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Introduction

This evaluation study has been conducted by Alpha International to measure the impact of the Sustainable Access to Food and Economic Security “SAFES” project that had been implemented in 10 villages of the Jenin district by CARE International and funded by The European Union. These villages are located into two clusters:

Village Cluster 1: Zabuba, Rummana, A’anin, Tura El Gharbiya, and El Tayba
Village Cluster 2: Ez-Zabaida, Raba, Jalqamus, El Mughier, and Um Etut
The SAFES project aimed to improve food security for 763 poor and marginalized Palestinian families in ten villages with a focus on women’s participation. 

The project provided an integrated set of services, designed to increase the capacity and skills of beneficiaries, in order to promote their steadfastness in the face of poor economic conditions, in a sustainable manner. Services included: distribution of small ruminants, home gardening, and training and capacity building for community based cooperatives.

This study was conducted to measure the impact of the project’s assistance on beneficiaries, their satisfaction, to what extent project implementation met the project’s goals and to get a feedback in order to improve implementation of similar future projects.
Executive Summary

This evaluation study targeted SAFES project beneficiaries. Most beneficiaries were interviewed (574 benefited families). Around 73% of them received sheep, 20.9% received water treatment units and the rest received cisterns for home gardens.
The study showed that, the typical beneficiaries were married women over 36 years old, who never finished school and living in household headed by women.  Each family owns its house and has between seven and ten members. There is only one working family member and the family lives under the Palestinian poverty line.
The study revealed that, around 95% of the respondents believe that cisterns and sheep were a high priority for households living in the targeted villages while only 42.9% describe the water treatment units as a priority to their communities.

Households reported the greatest impact from cisterns and the least from treatment units, with the impact of sheep lying in between.  Cisterns were the most effective in preventing household conditions from worsening (85%), while sheep had a lesser effect (65%) and treatment units a minimal effect (25%). Around 21.6% of the beneficiaries believed that the assistance had greatly improved their conditions.
Around 85.7% of the beneficiaries expressed their satisfaction with the assistance they received, around 96.5% with the timing of the project, 75% with the performance of the newly established cooperatives, and the delivery, 93.2% with the selection criteria used to select the project’s beneficiaries and 89.7% with supervision and follow up from project staff.
A majority of beneficiaries received training and all beneficiaries who received training reported that they were satisfied with it although they said that they need more. 

The majority of beneficiaries who received sheep from the project now have more sheep, some the same number of sheep and the rest sold their sheep because they could not afford to buy feed due to lack of funds or the need to spend limited funds on medicines or tuition for family members. 

Around 91.2% of households who received support from the project reported that they encountered some problems. The highest was from those who received sheep who said that they needed more support for feed and medicines.
First Section: Methodology
Alpha International used both qualitative and quantitative methods for conducting the needs assessment.  

Qualitative Methods 

Alpha International conducted two focus groups: one for the beneficiaries and the second for the cooperatives’ members.

Quantitative Methods 

A survey of all beneficiaries was used to assess the impact of the assistance provided within the target population (the beneficiaries). 

Evaluation Tool

The evaluation is dependent on focus groups and a field survey of the target population.  The questionnaire was designed by the research team at Alpha International in cooperation with the staff from CARE.  The questionnaire contained indicators on the impact of the assistance that CARE provided on the target group.

The main tool for the survey was a structured questionnaire, which included:

1. Identification information, including the questionnaire number and location and the name of the field worker, field supervisor and the editor.

2. Demographic information, composed of questions concerning the socio-economic and academic status of respondents, including several variables on the socio-economic status of the respondent’s family.

3. Evaluation indicators specific to the target group. 
Pilot Study

Prior to the finalization of the questionnaire, a pilot study was conducted on a small sample of the target group.  This pilot study aimed to identify any problems with the study tool due to language, conceptual context, etc. 

Target Population 

The target population for this evaluation was the households who received support from this project.  Through this project, CARE provided beneficiaries with: sheep; treatment units; and/or water harvesting systems (cisterns for home garden activities). 

The total number of project beneficiaries was 610.  However, due to the fact that some beneficiaries were not available at the time of the survey, 574 beneficiaries were interviewed in the process of conducting this evaluation.

Field Work

Field Work Team

 Alpha International recruited a group of field researchers experienced in research and surveys. 

Training
The training included a comprehensive explanation of the aims and objectives of the evaluation. As the trainees reviewed the questionnaire, an explanation of the different terminology and indicators used was discussed.  Alpha International also presented the criteria for quality and accuracy control by which it abides in all its survey studies, as well as logistical, administrative and financial issues related to field work.  Alpha International also emphasized the importance of not jeopardizing the quality of data collection.  The need for continuous communication and coordination with the area field supervisor for proper feedback was discussed and emphasized in order to solve any possible obstacles.

Data Collection

Data collection was conducted between 20 July and 10 August, 2007. 

Quality of Data

Examination of Data:  Questionnaires and collected data went through several stages of examination and checking to assure that they met with Alpha International’s strict quality control criteria such as:

1. Checking questionnaires in the field:  It was the responsibility of the field supervisors and the area coordinators to examine and review a random selection of the collected questionnaires before they were sent to the main office.

2. Checking questionnaires in the office:  All questionnaires that arrive at the central office were examined by the research team to ensure rationality and honesty of the answers. 

3. Coding the questionnaires:  After the questionnaires were reviewed, they were coded according to a pre-designed code book in order to be entered into the computers. 

4. Examining data upon data entry:  Using a special data entry program, the computer set checks and controls to avoid entering wrong codes when possible and to enable the data entry personnel to skip questions automatically when needed. 

5. Data cleaning:  After all questionnaires were entered, initial frequency tables were done to the variables and examined to try to detect any data errors or outliers.  If an error was detected, the whole questionnaire was re-entered. 

Data Entry: Alpha International used a special program for data entry, which was designed using Access 2000 and which features the following characteristics:

· Limitation of data entry errors 

· Ease of data presentation for questionnaire sections 

· Capacity to check rational sequence in questionnaire data

· Capacity to check internal data 

· Option for Arabic language version 

· User-friendly system.

Data Analysis: After the completion of the data entry, cleaning, re-entry, and assurance of accuracy, data analysis and output results were done.  The data was transferred from Access 2000 into SPSS, using the Stat-Transfer program that assures a complete and accurate data transformation.  Frequency tables and cross-tabs were designed to present the statistical results for the indicators under evaluation according to the sample.

Second Section: Data Analysis for the Survey Indicators
Background Characteristics

Alpha International interviewed 574 beneficiaries during the evaluation.   The majority of the beneficiaries (61.7%) were female and 38.3% were male.  This demonstrates that the project prioritized female beneficiaries in all of its activities. Figure (1) shows that 62.8% of female beneficiaries received sheep, 60% received cisterns, and 54.3% received water treatment units. 
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Figure 1: Distribution of the beneficiaries according to their 
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Similarly, more than half of the benefiting households (57.5%) were female-headed while a third (33.5%) were headed by men, indicating that the project’s prioritization of female beneficiaries extended to families headed by women.

Around two-thirds of beneficiaries (65.6%) were over 36 years old, a finding that is valid across the three types of assistances, with slight differences (as shown in figure (2)). The majority of the beneficiaries (86.9%) were married (which means that beneficiaries were mostly household heads and included divorced beneficiaries as well as widows).
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The majority of beneficiaries (89.9%) completed only secondary education and were in the lower income bracket. A third of household heads (33.6%) worked in the West Bank, 13.8% worked in Israel and 17.1% are unemployed. The rest had other jobs, mainly in the agriculture sector.
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Household Structure

Nearly half of the beneficiary households (46.9%) had between seven and nine members, while 14.8% had 10 members (higher than the average family size in Palestine). 
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Most families had one or more working members.  The majority of beneficiary families (70.7%) had one working member, while 27.7% have more than one member with a job.  A small minority (16.9%) had none.  While these statistics hold true for male household members, 93.6% of beneficiary families do not have any working females, indicating that it is uncommon for women in the targeted households to be employed.

Working in Israel is not common.  The majority of households interviewed (85.2%) did not have a family member working in Israel. This could be a result of the Israeli Separation Wall, which has made it almost impossible for Palestinians to enter Israel. 

Surprisingly, unemployment was not an issue for most households (78%).  However, nearly a quarter of households (22%) had between one and four members looking for a job.
Assistance Provided to Households

Figure (5) shows that 73% of respondent beneficiaries were provided with sheep, 20.9% of them treatment units, and the rest received home garden cisterns.
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The sheep were distributed in three separate phases: 57% of interviewed beneficiaries received sheep in the first phase, 28.6% in the second, and 14.3% in the third. The beneficiaries in the second and third phases were provided with offspring of sheep from the previous phase.  Nearly half of those who received sheep (48.4%) were given between one and four sheep while 43.4% received three sheep.
Priority (Household and Community)

The provision of cisterns was the successful match of assistance to priority.  All recipients of cisterns said that it had been their first priority at the time of the project.  By contrast, only 42.9% of treatment unit beneficiaries said that the units had been their first priority. 

Indeed, cisterns were the most prioritized of the three commodities.  Over three-quarters (76.9%) of beneficiaries stated that sheep were not their priority also stated that they would have preferred cisterns. Similarly, around 65% of beneficiaries stated that treatment units were not their priority and they wanted cisterns after implementation.
At the community-level, sheep and cisterns were high priorities.  The vast majority of sheep recipients (88.8%) described the sheep as the highest priority for their village and a similar majority of cistern recipients (85.7%) described cisterns as the highest priority.  But only 40% of treatment unit beneficiaries said the units were their village’s first priority.  Given the similarity to the treatment unit’s ranking for individual priorities, these findings indicate that treatment units were low priority for both individuals and communities.

Relevancy

Findings on relevancy mirrored beneficiary feedback on priorities, particularly for cisterns and treatment units, and indicate that cisterns and sheep – respectively – were the most relevant forms of assistance. The vast majority of cistern recipients (97.5%) described the assistance they received as relevant, as did recipients of sheep (93.1%).  Relevancy ratings dropped for treatment units comparatively, with only 68.6% of those who benefited from treatment units describing them as relevant. 

Impact on Households
The evaluation showed that cisterns had the greatest impact and treatment units the least. A great majority of cistern beneficiaries (89.2%) said the assistance had improved their family’s financial conditions, and 93.3% said it had direct impact on them and their families. A lesser majority of sheep beneficiaries said the provision of sheep had improved their financial conditions (75.9%) and had direct impact on them and their families (78%). However, less than half of treatment unit beneficiaries (45.7%) said it improved their financial conditions while only 54.3% of them said it had direct impact on them and their families.  
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Similarly, cisterns proved the most effective in preventing beneficiary conditions from worsening: 85% of cistern beneficiaries said the cisterns helped stop their situation from deteriorating.  Sheep came a distant second, with 65% of sheep recipients describing the same effect.  But only a quarter of treatment unit beneficiaries (26.5%) felt the assistance had prevented their situation from worsening.

Although none of the three forms of assistance scored very highly, cisterns and sheep were the most effective in improving family conditions.  Treatment units were the least effective.  Under a quarter of cistern beneficiaries (21.6%) said the assistance had improved their conditions, while sheep improved conditions of 19.4% of beneficiaries.  Treatment units improved conditions for only 5.7% of beneficiaries.

This story is about a beneficiary, Khalid Jbareen, who lives in Taybeh. He is 38 years old, and married with 9 children. In 2004 he received 3 sheep from the project and below is what he told us:
“In 2004, I heard that CARE was providing people in the village with help (including sheep). I went to the village council and registered my name, hoping that I would get help. They decided to help me because of the large number of my family members, in addition to my low income.  At first, CARE gave me two sheep that then turned into four (one newborn and another from CARE gave me one) in that year. My family and I kept taking care of the sheep that became our wealth and financial security. I started cultivating a piece of land that I rented and fed my sheep. I have now 10 sheep. I spend most of time taking care of them. The life of my family depends on them. Thank God, they give me back more than I give them. They provide us with milk, yogurt and cheese all year long. Whenever we need money, we sell some. I already sold one of its newborns, to pay for my daughter’s surgery in Jerusalem (2,000 NIS). She could not have done that without that money. The income I earn from the sheep I spend on my household. We live with dignity, because of them. They give us peace of mind. CARE gave us something we will never forget. It was a nice thing to do for Palestinians in such difficult conditions.”

Overall Satisfaction

In general, beneficiaries were highly satisfied with the assistance they received.  Overall, 85.7% of project beneficiaries were satisfied with the assistance they received.  However, satisfaction levels varied by assistance type.  Satisfaction was highest amongst recipients of cisterns (91.6%) and lowest amongst recipients of treatment units (62.8%). 

Beneficiary satisfaction varied with the different aspects of the project, although the satisfaction of cistern recipients remained relatively high.   In general, all beneficiaries were very highly satisfied with the timing of the project (97.1%) and delivery (96%).  Satisfaction was lowest with the quality of the assistance, although only amongst recipients of sheep and treatment units: 55.8% of these beneficiaries were not satisfied with the assistance quality.  (Inversely, most cistern recipients (92.5%) were very satisfied with the quality of commodities received.)

As noted above, recipients of cisterns reported high satisfaction with almost every part of the project.  The vast majority of cistern beneficiaries were satisfied with the timing of the project (99.1%), the timing of delivery (97.5%), the mechanism of distribution (93.3%), and quality (92.5%).  Satisfaction was lowest for the amount of assistance (84.2%).

Beneficiaries of sheep were also very satisfied with the timing of project (97.9%) and delivery (96.4%).  Their satisfaction was lower with the mechanism of assistance delivery (86.6%) and lowest with assistance quantity (66%) and quality (60.2%).

Interestingly, satisfaction was high amongst beneficiaries of treatment units on many points, including timing of project (94.3%) and assistance delivery (94.3%) and quantity (91.5%). Satisfaction dipped with distribution mechanism (82.8%) and dropped dramatically with quality (51.5%). 

Beneficiary Selection 

Beneficiary Registration: A majority (57%) of those who participated in the project put themselves forward.  Most others were registered by relatives or community leaders (or both).  These beneficiaries were registered by a member of a committee or village council (19.7%), through family relatives (16.2%), through relatives working with the project committee or the village council (5.6%).  A minimal 1.5% registered through other institutions. 
Two-thirds of the beneficiaries (66.4%) registered with a member of the committee or in the village council, 15.7% through staff members of the project, and the rest through charities and municipalities.

Selection Criteria: According to beneficiaries, reasons for their selection varied.  Low income was the most common reason for selection reported by beneficiaries of sheep and cisterns, with family size being the second most common reason.  Suitability of area or pre-existing skills were reported as the least common reasons for the provision of sheep and cisterns.  By contrast, a majority of treatment unit recipients said that having space for home gardening was the most important reason, followed by low income and family size.

Almost all sheep recipients (97.4%) said that they were selected because of low income and deteriorating financial conditions, while 65.1% pointed to the large size of their families.  A minority thought they were selected because they had shelter for the sheep (6.9%), a family member was ill or disabled (4.8%), or they had previous experience and knowledge in raising sheep (4%). 

Two-thirds of cistern beneficiaries (66.6%) reported being selected because of low income, 44.2% due to the large size of their families, 33.3% due to the presence of home gardens or private land surrounding their homes and need water for irrigation, and 24.1% because they needed cisterns for other uses. 

Well over half of beneficiaries of treatment units (57.1%) said they were selected because they have home gardens or space surrounding their homes; 42.9% because of low incomes; 25.7% due to the large size of the family; and 11. 4% because of existing sewage problems made the units necessary. 


[image: image7.emf]Figure 7: Distribution of the beneficiaries according to the 

criteria of selection by assistance

89.4

42.9

65.8

81.6

7.9

57.1

27.5

15

1

5.7

21.7

5.6

58.3

44.2

25.7

65.1

Sheep Treatment unit Cisterns Total

Number of family members Family income

Avalability of space or land The need for the assitance

Illness or disability of family member Previous experience in raising sheep


Accuracy of Selection:  Almost all beneficiaries (93.2%) agreed that the project’s selection criteria were accurate.  This finding was highest amongst beneficiaries of sheep (98.3%) and cisterns (98.4%).  Slightly fewer treatment unit beneficiaries (82.9%) described the criteria for selection as applicable.   These findings confirm that project targeting was accurate, particularly in identifying recipients for sheep and cisterns.

Satisfaction with Selection Criteria:  Satisfaction with the selection criteria was also very high overall.  On average, almost all beneficiaries (93.7%) agreed that the selection criteria was satisfactory.  As with accuracy, these findings varied with assistance type, with beneficiaries of sheep (96%) and cistern (96.6%) once again almost exactly agreeing and treatment unit beneficiaries agreeing less (88.6%).  

Beneficiary Participation

Findings suggest that CARE did not involve beneficiaries in the design, planning, or prioritization of the intervention.  However, when involvement is reported, highest involvement is consistently amongst cistern beneficiaries, with lowest involvement amongst treatment unit beneficiaries.  Given the consistent high scores for cisterns and low scores for treatment units, these findings are noteworthy.

Beneficiaries report that they were not consulted significantly in the design and planning of the project.  Beneficiaries of cisterns (23.3%) were most involved.  Involvement was lower amongst sheep recipients (16.7%) and treatment unit beneficiaries (11.4%).
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Results indicate beneficiaries were largely not involved in identifying prioritizing the assistance they received.   Recipients of cisterns were most involved in prioritizing (25.8%), while 19.3% of sheep recipients and only 11.4% of treatment unit recipients reported involvement.  

When beneficiaries did participate, they reported high levels of satisfaction, although recipients of treatment units again came last.  Almost all recipients of sheep (97.5%) and cisterns (96.7%) were satisfied with their participation.  Fewer treatment unit recipients (80%) were as satisfied.  These high levels indicate the beneficiary satisfaction is greatly boosted by involvement. 

Project Staff:  Satisfaction with the efficiency of project staff was high overall (85.5%), although it varied by assistance type.  Most cistern recipients (94.2%) described the staff as efficient but beneficiaries of sheep (82.3%) and treatment units (80%) were slightly less enthusiastic. 

Reasons for dissatisfaction with staff efficiency varied widely, even within assistance type.  The most variance came amongst sheep beneficiaries, who reported the staff were bureaucratic with beneficiaries (37.1%), lacked an understanding of beneficiary needs (32.3%), nepotistic (19.2%), and poorly qualified (9.7%).  A lack of understanding of beneficiary needs was the most common complaint amongst recipients of treatment units (33.3%) and cisterns (33.3%).

Training

A majority of beneficiaries received minimal but satisfactory training.  The most training was provided to recipients of sheep, of whom 83.5% were trained, of whom 96.8% said it was minimal.  Around three-quarters of treatment unit beneficiaries (73.3%) said they were trained, and most of them (93.3%) reported it was minimal.  Similarly, 70% of those who benefited from cisterns said their training was minimal.  Although these findings suggest training was largely minimal, all beneficiaries who received training reported that they were satisfied with it.  

The evaluation found that most beneficiaries received inadequate training on the use of complementary materials (not provided by the project, such as fodder from other sources).  The statistics on training levels match the statistics on usage of complementary materials. 80.9% of sheep recipients, 58.3% of cistern beneficiaries, and 22.9% of treatment unit beneficiaries have used complementary materials units. This means beneficiaries received inadequate assisting materials from the project, which, in some instances have negative implications for the success of the project, particularly, with regard to the sheep. In total, 88.6% of those who benefited from sheep, 71.4% of those who benefited from cisterns, and 17.6% of those who benefited from the treatment units have used additional assisting materials (other than that which they were provided with).

Supervision and Follow-up

On average, a majority of beneficiaries (84.7%) were visited by project staff to oversee and follow up the implementation.  Beneficiaries were happy with the supervision and follow up, with 89.7% of beneficiaries expressing satisfaction. 

The supervision and follow up varied significantly across project types, with cistern beneficiaries reporting the highest rate of staff supervision and follow up (94.2%) and treatment unit beneficiaries reporting the lowest (77.1%).  Around 82.8% of sheep recipients were visited by staff.  Number of visits also varied.  Staff made at least four visits to 53.1% of cistern recipients, 34.4% of sheep recipients, and 25.9% of treatment unit recipients. 

Cistern beneficiaries (95.5%) were most satisfied with staff supervision and follow-up, which corresponds with the fact that they received the highest number of visits (single and repeat).  However, conversely, high numbers of treatment unit beneficiaries (92.6%) were also happy, despite receiving the lowest and most infrequent rate of visits.  Lastly, 81% of sheep beneficiaries were satisfied with the supervision and follow-up. 

Commodity after Distribution

The majority of beneficiaries who received sheep saw their flock prosper.  Half the beneficiaries (51.6%) now have more sheep than before the project, with most (46.5% of sheep recipients) owning four or more sheep - an indication of sustainable impact.  Over a third of those receiving sheep (37.2%) now have fewer sheep than before the project, with most (31.5% of sheep recipients) reporting they no longer have any sheep. 

As seen in figure (9), 93.1% of the recipients with more sheep said it was due to reproduction, while 6.9% purchased extra sheep, indicating that the beneficiaries used the assistance to expand upon their existent projects.

Figure 9: Distribution of the sheep beneficiaries according to reason behind the increase of number of sheep
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Amongst the beneficiaries whose flocks did not increase, 61.8% sold their sheep because they could not afford to buy feed due to lack of funds or the need to spend limited funds on medicines or tuition for family members. Nearly three-quarters (42.4%) said that they sold their sheep due to the death of other sheep. 

When sheep were sold, over half the sales (56.2%) were decided by the beneficiaries.  However, the other sales were decided by husbands (32.2%) or other family members (11.6%), demonstrating that decisions over project commodities are frequently made at the family level.

Problems Reported

The highest rate of problems was reported by recipients of sheep, with a vast majority of beneficiaries describing problems (91.2%).  A majority of cistern beneficiaries (74.2%) also reported problems.  The fewest complaints were reported amongst recipients of treatment unit (42.9%).  The highest scoring problem was a lack of materials (57.3% of sheep recipients and 12.5% of cistern recipients).  

Most problems were reported amongst beneficiaries of sheep, suggesting that sustainability of this commodity type is the hardest to achieve.  This analysis is also borne out by the variety of problems experienced by sheep recipients, who reported great difficulty in getting the resources to care for their sheep (e.g., fodder, medical services, and shelter).
This is a story of a family of 9, living in Tura. The husband (Muhanned Qabha) is 54 years old and unemployed. His wife has been mentally ill for the last two years. In this story, it is sad thing to know that the family only needed some extra help - sheep fodder:

“My name is Muhanned Qabha from the Tura village, I heard neighbors and relatives talking about CARE helping people in the village. I registered at the village council, where they decided to help me (because of my conditions; large family and low income). I was so happy because I always loved sheep and grew up with it. I can not thank CARE enough for that. But the problem was that I was not able to feed them, so I gave it to another family to take care of it with the rest of their sheep (and divide their return). I used to bring it home sometimes. My wife has been suffering a mental problem (because she watched a relative get killed). She fell in love with those sheep and started taking care of them, more than our kids. She has gotten better since and started to go to sleep more. The sheep also provided us with milk products.  We started selling some of those products and some sheep. After awhile, it became hard to buy them fodder. The family who are raising my sheep asked me to take it back, or sell it to him. I did not have a place for them. Sadly, I had to sell it to him, to use the money for my son's college, later on. Our situation became worse. Even my wife has gotten sad. She kept asking me to buy some sheep. I am thankful for CARE’s help, although I am sad for the way it ended.”

Sheep:  Most beneficiaries of sheep (91.2%) reported problems, with most reporting difficulty in sustaining the flocks because of a lack of materials, services, or funds, respectively.  Over half (57.3%) said it was hard to get necessary materials: around a quarter said they had difficulties in getting medical services (28.9%); and a quarter (24.8%) said that the experience had failed because of financial problems.  Beneficiaries also complained that they had not received enough sheep (17.9%), did not have shelter for the sheep (15.5%), had sheep fall sick (13.6%), or did not receive follow up (8.4%).

Cisterns:  Over a third of cistern beneficiaries (35.8%) did not experience problems, although 47.5% of them prefer to receive the full financial payments at one time, since digging cisterns becomes a more expensive process when rock gets more solid, in addition to other processes and accompanying services. 12.5% said they could not get supporting materials.  Around a quarter (26.7%) reported a difficult financial situation while a few (6.7%) said they need to increase the size of the cisterns, so as to increase its effectiveness and impact on helping improving the economic conditions of families.

Treatment Units:  The most common complaint with treatment units was a bad smell (42.9%). Complaints also included lack of follow up (14.3%) and poor hygiene, with 14.3% saying the units attracted poisonous insects and rats.

Project Sustainability

Most beneficiaries believed that they would continue to use the project commodities.  However, this expectation varied greatly.   Cisterns were described as the most sustainable while more two-thirds of sheep beneficiaries predicted a decreased involvement in the future.
The evaluation found that cisterns were the most sustainable assistance type, with nearly all beneficiaries (95.8%) reporting that they would continue to benefit from them in the future.  Although a significant majority of the remaining recipients also believed they would continue to use the commodities, the expectations of sustainability were much lower (68.2% of sheep recipients and 68.8% of treatment unit recipients) than amongst cistern beneficiaries.  Others believe they will be less interested in holding on their assets because of the quality of the sheep and the water treatment units.

Community Work

During the project, the project established a group of cooperatives related to the assistance.  Awareness of these cooperatives was not high.  Half of sheep beneficiaries (51.1%) had already heard of those cooperatives.  Around 42.7% of these beneficiaries are members or were related to a member of a cooperative.  A smaller number (31.4%) of beneficiaries of treatment units had heard of the cooperatives. (18.2% were members or related to members of those cooperatives.)

Although awareness of the cooperatives was not high, beneficiaries reported being satisfied with the performance of the cooperatives.  Satisfaction was highest amongst recipients of sheep (78.1%) and treatment units (72.7%).  Two-thirds of cistern beneficiaries (66.7%) were satisfied. 
Third Section: Analysis of the Focus Group

Beneficiaries Focus Group Analysis

In order to reflect and share the results of the survey, the team conducted two focus groups.  The first one included 20 women who benefited from the project (12 women received sheep, 6 cisterns and 2 water treatment units).  The majority of them (14) expressed their satisfaction with the support that they received from the project and stated that the support helped families to improve their financial conditions.  The other six women did not agree because they said that the water treatment units were not the people’s first priority and they had to take them.  These units started to produce bad odors and attract insects as well as the training on using these units was not enough.  Others said that the quality of the sheep was not good enough and some of the sheep died at early stages of the project.  It was very difficult to them to provide their sheep with feed and health care since the amount that they received from the project was not enough.  Some people had to sell their sheep for many or different reasons such as:

1. They can not cover the cost of feed and veterinary services.

2. They found it difficult to get access to the rams that had been distributed by the project, the ones who had them making excuses not share these rams with other beneficiaries.

3. The support that some of them received to construct animal sheds was not enough.

4. They had to pay the tuition fees or other necessary bills mainly related to health care.

5. The field visit conducted by the project staff was not enough.

6. The local committees and cooperatives did not help them to overcome their problems.

7. The timing of providing the activities especially the complementary ones was not good enough.

8. The project should compensate those households who lost their sheep.

The Majority (18) of them agreed that the selection criteria was good and it was mainly based on the family size and income.  The other two said it was based on personal connections with the local committees, village councils and/or project staff.  However they all agreed that the criteria was applicable to them and in fact they complained about not getting enough support.  Although all of these women went to the local village councils and filled the application form to receive support from the project, they all believe that the village councils and the local committees play a major role in choosing the beneficiaries.  These women believe that the committees and councils preferred to assist their relatives and friends.

The other focus group included 10 participants (3 females and 7 males) who are members in the newly established cooperatives.  Seven of the participants said they were elected by the project beneficiaries, 3 of them were nominated by the beneficiaries.  They were happy about the process of selecting them since this helped them to gain trust and make them more accountable to the beneficiaries.  They expressed their satisfaction with the training that they received but they think it was not detailed enough especially in accounting and management.  At the beginning of the project, the beneficiaries were not aware of the importance of the cooperatives but at a later stage they changed their attitude and became more active.  All of them said that it was very good that the project provided them with some inputs such as animal feed and medicines so they could use it to build trust with the communities.  The cooperatives are providing farmers with small loans that will help them to buy fodder and medicines.

However, they all agreed that all cooperatives are still facing the following difficulties:

1. The requirements for formal registration of the cooperatives by the Ministry of Labor are very difficult to meet.

2. People in the villages still do not accept women to be part of the cooperatives.

3. Village councils try to control the cooperatives.

4. Lack of fund that will help them to sustain their services since they are newly established.

Beneficiary Recommendations

Finally, the respondents provided the following recommendations for similar assistance in the future.  The recommendations are consistent with the findings above and will be used to clarify the conclusions that can be reached with each assistance type.

In general, beneficiaries of cisterns were very satisfied with the assistance they received and were confident that they would continue using the cisterns.  The recommendations these beneficiaries provided reveal this.  The chief recommendation is for a minor change in project implementation while the three other recommendations suggest an interest in building upon the existing cistern (by asking for further assistance linked to water availability, an expansion of their cistern, and/or materials that would allow them to increase their use of the cistern).

Recipients of cisterns recommended:

1. Disbursement in one payment:  47.5% of beneficiaries preferred to receive the full financial payment in one lump sum, since digging cisterns becomes more expensive when rock gets more solid, in addition to other processes and other accompanying services.

2.  Further assistance:  15% of the beneficiaries wanted more assistance in the form of other projects (e.g., sheep, greenhouses and seedlings for home gardens).

3. Larger cisterns:  6.6% of beneficiaries recommended increasing the cistern size to make it more effective and increase the economic impact.  

4. Additional materials:  4.2% of them felt the need to provide additional materials such as pipes and pumps.

In comparison to cistern beneficiaries who provided a few recommendations, recipients of sheep gave a much longer list of suggested changes.   In general, these recommendations coincide with an uncertainty expressed by some sheep recipients about their capacity to maintain flocks due to lack of materials, funds or services.  In brief, beneficiaries requested more materials, more sheep, and more support.

Recipients of sheep recommended:

1. Additional material: 62.0% of sheep beneficiaries reported a need for supporting materials, like fodder and medicine (in the right season and right amount). 

2.  More sheep: 26.5% of beneficiaries said receiving a greater number of sheep would have a better economic impact on their families.  It would also minimize the economic impact of any of their sheep becoming ill or dying.

3. Animal shelters: Although some households were provided with materials to construct their sheds, 26.1% of beneficiaries still need a shelter for their sheep.

4. Better follow-up: 25.0% of beneficiaries stated a need for better medical supervision and veterinarian follow up.  Many families do not have sufficient experience with diseases prevalent among sheep nor the financial resources for medical care and veterinary services. This is confirmed by 16.7% of the beneficiaries who wanted sheep in good physical health so that they could reproduce.

5.  Provision of rams: 7.9% of sheep beneficiaries asked for a ram to be included in the sheep assistance distributed to each household. This could be a good idea when the number of sheep provided is greater. 

6. Provision of cisterns: 6.4% of beneficiaries reported that it would be a good idea from the project to assist them also with a cistern to make it less expensive to water their sheep.

7. Better monitoring and evaluation in the field:  6.4% of the beneficiaries would like the project to increase its supervision and follow up, through field visits to the beneficiaries, in order to identify their problems, observe the progress of their businesses and give them advice and the necessary instructions. 

Recommendations from recipients of treatment units are the most critical in terms of modifying the commodity and project implementation.  Specifically, beneficiaries raised concerns about the quality and design of the commodity and the training and follow-up provided.  Significantly, the second most common recommendation was that the beneficiaries receive a different type of assistance to replace the treatment unit distributed in this project.

Recipients of treatment units recommended:

1. Improved commodity quality:  31.4% of the beneficiaries expressed the importance of the quality of the material and design of the unit to prevent any type of leak or smell.

2. Other forms of assistance: 20.1% said they wanted to replace their treatment units with other projects, like sheep, cisterns or greenhouses.

3. Improved commodity design:  In addition, 7.9% of them think that there should be a way to reduce the smell, either in designing or in selecting sites of treatment units. 

4. Follow-up: 17.2% of beneficiaries said there is a need to have a system to provide follow up and monitoring of the treatment units. 

5. Additional materials: 5.7% of beneficiaries asked to be provided with supporting materials, like plastic pipes to transfer water to the garden. 

6. Training: 2.9% of beneficiaries expressed their desire to receive adequate training in order to use the assistance in a viable and effective manner. 

General Conclusions

This project managed to achieve most of its objectives successfully. In these types of projects, they are considered to be successful if they achieve 50%- 60% of its objectives. It had a significant impact on people’s lives in many ways. Many families have experienced a dramatic lift in securing a source of income and their daily food needs.  

However, when comparing achievements of the project to its planned objectives, we identified many of the ups and downs in implementation.

Beneficiary Families

The results show that most benefited families were poor and marginalized. They were mostly from families with low incomes, large families, and headed by a husband or by a wife with lower levels of education. 

Appropriateness of assistance to beneficiaries
The results showed that assistance was suitable for beneficiaries because the staff had conducted needs assessment visits to their families. Despite that, few beneficiaries said the assistance was not useful to them because of their inability to use it; they did not have an animal shed, no room for cisterns nor they received assistance they did not consider a priority. This explains the necessity for an advanced and thorough study with beneficiaries and providing enough assistance to beneficiaries in who are in need.

Training beneficiaries on sheep husbandry

The study shows that most beneficiaries provided with training on sheep husbandry found that the training was not enough and those who attended the training were not the ones who managed the assistance.  More coordination is needed between the trainers and those who provide the assistance.  Follow up visits were needed by the trainers to make sure that process of managing the assistance is on track.
Distribution of fodder, seedlings and seeds

Beneficiaries of treatment units and cisterns have expressed their dissatisfaction with seedlings quality and the time of its delivery (not the right season). Sheep beneficiaries, on the other hand, complained that fodder was not enough nor cheap, which shows the inefficient role of local committees.

Distributing medicine and veterinary services

Most beneficiaries said there were no frequent veterinary visits to their houses, which could have helped cure sheep diseases.  Therefore, it is recommended that more veterinary visits need to be coordinated to the beneficiaries in future similar projects.

Field follow up by the staff

Despite most beneficiaries’ satisfaction with staff field visits, they said it was not enough nor did it achieved its purpose. They suggested increasing visits and making it useful and interactive.  It is recommended to increase the frequency and length of follow up visits by the staff.

Supervising local committees

Since local committees and village councils played a significant role in managing and distributing assistance, as the results showed, it might be better if staff had some type of supervision over those committees.  Beneficiaries had complained about the performance of those committees regarding distribution fodder and seedlings.

Criteria of distributing the rams

According to the results, beneficiaries complained about the way rams were distributed.  Not all beneficiaries had the chance to have a ram for his/ her sheep. They were told it was sick (in some cases) or they found out that it was sold (in other cases). They suggested that rams should be distributed with the sheep (for each beneficiary). Since it is not easy to do that, staff should have a larger role in handling this issue by telling beneficiaries to keep newborn rams, as a solution.

Cooperative performance

The project did not achieve what it hoped from cooperatives. More than half of beneficiaries did not hear about it. Others (from those who heard about it) claimed that it did not do its job in distributing fodder and providing it at a low price. Those cooperatives needed more supervision and auditing by CARE. [image: image10.png]
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