for the training programs is as follows:

1. Mushroom production

Lecturer
Lecturer for the training programs for mushroom production will be Dimce Todorovski, expert in mushroom production, owner of one of the biggest compost factories in Macedonia. 

Time frame 
Training programs will be performed on December 18, December 19 and December 20. 2002.

Topics 

Following topics will be elaborated during these three different workshops:
1.1. Introduction in mushroom production. Concept for the Champignon and Pleurotus. Role, production and cultivation technology
1.2. Technical engineering and phase of mushroom production

1.3. Mushroom harvest (on farm). Mushroom processing. Visit of compost production factory

2. Farm accounting and funding possibilities

Lecturer 
Lecturer for the training program in Farm accounting will be Ph.D. Dragi Dimitrievski, professor in Faculty of Agriculture in Skopje at Department of Agricultural Economy.  He has e relevant experience in Farm accounting in several projects.  For the second part of the training program – funding possibilities, lecturers from Macedonian Business Research Center will be engaged. They have updated information about all sources for financing in Republic of Macedonia and regularly publish a bulletin with all data in this topic. 

Time frame
Training programs will be performed on December 24, December 25 and December 26, 2002. 

Topics 
The same topic will be elaborated in different three workshops in duration of one day per workshop.
2.1. Farm accounting and funding possibilities
3. Poultry breeding

Lecturer
Lecturer on the training programs for poultry breeding will be Master of Science Dragoljub Kocevski, expert in poultry breeding. He is an Assistant in Faculty of Agriculture in Skopje at Department of Livestock breeding.  He has e relevant experience in poultry breeding in number of projects

Time frame
Training programs will be performed on January 22, January 23 and January 24, 2003. 

Topics
Following topics will be elaborated during these three different workshops:
3.1. Introduction in poultry breeding. Gross margin in poultry breeding. Broiler production. 
3.2. Hens, breeding technology and feeding

3.3. On-farm training. Visit one of the biggest poultry farms in Ohrid. 

4. Sheep breeding

Lecturer
Lecturers on the training programs for sheep breeding will be several professors from Agricultural Faculty in Skopje: PhD Vladimir Dzabirski, PhD Sreten Andonov and PhD Sonja Srbinovska. They are experts in sheep breeding and cheese production.

Time frame
Training programs will be performed on February 11, February 12, February 13 and February 14, 2003. 

Topics

Following topics will be elaborated during these four different workshops:

4.1. Introduction in sheep breeding. 

4.2. Selection of quality sheep

4.3. On-farm training. Visit of one of the biggest farm in region of Skopje in village Kozle.

4.4. Cheese production (practical training)

5.  Greenhouse production

Lecturer
Lecturer on the training programs for greenhouse production will be PhD Gordana Popsimonova, scientific collaborator at the Institute of Agriculture in Skopje and project manager of GEF project for implementation of the Stockholm convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants in Republic of Macedonia. She is also National coordinator for greenhouse production in FAO.

Time frame
Training programs will be performed on February 19, February 20 and February 21, 2003. 

Topics 
Following topics will be elaborated during these three different workshops:
5.1. Introduction in greenhouse production. Soil diseases and pests.

5.2. Finalization of greenhouse production, storing, packaging and cost and income analysis.

5.3. Practical on-farm training in one of the best greenhouses in Strumica.

	HSL Project – Plan of Operation – Timeframe and Responsibilities Mid-term Review

	Activity No. 2
 
Agriculture Assistance Kit
	Operation 
	 August 2002 to April 2003
	Responsibility
	Estimated

	
	Household
	
	Name
	 Cost

	
	50
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2.1.
	Beneficiaries (for AAK)
	 
	A
	S
	O
	N
	D
	J
	F
	M
	A
	CDO, PM
	 8000US$ 

	a)
	Meeting with other NGOs, INGOs and local authorities;
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	4,000$ spent

	b)
	Lists of beneficiaries in selected region targeted by other donor organizations;
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 to date

	c)
	Lists of social cases from Local Government Social Protection Biro;
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	d)
	Lists of IDPs and Returnees in the selected region;
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	e)
	Finalization of the survey questioner;
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	f)
	Organization and implementation of the survey;
	 
	X
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	g)
	Creation of the selection committees;
	 
	X
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	h)
	Finalization of the Baseline study based of the small survey;
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2.2.
	Definition of AA Kits
	 
	A
	S
	O
	N
	D
	J
	F
	M
	A
	CDO, AO, PM
	 6,000US$ 

	a)
	Investigate possibilities (Baseline Study)
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2,000$ spent

	b)
	Contact suppliers and define prices and distribution process;
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 to date

	c)
	Draft business plan
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2.3.
	Procurement
	 
	A
	S
	O
	N
	D
	J
	F
	M
	A
	CDO, PM
	 80,000US$ 

	a)
	Issue requests for quotation
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0$ spent 

	b)
	Receive proposals
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	c)
	Signed contracts with suppliers
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2.4.
	Distribution
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	X
	 
	CDO, AO, PM
	 2,000US$ 

	2.5.
	Counseling and field visits
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	X
	 
	0$ spent 

	2.6.
	Beneficiaries feedback
	 
	A
	S
	O
	N
	D
	J
	F
	M
	A
	AO, PM
	 2,000US$ 

	a)
	Select randomly 10 beneficiaries to be surveyed / interviewed;
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0$ spent 

	b)
	Perform outcome impact interview;
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 

	c)
	Reporting.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 


The Activity 2: Agricultural Assistance Kit, now renamed as Income Generation Kit, is under implementation. Beneficiaries are all selected. All beneficiaries of this Income Generation Kit will have to follow the training sessions linked with the type of income kit they will receive. The preparation has been done in the state of the art as per all other project operations.

	HSL Project – Plan of Operation – Timeframe and Responsibilities Mid-term Review

	Activity No. 3

Emergency Response kits


	Operation
	 August 2001 to December 2002
	Responsibility
	Estimated

	
	Household
	
	Name
	 Cost

	
	80
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 3.1
	Beneficiaries
	 
	A
	S
	O
	N
	D
	CDO, PM
	 8000US$ 

	a)
	Meeting with NGO, INGO and local authorities;
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	4,000$ spent

	b)
	Lists of beneficiaries in selected region targeted by other donor organizations;
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	c)
	Lists of social cases from Local Government Social Protection Bureau;
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	d)
	Lists of IDPs and Returnees in the selected region;
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	e)
	Finalization of the survey questioner;
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	f)
	Organization and implementation of the survey;
	 
	X
	X
	X
	 
	 
	
	 

	g)
	Creation of the selection committees;
	 
	X
	X
	X
	 
	 
	
	 

	h)
	Finalization of the Baseline study based of the small survey;
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	3.2.
	Definition of ER Kits
	 
	A
	S
	O
	N
	D
	CDO, AO, PM
	 6,000US$ 

	a)
	Investigate possibilities (Baseline Study)
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	
	2,000$ spent

	b)
	Contact suppliers and define prices and distribution process;
	 
	 
	X
	 X
	 
	 
	
	

	3.3.
	Procurement of ER Kits
	 
	A
	S
	O
	N
	D
	CDO, PM
	 80,000US$ 

	a)
	Issue requests for quotation
	 
	 
	 X
	X
	 
	 
	
	38,420$ spent

	b)
	Receive proposals
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	

	c)
	Signed contracts with suppliers
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	
	 

	3.4.
	Distribution
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 X
	 
	CDO, AO, PM
	2,000US$
900$ spent

	3.5.
	Beneficiaries feedback
	 
	A
	S
	O
	N
	D
	AO, PM
	2,000US$

	a)
	Select randomly 10 beneficiaries to be surveyed / interviewed;
	 
	 
	 
	 X
	 
	 
	
	0$ spent to date

	b)
	Perform outcome impact interview;
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	
	 

	c)
	Reporting.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 


The Activity number 3: Emergency Response Kits delivery was successfully completed on time. Beneficiaries and local authorities interviewed were satisfied with the activity. The project was able to reduce procurement cost while increasing quality of the goods and material disbursed: fertilizers, small tools and fuel coupons. All respondents to the interviews conducted during the Mid-term Evaluation were commenting about the high quality of the material and also about the reasonable size of the grant, stating that it large enough to be fully useful. The distribution of fuel coupons was extremely handy for the crop harvests and came on time, which mean before hand. This element of the kit was a cost-efficient procurement tool for the project. Also the fuel coupons were helpful in reducing cash flow pressures to all households since they did not have to do this expense.

All beneficiaries interviewed recognized that they really needed the kit to complete their harvesting operations on time before the winter, but they also stated: “it is preferable to teach somebody how to fish than to give them fishes” following the Chinese saying common used in former Yugoslavia. In this regard, they did prefer this type of emergency kit they received from the HLS Project than the food parcels they received earlier. Otherwise, they would like to also receive the Income Generation Kit but they do understand that other people are in need too. They said they would be present to the training sessions. 

Local authorities all said to the Mid-term Evaluator that the distribution and selection system of the HLS Project was orderly and it did not create jalousie among citizens since the process was totally transparent. They also commented that unfortunately it is not all organizations in their areas that do process with high quality standard and with a concern to not create more tensions. They thank the Canadian Government in this regard to have set up such a good project even if the number of beneficiaries was too small according to the needs their community have.

4.6 Visibility

The HLS Project has built its high profile in media with significant news coverage and interviews on press in the Tetovo Areas and Skopje publicizing CIDA’s financial contribution. Media coverage has resulted in 2 local media stories/interviews, as presented below. The project has clearly identified each parcel distributed with a CIDA Logo. Staff involved in the distribution process where dressed with CARE stamped shirts and caps.

Published in the newspaper “Global” on 18.11.2002, in Macedonian and Albanian language. 

Canadian help for household support in Tetovo

40.000 $ from “CIDA” for agricultural development
215 families are in the second phase of the Project, from Raotince, Gjermo, Kopance, Leshok, Slatino, Prshovce, Nerashte, Dobroshte, Neproshteno, Tearce, Dolno Orashje, Belovishte, Staro Slo, Rogachevo and Jazince

215 families from the following municipalities Tetovo: Djepciste, Tearce, Jegunovce and Vratnica, have received help in total amount of 40.000 $ from the Canadian organization for development “CIDA”, in the frames of the second phase of the Project for household support in the rural area. The help, composed from cement, fertilizer, fuel and tools set, has been distributed to the families with the help of the humanitarian organization CARE International, in the villages Raotince, Gjermo, Kopance, Leshok, Slatino, Prshovce, Nerashte, Dobroshte, Neproshteno, Tearce, Dolno Orashje, Belovishte, Staro Selo, Rogachevo and Jazince.


According to Ljubomir Dimovski from CARE International mission, the families, beneficiaries of the help are selected in consultancy with the representatives from the local communities, and according to the previous monitoring that was carried out from the field workers of the humanitarian organization, the help will be used by the families that weren’t in project program of other humanitarian organizations. 

· In cooperation with other humanitarian organizations that work on the field, as after previous discussions with the presidents and lidersheap of the local communities, first we made evaluation of the size and type of the necessary materials, than me made the selection of the families that fulfill the conditions for using such help, Dimovski said. He explained that CARE International has vide understanding that the help is necessary for every family, without exception, in the regions hit by the last years military crisis. However, in this phase the help will be given to the families, according to the previous made assessments, that have the most urgent need from the help.

Leshok, Neproshteno and Tearce are the villages that received a large amount of help in the first phase, because these villages, according to the evaluations are mostly hit by the war conflict. 

Ali Ramadani, field worker from CARE, said that the distribution of the help is proceeding very good, thanks to the local inhabitants in the villages, where the help was given, also with the good cooperation with the presidents of the local communities in these villages.

- We didn’t have the chance to give help to everybody that needed help, because our sources are limited, Dimovski said, adding that in the second phase, which is in process, the humanitarian help will be given to the other inhabitants of the same villages that didn’t receive help in the first phase. 

According to Gabriela Micevska, senior officer in CARE for agricultural development, in the same villages a training for the people will be organized, which will be consisted of theoretical and practical part. 

- Professors from the Agricultural faculty are engaged for carrying out the training, also experts form other institutes that are in this field of work, said Micevska.

Micevska informed us that the second phase of the project is expected to organize 16 workshops with several subjects from the field of mushroom breeding, sheep breeding, greenhouse production (early vegetable), poultry breeding, cheese production and courses for farm accounting of the small farmers and agriculturalists. The last-mentioned point, says Micevska, will help the small farmers a lot, to have a view in any time, on how much they have spend and earned, during the year from their work.

The training will begin in the end of November and it will last till the end of February, and the workshops will be open for everybody that is interested.

- Beside the theoretical part, the lectures on each subject will include practical part also, Micevska said, with notification that for realization of the second phase of the project, 15.000 $ are provided, financed by the Canadian Government. She said that negotiations are in process, about providing additional materials to help the people in this region, and it is more than obvious that this kind of help is necessary.

Published in the newspaper “Global” on 15.10.2002, in Macedonian and Albanian language. 

HUMANITARIAN HELP FROM THE CANADIAN “CIDA”
Four municipalities from the region of Tetovo that were involved in the war crisis last year, are included in the Household Livelihood Support Project of the Canadian Humanitarian Organization “CIDA”, that realizes financial and other kind of support for development of the livestock breeding. The help is provided for fifteen villages from the municipalities Djepshiste, Vratnica, Tearce and Jegunovci that were involved directly or indirectly in the conflict last year. We have information from “CIDA” that the project is implementing in the villages Gjermo, Raotinci, Kopance, Leshok, Slatino, Prshovce, Nerashte, Dobroshte, Neproshteno, Tearce, Dolno Orashje, Belovishte, Staro Selo, Rogacevo and Jazince.

The project started in July this year and it will last till April next year. The purpose of this project is to help the small-scale farmers and small-scale farming in the region of Tetovo, said Ljubomir Dimovski, mission representative from CARE International in Macedonia. 

Dimovski informed us that the project is executing in three phases, and each phase has its own meaning.

The first phase, as Dimovski said, provides distribution of supplies for the small-stock farmers for continuous agricultural work. The help is consisted of distribution of cement, fertilizer and tools for work and fuel for carrying out the autumn sowing.

The second phase provides trainings with directions and advises for the small-stock farmers for having their own accounting and manuals that point the places where the farmers can apply for credits.

- Our farmers and the people that are involved in agriculture for long time don’t pay attention or they don’t have own accounting for the costs and for their profit. In the developed countries in the world, the small-stock farmers have own accounting. This phase of the project has a purpose to explain our farmers about the benefit of having own accounting and having evidence for all expenses and the profit from their work, said Dimovski. In addition, Dimovski said, training with manuals is expected for raising specific agricultural products, for ex: mushroom production. Dimovski said that he believes that with this training, the profitable crop, which was not enough present in this part of the country. He explained that the third phase of the project referees to the selection of the households that will organize beekeeping and mushroom production. 

 The distribution of the help will start at the end of this or at the beginning of the next month, Dimovski said. Dimovski informed us that the Demining started in the region of Tetovo. The project, which is financed by the European Agency for Reconstruction, involves all regions that are supposed to contain unexploded mines from the conflict that happened last year.

The process is very slow, but the efficiency is big. The deminig process in Popova Sapka is active, said Ljubomir Dimovski, mission representative of CARE International in Macedonia.

This humanitarian organization exists in Macedonia from 1999. CARE took active place in overcoming the crisis in Kosovo, with providing humanitarian help for the refugees from the war in Kosovo.

4.7 Conditionality, Risks & Assumptions

There was no conditionality attached to the contract. Risks and assumptions were outlined in the Plan of Operation, covering the political and economic environment for the assistance and the willing participation of the various stakeholders in the project.

The political environment in which the project has evolved in the last quarter was not an easy one; the electoral process gave difficulty to travel in the Tetovo areas. Also the project needed to be careful to not give the impression to support any political leaders in the areas while discussing beneficiary selection.

The mixed team of two staff active in the daily field activities (one Macedonian women and one Albanian men) in this regard enable the project representation to be considered fair and inclusive of both majority ethnical groups. Also the project has included both Serb and Turk minorities. A special emphasis was made to meet with women in the targeted beneficiary households.

Risks associated with the ability to quickly gain co-operation of the various stakeholders (especially local authorities and NGOs) and delays in commencing activities with them due to the initial slow pace of start-up of the assistance have not manifest any loss of opportunity of synergies between different project activities.

One of the success factors of the HLS Project delivery to date is linked to the high ability of the team to prepare well and to develop coherent methodologies before handing over field activities. It is clear from the fieldwork, that a range of political and ‘ethnically-related’ difficulties do impact on the assistance and constrain implementation of the work plans but we want to congratulate the team for maintaining quality delivery in this current situation. 

The team manages well security issues and follow CARE code in this regard. Un-necessary risks are avoided. The security constraints do not disable the team to be fully active at the field level. It was interesting to observe the way field staff and beneficiaries knew each other. Dialogues were straightforward and a good atmosphere was present in the communication we had with the interviewees.

We would like to underline in this section that the security environment is still extremely hostile; tensions are still present: people to not travel after dawn, people are still afraid, security forces do not provide services people may need to enforce their human and property rights. It is unfortunate that nearly all donors are reducing their contribution when sources of income have not been re-established. This reduced donor funding input may lead to further tensions and we recommend the Canadian Government/CIDA to look at this situation with more emphasis by supporting economic initiatives that might prevent a worsening of the current situation.

5. Project Effectiveness & Efficiency

This section will evaluate the project within its effectiveness and level of efficiency. At first the management capacities will be commented to then review budget and expenditures to date, and to finally take a brief look at the internal control mechanisms in place.

5.1 Management


Five different management functions were observed during this Mid-term Evaluation. The data were collected from informal interviews with project staff and the project manager. The assessment evaluated specific areas to the project operational management, such as: Using Team, Project Quality Management and Project Management System. The next table reports the findings.

	HLS Project Mid-term Evaluation - Management Findings

	Management Function
	Finding

	1. Project’s ability to Use its Team

(Organization & Direction)
	· The actual project’s organizational culture observed in this Mid-term evaluation was about team consensus and the will to create a common vision that involves everyone.

· The team members use a team process for enabling the project decision-making process.

· The manager guides the team to set up deadlines and does stimulate creativity to emerge.

· The working environment is pleasant (people smile and are happy to be doing their job); work is done professionally.

	2. Project Quality Management

(Quality service and Beneficiary satisfaction)
	· The project monitors adequately its internal and external quality delivery.

· Staff are satisfied and committed to their project and hope to find funding for increasing beneficiary outreach.

· Local authorities are positive in the way the project reaches their population and with the level of professionalism and transparency the selection process is done.

· Interviewed beneficiaries did all comment about the relevance and usefulness of the services and kits they received.

· The positive areas are high quality communication and positive organic control.

	3. Project Management System

(Direction in its Human Resources attribute)
	· The management system used by the HLS Project is highly organic.

· This organic management enables the project to avoid steering in a wrong direction.

· Relevant results were achieved in harmony within the project staffing, while including a large feedback mechanism with local authorities and local NGOS.

· Information systems are flexible and well conceived which avoid confusion and a need for a large staffing.

	4. Understanding Control

(Control)
	· Tremendous facility to understand the links between delegation, self-monitoring and risk management among staff. The decision-making team process largely contributes to this situation.

· The use of external resources and surveyors have enabled economies of scale and increased supervision quality over the data sets collected.

· All Staffs are completing all tasks required on time.

· All staffs consider that they are not stress by their workload because deadlines are realistic ones and open to changes if constraints are found on the way.

· Weekly team meetings are a driving force to inspire guidance, vision and commitment.

· Considering the country managerial archetypes of the centrally planned economy, we want to underline the quality management control of the HLS Project.

	5. Result-based Management Logic

(Planning and Design)
	· Clear understanding of the HLS Project logical application of Results-based management.

· CARE Canada has largely contributed to this fact by training all staff to the project logic and by proceeding in the project redesign with the project manager in July 2002.


5.2 Internal Control 

We may identify three important levels of internal control that are relevant to the HLS Project. The first one is linked to the transparency level of the services provided to the beneficiaries. The second one is in relation to the validity of the information collected and the accuracy of the technical assistance provided. The third one is in regard to the financial control.


Transparency

The selection process selected by the HLS Project is truly transparent. Local authorities were commenting positively about this fact and were wishing that other projects may be operating in the same way. 


Validity of the Information Collected

The information collected by the Selection Process enables the project to avoid duplication of aid and achieve best targeting of the neediest. The quantitative methodology and beneficiary scoring system for the full use of the Access Software home made application was fully insuring that no favouritism disturbed the selection process. 

We may underline that all data of the project are filled on a shared network but also a backup is regularly done every two weeks to prevent any loss of data.


Accuracy of the Technical Assistance Provided

The quality recruitment of the Agricultural Officer enables the project to prepare a high profile quality-training program for its beneficiaries. Local experts, lecturers and practitioners were selected and consulted to develop relevant training session. The Mid-term Evaluator is confident that these training sessions will bring useful information and skills to the HLS Project’s beneficiaries.


Financial Control

CARE Kosovo gives daily feedback and strong software support to any request of the CARE Macedonia HLS Project Financial Officer. The system uses two peaces of software: Cash Imprest Manager and Scala. 

Cash Imprest Manager enables systematic and accurate petty cash management. The Project Manager audits the petty cash every two weeks. 

CARE Macedonia reconciles its bank accounts accurately. 

All financial reports and vouchers are process within the scala system and posted on a daily basis and transferred electronically every week to Prishtina. Voucher verifications are done in Skopje by CARE Kosovo every two weeks or at least once a month depending of the volume of financial transactions to verify. All originals are kept in Skopje.
The monthly-book reconciliation between CARE Kosovo and CARE Macedonia is processed within 5 to 15 days, which is excellent. We cannot fortunately say the same thing with the involvement of CARE Canada, which has a current data input void of more than three months for the coverage of the international technical advisor to the project: air ticket, insurance and salary.

The only problem we have noticed is linked to the management of the Transit Account if mis-matched data are entered in the Scala system. 

Currency exchange is managed weekly within the system, which is excellent in order to avoid bad surprises.

The banking services received by the project are considered satisfactory.

Costs have been controlled in order to be kept low up to date, while insuring quality delivery. The team is extremely cost-aware; they want to service the largest number of beneficiaries at the better price.

5.3 Budget and Financial Projections

The summary of expenses to date next page shows that the project attempts to reach greater level of efficiency than originally planned. Communication expenses are going low and were reduced to a minimum.

Cost-effectiveness has been reached in supply higher quality supplies to the project beneficiaries at a lower cost, which enabled the project to deliver 215 kits instead of 80 kits as originally planned. Savings from one budget line to the other will enable the HLS project to deliver 50 Income Generation Kits instead of 30 as originally planned. We may although argue that the pricing of each type of kits have been over pessimistic.

We strongly suggest CARE Canada to provide the financial data required for the adjustment of the budget line 1: Personel / International Staff, as explained in the sub-section above.

We suggest CARE Kosovo to produce the following adjustment to the budget line 6: Direct Administrative Cost, through the following procedures:

· Provide adjustment to the sub-line: Program Officer, before the project closure, in order to void the severance cost of this position that was absorb wrongly by this project;

· Provide adjustment to the sub-line: Communication/utilities/Bank fee, before the project closure, in order to void the over-costing of the communications that was absorbing wrongly the late start of the CARE De-mining Project; and

· Provide adjustment to the sub-line: Prishtina Office, before the project closure, in order to void the over transfer to this account that was wrongly inputted in the financial system.

	 HLS Project Budget and Expenses  to date

	 
	Line Item
	 Budget 
	 Budget 
	 EXP 
	 Exp 
	 Subtotal 
	 Exp 
	 Exp 
	 Exp 
	 Exp 
	 Addit. Exp 
	 Exp 
	 Available  
	Percent 

	 
	 
	 CAN$ 
	 US$ 
	Apr-May 02
	Jul-02
	Jul-02
	Aug-02
	Sep-02
	Oct-02
	Nov-02
	Nov-02
	to date
	 Budget 
	Spent

	1.0
	Personel
	       91,040 
	       56,521 
	            771 
	            428 
	       1,199 
	      4,520 
	        3,058 
	        4,884 
	          996 
	         3,301 
	       17,957 
	       38,564 
	31.8%

	 
	International Staff
	       45,440 
	       10,329 
	            579 
	              87 
	          666 
	 2,912.82 
	             -   
	
	
	
	    3,578.76 
	         6,750 
	34.6%

	 
	National Staff
	       45,600 
	       46,192 
	            192 
	            341 
	          533 
	 1,607.44 
	   3,058.43 
	   4,883.55 
	     995.57 
	    3,300.60 
	  14,378.33 
	       31,814 
	31.1%

	2.0
	Project Supplies
	     230,000 
	     151,085 
	               -   
	               -   
	             -   
	            -   
	             -   
	           451 
	     21,181 
	       17,204 
	       38,836 
	     112,249 
	0.0%

	 
	Emergency Response Kits
	 
	       72,375 
	               -   
	               -   
	             -   
	            -   
	             -   
	           451 
	     21,181 
	       17,204 
	  38,835.88 
	       33,539 
	53.7%

	 
	Economic Dev Kits
	 
	       78,710 
	               -   
	               -   
	             -   
	            -   
	             -   
	 
	 
	 
	               -   
	       78,710 
	0.0%

	3.0
	Operating Inputs
	       39,356 
	       19,499 
	            173 
	               -   
	          173 
	            -   
	             -   
	             -   
	            -   
	               -   
	            173 
	       19,326 
	0.9%

	 
	Expert Input
	 
	       10,000 
	               -   
	               -   
	             -   
	            -   
	             -   
	 
	 
	 
	               -   
	       10,000 
	0.0%

	 
	Workshop/Training Costs
	 
	         8,000 
	               -   
	               -   
	             -   
	            -   
	             -   
	 
	 
	 
	               -   
	         8,000 
	0.0%

	 
	Visibility
	 
	         1,499 
	            173 
	               -   
	          173 
	            -   
	             -   
	 
	 
	 
	       172.71 
	         1,326 
	11.5%

	4.0
	Transport
	       40,000 
	       24,158 
	         3,637 
	         1,443 
	       5,080 
	      1,372 
	           795 
	           570 
	          571 
	               -   
	         8,388 
	       15,770 
	34.7%

	 
	Vehicles
	 
	       12,000 
	               -   
	            800 
	          800 
	         533 
	           570 
	           570 
	          570 
	
	    3,043.00 
	         8,957 
	25.4%

	 
	Fuel/Maintenance
	 
	         3,837 
	            837 
	            577 
	       1,414 
	         826 
	           140 
	
	
	
	    2,379.65 
	         1,457 
	62.0%

	 
	Travel Costs
	 
	         8,321 
	         2,800 
	              66 
	       2,867 
	           13 
	             85 
	
	              1 
	
	    2,965.49 
	         5,356 
	35.6%

	5.0
	Monitoring & Evaluation
	         3,600 
	         2,250 
	               -   
	               -   
	             -   
	            -   
	             -   
	             -   
	            -   
	               -   
	               -   
	         2,250 
	0.0%

	 
	M&E Costs
	 
	         2,250 
	               -   
	               -   
	             -   
	            -   
	             -   
	 
	 
	 
	               -   
	         2,250 
	0.0%

	6.0
	Direct Adininstrative Cost
	       61,120 
	       37,185 
	       12,533 
	         9,244 
	     21,777 
	      6,836 
	        5,167 
	        1,235 
	        (195)
	              36 
	       34,857 
	         2,328 
	93.7%

	 
	Office Rent
	         4,800 
	         4,000 
	         1,100 
	            550 
	       1,650 
	         550 
	           550 
	           550 
	        (238)
	
	    3,061.67 
	            938 
	76.5%

	 
	Office Equipment
	         1,600 
	            799 
	            123 
	            197 
	          321 
	            -   
	             -   
	             29 
	            -   
	
	       350.34 
	            449 
	43.8%

	 
	Office Supplies
	         3,360 
	         1,832 
	            631 
	            355 
	          986 
	         185 
	             60 
	             -   
	            -   
	
	    1,231.46 
	            601 
	67.2%

	 
	Comms/Util/Bank
	 
	         5,108 
	         3,078 
	         1,537 
	       4,615 
	         731 
	           401 
	           394 
	            44 
	              36 
	    6,221.34 
	        (1,113)
	121.8%

	 
	Contry Representative
	         7,200 
	         4,776 
	            748 
	         1,050 
	       1,797 
	      1,122 
	        1,304 
	
	
	
	    4,222.94 
	            553 
	88.4%

	 
	Finance/Procurement Officer
	         6,160 
	         3,930 
	            748 
	            423 
	       1,171 
	         433 
	           458 
	           261 
	
	
	    2,322.87 
	         1,607 
	59.1%

	 
	Programe Officer
	         6,000 
	         2,417 
	            975 
	         1,520 
	       2,495 
	            -   
	      (1,147)
	             -   
	            -   
	
	    1,348.04 
	         1,069 
	55.8%

	 
	Prishtina Office
	       32,000 
	       14,323 
	         5,130 
	         3,612 
	       8,742 
	      3,815 
	        3,541 
	
	
	
	  16,098.28 
	        (1,775)
	112.4%

	 
	Subtotal Project Direct Costs
	     465,116 
	     290,698 
	       17,113 
	       11,115 
	     28,229 
	    12,728 
	        9,021 
	        7,139 
	     22,553 
	       20,541 
	     100,211 
	     190,487 
	65.5%

	 
	CARE Canada ICR @ 7.5%
	       34,884 
	       21,802 
	         1,284 
	            834 
	       2,117 
	         955 
	           677 
	      535.41 
	  1,691.48 
	    1,540.55 
	         6,401 
	       15,401 
	29.4%

	 
	Total
	     500,000 
	     312,500 
	       18,397 
	       11,949 
	     30,346 
	    13,683 
	        9,698 
	        7,674 
	     24,245 
	       22,081 
	     106,612 
	     205,888 
	34.1%


6. Lessons Learned

The HLS Project, even with a relatively small grant funding according to Eastern European standard, offers tremendous numbers of lessons. This section wants to underline the most important ones in regards to monitoring and evaluation, synergy, equity and diversity, partnership and community participation, capacity building and sustainability. 

Monitoring and Evaluation

· By reducing the budget line allocated to international staff, the project has been able to hire a highly qualified and committed team, which in turn developed high quality standard monitoring and selection systems.

· Even if the project has limited resources it has been able to prioritize a limited allocation of funds to develop a software application for the selection of its beneficiaries by a scoring system, which in turn reduced the need for additional staffing and have saved a tremendous amount of time to the team.

Synergy

· The establishment of a selection board committee involving local authorities and local NGOs have facilitated the acceptation of the project among its beneficiary communities, which in turn has enabled a revision of the selection and avoided favouritism.

· The training program has been built in consultation with the National Agronomic Faculty, which increases interest in providing services in the Tetovo areas. Also, this involvement has reduced the cost burden of hiring few technical experts for a longer period than needed.  

Equity and Diversity

· The team represents a role model in showing that both Albanians and Macedonians can work together.

· Gender issues are well managed within the HLS Project and the CARE Macedonia Office by the recruitment of mixed teams. Respect and hierarchical tasks are shared among the team and the environment is organic.

· The HLS Project gives also opportunities to youth to be part of the project activities.

Partnerships and Community Participation

· The project succeeded in developing strong partnerships with the communities involved in its activities.

· There is a strong will from the stakeholders to participate in the Agricultural Training sessions, services that are not available currently.

· Time is although limited for the HLS Project to built upon its findings and network in order to start-up new initiatives and support economic rehabilitation of the Tetovo areas.  

Capacity Building

· The HLS Project even if funded from the CIDA - International Humanitarian Assistance Program has a strong strategy and will to develop a quick response to humanitarian needs in the Tetovo areas that can develop further economic opportunities to its beneficiaries, enabling its activities to focus on income generation potentials.

Sustainability

· In the context of humanitarian assistance it may be hard to argue about project sustainability. Although, the HLS Project shows creativity in developing a quick response to constraints limiting economic generation by providing good governance and transparent methods, enabling communities to establish dialogues and common goals within the training activities.

· The selection of training promoting high value cash commodities and farming accounting is cutting hedge and aligned with the up-coming agricultural policies in favour of the commercialization of the Macedonian agriculture.

7. Conclusion and Recommendations

The previous sections reported the fact-findings and observations of the Mid-term Evaluation of the HLS Project implementation, a project managed by CARE International Mission in Macedonia and finance through the CIDA – International Humanitarian Assistance (IHA) Program.  

The purpose of this report is to review the implementation of the HLS Project and to provide feedback wherever needed in order to guide its coherent implementation. Here are the main conclusions of this document:

· The HLS Project is well managed
 and coherent to the project logic and established expected results;

· The team uses a dynamic and organic way of communication that enables professional delivery of the project;

· The beneficiaries were highly satisfied with the quality of the material they have received from the HLS Project, and have commented the aid being useful;

· The deliveries happened in a useful timing for the farmers with no material losses to date;

· Both local authorities and NGOS did appreciate the selection process used by the project;

· The team is extremely cost aware, which enabled the project to service to date 215 beneficiary households instead to 80 as originally planned. The project has increased its target to 265 households instead of 130.

· The HLS Project financial data are impeccably kept;

· Files and financial records have up-dated backups;

· The beneficiaries were highly satisfied with the quality of the material they have received from the HLS Project, and have commented the aid being useful;

· The deliveries happened in a useful timing for the farmers with no material losses to date;

· Both local authorities and NGOS did appreciate the selection process used by the project;

· The training program offers concrete opportunities for income generation for the project beneficiaries;

· Gender and diversity issues as well as security are matters well integrated in the daily operations.

Thereby and following the previous sections, we recommend that:

· The HLS Team keeps its high managerial profile and its already shown commitment for servicing its beneficiaries;

· The HLS Project should be extended for a one-year period through a cost extension, considering its small cost and the quality of its management the argument makes sense;

· The Canadian Government to investigate the risk of tension escalation in the Tetovo areas;

· Fixed cost valuations be analyzed in regard to the financial viability of agriculture commodities that will be incorporated in the HLS Project Agriculture Training Program;

· Training tests and evaluation forms be completed before the training delivery in order to assess knowledge gains and training relevance;

· CARE Kosovo and CARE Canada proceed in the four minor financial adjustments outlined in section 5; and that

· CARE International Regional Management Unit document a case study on the corporate advantages of nationalizing management positions within country offices since the mission in Macedonia builds a strong cost-effective argument in this direction.

Annexes   
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� 	The opinions expressed in this report are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the opinions of CARE International or any other organization mentioned in the report. No attempt has been made to verify the consistency between recommendations contained in this report and CIDA rules and procedures. As a result, this should be verified before implementation of any of the recommendations contained herein. 


� 	This situation made the evaluation more difficult for the evaluator and a pleasure to the team that was open to show how they operated, present their innovative approaches in solving problems and insuring transparency at all levels. This is not a common situation, which the evaluator has been used to be involved in.
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		Ethnicity		Total		C<15y		C15-18y		>65y		M18-65y		F18-65y
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		Macedonian		5.09		1.05		0.35		0.75		1.51		1.44				Ethnicity		Children <15years		Children 15-18years		Older than 65years		Males 18-65years		Females 18-65years

		Serb		5.00		1.00		1.00		1.00		1.00		1.00				Average		1.23		0.52		0.56		1.57		1.42

		Turks		4.43		1.00		0.14		0.00		1.86		1.43

		Average		5.31		1.23		0.52		0.56		1.57		1.42

		Ethnicity		Total		C<15y		C15-18y		>65y		M18-65y		F18-65y

		Albanian		6.74		1.87		0.61		0.51		1.92		1.83

		Macedonian		5.09		1.05		0.35		0.75		1.51		1.44

		Average		5.31		1.23		0.52		0.56		1.57		1.42

		Serb		5.00		1.00		1.00		1.00		1.00		1.00

		Turks		4.43		1.00		0.14		0.00		1.86		1.43

		Average		5.31		1.23		0.52		0.56		1.57		1.42
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Destruction
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Average

Average number of household members by cathegory



Mat.losses

		Ethnicity		Part of family		Whole family								Ethnicity		Part of family		Whole family

		Albanian		6		182								Albanian		5		114

		Macedonian		14		116								Macedonian		8		77

		Serb		0		1								Total		15		194

		Turks		2		3								Serb		0		1

		Total		22		302								Turks		2		2

														Total		30		388

		Ethnicity		Part of family		Total households		Percentage		Whole family				Ethnicity		Percentage		Whole family		Part of family		Total households

		Albanian		6		201		3%		182				Albanian		3%		182		6		201

		Macedonian		14		130		11%		116				Macedonian		11%		116		14		130

		Total		22		339		6%		302				Average		14%

		Serb		0		1		0%		1				Serb		0%		302		22		339

		Turks		2		7		29%		3				Turks		29%		1		0		1

		Total		44						604								3		2		7

														Total				604		44
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Percentage of Macedonian and Albanian households with part of the family  not returned to the village



FamilyLabour

		Ethnicity		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		Total with destruction		No				Ethnicity		Destructed		Total		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		No				Percentage

		Albanian		54		24		3		3		84		117				Albanian		84		201		54		24		3		3		117				42%

		Macedonian		37		6		3		8		54		76				Macedonian		54		130		37		6		3		8		76				42%

		Serb		0		0		0		0		0		1				Serb		0		1		0		0		0		0		1				0%

		Turks		0		0		0		0		0		7				Turks		0		7		0		0		0		0		7				0%

		Total		91		30		6		11		138		201				Total		138		339		91		30		6		11		201				83%

		Ethnicity		1st		2nd		3rd		4th		No		Total with destruction

		Albanian		54		24		3		3		117		84

		Macedonian		37		6		3		8		76		54

		Total		91		30		6		11		201		138

		Serb		0		0		0		0		1		0

		Turks		0		0		0		0		7		0

		Total		182		60		12		22		402		276

		Ethnicity		3rd		4th		Total (3rd and 4th Cathegory)		Total households

		Albanian		3		3		6		201

		Macedonian		3		8		11		130

		Total		6		11		17		339

		Serb		0		0		0		1

		Turks		0		0		0		7

		Total		12		22		34

		Ethnicity		Total (3rd and 4th Cathegory)		Total households		Percentage		3rd		4th				Ethnicity		Percentage		Total (3rd and 4th Cathegory)		Total households

		Albanian		6		201		3%		3		3				Albanian		3%		6		201

		Macedonian		11		130		8%		3		8				Macedonian		8%		11		130

		Total		17		339		5%		6		11				Total		5%		17		339

		Serb		0		1				0		0				Serb				0		1

		Turks		0		7				0		0				Turks				0		7

		Total		34						12		22				Total				34
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Number of households with house destruction of 3rd and 4th cathegory



Mushrooms
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Percentage

Percentage of households wit house destruction of 3rd and 4th cathegory



Meadows

		Ethnicity		No		Yes		Total		Percentage

		Albanian		151		50		201		25%

		Macedonian		72		58		130		45%

		Total		231		108		339		32%

		Serb		1		0		1		0%

		Turks		7		0		7		0%

		Total		462		216		678		32%

		Ethnicity		Percentage		No		Yes		Total

		Albanian		25%		151		50		201

		Macedonian		45%		72		58		130

		Serb		0%		1		0		1

		Turks		0%		7		0		7

		Total		32%		231		108		339
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Percentage of household with material losses
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Total

Material losses



Cows

		Ethnicity		<>		No		Yes, < than 2		Yes, >5		Yes, 2-5		Hosted refugees		Total		Percentage

		Albanian		0		142		3		35		21		59		201		29%

		Macedonian		1		122		4		0		0		4		130		3%

		Serb		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0%				Ethnicity		Percentage		<>		Yes, < than 2		Yes, >5		Yes, 2-5		No		Hosted refugees		Total families

		Turks		0		7		0		0		0		0		7		0%				Albanian		29%		0		3		35		21		142		59		201

		Total		1		272		7		35		21		63		339		0.3243015691				Macedonian		3%		1		4		0		0		122		4		130

																						Serb		0%		0		0		0		0		1		0		1

		Ethnicity		No		Hosted refugees		Total families		Percentage		<>		Yes, < than 2		Yes, >5		Yes, 2-5				Turks		0%		0		0		0		0		7		0		7

		Albanian		142		59		201		29%		0		3		35		21				Total		0.3243015691		1		7		35		21		272		63		339

		Macedonian		122		4		130		3%		1		4		0		0

		Total		272		63		339		32%		1		7		35		21

		Serb		1		0		1		0%		0		0		0		0

		Turks		7		0		7		0%		0		0		0		0

		Total		544		126		678		0.6486031382		2		14		70		42

		Ethnicity		No		Hosted refugees		Total families				Ethnicity		No		Hosted refugees		Total families

		Albanian		142		59		201				Macedonian		122		4		130

		Macedonian		122		4		130

		Serb		1		0		1

		Turks		7		0		7

		Total		272		63		339
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Percentage of household hosted refugees



Cattel
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Albanian

Albanian families hosted refugees



Pig

		0
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Macedonian

Macedonian families hosted refugees



Goat

		Ethnicity		>3ha		0-0.2ha		0.2-0.5ha		0.5-1ha		1-3ha		No		<>		Total

		Albanian		2		29		49		43		44		31		3		201

		Macedonian		20		10		16		31		51		1		1		130

		Serb		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		1

		Turks		0		1		1		0		2		3		0		7

		Total		22		40		66		75		97		35		4		339

		Percentage		6%		12%		19%		22%		29%		10%

		Ethnicity		>3ha		0-0.2ha		0.2-0.5ha		0.5-1ha		1-3ha		No		<>		Total

		Percentage		7%		12%		20%		22%		29%		10%

		Ethnicity		>3ha		0-0.2ha		0.2-0.5ha		0.5-1ha		1-3ha		No		<>		Total

		Albanian		2		29		49		43		44		31		3		201

		Percentage		1%		14%		24%		21%		22%		15%		1%

		Ethnicity		>3ha		0-0.2ha		0.2-0.5ha		0.5-1ha		1-3ha		No		<>		Total

		Macedonian		20		10		16		31		51		1		1		130

		Percentage		15%		8%		12%		24%		39%		1%		1%

		Serb		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		1

		Turks		0		1		1		0		2		3		0		7

		Total		22.1637964026		40.2212016839		66.3668580176		75.4523918867		97.6112131649		35.1619211634		4.0226176808		339
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Percentage

Farm clasification in albanian households



Livestock production

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Macedonian

Percentage

Farm clasification of Macedonian households



Cowproduction

		Ethnicity		Yes		Percentage				No				Total				Ethnicity		Full time farmers		Total households						Ethnicity		Number

		Albanian		143		71%				58				201				Albanian		143		201		71%				Full time farmers		212

		Macedonian		66		51%				64				130				Macedonian		66		130		51%				Part time farmers		127

		Serb		0		0%				1				1				Serb		0		1		0%				Total households		339

		Turks		3		43%				4				7				Turks		3		7		43%

		Total		212		63%				127				339				Total		212		339		63%

		Ethnicity		Yes		No						Percentage		Total

		Albanian		143		58						71%		201

		Ethnicity		Yes		No						Percentage		Total

		Macedonian		66		64						51%		130

		Serb		0		1						0%		1

		Turks		3		4						43%		7

		Total		212		127						63%		339
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Goatproduction

		Ethnicity		Full time workers		Bankruptcy surplus		Registred unemployes		Unegistred unemployes		Relative support		Total				Ethnicity		Total

		Albanian		0.3		0.2		1.2		2.4		0.2		4.3				Albanian		4.3

		Macedonian		0.9		0.8		0.6		0.3		0.0		2.6				Macedonian		2.6

		Serb		1.0		0.0		1.0		0.0		0.0		2.0				Serb		2.0

		Turks		0.1		0.4		0.3		2.3		0.0		3.1				Turks		3.1

		Ethnicity		Able to work		Total		Total

		Albanian		64%		4.3		6.74

		Macedonian		51%		2.6		5.09

		Average		56%

		Serb		40%		2.0		5.00

		Turks		71%		3.1		4.43
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Able to work

Percentage of household members capable to work (18-65 years)



Fisheryproduction

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.25		0.01		0.06

		Macedonian		0.75		0.02		0.31

		Serb		0.20		0.00		0.20

		Turks		0.36		0.00		0.60

		Average		0.39		0.01		0.29

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.25		0.01		0.06

		Macedonian		0.75		0.02		0.31

		Average		0.39		0.01		0.29

		Serb		0.20		0.00		0.20

		Turks		0.36		0.00		0.60

		Average		0.39		0.01		0.29
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Wheat fodder
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Own land

Cereal production on own land in ha



Barley fodder

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.01		0.00		0.00

		Macedonian		0.07		0.00		0.00

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.02		0.00		0.00

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.01		0.00		0.00

		Macedonian		0.07		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.04		0.00		0.00

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.04		0.00		0.00
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Maize fodder
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Own land

Fruit production on own land in ha



Maize for silage

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.01		0.00		0.00

		Macedonian		0.04		0.00		0.00

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.01		0.00		0.00

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.01		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.02		0.00		0.00

		Macedonian		0.04		0.00		0.00

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.02		0.00		0.00





Maize for silage
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Own land

Vineyards on own land in ha



Clover fodder

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.02		0.00		0.00

		Macedonian		0.09		0.00		0.00

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.06		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.04		0.0		0.0

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.02		0.00		0.00

		Macedonian		0.09		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.05		0.00		0.00

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.06		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.05		0.0		0.0
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Vegetable production in ha



Other hay crop
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Own land

Vegetable production on own land in ha



Own fodder production

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Macedonian		0.01		0.07		- 0

		Serb		0		0		0

		Turks		0		0		0

		Albanian		0		0		0





Own fodder production
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		0



Macedonian

Mushroom production in Macedonian households



Irrigation

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.10		0.00		0.02

		Macedonian		0.09		- 0		0.02

		Serb		- 0		- 0		- 0

		Turks		- 0		- 0		0.01

		Average		0.05		0.0		0.0

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.099		0.002		0.022

		Macedonian		0.087		- 0		0.022

		Average		0.093		0.000		0.015

		Serb		- 0		- 0		- 0

		Turks		- 0		- 0		0.01

		Average		0.09		0.0		0.0
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Fodder production on own land in ha



Solid stable

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.22		0.01		0.04

		Macedonian		0.65		0.01		0.33

		Serb		0.40		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.32		0.0		0.1

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.22		0.01		0.04

		Macedonian		0.65		0.01		0.33

		Average		0.42		0.01		0.19

		Serb		0.40		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.42		0.01		0.19





Solid stable
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Type of stables

								Cereals						Crop		Average

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in						Cereals		0.39

		Albanian		0.25		0.01		0.06						Fruits		0.04

		Macedonian		0.75		0.02		0.31						Vineyards		0.02

		Serb		0.20		0.00		0.20						Vegetables		0.05

		Turks		0.36		0.00		0.60						Mushrooms		0.01

		Average		0.39		0.01		0.29						Fodder		0.09

								Friuts						Meadows		0.42

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in						Average		0.15

		Albanian		0.01		0.00		0.00

		Macedonian		0.07		0.00		0.00

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.04		0.00		0.00

								Vineyards

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.01		0.00		0.00

		Macedonian		0.04		0.00		0.00

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.02		0.00		0.00

								Vegetable

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.02		0.00		0.00

		Macedonian		0.09		0.00		0.00

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.06		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.05		0.0		0.0

								Mushroom

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Macedonian		0.01		0.07		- 0

		Serb		0		0		0

		Turks		0		0		0

		Albanian		0		0		0

								Fodder

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.10		0.00		0.02

		Macedonian		0.09		- 0		0.02

		Serb		- 0		- 0		- 0

		Turks		- 0		- 0		0.01

		Average		0.09		0.0		0.0

								Medadows

		Ethnicity		Own land		Leased out		Leased in

		Albanian		0.22		0.01		0.04

		Macedonian		0.65		0.01		0.33

		Serb		0.40		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.42		0.0		0.1





Type of stables

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Average

Average lands in ha



Utility

		Ethnicity		Number		Age/years

		Albanian		1.0		2.8

		Macedonian		0.8		1.8

		Serb		1.0		10.0

		Turks		0.9		1.9

		Ethnicity		Age		Number

		Albanian		2.8		1.0

		Macedonian		1.8		0.8

		Average		4.1		0.9

		Serb		10.0		1.0

		Turks		1.9		0.9

		Average		4.1		0.9





Utility

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Cow breeding



Stable reconstruction 

		0

		0



Number

Number of cows per household



Dairy investment

		0

		0



Age

Cow age average per household (years)



Agricultural kit

		Ethnicity		Number		Age/years

		Albanian		1.23		0.05

		Macedonian		0.07		0.08

		Average		0.65		0.07

		Serb		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.65		0.07

		Ethnicity		Age		Number

		Albanian		0.05		1.23

		Macedonian		0.08		0.07

		Serb		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00





Agricultural kit

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Sheep breeding



Income

		0

		0



Number

Number of sheep per household



		0

		0



Age

Sheep age average per household (years)



		Ethnicity		Age/years		Number

		Albanian		0.80		1.79

		Macedonian		0.64		0.98

		Average		0.75		2.23

		Serb		1.00		5.00

		Turks		0.57		1.14

		Average		0.75		2.23

		Ethnicity		Number		Age

		Albanian		1.79		0.80

		Macedonian		0.98		0.64

		Serb		5.00		1.00

		Turks		1.14		0.57





		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Cattle breeding



		0

		0



Age/years

Number of cattles per household



		0

		0



Number

Cattle age average per household (years)



		Ethnicity		Age/years		Number

		Macedonian		3.23		1.57

		Serb		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00

		Albanian		0.00		0.00





		0

		0



Macedonian

Pig breeding in Macedonian households



		0

		0



Macedonian

Pig breeding in Macedonian households



		Ethnicity		Age/years		Number

		Albanian		0.17		0.07

		Macedonian		0.65		0.86

		Average		0.41		0.47

		Serb		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00

		Ethnicity		Number		Age

		Albanian		0.07		0.17

		Macedonian		0.86		0.65

		Serb		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00





		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Goat breeding



		0

		0



Age/years

Number of goats per household



		0

		0



Number

Goat age average per household (years)



		Ethnicity		Age/years		Number

		Albanian		0.10		0.00

		Macedonian		0.93		0.06

		Average		0.52		0.03

		Serb		0.000		0.000

		Turks		0.000		0.000

		Ethnicity		Number		Age

		Albanian		0.005		0.100

		Macedonian		0.062		0.931

		Serb		0.000		0.000

		Turks		0.000		0.000





		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Beekeeping



		0

		0



Age/years

Number of bee hives per household



		0

		0



Number

Average age of bee hives per household (years)



		Ethnicity		Age/years		Number

		Albanian		3.36		0.39

		Macedonian		16.95		0.94

		Average		10.16		0.66

		Serb		0.00		0.00

		Turks		14.29		0.29

		Ethnicity		Number		Age

		Albanian		0.39		3.36

		Macedonian		0.94		16.95

		Serb		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.29		14.29





		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Poultry breeding



		0

		0



Age/years

Number of hens per household



		0

		0



Number

Hens age average per household (years)



		Ethnicity		AvgOfnNumber		AvgOfAge		Breed

		Albanian		0		0

		Macedonian		0		0

		Serb		0		0

		Turks		0		0





		





		Ethnicity		Number/heads		Milk/l		Milk/l				Ethnicity		Number/heads				Ethnicity		Milk/l				Ethnicity		Milk/l

		Albanian		0.9		2031		2031				Albanian		0.9				Albanian		2031				Albanian		2030.8

		Macedonian		0.7		2595		2595				Macedonian		0.7				Macedonian		2595				Macedonian		2595.0

		Average		0.9		3174		3174						0.9						3174						3174.3

		Serb		1.0		4000		4000				Serb		1.0				Serb		4000				Serb		4000.0

		Turks		0.9		4071		4071				Turks		0.9				Turks		4071				Turks		4071.4

		Average		0.9		3174.3		3174.3						0.9						3174.3						3174.3





		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Diary production



		0

		0



Number/heads

Number of cows per household



		0

		0



Milk/l

Cow milk production per household



		Ethnicity		Number/heads		Milk/l		Lamb/kg				Ethnicity		Number/heads				Ethnicity		Milk/l				Ethnicity		Lamb/kg

		Albanian		0.9		43.3		1.5				Albanian		0.9				Albanian		43.3				Albanian		1.5

		Macedonian		0.1		2.4		0.8				Macedonian		0.1				Macedonian		2.4				Macedonian		0.8

		Average		0.3		11.4		0.6						0.3						11.4						0.6

		Serb		0.0		0.0		0.0				Serb		0.0				Serb		0.0				Serb		0.0

		Turks		0.0		0.0		0.0				Turks		0.0				Turks		0.0				Turks		0.0

		Average		0.3		11.4		0.6						0.3						11.4						0.6





		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Sheep production



		0

		0



Number/heads

Number of sheeps per household



		0

		0



Milk/l

Sheep milk production per household in l



		0

		0



Lamb/kg

Lamb meat production per household in kg



		Ethnicity		Number/head		Meat/kg		Product 2				Ethnicity		Number/head				Ethnicity		Meat/kg

		Albanian		0.4		36.6		0.0				Albanian		0.4				Albanian		36.6

		Macedonian		0.3		108.5		0.0				Macedonian		0.3				Macedonian		108.5

		Average		0.4		57.9								0.4						57.9

		Serb		0.0		0.0		0.0				Serb		0.0				Serb		0.0

		Turks		0.4		28.6		0.0				Turks		0.4				Turks		28.6

		Average		0.4		57.9								0.3955807045						57.9089351776





		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Cattle production



		0

		0



Number/head

Number of cattles per household



		0

		0



Meat/kg

Beef meat production per household in kg



		Ethnicity		Number		Pigs/kg		Smal pigs/kg

		Macedonian		1.7		184.0		93.2

		Serb		0.0		0.0		0.0

		Turks		0		0		0

		Albanian		0		0		0





		0

		0

		0



Macedonian

Average production of pig meat in Macedonian households



		Ethnicity		Number/heads		Milk/l		Goatlings/kg				Ethnicity		Number/heads				Ethnicity		Milk/l				Ethnicity		Goatlings/kg

		Albanian		0.16		22.66		0.52				Albanian		0.16				Albanian		22.66				Albanian		0.52

		Macedonian		0.57		154.82		10.09				Macedonian		0.57				Macedonian		154.82				Macedonian		10.09

		Average		0.36		88.74		5.31

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00				Serb		0.00				Serb		0.00				Serb		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00		0.00				Turks		0.00				Turks		0.00				Turks		0.00

		Average





		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Goat production



		0

		0



Number/heads

Number of goats per household



		0

		0



Milk/l

Goat milk production per household in l



		0

		0



Goatlings/kg

Production of goat meat per household in kg



		Ethnicity		Number of bee hives		Honey/kg		AvgOfp2

		Albanian		0.07		0.75		0.75

		Macedonian		0.93		19.46		0.15

		Average		0.50		10.10		0.45

		Serb		0		0		0

		Turks		0		0		0





		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Honey production



		Ethnicity		Number/head		Eggs		Product 2				Ethnicity		Number/head				Ethnicity		Eggs

		Albanian		2.9		477.6		0.0				Albanian		2.9				Albanian		477.6

		Macedonian		15.8		1791.5		0.0				Macedonian		15.8				Macedonian		1791.5

		Average		9.4		1134.6		0.00

		Serb		0.0		0.0		0.0				Serb		0.0				Serb		0.0

		Turks		14.3		1928.6		0.0				Turks		14.3				Turks		1928.6





		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Egg production



		0

		0



Number/head

Number of hens per household



		0

		0



Eggs

Egg production per household in units



		Ethnicity		AvgOfnNumber		AvgOfp1		AvgOfp2

		Albanian		0		0		0

		Macedonian		0		0		0

		Serb		0		0		0

		Turks		0		0		0





		Ethnicity		Own land		Land leased in		Total

		Albanian		0.17		0.05		0.22

		Macedonian		0.35		0.14		0.50

		Average		0.31		0.20		0.11

		Serb		0.20		0.00		0.20

		Turks		0.09		0.24		0.33

		Ethnicity		Total		Own land		Land leased in

		Albanian		0.22		0.17		0.05

		Macedonian		0.50		0.35		0.14

		Serb		0.20		0.20		0.00

		Turks		0.33		0.09		0.24

		Average		0.31		0.20		0.11





		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Wheat production for fodder in ha



		0

		0



Total

Wheat production for fodder in ha



		Ethnicity		Own land		Land leased in		Total

		Albanian		0.02		0.01		0.02

		Macedonian		0.07		0.03		0.11

		Average		0.05		0.02		0.03

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.07		0.07

		Ethnicity		Total		Own land		Land leased in

		Albanian		0.02		0.02		0.01

		Macedonian		0.11		0.07		0.03

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.07		0.00		0.07

		Average		0.05		0.02		0.03





		0

		0



Total

Barley production in ha



		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Barley production in ha



		Ethnicity		Own land		Land leased in		Total

		Albanian		0.07		0.02		0.10

		Macedonian		0.27		0.08		0.35

		Average		0.23		0.09		0.15

		Serb		0.00		0.20		0.20

		Turks		0.00		0.29		0.29

		Ethnicity		Total		Own land		Land leased in

		Albanian		0.10		0.07		0.02

		Macedonian		0.35		0.27		0.08

		Serb		0.20		0.00		0.20

		Turks		0.29		0.00		0.29

		Average		0.23		0.09		0.15





		0

		0



Total

Production of maize in ha



		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Production of maize in ha



		Ethnicity		Own land		Land leased in		Total

		Albanian		0.03		0.01		0.04

		Macedonian		0.09		0.01		0.09

		Average		0.03		0.03		0.00

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Ethnicity		Total		Own land		Land leased in

		Albanian		0.04		0.03		0.01

		Macedonian		0.09		0.09		0.01

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Average		0.03		0.03		0.00





		0

		0



Total

Production of maize for silage in ha



		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Production of maize for silage in ha



		Ethnicity		Own land		Land leased in		Total

		Albanian		0.09		0.03		0.12

		Macedonian		0.36		0.08		0.45

		Average		0.23		0.06		0.29

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.01		0.01

		Ethnicity		Total		Own land		Land leased in

		Albanian		0.12		0.09		0.03

		Macedonian		0.45		0.36		0.08

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.01		0.00		0.01

		Average				0.11		0.03





		0

		0



Total

Production of lucerne in ha



		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Production of lucerne in ha



		Ethnicity		Own land		Land leased in		Total

		Albanian		4.06		0.01		4.07

		Macedonian		0.07		0.10		0.17

		Average		1.48		1.45		0.04

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.21		0.00		0.21

		Ethnicity		Total		Own land		Land leased in

		Albanian		4.07		4.06		0.01

		Macedonian		0.17		0.07		0.10

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.21		0.21		0.00

		Average		1.48		1.45		0.04





		0

		0



Total

Clover production in ha



		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Clover production in ha



		Ethnicity		Own land		Land leased in		Total

		Albanian		0.001		0.00		0.00

		Macedonian		0.07		0.00		0.07

		Average		0.03		0.00		0.04

		Serb		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Turks		0.00		0.00		0.00

		Ethnicity		Total		Own land		Land leased in

		Albanian		0.001		0.0009950249		0

		Macedonian		0.069		0.0676923077		0.0015384615

		Serb		0.000		0		0

		Turks		0.000		0		0





		0

		0



Total

Other hay crops production



		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Other hay crops  production



		Ethnicity		Silage		Concentrate		No		Own production		Total		Percentage				Ethnicity		Percentage

		Albanian		20		27		163		47		201		23%				Albanian		23%

		Macedonian		14		11		104		25		130		19%				Macedonian		19%

		Serb		0		0		1		0		1		0%				Serb		0%

		Turks		4		1		4		5		7		71%				Turks		71%

		Total		38		39		272		77		339						Total

		Ethnicity		Silage		Concentrate		No		Own production		Total		Percentage

		Albanian		20		27		163		47		201		23%

		Macedonian		14		11		104		25		130		19%

		Total		38		39		272		77		339

		Serb		0		0		1		0		1		0%

		Turks		4		1		4		5		7		71%

		Total		76		78		544		154		678





		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Total

Number of households with own production of silage ond concentrate



		0

		0



Percentage

Percentage of households that produce silage and concentrate



		Ethnicity		No		Yes				Ethnicity		Irrigated		Total households		Percentage		No		Ethnicity		Irrigated		Total households

		Albanian		73		128				Albanian		128		201		64%		73		Macedonian		93		130

		Macedonian		37		93				Macedonian		93		130		72%		37

		Total		113		226

		Serb		0		1				Serb		1		1		100%		0

		Turks		3		4				Turks		4		7		57%		3

		Total		226		452





		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Total

Land Irigation on number of households



		0

		0



Albanian

Irrigation in Albanian households



		0

		0



Macedonian

Irrigation in Macedonian households



		Ethnicity		Old stable		SumOfDamages		SumOfRepaired

		Albanian		95		52		10

		Macedonian		51		7		3

		Serb		0		0		0

		Turks		2		1		0





		0

		0



Old stable

Number of households that possess old stable



		Ethnicity		Solid Stable		SumOfDamages		SumOfRepaired

		Albanian		53		13		7

		Macedonian		68		9		3

		Serb		1		0		0

		Turks		1		0		0





		0

		0



Solid Stable

Number of households that possess solid stable



		Ethnicity		SumOfPosses		SumOfDamages		SumOfRepaired

		Albanian		4		0		0

		Macedonian		2		2		1

		Serb		0		0		0

		Turks		0		0		0





		0

		0



SumOfPosses

Number of households that possess modern stable



		Ethnicity		Old stable		Solid Stable		Modern												Ethnicity		Old stable		Solid Stable		Modern

		Albanian		95		53		4												Albanian		95		53		4

		Macedonian		51		68		2												Macedonian		51		68		2

		Serb		0		1		0												Total		148		123		6

		Turks		2		1		0				Households with stable		Households without stable		Total households				Serb		0		1		0

		Total		148		123		6				277		62		339				Turks		2		1		0

																				Total		296		246		12





		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Total

Number of households with different type of stables



		0

		0



Number of households with and without stables for livestock breeding



		Ethnicity		Well		Waterworks		Electricity		Telephone		Automatisation		Infrastructure		Ethnicity		Without utilities		With utilities		Total Households		Percentage

		Albanian		0		61		106		0		1		45		Albanian		20		181		201		90%

		Macedonian		1		70		98		18		5		111		Macedonian		8		122		130		94%

		Serb		0		1		1		0		0		1		Serb		0		1		1		100%

		Turks		0		2		3		0		0		0		Turks		0		7		7		100%

																Total		28		311

		Ethnicity		Without utilities		With utilities

		Albanian		20		181

		Macedonian		8		122

		Total		28		311

		Serb		0		1

		Turks		0		7

		Total		28		311





		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Utilities in the stables



		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Total

Utilities in the stables



		Ethnicity		No		Yes		Total		Percentage				Ethnicity		No		Yes		Total

		Albanian		14		187		201		0.93				Macedonian		39		91		130

		Macedonian		39		91		130		0.70

		Total		55		284		339		0.84

		Serb		0		1		1		1.00

		Turks		2		5		7		0.71





		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Total

Number of households interested in stable reconstruction



		0

		0



Albanian

Albanian households interested in stable reconstruction



		0

		0



Macedonian

Macedonian households interested in stable reconstruction



		Ethnicity		No		Yes		Total		Percentage				Ethnicity		Percentage				Ethnicity		Percentage		Yes		No		Yes				Total

		Albanian		23		178		201		0.89				Albanian		0.89				Albanian		0.89		178		23		178				201

		Macedonian		47		83		130		0.64				Macedonian		0.64				Macedonian		0.64		83		47		83				130

		Total		72		267		339		0.79

		Serb		0		1		1		1.00				Serb		1.00				Serb		1.00		1		0		1				1

		Turks		2		5		7		0.71				Turks		0.71				Turks		0.71		5		2		5				7

		Ethnicity		No		Yes		Total		Percentage		Yes				Ethnicity		No		Yes		Total

		Albanian		23		178		201		0.89		178				Macedonian		47		83		130

		Macedonian		47		83		130		0.64		83				Serb		0		1		1

		Serb		0		1		1		1.00		1				Turks		2		5		7

		Turks		2		5		7		0.71		5





		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Total

Number of households interested in dairy investment



		0

		0



Percentage

Interest in dairy investment



		0

		0



Albanian

Albanian households interested in dairy production



		0

		0



Macedonian

Macedonian households interested in dairy production



		Ethnicity		Honey		Mushroom		Poultry		Sheep		Goats		Greenhouses		Mechanization		Cows		Other

		Albanian

		Albanian																1

		Albanian														1

		Albanian														1		2

		Albanian														2		1

		Albanian														3		1		2

		Albanian												1

		Albanian												1				1

		Albanian												1				2

		Albanian												1		2

		Albanian												1		2		3

		Albanian												1		3		2

		Albanian												2				1

		Albanian												2		3		1

		Albanian												3		1		2

		Albanian												3		2		1

		Albanian										1

		Albanian										1						2

		Albanian										1		3				2

		Albanian										2						1

		Albanian								1

		Albanian								1						3		2

		Albanian								1				3				2

		Albanian								2								1

		Albanian								2						3		1

		Albanian								2		3						1

		Albanian						1										2

		Albanian						1						1				1

		Albanian						1						2

		Albanian						1						2				3

		Albanian						1						2		3

		Albanian						1		2								3

		Albanian						2										1

		Albanian						2								3		1

		Albanian						2						1

		Albanian						2						1				3

		Albanian						2						1		3

		Albanian						2						3				1

		Albanian						2				1						3

		Albanian						2		1								3

		Albanian						2		3								1

		Albanian						3								1		2

		Albanian						3								2		1

		Albanian						3						1				2

		Albanian						3						2				1

		Albanian						3				2						1

		Albanian						3		1								2

		Albanian						3		2								1

		Albanian				2												1

		Albanian		1

		Albanian		1														1

		Albanian		1										1

		Albanian		1										3				2

		Albanian		1				2								3

		Albanian		2														1

		Albanian		2										1

		Albanian		3												2		1

		Albanian		3										2				1

		Macedonian

		Macedonian																		1

		Macedonian																		1 pig

		Macedonian																		Fisheries

		Macedonian																1

		Macedonian														1

		Macedonian														1				2

		Macedonian														1		2

		Macedonian														2		1

		Macedonian												1

		Macedonian												1				2

		Macedonian												1		2

		Macedonian												1		2		3

		Macedonian												1		3				2

		Macedonian												2				1

		Macedonian												2		1		3

		Macedonian												2		3		1

		Macedonian												3		1		2

		Macedonian												3		2		1

		Macedonian										1						2

		Macedonian										1				3		2

		Macedonian										1		2

		Macedonian										1		2				3

		Macedonian										2						1

		Macedonian										2				1		3

		Macedonian										3				2		1

		Macedonian								1

		Macedonian								1						3		2

		Macedonian								2										1

		Macedonian								3						1		2

		Macedonian								3						2		1

		Macedonian								3				1		2

		Macedonian						1

		Macedonian						1										2

		Macedonian						1								2

		Macedonian						1								3		2

		Macedonian						1						2				3

		Macedonian						1						2		3

		Macedonian						1				2				3

		Macedonian						2										1

		Macedonian						2								3		1

		Macedonian						2						1				3

		Macedonian						2						1		3

		Macedonian						3								1		2

		Macedonian						3						2				1

		Macedonian				1

		Macedonian				1										2

		Macedonian				1								2

		Macedonian				1						2						3

		Macedonian				2												1

		Macedonian				2										1

		Macedonian				2								1		3

		Macedonian				2				1

		Macedonian				3										1		2

		Macedonian				3										2		1

		Macedonian				3								2				1

		Macedonian		1														2

		Macedonian		1												2		3

		Macedonian		1								2

		Macedonian		1				2								3

		Macedonian		1				3								2

		Macedonian		1		2

		Macedonian		2												1		3

		Macedonian		2										1

		Macedonian		2						1

		Macedonian		2		1										3

		Macedonian		3												1		2

		Serb												4		3		1		2

		Turks

		Turks																1

		Turks												2				1

		Turks												2		3		1

		Turks						2										1

		Count		20		14		39		19		17		51		57		85		6

		Ethnicity		Honey		Mushroom		Poultry		Sheep		Goats		Greenhouses		Mechanization		Cows		Other

		Count		21		15		40		20		18		52		57		85		7





		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Count

Number of households interested in agricultural kit



		Ethnicity		Costs		Incomes		Net profit

		Albanian		155,734		118,358		-37,376

		Macedonian		302,807		285,258		-17,548

		Average		196,751		136,750		-60,001

		Serb		166,000		38,500		-127,500

		Turks		162,464		104,886		-57,579

		Average		196,751		136,750		-60,001





		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



Albanian

Macedonian

Average

Net profit per household




