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	Full title
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Table of Contents & Executive Summary

	Acronym/PN
	

	Country
	Haiti

	Date of report
	March 2005

	Dates of project
	September 18, 2004 – February 15, 2005

	Evaluator(s)
	John Wilding, Jacqueline Wood, Yves-Laurent Regis

	External?
	Yes 

	Language
	English

	Donor(s)
	WFP 

	Scope 
	Project 

	Type of report
	final evaluation

	Length of report
	30 pages

	Sector(s)
	Humanitarian response / emergency relief

	Brief abstract (description of project)
	An evaluation of CARE Haiti’s response to the disaster wrought by Hurricane Jeanne.  Haiti is a country prone to natural and man-made disasters, with a response capacity undermined by poor governance. As such, the lessons learnt in the Gonaives case and the recommendations made have to be regarded as a blue-print for planning of CARE’s mitigation against, preparedness for and future response to a whole range of disasters which may be expected in the country on an annual basis. (p.3)

	Goal(s)
	CARE Haiti’s Revised Strategic Direction 2  – “To become organisationally prepared to respond to most likely emergencies in Haiti”.  A key question in this evaluation was “What was the most significant effect of CARE’s intervention?” (p.5)

	Objectives
	· Prevent/reduce incidence of acute malnutrition
· Prevent/reduce incidence or water-borne diseases
· Prevent disease transmission in IDP camps through health education and distribution of hygiene kits
· Reduce disease risk in population of project area
· Improve health and sanitation conditions related to flooding through

· recovery/rehabilitation planning with flood-affected population
· Respond to the immediate needs of more than 10,000 families
· Improve economic and nutritional status of more than 1,000 workers’ families from wages and goods received
· Improve mobility of population to enhance opportunities for recovery
· Clean-up of Gonaïves to the benefit of 250,000 direct beneficiaries
· Refurbishment of 3 public schools in Gonaives for 1, 758 students (with sports equipment and pedagological materials for 1,153 and 605 students respectively)
· Facilitate the return of 3, 650 students to school through psychological and medical assistance
· Improvement of the capacity of 10 ADPEP reinforced
· Provision of potable water at the convent of Les Soeurs de Sainte-Rose de Lima (p.17ff)

	Evaluation Methodology
	The consultants undertook Document Review, made Field visits and Observations and held discussions with WFP, USAID, International agencies, NGOs and CBOs as well as carrying out participatory Semi-structured Interviews with Key Informants, Focus Groups and households. Information was triangulated with the different respondents and a very short14 ZOPP participatory problem/solution analysis workshop was held with a representative cross-section of CARE staff in Gonaives. In the same session, a short SWOT analysis was undertaken and the staff asked to add more indicators and sources to those which the Team had already suggested. (p.7)

	Results (evidence/ data) presented?
	Section 5, 7-21

	Summary of lessons learned (evaluation findings)
	The facts that there were no major incidences of acute malnutrition, water-borne diseases or transmission of communicative diseases, while difficult to attribute to any one organisation, suggests proof of the effectiveness of their action. By putting people (who had lost everything) back to work, albeit in limited numbers, and using CFW/FFW methods, they ensured the sustentation of vulnerable families in the shorter term. 

    While the results of this work produced sanitary conditions in the town of Gonaives which are currently probably better than those prevailing before the disaster, this situation is not expected to last because of non-functioning (in fact non-existent) public waste disposal facilities and the Team considers that CARE has not yet seized an ideal opportunity for propaganda, advocacy and community mobilization on the issue of rubbish disposal into drainage structures which, although not the cause, was a contributory factor in the scale of the flooding. (p.5)

	Observations
	

	


	Additional details for meta-evaluation:

	Contribution to MDG(s)?
	1b:Hunger / 7a:Environment / 7b:Water & Sanitation / 8:Civil Society

	Address main UCP “interim outcomes”?
	Access to and distribution of environmental resources

	Were goals/objectives achieved?
	2=somewhat

	ToR included?
	Yes, Annex A

	Reference to CI Program Principles?
	No 

	Reference to CARE / other standards?
	Not CARE, but Sphere

	Participatory evaluation methods?
	Yes (FGDs)

	Baseline?
	No 

	Evaluation design
	Formative (process)
Post-test only (no baseline, no comparison group)
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