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Executive summary

Introduction

1 The Joint Resilience Project (JRP) was funded by the British Department for International 
Development (DFID) and implemented by a consortium of United Nations agencies led by 
the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) and including the World Food Programme 
(WFP) and the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO). Its goal was 
to strengthen resilience of targeted communities to weather-related shocks in four localities 
in Kassala: Aroma, Hameshkoreb, North Delta and Telkok. The JRP was implemented in two 
phases (consultation and implementation) and its initial design included four components: 
community consultation (Output 1); health and nutrition (Output 2); water, sanitation and 
hygiene (WASH) (Output 3); and food security and livelihoods (Output 4). An additional 
Output 5 was introduced in 2016 to respond to the “El Niño” phenomenon. 

2 The final evaluation of the JRP was conducted three months before the end of the project to 
analyse activities, results achieved and effects of the JRP, as well as the factors that positively 
or negatively impacted on the project. The evaluation aimed to provide accountability to 
the donor but also formulate recommendations and identify lessons learned and good 
practices. The evaluation time frame covered from September 2014 to May 2017. 

3 The evaluation was realized by an evaluation team of three consultants and managed by 
the FAO Office of Evaluation (OED) which also oversaw the quality assurance system. It was 
organized in three phases: an inception phase in April, an evaluation mission in May and a 
reporting phase from June to November 2017.

4 An evaluation matrix was developed by the evaluation team to take into account the 
main evaluation questions defined in the Terms of Reference to assess: i) the relevance 
of the JRP’s design and approach (including the Theory of Change, consultation process, 
monitoring and evaluation system, coordination mechanism); ii) the results of the JRP in 
terms of intended and unintended impact, outcomes and outputs; and iii) the way gender 
and equity were taken into consideration in the design and implementation of the JRP. 

5 The evaluation methodology was based on several combined approaches to ensure its 
reliability, including analysis of secondary and primary data collected through direct 
field observation; focus group sessions with Village Development Committees (VDCs), 
women’s groups and implementing partners; semi-structured interviews with local 
authorities, technical partners, UNICEF, FAO and WFP technical staff involved in the project 
in Khartoum and Kassala; survey questionnaires for implementing partners managers; two 
feedback sessions with JRP and non-governmental organization (NGO) staff in Kassala and 
Khartoum on preliminary results of the mission.

Main findings

Design and Approach

6 The JRP was initially designed to prevent malnutrition rather than to build resilience to 
droughts and floods. This weakness was partially corrected by modifying the logframe 
during project implementation. 

7 The overall JRP objective was to increase resilience to droughts and floods in targeted 
communities in Aroma, Hameshkoreb, North Delta and Telkok localities of Kassala State. 
However, the JRP was developed along the lines of a malnutrition prevention programme, 
following the malnutrition conceptual framework, to address the different causes of 
malnutrition (health, WASH, food security, care practices). This is relevant to needs and 
context. However, the objective of strengthening resilience to climatic shocks did not 
clearly translate in design and logframe (e.g. in geographic targeting criteria, in outputs/
activities: no early warning system at village level, no contingency plan). The JRP’s initial 
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logframe reflected this weakness by only including health and nutrition-related indicators 
at outcome and impact levels, while no output was dedicated to response to climatic 
shocks and insufficient resources to strengthening early warning systems or community-
based disaster risk management. This initial weakness was partially corrected with the 
introduction of a qualitative outcome indicator of community capability, and by the 
introduction of Output 5. 

8 A multisectoral approach is relevant to reach the desired impact, though some external 
and internal constraints limited the integration of the project’s components.

9 By integrating WASH, food security and livelihood, behaviour change communication 
and health and nutrition components, the JRP addressed the main causes of malnutrition 
and the proposed activities corresponded to the United Nations agencies’ mandates and 
fields of expertise. However, the design was not well balanced to ensure the adoption of 
a multisectoral approach in all JRP villages and throughout the duration of the project: 
the WASH component covered a limited number of villages in a single locality. A dramatic 
increase in the number of villages to correct an initial wrong estimate of the population 
catchment led to a postponement of food security and livelihood activities in about half 
the targeted villages. This reduced the integrated dimension of JRP and compromised the 
quality of some interventions. 

10 Three years was a short period to achieve sustainable results in building resilience in the 
context of Kassala. The need to follow-up was to be expected and an exit strategy should 
have been anticipated (including on orientation, activities and budget) at design stage. 
The absence of capacity building plans for implementing partners and local authorities 
and of planned transfer of responsibility challenged the sustainability of the JRP (see 
Recommendations 2 and 3). 

11 Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system: The JRP managed to respect the M&E plan, 
completing most indicators of the logframe and informing the donor of progress on this 
basis. However, absence of a common database managed by a fully dedicated JRP M&E 
officer limited the project’s capacity to manage and process data. The JRP’s M&E system did 
not provide a full picture of what was implemented in specific villages or localities, though 
this would have been interesting to monitor the effectiveness of activities’ integration. 
Moreover, some Output 4 and 5 activities were monitored as a package through aggregated 
indicators that could not provide quantifiable evidence of what exactly was implemented. 
Results and effects of activities that just started at the end of 2016 could not be measured 
through the last follow-up survey in 2016. These are weak points of the M&E system that 
constrained the assessment of the scope and effects of the intervention. 

12 Consultation Process: Communities were consulted during phase 1 to develop community 
action plans (CAPs) later validated through technical assessments. Village development 
committees felt involved in the JRP process and considered CAPs a valuable document 
for project implementation. Community consultations were relevant as they created 
ownership of the project, could contribute to strengthening communities’ resilience and 
were important to ensure demand-driven implementation. The consultation phase was 
longer than planned as the number of villages to consult had doubled, though little time 
was dedicated to each village. Feedback to the community and project documentation 
adjustments to the CAPs were not clearly included in the design. 

13 The revision of the CAP by technical experts reduced potential ownership and buy-in of 
the process by the communities. The revised CAP did not present all the communities’ 
priorities, nor did it include quantified targets to be achieved by the project. However, 
targets had been discussed at the initial stage, so the CAP created expectations which could 
in turn generate frustration if targets were laterconsidered not to have been achieved by 
communities. This provides lessons on the involvement of communities in the design of 
future community-based resilience intervention (see Recommendation 3). 

14 An evolving design: Some JRP documents were updated after the consultation process 
to take CAPs into account. Other changes in design during the project’s lifetime included 
the addition of Output 5, the inclusion of new indicators (gender and capacity) and the 
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adjustment of targets (reduction of community management of acute malnutrition 
(CMAM)). Most of these changes aimed to adapt design and implementation to the context 
and were thus relevant. The recalibration of the project indicates the significant flexibility of 
agencies and donors, but it also highlights errors of assessment in the initial design and led 
to challenges for management: the project document, key to understanding the strategy, 
remained unchanged since 2014. The initial breakdown of the budget by component 
was not updated to include the priorities defined during community consultations, or 
the increase in the number of villages (and the reduced number of targeted people) even 
though these changes had an impact on the needs to be addressed by each of the four 
components. 

15 Joint programming is a demand coming from donors and is considered a relevant 
approach by Iocal actors. Coordination between agencies was effective and mechanisms 
were in place to take joint decisions both at national and state level, as also illustrated in 
the Coordination Frame (Appendix 6). Joint programming facilitated some interesting 
collaborations, including cooperation for CMAM treatment and the combined approach of 
infant and young child feeding IYCF and social behaviour change communication (SBCC). 
Agency-specific procedures for partnership or procurement created some difficulties and 
reduced the potential achievements of an integrated and joint approach. Centralized 
management and lack of autonomy of the JRP team in Kassala limited the joint dimension 
of the programme. Donors should be aware of corporate constraints which negatively 
affect the management of a joint project by several agencies. On the other hand, agencies 
should find a way to improve their corporate procedures to facilitate collaboration and 
joint programme management. 

16 NGO partners were trained in community consultation and are now familiar with inter-
sectoral programming, measuring its stakes and interest. Overall they have gained skills 
through the project.

17 State ministers were involved in JRP implementation and each agency kept working with 
its usual department partner at state level, according to established procedures. Involved 
ministers appreciated the JRP from their own sectoral perspective but did not achieve an 
overall picture of the programme. While this could have been an opportunity to strengthen 
the capacities of ministries to work together and develop multisectoral strategies, JRP did 
not make the most of it. As far as possible, multisectoral programme should address the 
issue of national institutional mechanisms to implement a multisectoral approach.

Results

The impact of the JRP, “Increased resilience to droughts and floods” was measured through 
prevalence of stunting, with two related Outcomes: Outcome 1 - “Improved maternal and 
child health and nutrition status” and Outcome 2 - “Improved adaptive capacity”.

18 The JRP’s impact on stunting, measured in December 2015 when most JRP activities had 
just started, is questionable. However, other interesting effects were registered: increased 
resilience to droughts and floods in some villages targeted for asset creation emerged 
through qualitative assessments conducted in 2016 and 2017. These communities declared 
they feel more able to cope with climatic shocks than before the JRP. It would have been 
useful to register this indicator in all JRP communities measuring their initial perception of 
their ability to cope with climatic shocks from the beginning, in 2014, and collecting such a 
qualitative indicator annually. This would have enabled proper feedback from communities 
on activities carried out during the year and ensured the update of action plans.

19 Health status and health practices have improved as well. Interesting effects concerned 
behaviour changes likely to improve the capacity of the population to reduce maternal and 
child malnutrition. This is a strength of the JRP and it shows that investing jointly on different 
communication means and techniques, with the combined approach of IYCF (UNICEF) and 
SBCC –(WFP) targeting the same population with coherent messages achieves results in a 
relatively short period. However, behaviour change is a long-term process and results need 
to be consolidated.
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20 The JRP contributed to building local capacity of committees, women’s groups and 
implementing partners; but capacity building activities were not clearly integrated in an 
overall plan which could be linked to a predefined exit strategy, even though such inclusion 
would have strengthened the sustainability of a future project (see Recommendation 2). 

21 A reduction of the period dedicated to the implementation of Output 2 to Output 4 
activities has had an impact on overall achievements. The shorter time frame can be 
explained by internal factors: increase in the number of villages, the longer period dedicated 
to CAP formulation; underrating of the time needed to adapt project tools following 
the community consultation. External factors were at play too, including the occurrence 
of drought and floods in 2016 and the JRP response to these which reduced the teams’ 
capacity to implement and monitor the regular JRP programme. A better assessment of the 
context, to include a realistic number of targeted villages from the outset and the inclusion 
of a pre-established mechanisms to answer climatic shocks in the design, would have eased 
the management of the JRP management and respect of the timeframe.

Outputs and timeliness

Output 1: Community Consultation (see consultation process)

Output 2: Nutrition and Health

22 Output 2 activities improved access and quality of health services (medication supplies, 
additional staff, training). The CMAM programme was extended and good cooperation 
between WFP and UNICEF contributed to ensure its quality. The support provided to 
community health workers and mother support groups reinforced community capacity to 
prevent malnutrition and diseases, to identify malnutrition and to promote good practices 

23 Effects of Output 2 activities are observable with some key changes of behaviour, e.g. care 
seeking in case of child sickness; improvement of health or nutrition status. Mother support 
groups contributed to women’s empowerment at community level. 

24 Cultural barriers are still a constraint to access to good health and nutrition, and low 
capacity of the Ministry of Health challenged the possibility to carry on activities without 
important technical and financial support from partners. 

25 Most Output 2 activities are aligned with agencies’ programmes and strategies to improve 
health and nutrition. Activities like vaccination campaigns or CMAM are standardized and 
cannot differ from programmes implemented in other localities. Waiting for a CAP to be 
validated to start their implementation was superfluous and only delayed the beginning 
of the activities. 

Output 3: Water Sanitation and Hygiene

26 Access to water is the priority for most communities, as per CAPs. It is a key component of 
the JRP Theory of Change, but it was beyond the project’s mandate in Hameshkoreb, North 
Delta and Telkok. As required by DFID, this component relied on DFID-funded project 
AquaForEast, whose implementation was delayed and whose approach did not allow to 
systematically prioritize JRP villages. 

27 JRP WASH targets were revised several times during the project’s lifetime. The JRP-WASH 
objective is expected to be achieved in September 2017, with 12 or 13 communities 
declaring Open Defecation Free and improved access to water in seven villages. However 
sensitization on hygiene was implemented in a wider area through Output 2, as well as 
Output 5. 

28 By December 2016 there was very relevant progress in terms of hygiene practices but no 
clear improvement of access to water and sanitation in the 75 JRP villages. This is due to a 
lack of investment, with only 5 percent of the programme budget for WASH, and impact of 
floods, but also due to difficult coordination with the AquaForEast project. Differences in 
programmes’ approach and time constraints are challenges to be taken into consideration 
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when attempting to create synergies and efficiency between programmes. Moreover, 
while coordination within the JRP was already an issue, it can be considered overambitious 
to ask the programme to coordinate with an external project.

29 Protection of water sources to avoid water contamination might have been considered in 
Hameshkoreb, North Delta and Telkok. WASH components raised an issue of sustainability, 
considering there was no effective water management committee, no fees were 
systematically collected for most water sources and locality services were weak. A clear 
strategy to ensure some sustainability, relying on investment of the communities and 
included in the CAP should have been defined at design stage. Moreover, adequate human 
resources should be allocated to mobilize communities which are not inclined to pay for 
water. 

Output 4: Food Security and Livelihoods

30 Most Output 4 activities are relevant to needs as they contributed to household food 
security and livelihoods, some being clearly linked to climatic shocks. The variety/diversity 
of activities planned for Output 4 in such a broad geographical area was challenging. The 
JRP managed to implement most activities, but quantified targets expected by committees 
at village level were often not achieved.

31 Short-term effects of food supply through Food Assistance for Assets (FFA) were reported 
during fieldwork, as well as mid-term effects of some of the activities (e.g. better yield 
after mesquite clearance and improved seed distribution, introduction of new food/social 
practices through home gardening; prevention of flood damage through gabion walls). 
However, most of these effects would have to be assessed at a later stage, also considering 
that annual surveys did not show clear overall improvement of livelihoods at this stage. 

32 The greater number of villages, and failure to adjust the budget or the planning accordingly, 
impacted Output 4 activities’ achievements. The JRP team had to manage a wide range of 
activities with limited time and human resources. Field teams could not ensure monitoring 
and follow-up of activities to consolidate the achievements of the programme and this 
represents a risk for the quality of interventions as well as for their sustainability. 

33 Doubling the number of sites affected the efficiency of interventions under Output 4, 
resulting in a number of delays: some activities started at the end of the project, with the 
additional implication that the required support, monitoring and follow-up relies on future 
non-secured funding. 

Output 5: Response to “El Niño”

34 Output 5 demonstrated a positive adaptation capacity and flexibility of the JRP, including 
both agencies and the donor. The JRP’s initial design was modified to respond to the 
drought, though internal and external constraints prevented achieving targets, while 
interventions to assist the flood-affected population were better executed. 

35 Output 5 activities contributed to mitigate the effect of the “El Niño” phenomenon, but 
impacts of the 2015-2016 drought and flood episodes still limited the overall achievements 
of JRP. 

36 Output 5 results highlighted the need of a contingency mechanism inbuilt in the JRP design 
to redefine allocation of resources in an emergency (human resources/implementing 
partner/logistic/budget), including predefined tools to trigger an emergency response. 
Considering the recurrence of extreme weather events, an “Output 5” should have been 
part of the original design to respond to climatic shocks in a timely fashion, providing 
emergency response during the implementation of the project. Better preparedness and 
anticipation would have helped to better respond to needs, and in particular to provide 
early assistance for livestock owners affected by drought. 

37 Considering JRP investments at community level, it would have been highly relevant to 
develop community capacity to access and contribute to early warning information and 
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to strengthen local capacities to anticipate and respond to climatic hazards through 
contingency plans at village and locality level. This would have made the expected effect of 
Output 5 more “long-term oriented” than it was with activities focused on the response to 
specific 2015-2016 “El Niño” shocks.  

Gender/Equity

38 Gender was considered in project design and implementation. Some indicators were 
included in 2016 to reinforce monitoring of the JRP’s effect on gender, even though 
it was recognized since the beginning as a core issue to be addressed by the project. 
Considering the very conservative context of some villages, the JRP achieved relevant 
results on gender but it also highlighted many needs requiring long-term investment, 
continuous presence in the field and a subtle understanding of the context to adapt 
interventions to each situation.

39 Some questions remain regarding equity issues linked to implementation. The choice 
of villages should have been documented in detail to clarify the various criteria used to 
select villages, the decision-making process and the roles of different actors involved. 
There was also a lack of clarity regarding the way project resources were shared between 
the 75 villages. The selection of beneficiaries was left to the to the VDCs who have their 
own perception of equity, in practice often centred exclusively on balancing support to 
different tribal components of the community. Though this may be a rational choice, it 
does not reflect the initial JRP criteria. An obvious concentration of benefits towards 
certain individuals who did not necessarily belong to the most vulnerable segments of 
the population appeared as a risk, besides countering the stated JRP goal of reducing 
vulnerability. Complaint mechanisms, absent in the JRP, are vital to alert when project 
benefits are captured by non-eligible beneficiaries and to point out those eligible/intended 
beneficiaries who did not receive such benefits. This would have been particularly relevant 
for the JRP seeing that the time to follow-up the targeting was limited as a consequence of 
the large number of activities and the doubling of the number of villages. 

Conclusions

Conclusion 1. The JRP design presented interesting characteristics and demonstrated that 
positive effects of a multisectoral project can be observed shortly after the beginning 
of implementation. The full implications of coordinated planning and implementation 
between agencies were not fully considered, and this ultimately hampered achievement 
of the full potential of joint programming. 

Conclusion 2. Community consultations were a relevant approach that should be capitalized 
upon and further developed. The predefined orientation of the JRP based on extrinsic 
considerations did not allow to fully consider communities’ priorities. Transparency and 
clear feedback mechanisms with communities were also lacking when they would have 
been crucial to a project hinged on consultation with beneficiaries and their participation. 

Conclusion 3. The JRP demonstrated significant flexibility on behalf of agencies and their 
partners as well as the donor, and this proved essential to adapt the intervention to the 
context during the course of the project. 

Conclusion 4. Multiannual projects require a clear evolution in the modality of intervention, 
envisaging different phases including a realistic and feasible exit strategy to secure 
enduring sustainability of achievements. 

Conclusion 5. The risk of droughts and floods failed to be at the centre of a project focused 
on resilience to climate shocks.



Final Evaluation of the Joint Resilience Project in Kassala 

7

Recommendations

Recommendation 1. Provide feedback on JRP results to the 75 targeted communities, the 
four localities and the Kassala Government1 through resources made available by DFID 
to strengthen the project’s accountability to communities, in line with its design and 
goals. Furthermore, this kind of exercise could go towards building a baseline for future 
interventions in Kassala. 

Recommendation 2. Consolidate the project’s substantial results by continuing collaboration 
of the three agencies in the field and by strengthening the capacities of national stakeholders 
through soft activities. In order to gauge impact on resilience and the effectiveness of the 
JRP’s approach to WASH, the 75 communities should continue to be monitored in the future.

Recommendation 3. Capitalize on lessons learned from the JRP for further programmes 
building resilience to drought and floods in Kassala or other similar contexts. This includes 
assessing the capacities of partners to actually work jointly; making sure that national 
counterparts are involved from the beginning and that they are firmly part of the project’s 
exit strategy; embedding the evolution of intervention modalities over the course of the 
project in its design; putting climate at the core of the project’s design; being clear over 
priorities and trade-offs between components of such a complex intervention and include 
provisions to manage their implications for the community consultation processes and the 
expectations they engender. 

1 This recommendation is subordinate to actions already taken during the final round of consultations in June, after 
the evaluation mission took place.
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1. Introduction

1 The Joint Resilience Project (JRP) in Kassala (Sudan) was funded by the British Department 
for International Development (DFID), “Sudan Humanitarian Assistance and Resilience 
Programme” (SHARP). It was implemented by a consortium of United Nations agencies led 
by the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) and including the World Food Programme 
(WFP) and the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO). JRP 
started in September 2014 to close in August 2017. The present evaluation is the final 
evaluation of JRP. 

1.1 Purpose the evaluation

2 This evaluation, led by FAO, was planned at design stage and was part of the project 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system. The evaluation was conducted three months 
before the end of the project to analyse activities implemented, results achieved 
and effects of JRP, as well as the factors that impacted positively or negatively on the 
project. The evaluation aims to provide accountability to the donor but also formulate 
recommendations and identify lessons learned and good practices. 

3 The primary intended users of the evaluation are the Joint Project Steering Committee 
comprised of the donor (DFID) and the three participating agencies (UNICEF, FAO and 
WFP), as well as all staff from the three agencies and ministries and other government 
institutions, non-governmental organizations (NGO), community-based organizations, 
unions, local authorities involved as key partners for the various Outputs. 

4 Secondary users are the broader donor community in Sudan and the divisions and 
departments of the three agencies involved in resilience programming at corporate level. 

5 Another DFID-SHARP-funded project implemented in Darfur by a consortium of NGOs, 
the Tadoud project, was evaluated in April-May 2017. A synthesis report drawing out and 
comparing key findings from both evaluations of the initiatives funded under SHARP has 
been commissioned by DFID to capture key learning arising from their implementation and 
is taking place in parallel to this evaluation. 

1.2 Scope and objective of the evaluation

6 The scope of the evaluation is the entire JRP in Kassala, including its outputs and related 
activities. The time frame considered goes from September 2014 to May 2017, when field 
work for the evaluation was conducted.2 Its geographical scope was the 75 communities 
targeted by the project. The evaluation involved beneficiaries of the project, including both 
men and women, as well as the most vulnerable sections of the population. 

7 The objectives of this evaluation were to:

• assess effects and expected results on the selected communities’ resilience and on 
stunting prevalence in children under two years of age (…). As the project was still 
ongoing, results were assessed at outcome and output level;

• identify good practices, document lessons learned and formulate recommendations. 

8 The evaluation used the project’s Theory of Change as its guiding framework and examined 
anticipated outputs and outcomes, and linkages and assumptions between them. The 
evaluation is structured along the evaluation matrix (see Annex 2) that took into account 
the main evaluation questions (see Box 1) defined in the Terms of Reference (see Annex 1).

2 Field work took place between 3 and 21 May 2017. 



Final Evaluation of the Joint Resilience Project in Kassala 

9

Box 1: Evaluation questions (from ToR) 

1.  Design and Approach

i. (Design) To what extent are the project design and objectives relevant to the needs and to the 
context? Did the Theory of Change assumptions hold true? To what extent have the project 
activities delivered outputs and outcomes against the Theory of Change? (See section 3.1.1) 

ii. (Consultation process) How have communities and individuals within them been actively 
engaged in the project through the community consultation process? Has this process helped 
shape overall priorities and design of the project, reflecting priority concerns of different 
segments of the population? Has project implementation adapted in response to feedback and 
changing needs? Has the consultation process effectively enhanced the agency of the involved 
communities and individuals, thereby contributing towards the resilience-building goal? 
(Addressed in Output 1 on relevance and results; see section 3.1.1 and 3.2.1).

iii.  (M&E) How did the chosen monitoring and evaluation approach perform? Did it allow the project 
to adapt in a timely manner? (See section 3.1.2)

iv. (Coordination) How effective has the relationship between been the three United Nations 
partners in terms of collaboration and delivery? And how efficient and effective has the 
collaboration been between them and their national counterparts (including implementing 
partners and local and national authorities)? Has the working relationship with the donor 
facilitated programme delivery, and how? In collaborating, which areas and practices have 
worked well and which ones could be improved? (See section 3.1.3)

2. Results

v. (Impact and outcome) What were the intended and positive and negative unintended results 
of the project? Are there indications that resilience to droughts and floods increased in the 
targeted communities or that it is likely to increase as a result of the interventions? What 
internal and external key factors and critical processes supported and/or limited achievement 
of outcomes? (See section 3.2.1)

vi. (Outputs and timeliness) Has the project been implemented and have results been achieved 
in a timely manner and according to schedule? To what extent have the delivery options and 
models ensured efficient use of funds and added value, including management structures; 
use of different consortia (local/international partners); integration of programme activities; 
delivery at scale? (See sections 3.2.2 to 3.2.6)

vii. (Community perception) What is the perception of the results of the project according to 
different segments of the community, and of beneficiary and non-beneficiary households? 
(Treated along the document – see sections 3.2.2 to 3.2.6) 

3. Gender/Equity

iv. (Gender) To what extent and how has gender been considered in project design and 
implementation? What have been the results, if any? (See section 3.3)

v. (Vulnerability) To what extent and how have project design and implementation supported 
the most vulnerable and marginalized segments within the communities? What have been the 
results of this support, if any? (See section 3.4)

1.3 Methodology

9 The evaluation was conducted in three phases: an inception phase (April 2017), the 
evaluation mission (May 2017)3 and the reporting phase (June to September 2017). 

10 The evaluation team was composed of three members: a female international team leader 
expert in food and nutrition security, a male national expert in food security and livelihood, 
and a female national nutrition/health expert. The evaluation was managed by the FAO 
Office of Evaluation(OED) that also oversaw the quality assurance system.

3 See Annex 3 for Evaluation mission schedule.
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11 The evaluation methodology was based on a set of qualitative approaches designed to 
ensure that the information gathered was as reliable as possible. These included: 

• Analysis of secondary data4 that started before the evaluation mission in Kassala and was 
completed after field work had been carried out. 

• Analysis of primary data that were collected from a large number of informants5 through 
different methods:

  - focus group session in 15 of the 75 JRP villages with village development committees 
(VDC),6 women groups (literacy classes, mother support groups, income generating 
activities) and interviews of health staffs and volunteers;

  - semi-structured interviews with local authorities (Hameshkoreb and Wager);7 technical 
partners; NGO implementing partners (four localities and in Kassala); government 
technical department (Kassala); UNICEF, FAO and WFP technicians involved in the 
project (Khartoum and Kassala);

  - survey questionnaires for the managers of NGO implementing partners. 

  - two feedback-sessions with JRP and agency staff (Kassala and Khartoum) on preliminary 
results of the mission. 

• Primary data were also collected through direct field observations to assess the outputs 
of the projects (health centres, books, storage room, water station, water harvesting, 
gabion walls, storage facilities - see photos in Appendix 8). 

12 The selection of villages for the field visit was prepared by the evaluation team and 
finalized in collaboration with the JRP team in Kassala. A first list of sites was proposed 
to cover villages in the four localities and all the main activities based on information that 
was available before field visits (mainly maps, matrix of JRP). This first list was modified 
to include the JRP team’s suggestions to account for factors such as logistic constraints, 
variety of livelihoods and late implementation of activities (in particular in North Delta) 
(See the list of visited villages in Appendix 4).

13 Constraints for the evaluation: A number of contextual factors, including security issues 
also had a bearing on planning and results of this evaluation. The following are some more 
specific limitations the evaluation team encountered as a consequence of such general 
constraints, as well as some measures adopted to minimize them:

• Gender: In some locations it was impossible for the national consultants to meet and 
interview members of the other sex, and data collection had to be conducted separately. 
This meant that health and nutrition were more deeply explored with women groups 
and livelihoods with men’s group, according to the technical profiles of the female and 
male consultants respectively. The evaluation team leader, with a more “generalist” 
profile, had access to both groups and divided her time between them to mitigate this 
constraint.

• Language: Most women in the villages didn’t speak Arabic and the evaluation team 
didn’t speak the local language.8 Data collection therefore relied on translation done by 
a third person identified among implementing partner staff. 

• Exclusion of villages: Some JRP villages were considered “no-go” areas due to land mines 
as per the United Nations Department for Safety and Security (UNDSS) classification, and 
those very distant from Kassala were not included in the field visits. 

• Time/calendar: Some JRP activities started late so their effects could not yet be assessed. 
Overall, the timing of the evaluation was too early to assess achievement of final targets. 

• Little information on Output 5 activities was collected during field visits: First, these 
activities were only implemented in villages affected by drought and floods; second, 
they replicated activities under other outputs and since interviewees did not necessarily 
connect the intervention to a response to droughts/floods and they were unable to 

4 See Appendix 1 for the list of documents consulted.

5 See Appendix 2 for the list of people consulted.

6 Long meetings took place with the VDC in most villages. They were led by the male national consultant with, for 
some of them, inputs from the evaluation team leader. In some villages, because of late arrival, the meeting took 
place with two or three committee leaders only, rather than a large group of men.

7 Commissioners were not available during field visits in Talkok and Aroma. 

8 The profiles of the national consultants had been vetted following proposals by the agencies in Khartoum. 
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isolate them. Analysis provided in the report regarding Output 5 was mainly based on 
secondary data and interviews analysis.

• Some confusion in JRP documentation was a challenge for the evaluation team. 
Targets in the logframe did not provide details on aims and documentation provided 
inconsistent data, therefore assessing the achievement of targets was not easy and for 
some activities impossible. 

14 These constraints were mitigated by the following factors which facilitated the evaluation 
mission:

• significant logistical support to facilitate permit authorization, ensure travel and organize 
appointments in Khartoum and Kassala;

• consistent availability of the JRP team to exchange with the evaluation team and provision 
of substantial project documentation;

• significant mobilization of NGO partners to accompany the evaluation team on the 
ground; 

• quality of the exchanges during the feedback meeting with the Kassala team.

15 Overall these constraints did not affect the quality of the evaluation and the findings 
presented in this report have been adequately triangulated. 

1.4 Structure if the report

16 Following this introduction, Chapter 2 presents the background and context of the JRP; 
Chapter 3 analyses the evaluation questions and key findings; and Chapter 4 presents 
conclusions and recommendations.
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2. Background and context of JRP

2.1 Presentation of the Project

2.1.1 A joint Project to strengthen resilience to weather shocks in Kassala State

Table 1: JRP brief overview 9

Project Title Joint Resilience-Building Project in Kassala

Period of 
implementation 

September 2014–August 2017 (36 months). 
Project implementation still ongoing at the time of the evaluation (May 2017).

Geographic 
location

Four localities in Kassala State (Sudan): Hameshkoreb, North Delta, Aroma and Telkok. 

Donor DFID 

Budget 9 Initial Budget: GBP 13 308 000
Revised Budget: GBP 15 942 009

Targets Total: 75 villages: Catchment 193 000 persons 
Target Output 3: 13 villages in Aroma
Target Output 5: JRP villages impacted by drought and floods as well as non-JRP villages 
in Kassala State. 

Implementing 
agencies 

WFP; FAO and UNICEF 
(the lead agency).

Implementing 
partners 

• Ministries/State: Ministries of Health, Agriculture and Social Welfare; Governmental 
departments: Water and Environmental Sanitation and National Forest Cooperation
• NGOs: SORD, SRC, Plan Sudan, GAA, TOD, WAD, ISRA, Sudan Vision, Betay Organization, 
Jasmar, Delta

Project objective Strengthen resilience to weather shocks, namely droughts and floods, of targeted 
communities in four selected localities (Aroma, Hameshkoreb, North Delta and 
Telkok) in Kassala state.
Indicator: 
• Stunting prevalence in children (disaggregated by male/female) < two years (UNICEF)

Project 
Components 

Four components defined in 2014: 

Output 1:
Community 
consultation 
6 months
led by WFP

GBP 124 223

Community owned action plans to strengthen resilience to floods and droughts 
and improve gender equality through improved nutrition, sanitation and 
livelihoods are implemented. 
Indicator: 
• Proportion of women in leadership positions in the Village Development Committees 
(WFP)
• Number of targeted villages (communities) with resilience plans developed with 
participation of both women and men (WFP)
• Number of targeted villages/(communities) implementing action plans with 
participation of both women and men (WFP)

Output 2: 
Health and 
Nutrition
30 Months
led by UNICEF

GBP 5 249 814

Increase access to maternal and child health and nutrition services 
Indicator:
• Number of mothers of children 0-24 months with access to infant and young child 
feeding promotion and counselling services in the targeted villages (UNICEF) 
• Number children under five (disaggregated by male/female) in the targeted villages 
receiving severe acute malnutrition treatment services (UNICEF)
• Number of children under five (disaggregated by male/female) in the targeted villages 
receiving moderate acute malnutrition treatment services (WFP) 
• Number of pregnant and lactating women in the targeted villages receiving moderate 
acute malnutrition treatment services. (WFP) 
• Number of pregnant and lactating women in the targeted villages receiving moderate 
acute malnutrition prevention services (WFP) 
• Number of children under one (disaggregated by male/female) who received first dose 
of measles vaccination (UNICEF) 
• Number of children (disaggregated by male/female) receiving medical treatment as per 
Integrated Management of Childhood Illnesses guidelines and standards (UNICEF)

9 These data were transmitted to the evaluation team on 17 June 2017, and the budget was disaggregated by output 
on this basis. The final budget approved by DFID amounted to GBP 15 297 081.49.
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Output 3:
Water Hygiene 
and Sanitation 
(WASH) 
30 months
led by UNICEF

GBP 750 512

Increased availability of improved drinking water, use of improved sanitation 
facilities and hand washing practices in Aroma locality 
Indicators:
• Number of targeted villages/communities that declare and are certified Open 
Defecation Free in Aroma locality (UNICEF)
• Number of targeted households with mothers and children carers (disaggregated by 
male headed/female headed households) washing hands with soap at critical times (after 
defecation, after cleaning child faeces, before eating, before feeding a child and before 
cooking) (UNICEF)
• Number of targeted households (disaggregated by male headed/female headed 
households) with access to functional water facilities at any given time (UNICEF)
• Number of people (disaggregated by gender) who have access to improved sanitation 
facilities (UNICEF)

Output 4: 
Livelihood 
30 months
led by FAO

GBP 3 403 442

Increase the resilience of livelihoods to shocks that impact agriculture, food, 
nutrition and economic sustainability 
Indicators:
• Number of villages/communities with improved and sustainably managed vegetation 
cover (valuable local tree, shrub and grass species) (FAO) 
• Number of small holder agro-pastoralists (disaggregated by male /female) with more 
sustainably productive small ruminants and poultry producing nutritious food (milk, meat, 
eggs, etc.) for household consumption and income generation (FAO)
• Number of smallholder farmers sustainably producing nutritious food (legumes, 
vegetables) from their own home gardens for household consumption and income 
generation (FAO)
• Percentage of JRP supported villages where women have increased access to assets 
(WFP)

One component introduced in 2016 

Output 5: 
Response 
to “El Niño” 
phenomenon 
2X6 months 
intervention

GBP 2 450 163

Communities are prepared to respond to droughts caused by El Niño by increasing 
availability of services in nutrition, health, WASH, livelihood and food security
Indicators:
• Number of children under five (disaggregated by male/female) in the affected villages 
receiving severe acute malnutrition treatment services
• Number of children under five (disaggregated by male/female) with diarrhoea who 
receive good diarrhoea treatment in affected villages (UNICEF)
• Number of children (disaggregated by male/female) receiving treatment as per 
Integrated Management of Childhood Illnesses guidelines and standards (UNICEF)
• Number of affected population washing hands with soap at critical times in affected 
villages (UNICEF)
• Number of affected population with access to improved sanitation facilities (UNICEF) 
• Number affected population with access to improved drinking water sources (UNICEF)
• Number of El Niño-affected households with enhanced access to livestock inputs (water, 
animal feed, fodder and mineral lick) (FAO)
• Number of people benefiting from general food distribution in affected households (WFP)
• Number of children under five receiving a preventative nutrition ration (WFP)

2.1.2 JRP timeline 

17 A figure highlighting the different steps of project life is presented in Appendix 3. 

18 First discussions between DFID and the agencies started in 2013. No tender or Terms 
of references were written. Based on exchanges with DFID, agencies were asked to 
send a proposal. The JRP-ProDoc was written in 2014 and accepted by the donor, and 
implementation started in September-October 2014. 

19 Phase 1 was initially intended to last six months and was dedicated to implementing 
partner identification and training; village selection; baseline survey implementation and 
community consultation (Output 1). 

20 Phase 2 was supposed to last 30 months and to be dedicated to the implementation 
of Outputs 2, 3 and 4 activities. Phase 2 started progressively in 2015 after community 
consultations, but its implementation was partly affected by the impacts of climatic shocks. 

a. In January 2016, activities were planned for a six-month period (from March to August 
2016), to cope with the additional needs due to the drought attributed to “El Niño” 
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global phenomenon. Output 5 was intended to complement JRP resilience activities, 
prevent the situation from worsening and save lives.10 

b. After floods of July 2016, a second set of interventions were introduced as part of Output 
5 with the objective to mitigate the impact of floods on affected people in Kassala 
through a six months intervention (October 2016 to March 2017).

21 The JRP logframe was modified several times to take into account the community 
consultation (July 2015), to introduce new indicators (January 2016) and to revise some 
targets and introduce a new output (June 2016). 

22 Activities were regularly reported (annual, mid-year and quarterly reports). A baseline 
survey was conducted in November-December 2014. Two follow-up surveys were 
conducted, first in November-December 2015 and again in November-December 2016 
(first and second annual surveys). 

23 Early 2017 the donor announced there would not be any extension to JRP from his side. 
Evaluation happened in May 2017, three months before the end of the project. 

2.1.3 Resources allocated to JRP 

24 A United Nations team based in Kassala was supposed to be fully dedicated to JRP. 
It included one International Project Coordinator (UNICEF) and three National Technical 
Officers, one from each agency. The team was supported by regular staff (Finance, 
Operations, M&E units as well as technical officers). 

25 JRP Budget initial budget was GBP 13 308 000. The introduction of Output 5 with a first 
envelope for drought response (GBP 2 100 000 June 2016) and a second for flood response 
(GBP 534 009) brought the total budget of JRP to GBP 15 942 009.11

26 The programme budget shared by output (considering expenditure for Year 1 and budget 
forecast for Year 2 to 3) showed the following breakdown: 

Figure 1: Budget programme per output 

JRP Budget programme per output (GBP) 

Output 1: Community consultation 124 223 

Output 2: Health and nutrition 5 249 814 

Output 3: WASH 750 512 

Output 4: Livelihood 3 403 442 

Output 5: «El Niño» 2 450 163

El Niño = One-year intervention = 21 percent of programme budget; Before the introduction of El Niño: Output 1 = 
1 percent; Output 2 = 55 percent; Output 3= 8 percent; Output 4 = 36 percent.

10 EL Niño joint response for Kassala Concept note – January 2016. 

11 See Footnote Number 9.
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2.2 Context of implementation 

2.2.1 Kassala State: general data 

Figure 2: Map of Kassala State and four JRP localities

27 Kassala State is one of the 18 States of Sudan, located in the Eastern Part of the country at 
the border with Eritrea. It had an estimated population of 1 789 806 inhabitants in 2008.12 
The state is divided in 11 Localities, four of which, located in the North East part of the State, 
were targeted by JRP: Aroma, Hameshkoreb, North Delta and Telkok, .

2.2.2 Major shocks in the past decades 

28 Changing livelihoods: In Eastern Sudan populations traditionally relied on pastoralism, 
though today it has been mostly abandoned because of the consequences of recurrent 
droughts13 causing the loss of animals or of entire herds. Expansion of farming that blocked 
transhumance routes and limited access to traditional grazing areas has also contributed to 
the settlement of pastoralists.14 The figure below illustrates a dramatic change: the nomad 
population of Eastern Sudan went from 50 percent in 1956 to less than 10 percent in the 
1990s. 

12 5th Sudan Population and Housing Census 2008. Priority results (2009). 

13 1984-85 drought is reported as the most severe one.

14 Ahmed M. Malik Abu Sin; 2008. Triangle of Network and Influence: Indigenous NGOs, Civil Society and the State 
as Strategic Development Actors in Sudan: 1983–2003 and Interviews of different stakeholders. 

Hameshkoreb

Telkok

Aroma

North Delta

https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Aroma,_Sudan&action=edit&redlink=1
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Hamashkoraib&action=edit&redlink=1
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Aroma,_Sudan&action=edit&redlink=1
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Aroma,_Sudan&action=edit&redlink=1
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Aroma,_Sudan&action=edit&redlink=1
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Figure 3: Percentage of Sudan’s Nomad population by Region (1956-1993)15 

29 Over ten years of conflict: Between 1992 and 200616 Kassala State was hit by armed 
conflict that led to population displacements and destruction of physical infrastructures. 
This situation impacted the economic situation and the vulnerability of the population. The 
presence of landmines is still limiting access to some villages. 

2.2.3 A rural economy based on livestock and agriculture

30 The four targeted localities in Kassala include three different profiles in terms of livelihood:17

• Eastern Pastoral in the Northern part of the State where the rainfall is too low for rain fed 
cultivation (< 150 mm per year) and grazing the most appropriate use of land. Goats and 
sheep are the main livelihood activity. 

• Flood retreat cultivation along the Gash River and Atbarah River includes some areas in 
Aroma and North Delta. The retreat of the river flood-waters begins in August, allowing 
the progressive sowing of sorghum for harvest between December and January. In this 
area wealthier farmers can market their products.18 

• Eastern Agro-Pastoral sorghum mean annual rainfall of 230-240  mm is low for crop 
cultivation, but possible and satisfactory every two out of three years. Livestock is kept 
for milk and sales.19

31 Local economy is highly depending on a fragile environment: Eastern Sudan in general, 
and Kassala State in particular, are characterized by a high degree of degraded natural 
resources, manifested decreasing soil fertility and water resources, and exposure of villages 
to various environmental hazards such as flood and winds. The area is facing invasion of 
mesquite tree (Prosopis juliflora) introduced in Sudan in 1917 from Egypt and in Kassala 
in 1948,20 and is now covering most of the Gash river and other parts of Kassala State and 
reducing farming and grazing land availability. 

2.2.4 Poor access to basic needs and high level of malnutrition 

32 High level of malnutrition: The nutrition S3M survey (2013) highlighted very high 
levels of malnutrition in Kassala State, with prevalence of global acute malnutrition 

15 Darfur Relief and Documentation Centre. 2010. Fifth population and housing census in Sudan - an incomplete 
exercise. Geneva: DRDC. 

16 The conflict stopped in 2006 with the Eastern Sudan Peace Agreement (ESPA).

17 FEWSNET 2015: Sudan, Rural Livelihood Profiles for Eastern, Central and Northern Sudan. January 2015.

18 WFP/Ministry of Agriculture, Kassala Comprehensive Food Security Assessment (2012).

19 Ibidem.

20 Talaat Dafalla Abdel Magid: An Approach Towards Mesquite Management in Kassala State. 
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(GAM) higher than 15 percent (World Health Organization (WHO) threshold for a critical 
situation) and chronic malnutrition higher than 40 percent (WHO threshold for a critical 
situation). 

33 Widespread Food Insecurity: The Comprehensive Food Security Assessment (CFSA) 
(2012), estimated that 22  percent of Kassala State was chronically food insecure and 
26  percent (494  000 persons) moderately food insecure. At locality level, Hameskoreb 
and Telkok stood out in terms of food insecurity with respectively 67 and 39 percent of 
households chronically food insecure21 (see Figure 4). 

Figure 4: Chronic food insecurity by locality in Kassala State (2012) 

Source: WFP/Ministry of Agriculture, Kassala Comprehensive Food Security Assessment

34 Poor access to water and sanitation: Surface water (river, stream) was the major source 
of water for 17 percent of households and 68 percent of households surveyed used bush/
stream as toilet facility (CFSA 2012). 

35 Poor access to health services highlighted by the rate of vaccination: 13.8  percent of 
children 12-23 months had no vaccination; 35 percent didn’t receive measles vaccination 
in 2010.22 

36 Important needs in terms of education: Primary school completion rate (29  percent) 
in Kassala State is the lowest of Sudan; gender parity index (GPI) at the primary stage of 
education was 0.94 in Sudan but the disadvantage of girls was particularly pronounced 
in Kassala (GPI: 0.80). The net primary school attendance ratio (girls/boys) is 56 percent in 
Kassala State.23

37 Gender gap is an important issue in the context of Kassala state relying on strong socio-
cultural traditions; most people in the targeted localities belonged to the Beja group, with 
a majority of them being part of the Hadendawa tribes. Traditional values and norms 
are very strong and conservative in the targeted localities, governing relationships and 
individual behaviours. Many restrictions exist that prevent or limit women’s access to basic 
public services like education, but also to economic activities or to participation in decision-
making groups.

21 WFP/Ministry of Agriculture, Kassala Comprehensive Food Security Assessment (2012).

22 The Sudan Household Health Survey - Second Round SHHS2 MICCS 2010.

23 Ibidem.



Final Evaluation of the Joint Resilience Project in Kassala 

18

2.2.5 A project in line with mandate and strategy of the agencies; in line with 
Sudanese policy

38 The JRP is aligned with Sudan national policies, it takes into account the orientation of 
the sectors of Health, Agriculture and Food Security and respects the protocol for health 
and nutrition. The four localities targeted by the JRP are considered priorities for the 
Government of Kassala. 

39 The JRP is coherent regarding the United Nations Development Assistance Framework 
(UNDAF) orientation and fits as well with agencies mandates and priorities in the country. 
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3. Evaluation Questions: key findings

3.1 Evaluation Question 1: Design and approach of JRP

40 This chapter focuses on the relevance of the JRP approach vis-à-vis existing needs, context 
as well as on the coherence of the overall JRP design. An analysis of the results of the project 
will be presented in section 3.2. The JRP design was first drafted in 2014 and evolved during 
project implementation, so different documents and different steps of an evolving timeline 
had to be considered to assess JRP design. 

3.1.1 Relevance of the JRP Theory of Change24 

Design and approach: main findings

The JRP is built to address the different causes of malnutrition (health, WASH, food security, 
care practices) and is relevant to needs and context. However, the objective of strengthening 
resilience to climatic shocks does not clearly translate in design and logframe (e.g. in 
geographic targeting criteria, in outputs/activities: no early warning system at village level, no 
contingency plan). 

The joint intervention allows a multisectoral approach which is relevant to address population 
nutrition vulnerability. An imbalance between the different components reduced the integrated 
dimension of JRP: WASH component is under-dimensioned (one locality targeted) and livelihood 
as well (32 villages covered by FAO in Year 1). Growth in the number of villages without 
reconsidering budget allocation compromised the quality of some interventions.

Three years was a short period of time to achieve sustainable results in resilience building in Kassala 
context. The need to follow-up was to be expected and exit strategy should have been anticipated 
(orientation, activities, budget). Absence of capacity building plans for implementing partners and 
local authorities and planned transfer of responsibility undermine sustainability of the JRP. 

a. Stunting reduction as the overarching goal of JRP design 

41 The goal of the JRP was to “increase resilience to droughts and floods in the targeted 
communities in four localities in Kassala State”. As climatic shocks are identified as recurrent 
shocks in the area,25 with an impact on the livelihood and health status of the population, 
the JRP goal is relevant. The impact indicator was “stunting reduction in children 6-23 
months”.

42 Resilience is often defined as “the capacity to ensure stressors and shocks do not have 
long-lasting adverse developmental consequences”26 while the JRP provided a very 
specific definition of resilience  (see Box 2) which was at the basis of the project design. 
According to the JRP, to be resilient in Kassala State the conditions were to achieve good 
nutrition, health services, WASH, food security and livelihoods. Project Output 2 to 4 and 
related activities directly address these conditions. 

Box 2: JRP definition of Resilience in Kassala

A resilient household in Kassala State is one in which children, communities and systems have the 
ability to withstand, anticipate, prevent, adapt and recover from stresses and shocks, advancing 
the rights of every child; with special attention to the most vulnerable and disadvantaged children. 
A resilient household will have access to: Good nutrition, (…) Health service, (…) WASH, (…) Food 
security and livelihoods (…) 

Source: ProDoc 2014

24 See Appendix 5 for the JRP Theory of Change.

25 Once a year between 2007 and 2011 according to the JRP ProDoc (2014).

26 FSIN - Food Security Information Network: Resilience Measurement technical working group. 
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43 The JRP’s core assumption is therefore the close link between resilience and malnutrition. 
The project document (ProDoc 2014) presented this causal link and inverse causal link 
between resilience and malnutrition: 

• Malnutrition causing low resilience: “As the targeted areas had a very high stunting 
prevalence, people were more vulnerable to shocks and their resilience was eroded”.

• Low resilience causing malnutrition: “Households that are most affected by shocks and 
threats face the greatest risk of malnutrition; thus, strengthening resilience is essential to 
efforts to reduce malnutrition”. 

44 This definition of resilience directly led the JRP to become a project whose goal was the 
prevention of malnutrition: the conceptual framework on which the JRP design was 
grounded was centred on malnutrition, with Outputs 2, 3 and 4 addressing the multisectoral 
determinants of malnutrition (care practices, health nutrition, water and sanitation, food 
security, etc.) focusing on immediate and underlying causes of malnutrition. Main current 
international recommendations regarding prevention of malnutrition programmes are 
included in the design.27

45 The S3M survey, undertaken immediately before the JRP, showed very high level of 
malnutrition in Kassala and the JRP’s design took into consideration most of S3M’s 
recommendations. JRP design can therefore be considered relevant to prevent 
malnutrition and relevant in the context of Kassala where prevalence of malnutrition 
is very high.

46 However, the expected focus on climatic shocks was not clearly defined in the JRP’s design:

a. Though it gave a general definition of resilience, the JRP did not define precisely 
what was meant by resilience to climatic shocks. As a consequence, many activities 
did not clearly focus on resilience to droughts and floods. Some weather shock-related 
components that might have been expected in the original design were absent.28

b. The assumption that stunting and resilience are closely linked seems to lead directly to 
consider stunting reduction as the indicator for increased resilience to climatic shocks. In 
fact, stunting could be impacted by poor resilience to climatic shocks, but also by other 
risks including economic crisis, epidemic and security crises. Ultimately the choice of this 
indicator, which was favoured by DFID, resulted in the JRP being less about resilience 
to climatic shock and more focused on the ability of communities to resist any shock 
impacting the nutritional situation. 

b. Joint Project is relevant for multisectoral approach 

47 Considering that the causes of malnutrition cross technical sectors, the prevention of 
malnutrition requires a multisectoral approach. JRP interventions in fact addressed the 
different underlying causes of malnutrition (i.e. livelihood and food security, WASH, health 
and care and behaviour). As a joint intervention, JRP was an opportunity to integrate 
different programmes targeting the same beneficiaries/communities, creating synergies 
and multiplying the impacts, so the joint work of the three United Nations agencies is a 
relevant characteristic of JRP design. 

c. A strong focus on health component in initial JRP design, rebalanced in 2016 

48 The health component was “dominant” in the initial design. In the first JRP logframe, 
outcome indicators were all health-oriented and measured at the individual level: 
practices for diarrhoea treatment, prevalence of anaemia in children and in pregnant 
women. This meant that they did not reflect all components of JRP.29 

27 E.g. focus on the 1 000 days between a woman’s pregnancy and her child’s second birthday; combination of 
nutrition specific activities with nutrition-sensitive activities and multisectoral approach.

28 E.g. these were absent in the logframe, in the choice of geographic targeting criteria and in outputs/activities; 
furthermore, no early warning system or contingency plan existed at village level. Such issues will be detailed in the 
next sections.

29 There were no outcome indicators regarding livelihood and food security, although food security indicators could 
have been introduced since they were collected for the baseline and follow-up surveys. 
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49 Usually resilience is considered as a composite concept, including several dimensions (e.g. 
social, economic and political) and several levels (e.g. individual, community, environmental, 
institutional). There is no “universal indicator” for resilience, but outcome indicators of a 
resilience project should reflect these different dimensions and levels of resilience. 

50 On the other hand, health status or health practices are enabling conditions and are key to 
strengthening resilience, while in the first JRP logframe they appeared as the direct drivers 
of resilience and good nutrition status. 

51 In 2016, a second outcome was introduced to measure the effect of JRP on community 
adaptive capacity. The indicator associated to this second outcome was “Proportion of 
targeted communities reporting improved or stabilized capacity to manage climatic shocks 
and risks”. It was a qualitative indicator, collected through focus groups in villages targeted with 
JRP asset activities. To track changes in the villages’ resilience status, it included four items: 

• functional community assets have increased due to JRP

• functional community action plan (CAP)

• both women and men participate in the implementation of community action plan 

• community’s feeling of coping better with future drought or floods

52 The introduction of Outcome 2 rebalanced the initial design, and the second logframe is 
less exclusively oriented on “health/individual”, better reflecting the whole JRP strategy. 
This change in the logframe (January 2016) is very relevant. 

d. Relevance of Geographic Targeting

Four localities highly exposed to malnutrition

53 The four localities targeted by the JRP were chosen because they are the most exposed to 
stunting (S3M-2013)30 in Kassala State. Prevalence (for children under five) exceeded 59 percent 
in Hameshkoreb, North Delta and Aroma, and 57 percent in Telkok A baseline study carried out 
in November-December 2015 in 93 villages and towns in the four localities showed a very high 
level of stunting amongst children under five, with a prevalence of 67 percent.31 

54 All four localities are located to the North of Kassala Town, giving the project a continuous 
and coherent space for intervention and facilitating logistics for implementation. 

55 The choice of these four localities is relevant even if, it should be noted, the vulnerability 
of the four localities to climatic shocks was not presented as a criterion of choice. 

Figure 5: Prevalence of stunting S3M survey 2013

30 Data collected between July and November 2013. 

31 More than 10 percent higher than the prevalence measured by S3M survey in the four localities a year earlier.
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Significant increased number of targeted villages and reduced population catchment 

56 The JRP was implemented in 75 villages (about 193 000 people) out of the existing 157 
villages in the target area.

57 Initially, in 2014, the plan was to reach “a population of 266  614 (46  percent of the 
total population)”32 targeting 32 villages (ProDoc 2014). In correcting this mistaken 
assessment,33 one option could have been to maintain a target of 32 villages, which 
would have meant reducing the number of beneficiaries. Instead, the option chosen was 
to increase the number of villages to reach a significant number of beneficiaries and 
ensure an impact in the four localities.34 This led the JRP to more than double its final 
number of targeted villages compared to the initial plan. However, the total population of 
all 75 villages in the target area (193 000) represents less than 75 percent of the initial 
figure that the JRP had considered targeting. 

58 This change in design had diverse consequences on JRP activities: 

a. Some activities were planned on the basis of the number of beneficiaries. The reduction 
of targeted population reduced the volume of activities and the increased number of 
targeted villages did not have dramatic impact on implementation because of the nature 
of such activities. This is the case of most interventions implemented through health 
services (Output 2). 

b. For other interventions, doubling the number of targeted villages meant doubling the 
volume of activities. This was the case of the community consultation and can explain that 
Output 1 implementation took more time than planned. Some Output 4 activities also 
required intensive fieldwork as interventions had to be adjusted to the changed context. 
For this Output it was impossible to cover the 75 villages within the same time frame and 
resources as initially planned. It was therefore decided to start with 32 villages in Year 1 
(October 2015-August 2016) and add other villages in the Year 2 (October 2016-August 
2017). However this meant reducing the scope of the integrated approach, and that 
during the initial 12 months there was no livelihood component in more than half 
of the villages. 

59 The significant increase in targeted villages and decrease in population (70  percent of 
the initial target) took place in 2015, but the global budget defined in 2014 for 32 villages 
remained unchanged (GBP 13 308 000). 

60 Considering that the activities whose scope was based on the number of beneficiaries 
(e.g. health) would now require fewer resources, adjustments in the budget could have 
been made to support such activities (i.e. community consultations or livelihoods) whose 
achievement could be compromised by the increased number of villages. On the contrary, 
though some changes were introduced in the targets (see section 3.2.5 Output 2: 
Nutrition and Health), the global structure (GBP per output and GBP per agency) remained 
unchanged. 

61 The first progress report in March 2015 mentioned that additional resources and time would 
be dedicated to community consultation to cover the higher number of communities.35 
However, the JRP financial documents did not clearly highlight extra resources allocated to 
NGOs after the villages had doubled.

62 50 percent of JRP targeted population lived in 13 villages with more than 5 000 inhabitants. 

32 The planning figure (in terms of total population in the area) was built on the 2008 census which had significantly 
overestimated numbers (source: JRP). 

33 In the four targeted localities, 32 villages with an average population of 8 000 inhabitants do not exist, so it is 
impossible to select this number of villages if the aim is to reach 266 614 persons. JRP realized its error during 
the community consultation phase, as stated in the first progress report “The original project target was 32 
communities, however, this was revised to 75 communities as the population figures and size of villages were much 
smaller than initially thought during the proposal writing stage”.

34 Some actors interviewed said the initial number of beneficiaries drove the choice of 75 villages.

35 JRP First project report. March 2015, p. 9. “the number of teams to be deployed was revised accordingly, and the 
overall timeframe for community consultation was also adjusted upwards to take into account the additional time 
needed to cover the higher number of communities”.
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Figure 6: JRP targeted population repartition according to village size

63 Leading community consultations in very large villages, some of which amounted to towns, 
would probably have required a different and specific approach from the one adopted by 
default in smaller villages in order to ensure that all the voices, and markedly those of the 
most vulnerable sections of the population, are heard during the consultation process. 

Lack of details on the process and criteria to choose 75 targeted villages 

64 A set of criteria was proposed to identify the villages in the ProDoc: Communities with 
high Global Acute Malnutrition (GAM) prevalence (>10%), exposed to food insecurity, 
with willingness to include women, and marginalized communities should be targeted 
(p. 30). The 75 communities selected where “those with the highest stunting rates based 
on the 2013 S3M survey and information food insecurity”.36 Vulnerability to drought and 
floods is not mentioned as a criterion for the choice of the villages. Selection of the villages 
was described as a process of concertation and negotiation “with communities and local 
authorities”. 

65 However, no document exists providing details37 on how the 75 villages out of 157 were 
selected. There is no specific report or well-documented section in JRP-2015 annual report, 
though these would have been necessary: i) to capitalize the experience; but ii) also to 
provide transparency on this key step of the project. Transparency is important to avoid 
tensions with local authorities or local leaders who could disagree and contest the choice 
made by the project. 

Box 3: Village selection in Hameshkoreb

The process of village selection was contested by the Hameshkoreb Commissioner who considered 
that not enough villages were targeted in his locality where needs are huge. The JRP targeted 
seven villages in Hameshkoreb, or 11 percent of its total population, far less than in the three other 
localities (see Table 2), even though Hameshkoreb had the worst profile in terms of food security 
(CFSA 2012). 

The explanation for this apparent paradox is insecurity: most villages in Hameshkoreb are classified 
by the United Nations Department for Safety and Security as no-go villages because of the presence 
of landmines. The commissioner contests UNDSS appraisal, and the JRP team lobbied to gain access 
to these villages but no further assessment was conducted by DSS, so they could not be included 
in the JRP.

As insecurity and presence of landmines is supposedly an excluding factor. It is unclear why seven 
JRP villages (including two in Hameshkoreb), amongst the 75 targeted which are no-go areas 
because of landmines, were selected. 

36 JRP first annual report.

37 Including for example the rate of stunting or level of food insecurity as a criterion considered to include or exclude 
a village. Additional criteria such as access, population, presence or absence of other projects and potentiality were 
also presumably considered but not documented.
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Table 2: Localities/JRP populations and villages

Locality Total Population Number of JRP 
villages/town 

Number of 
habitants in JRP 

villages

JRP population 
/locality 

population

Hameshkoreb 255 288 7 27 898 11%

Telkok 274 978 26 83 549 30%

Aroma 102 759 13 31 105 30%

North Delta 91 851 29 50 543 55%

e. JRP exit strategy, to be defined

66 The JRP documentation did not provide strong or detailed information about the envisaged 
exit strategy. The JRP ProDoc (2014) provided ambitious objectives stating that resilience 
building programmes are able, compared to delivery of unconditional assistance, to offer 
an exit strategy that can further serve as a platform for local ownership, self-reliance, 
increased Government involvement and improved prospects for sustainability. At 
design stage the agencies expected JRP to become a model for increased integration and 
engagement at all levels, with the stated objective to draw down agencies’ engagement 
and hand over responsibility and ownership of nutrition and livelihoods to the people 
and the Government of Sudan. However the same document also considered that “it is 
patently unlikely that any two-year intervention will result in completely transformed 
communities that no longer require external assistance”. This contradiction should have 
been solved at design stage, defining which activities/responsibilities should be transferred 
to local actors, at what rhythm and the capacity building plan required for such transfer. 

67 The evaluation team also considered that a three-year window was too short to achieve 
sustainable results in resilience building in the Kassala context. And though the need 
to follow-up was to be expected, no such strategy or approach was presented in JRP 
documentation. There was no suggestion of a follow-up with another project where 
the support of the agencies would be lighter. On the other hand, the JRP design did not 
include a capacity building plan of JRP partners indicating which responsibilities would 
be progressively transferred to local government or local actors, or how this would be done. 

68 At evaluation stage (May 2017) the JRP team was planning to build its exit strategy in 
the coming weeks, and to this end mapping of actors and identification of planned 
interventions in the four localities was scheduled to take place. A new round of village 
consultation was also planned with the village development committees to identify what 
was achieved through JRP, what could be carried on by the communities and what kind of 
support/intervention still needed to be provided. This step was not initially planned and 
no specific resources were foreseen to be dedicated to the exercise. 

f. Relevance of Output 1: Community consultation

Output 1: “Community owned action plans to strengthen resilience to floods and droughts 
are developed by end of Phase 1” was planned to be carried out as the first phase of JRP for 
a period of six months. This Output was led by WFP.

Community consultation: main findings 

Community consultation is a key element of the JRP design. It is a very relevant approach as it 
allows a participatory approach, responds to communities’ needs and can include adaptation to 
contextual changes. 

However community consultations demanded adjustments in design over the life of the 
programme that were not sufficiently highlighted in the initial approach. It would have required 
frequently updating many stakeholders on adjustments, a multiplication of documents and 
dedicated time. The design offered no clear vision of how to manage the required flexibility 
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(communication process, roadmap mechanisms). This created risks that key project documents 
would not be harmonized, leading to weak benchmarking, weak accountability and challenges 
for the evaluation.  

The consultation process is an appropriate approach to empower and ensure ownership, and it 
is suited to context and needs, as well as to the resilience objective. However, the design did not 
clearly indicate how to ensure full representation of the population, how to avoid elite capture 
of the process nor, crucially, how to ensure community awareness of the limits of the JRP process 
(limited list of eligible activities, budget limitations, etc.). At design stage, it was not clear how the 
JRP would manage population expectations and balance population’s priorities and technical or 
budget constraints. 

69 A Relevant approach: Community consultation was a very relevant approach to address 
community problems and assist them to find and implement their own solutions. It is a 
bottom-up approach that potentially ensures participation and adaptation to changes 
in the context. As such consulting the community was likely to achieve a degree of 
involvement on their part. Furthermore, a programme aiming at building resilience should 
have enhanced agency of the people it targets at its core, seeing that ultimately the 
freedom to choose one’s own strategies is essential to the capacity to withstand shocks 
and stresses of any kind. 

70 An approach that favoured women’s inclusion: In the JRP’s design, Output 1 was a 
strategy to address gender inequality. According to Indicators 1-2 and 1-3 of Output 1, 
gender equity was a clear objective of community consultation. Women needed to be 
involved to ensure that both genders were well informed of the dialogue and participated 
in the process. Separate meetings for both men and women were therefore envisaged. In 
the specific cultural context of the Hadendawa38 and the strict separation between men 
and women, the difficulty to include women in the decision-making process was clearly 
identified as a key constraint to be addressed. On the other hand, potential exclusion of 
other community members/groups or tribes was not identified as major a risk at the design 
stage (despite the size of some targeted villages).

71 Unclear function of the CAP: a roadmap for the JRP, a plan for the community or a 
common tool for both? According to the initial design Output 1 was a step to assist in the 
decision-making and planning regarding the changes that should occur in the community: 
Communities will be supported to collectively identify changes that they need to 
introduce in their value system, and develop action plans to improve or change their 
situation. This seemed to indicate that the CAP was a tool to be used by the community, 
and as suggested by different actors was potentially broader than JRP’s scope and could 
include interventions supported by other actors or carried out by communities on their 
own. 

72 The CAP was also a tool that would help the JRP to adapt its activities to the context and the 
priority of each community. The JRP ProDoc indicated that the CAP could result in a revision 
of JRP logframe and budget. As a tool, the CAP was therefore shared by the JRP and the 
community. On the other hand, the initial design did not clearly define who would be 
responsible for CAP management and ultimately it was not apparent who was accountable 
for its implementation. 

73 Adjustment of JRP design to the CAP: No time was foreseen to adjust JRP design to 
the priorities defined by the communities in their CAP. Communication processes and 
roadmap mechanisms to be followed to revise documentation and for it to be validated 
by all partners were not established beforehand; the schedule did not include time to 
revise JRP documents (including the ProDoc). This created a risk of non-compliance with 
the established timetables and/or a risk that key documents would not be harmonized, 
something which could weaken accountability and benchmarking of the project. 

74 Output 1 beyond phase 1: A six- month period was dedicated to Output 1 at the beginning 
of the project. Once the CAPs were completed, only a very small budget was forecast for 

38 Main tribe in many JRP villages (see context section).
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this Output in Year 2, and no budget at all in Year 3 (see Table 3), while the work plan 
indicated a continuous involvement on Output 1 ending in august 2016. Adjustment of 
the CAP, capacity building for CAP management and feedback to the community were all 
envisaged in JRP design (review and reflection throughout the project duration); however 
no dedicated resources were allocated to do so. 

Table 3: Annual Budget forecast for Output 139

   YEAR 1  YEAR 2  YEAR 3 

 Output 1 JRP budget GBP 119 912 4 311 0

Technical issues, resource availability and agency mandate and technical 
competences were bound to affect JRP support to community action plans

a. How far could community plans actually change the initial design? The initial design 
validated by the donor presented a set of “indicative activities” in 2014 based on needs 
identified by the agencies as well as on their own mandates and fields of activities. 
Considering that almost all activities included in the JRP work plan were already 
mentioned in the JRP ProDoc in 2014, it seems logical to deduct that community 
consultations were necessarily oriented in order to match the initial design.

b. Natural resource management: The JRP intended to respond to priority needs of 
75 communities or villages. Even though some activities in CAP address actual needs, 
such as access to water (for human, animal and agriculture needs), they can hardly be 
disconnected from environmental constraints that need to be managed at a larger 
scale. Ensuring coverage of water needs in JRP villages should not have happened to the 
detriment of other villages relying on the same resources. This raises the question of the 
relevance of community planning at village level only, rather than at a larger scale for 
natural resource management.  

c. Budget constraints: It was foreseeable it would not be possible to support all the 
priorities expressed by the 75 communities with the given financial resources, however 
the JRP did not define a maximum level of support that a community could claim. And 
while arbitrations had to be made, the mechanisms governing them had not been 
defined from the outset. 

d. Satisfy community priorities while keeping the project manageable: Community 
consultations could result in a multiplication of activities, making the project impossible 
to manage. Furthermore, this risk already existed independently of community 
consultations, seeing the great number of indicative activities already suggested in the 
JRP ProDoc.

h. Relevance of Output 2: health and nutrition component 

Output 2: “Increased access to maternal and child health and nutrition services” led by 
UNICEF. 

75 Both UNICEF and WFP were involved in Output 2 implementation. Eight output indicators 
were included in the logical framework, with activities concerning infant and young child 
feeding (IYCF) community management of acute malnutrition (CMAM), mother and child 
prevention of malnutrition and maternal and child health. 

76 This approach is based on both  community capacity building and behaviour change 
communication with a particular focus on mother support groups who will promote 
child/mother care and feeding behaviour in the community; and strengthened health 
systems, with the objectives of increasing coverage of facility-based services and ensuring 
quality of services. Output 2 included quite a large number of activities, organized around 
four components:40 infant and young child feeding; mother and child prevention of 
malnutrition; CMAM; and maternal and child health. 

39 15 September, Resilience joint proposal Budget by agency including modified 1 percent.

40 The components were organized a little bit differently depending on the documents; for example in the ProDoc 
1994: 1) Improving prevention and treatment of childhood illnesses; 2) Prevention of acute malnutrition and 
stunting; 3) Improving the management of acute malnutrition; 4) Improve maternal nutrition and health.
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77 This Output is relevant regarding nutrition and health considering the context. The level 
of malnutrition and health indicators showed huge needs in the area. It is also relevant 
regarding the Theory of Change defined by the JRP, proposing nutrition-specific as well as 
nutrition-sensitive activities and it is well designed and in line with national protocols and 
agency standards, a characteristic that also enhances the relevance of this Output. 

78 Output 2 activities are very detailed and quantified adopting standard indicators. Though 
these activities rely substantially on supply and on additional human resources provided 
to health system, the project design failed to clarify how this kind of intervention could be 
sustained at the end of the project. 

79 Relevance of the CAP for Output 2: Considering that Output 2 followed commonly 
accepted health and nutrition guidelines and protocols, it was not clear how far it was 
necessary to include nutrition and health issues in the CAP seeing that, unlike activities 
tied to Outputs 3 and 4, these activities (e.g. vaccination campaigns) were not up for 
negotiations with the communities.

80 The JRP baseline report proposed a synthesis of community consultation findings. 
Regarding nutrition, priorities for communities described in the baseline report were for 
example “provision of supplementary food for pregnant and lactating mothers”, “increasing 
community awareness on food diversification and food processing” or “establishment 
of supplementary feeding centres (outpatient therapeutic feeding programme and 
supplementary feeding centres)”and ”provision of vitamin A and B”. However the evaluation 
team remains doubtful that communities are able to formulate such priorities, or at least 
that they would do so going into this level of detail and using this terminology. On the 
other hand the community consultation report41 for Hameshkoreb seems to indicate that 
health and nutrition were not the priorities for all communities. Needs regarding health 
and nutrition were mentioned in only two villages (Hameshkoreb town and Odi) out of 
the seven targeted. The interventions required were the establishment of revolving funds, 
rehabilitation of the health centre and training courses for the health sector personnel. 
However, the seven final CAPs (see section 3.2.1) in Hameshkoreb all included nutrition and 
health interventions shaped on the same design. 

81 This information could call into question the share of budget allocated to nutrition and 
health (55  percent of the initial forecast before the introduction of Output 5). 
Moreover, if community consultations did not inform planned Output 2 activities, it 
would have been more efficient to start the implementation of this Output in December 
2014, as soon as villages were identified. 

i. Relevance of Output 3: WASH component 

Output 3 aims to “increase the availability of improved drinking water, the use of improved 
sanitation facilities, and hand washing practices in Aroma locality”.

82 Water Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH) interventions are highly relevant:

• to contribute to malnutrition prevention (conceptual framework of malnutrition; 
contribution to the Theory of Change); 

• to meet the demands defined at community level and presented in the CAPs; 

• to reduce needs of WASH emergency interventions to respond to climatic shocks in 
Kassala State.42 

83 Initially, between end of 2013 and beginning of 2014, the JRP WASH interventions were 
supposed to target the four localities covered by the project.43 In July 2014, according to 
the JRP ProDoc only two localities (North Delta and Aroma) were considered for WASH 

41 Final Report Community Consultation for the Joint Resilience Building Project in Kassala State conducted by 
Welthungerhilfe and Bitaye Organization in seven villages in Hameshkoreb locality. March 2015.

42 Interview with UNICEF-WASH officer: water-trucking is implemented every year in some villages of Kassala State to 
provide water to populations in need because of drought or floods. The evaluation team asked for a list of villages 
highly vulnerable to climatic shocks but did not receive it. 

43 UNICEF staff personal interview.
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interventions.44 Indeed, DFID was expecting the AquaForEast it funded, led by ZOA, to 
cover WASH interventions in the two localities that were to be left out. When the JRP 
started, discussions on the AquaForEast were ongoing until June 2015, when it was finally 
confirmed that AquaForEast would cover three out of the four JRP localities, while JRP 
WASH activities would be implemented in Aroma only. 

84 At this stage, the CAPs had been developed, highlighting that access to water was a priority 
for almost all JRP communities, and indeed the WASH component is key to strengthen 
the population’s resilience. However, due to JRP design, both in the area of health and of 
livelihood, 80 percent of the targeted villages relied on another project for water access 
improvement. 

85 While it potentially requires expensive investments, WASH only represented 5  percent 
of the total budget. Ultimately the WASH component (Output 3), appeared under-
dimensioned, and this is a weakness in the design of an intervention whose aim was 
resilience or prevention of malnutrition. 

86 To ensure the coverage of WASH priority needs identified in JRP villages, DFID asked JRP 
(and UNICEF as leader of the WASH cluster) to coordinate with AquaForEast. Irrespective of 
JRP/UNICEF commitment in coordination, DFID’s request was challenging. The AquaForEast 
project could hardly replace a WASH component covering all JRP villages for two reasons: 

• In strategic terms, AquaForEast and JRP were not built on the basis of the same 
framework: AquaForEast operated with a water basin approach which involved planning 
interventions according to resources available in a shared space and not, as the JRP did, 
on the basis of the priority needs of specific communities. In other words, the catchment 
approach adopted by AquaForEast did not allow to systematically prioritize JRP villages.

• In terms of timeline, the AquaForEast (2015-2019) project was signed in 2015, one year 
after the JRP. To begin with, interventions were delayed for administrative reasons. 
Furthermore, the catchment approach required concertation and studies before starting 
investments on water access. 

87 As water is a priority for the population’s health and livelihoods, it would have been 
relevant to ensure interventions on water supply in the early steps of the project which 
was not realistic seeing that AquaForEast started after the JRP. Therefore the JRP design 
presented a weakness regarding the water and sanitation component. 

Box 4: Water: a priority for communities

Shortages of water remain the main problem affecting livelihoods of local population as well as other 
aspects of life (education, nutrition, health, sanitation, etc.). Limited development interventions can 
take place unless serious steps are taken to tackle this issue. 

Source: JRP stocktaking report – 2015.

j. Relevance of Output 4: livelihood component 

Output 4 of the project included activities related to increasing the resilience of livelihoods 
to shocks that impact agriculture, food, nutrition and economic sustainability. The activities 
under this output were led by FAO but an important part were implemented under the 
responsibility of WFP. 

88 The livelihood component of the JRP covered four major dimensions: 

• natural resource governance and management 
• sustainable livestock rearing
• sustainable irrigated gardening
• women’s socio-economic empowerment

44 JRP-ProDoc 2014.
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89 The different dimensions and activities related to Output 4 may reduce food insecurity 
and indirectly contribute to reduce stunting on the short-term, through the food supplied 
by WFP through Food for Asset (FFA) modalities, and on a longer term by increasing and 
diversifying household food production as well as household’s income. Some activities 
(natural resources management) can mitigate the exposure to droughts and floods and 
improve community capacity to cope with climatic shocks. Livelihood activities represented 
an important part of community priorities in the CAP and (with WASH) during interviews 
with the evaluation team they emerged as committee leaders’ first concern. Output 4 is 
therefore highly relevant in JRP design. 

90 Though all activities proposed as part of Output 4 can be considered relevant, feasibility 
and pertinence of implementing such a large panel of activities in a large number of villages 
and in a relative short period of time raises some questions. To deal with the increased 
number of targeted villages, Output 4 activities implementation was organized in two 
rounds (see §96 point b). While on one hand this can be considered a wise decision, on the 
other this staggered implementation and reduced the scope of adopting an integrated 
approach. Moreover, the decision to start some activities in October 2016 was not very 
relevant for activities that required long-term support to be sustainable (e.g. cooperatives, 
women’s group). 

k. Relevance of Output 5: Preparedness to respond to El Niño consequences

Output 5: “Communities are prepared to respond to droughts caused by El Niño by increasing 
availability of services in nutrition, health, WASH, livelihood and food security”. 

91 The drought that affected Kassala in 2015 was considered by DFID and JRP as a local 
manifestation of the global El Niño phenomenon. Worried about a second year of drought 
in the forthcoming 2016 rainy season, DFID asked agencies to submit a proposal to 
anticipate the effects of the expected drought (and respond to those of the 2015 one), and 
a concept note was finalized in January-February 2016, introducing Output 5 in the logical 
framework. Output 5 activities include: i) extension of some JRP interventions, including 
mobile interventions to provide services to populations who moved to adapt to drought; 
and ii) introduction of new interventions in response to water shortages or deterioration of 
food security and livelihoods. 

92 In July 2016 the rains started and villages in Kassala State, including JRP villages, were 
affected by floods. A second concept note was developed in October 2016 to adapt/
complete Output 5 to assist populations affected by the July 2016 flood. Though the name 
did not change, it was implied that Output 5 would cover drought as well as floods. 

93 Based on available information,45 drought (2015) and floods (2016) were significant shocks 
and the population was in need of emergency response. The evaluation team considers it 
was highly relevant to introduce an additional output in the JRP in order to respond 
to the 2015-2016 climatic shocks. Output 5 activities were substantially appropriate to 
respond to the needs of the affected population, as well as falling within the mandate of 
the agencies and being relevant to the JRP overall objective. 

94 However, high recurrence of drought and floods is a characteristic of Kassala State, as 
highlighted in the JRP ProDoc which noted that eastern Sudan was affected by floods or 
drought almost every year since 2007.46 Therefore, climatic shocks were likely to happen 
in the three years of implementation of the JRP, and an “Output 5” should have been 
part of the original design to respond to climatic shocks in a timely fashion, providing 
emergency response during the implementation of the project. 

95 This would have meant including a contingency plan as part of Outcome 5 to be activated 
in case of floods or droughts – the climatic shocks that the JRP was supposed to focus on - 
detailing: 

45 2015 drought is evoked by stakeholders in some villages as a major event in the last three years. Several reports 
prepared by the agencies indicate tensions on food security in 2015 due to the drought (2015) and floods (2016) 
(see Appendix 1).

46 In JRP ProDoc: “Climatic shocks (floods and drought) impacted eastern Sudan to various degrees of seriousness in 
2004, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 20011 and 2013 (Fews Net Archive)”.



Final Evaluation of the Joint Resilience Project in Kassala 

30

• potential activities that the project would carry out in case of shocks and the resources 
required for implementation; 

• a step by step description of the mechanisms to initiate the emergency response (early 
warning system, coordination, communication with the donor; process to access 
additional funding);

• an envelope dedicated to rapid assessment and targeting of beneficiaries included in the 
initial budget. 

Box 5: Early Warning System in JRP documentation

The JRP Budget proposes “Farmer to Market (F2M), activity (including Early Warning System) in 24 
villages per year”, while the work plan indicates: “Early warning system activities and mobile message”; 
furthermore, the JRP ProDoc (2014) stated: “The knowledge sharing will be multilateral and inclusive 
and the results will be used for establishing a community-managed early warning system”. However, 
an Early Warning System does not appear in the logframe or matrix of activities, nor it is ever reported47 
as an implemented activity or mentioned by the different stakeholders during evaluation mission.

96 Capacity building to improve local ability for disaster risk management with community 
based early warning system is not clearly indicated as a strategic priority for JRP. 

97 Considering JRP investment at community level, it would have been highly relevant to 
already include Output 5 activities at design stage, to develop community capacity to 
access and contribute to early warning information, and to strengthen local capacities to 
anticipate and answer to climatic hazards through contingency plans at village and locality 
level. This would have made the expected effect of Output 5 more “long-term oriented” 
than it was with activities focused on the response to specific 2015-16 “El Niño” shocks.  

3.1.2 M&E system 

M&E: main findings 

The JRP managed to respect the planned M&E, completing most indicators of the logframe and 
informing the donor about project progress on this basis. However, its design was not optimal to 
track some activities while some data collected were under-exploited for project management. 
Absence of a fully dedicated M&E officer was a weak point in JRP design.  

i. Mixed shared/separated M&E

98 The JRP M&E plan was described in the ProDoc and clarified in 2016:48 UNICEF led 
coordination of overall M&E process, WFP led periodical surveys for monitoring purpose 
and FAO led the final evaluation at the end of the project. Each United Nations agency was 
responsible for the M&E of activities it implemented, while in practice M&E was undertaken 
jointly by three agencies coordinated by the JRP Team and each agency’s M&E officers. 

99 M&E presented an occasion to undertake joint activities during the annual survey, and 
this was appreciated by the M&E officers as it constituted an opportunity for exchange. 

100 The 2016 M&E plan introduced a framework for the JRP Field Visit Report that was 
supposed to improve and harmonize field work reporting and facilitate valorization of field 
visits by the M&E system. However this document was only shared in August 2016 and has 
not been adopted.

101 The KoBo Toolbox introduced in 2016 used smartphones for data collection in order to make 
data entry faster, avoid inconsistencies and improve analysis and mapping information in 

47 An assessment of the existing Early Warning System in the State was conducted in 2016 (report in November 2016) 
to develop it, but was not presented in the JRP reports. 

48 Joint Resilience Building Project Monitoring and Evaluation plan – 22/08/2016. See Appendix 7 for the JRP M&E 
Workplan.
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addition to providing a specific JRP tool for JRP (rather than different tools for each agency) 
so that any monitor could collect any indicators. JRP field staff and cooperating partners 
were trained on the use of the tool, though JRP staff ultimately did not consider KoBo a 
very relevant tool as it was not available in Arabic and most implementing partner staff 
did not speak English. According to the JRP Team, KoBo didn’t work when there was no 
network. The tool should have been designed to be more suitable to the context (i.e. work 
in Arabic and allow off-line data entry for later transmission) and introduced since 2015 
with a stronger technical support to ensure full exploitation of its potentiality.

m. Timeline issue and relevance of M&E system

102 The baseline was implemented in November-December 2014 when the 75 JRP villages still 
hadn’t been selected and covered 93 villages. This corresponds to a wider area than both 
the JRP intervention and the one targeted by follow-up surveys in 2015 and 2016. 

103 The monitoring plan was built to inform indicators on baseline (2014), Milestone 1 (2015), 
Milestone 2 (2016) and Milestone 3 (2017) and implied four rounds of surveys. In practice 
the last follow-up survey was planned in November-December 2016 and became the end-
term survey. In fact:  

• the budget included only three surveys, with no quantitative survey envisaged in 2017. 
Considering that many activities started early 2017, some effects of the JRP could not be 
captured by the end-term survey;

• since some indicators change with the season, an annual survey had to be undertaken at 
the same time as the baseline. 

Some Milestone 3 (2017) indicators won’t be completed, which was to be expected as no survey 
could be implemented in December 2017, four months after the end of the project. 

n. Some data to improve evaluation and follow-up and evaluation was missing 

104 Some of the data collected at Kassala level could have been included in the M&E system to 
assess the performance or relevance of some activities. For example:

• monthly admission of severe acute malnutrition (SAM) and moderate acute malnutrition 
(MAM) cases to assess the performance of the mass screening campaign;

• post-distribution monitoring49 and post-harvest monitoring could have been useful to 
collect information on the quality of distribution activities;

• context data: follow-up of market price of cereals; terms-of trade animal/cereal, to 
implement or follow good food distribution (GFD), restocking.

o. Data level presentation

105 In reports, achievements are always presented by a single output and this does not provide 
clear vision of the integrated achievements. The JRP activity matrix is the only project tool 
that presented activities planned by village and could have been used to present quantified 
achievement by single village or locality. Unfortunately the matrix was not updated during 
the course of the project which represented a missed opportunity to highlight JRP’s level 
of integration and multisectorality. 

106 It would have been interesting to share the presentation at locality level, or even at village 
level with communities, locality authority but also implementing partners. A comparative 
analysis of villages that were targeted with the JRP 5, 4, 3 (or even 2?) components should 
have been conducted to gain a better understanding of the potential impact of integrated 
approach. 

49 Post-distribution monitoring were not systematically implemented. In particular, there is no post-distribution 
monitoring available for global food distribution implemented on Output 5 that represented a programme budget 
of GBD 1 million (see section 3.2.8 Output 5: Response to “El Niño”). 
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p. Asymmetric M&E system: some outputs are « under- monitored » 

107 Output 2: Health and nutrition indicators are very detailed and standardized. Several 
indicators rely on health staff entering data and are part of a health information system 
which can facilitate systematic data collection. 

108 Output 3: The follow-up survey report presented WASH indicators in the four localities but 
did not provide information or analysis about JRP impacts of JRP in Aroma, the only locality 
where water and sanitation access improvement was planned by the project. 

109 Output 4: Indicators of food security and livelihood are collected annually but not valorized 
in the logframe as outcome indicators, nor are output indicators very relevant since they 
are not detailed enough to provide a clear understanding of the project’s progress. 
Ultimately indicators were not quantifiable evidence of what was implemented as they 
did not provide numbers on dams, surface cleared from mesquites or of individuals who 
benefited from FFA.50

110 The first JRP logframe could not provide quantified targets before the CAPs were 
developed. However, since the logframe was adjusted several times, quantified targets 
could have been added after the community consultations.  

111 Output 5 Indicators also presented some weaknesses: Outputs 5 activities combined 
response to drought and to floods. Based on the logframe only, it is impossible to know 
if planned activities were achieved for each response.51 Aggregated indicators (e.g. for 
Output 4) to monitor a package of activities can also hide underachievement of single 
activities.52 Some indicators which were not well formulated could not be informed by the 
follow-up survey. 

Monitoring organization 

112 For regular data monitoring, field officers and implementing partners collected data for 
each agency. The data were sent to the technical department of each agency in Khartoum 
for validation. A common database would have facilitated management, handling 
and processing of data, as well as the exchange of information, improving the overall 
visibility of results and providing the possibility to undertake analysis at locality or village 
level. Moreover, it would have constituted a reference framework for potential future 
programmes.

113 No JRP M&E officer was dedicated full-time to this task of consolidation and continuous 
capitalization of qualitative and quantitative data. It follows that, though included in 
monitoring reports, information was not systematically exploited.

114 This lack of synthesis and relevant indicators limits the assessment of the scope of the JRP and 
the impact of its activities. An M&E system with intermediate performance indicators could 
have helped to identify dysfunctions and good practices, to guide the operationalization 
of activities and enable readjustments. It would have improved the efficiency of activities 
and the performance of the project.

50 For example: “Number of villages/communities with improved and sustainably managed vegetation cover 
(valuable local tree, shrub and grass species) (FAO)”. As activities are aggregated, indicators are aggregated 
too and the numbers of indicators do not quantify the activity. Natural resources management activities (e.g. 
reforestation, mesquite clearance) could have been monitored with some visual indicator: e.g. pictures of the area 
before and after implementation to follow the progression of mesquite eradication, soil fertility trends, levels of 
biodiversity could have been measured at least at baseline and end-term. 

51 This information was provided in intermediate reports. 

52 For example: “Number of El-Niño affected households with enhanced access to livestock inputs (water, animal 
feed, fodder and mineral lick)”. As it was formulated (package of activities), the target can be presented as 
achieved even if just one service was provided and others cancelled or implemented at small-scale.
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3.1.3 Coordination mechanisms

Coordination: main findings 

Coordination is supported by the agencies’ willingness to collaborate and by a strong demand 
from DFID. Coordination mechanisms exist in Khartoum (Steering Committee; Technical 
Committee) and in Kassala (JRP monthly meeting and cluster coordination). Some interesting 
effects were observed to have been facilitated by joint programming (CMAM, training, common 
implementing partner). 

Identified constraints that limited coordination are linked to a lack of human resources clearly 
dedicated to JRP; a lack of delegation from Khartoum for procurement, finance, partnership, M&E, 
which is linked to United Nations agencies procedures and prevents decentralized management 
of the project. Constraints depend on structural features in the way of working of United Nations 
agencies (no mechanisms, procedures, tools adapted to joint programing). 

NGOs partners appreciated monthly coordination in Kassala, are convinced of the relevance of joint 
programming and consider they gained skills in implementation of multisectoral interventions. 

State ministries were involved in the JRP implementation but did not gain a full picture of the JRP 
and kept seeing interventions from a sectoral perspective. 

q. Coordination mechanisms are effective

Coordination mechanisms were set-up in 2014 (see Appendix 6). There are two levels of 
coordination for JRP: Khartoum and Kassala. 

Box 6: Two levels of Coordination

Khartoum

• a quarterly Steering Committee chaired by FAO including the agencies’ deputy representatives, 
the JRP coordinator and DFID

• a quarterly technical committee chaired by WFP including agencies’ technical managers and 
national officers and the JRP coordinator

Kassala 

• monthly coordination group 

• technical group with NGOs

115 According to the agencies, different coordination mechanisms (see Box 6) allow good 
communication between partners, facilitated by agencies’ willingness to work together. 
The schedule for Steering Committee and coordination group meetings were respected 
on the whole. 

116 The coordination group in Kassala focused on collaboration between agencies. 
Implementing partners were included in technical group coordination.53 The national 
counterpart (Federal Government), on the other hand, was not associated to the Steering 
Committee meetings in Khartoum. 

117 At locality level some meetings were hosted at the Commissioner’s offices, but overall at this 
level there was no formal coordination. This was considered a drawback in Hameshkoreb, 
but not in the other three Localities. This may be because in Hameshkoreb German-agro 
action has a permanent representation where the implementing partners can meet, giving 
the JRP some visibility, while the implementing partners in Telkok, Aroma or North Delta 
had no office, or permanent staff based in these localities. Field teams had to travel from 
Kassala to the localities for activity implementation or follow-up. This is a weakness of 

53 This was not intended in the initial design (2014) and was introduced at a later stage. Ministries representatives 
were not systematically part of coordination meetings. 
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implementation, although it must be said that the project did not provide resources to 
establish permanent offices in the localities. In these three Localities, the implementing 
partners didn’t feel the need to coordinate at locality level and considered coordination at 
Kassala level enough to ensure field coordination.  

r. Key example of agency collaboration in JRP 

118 All interviewees consider a joint programme better than different programmes 
implemented without coordination, “As needs are diverse and it is good to work in the 
same time on different topics” (Medical assistant in JRP targeted village). 

119 The JRP monthly coordination meeting at Kassala level is very appreciated by NGO partners. 
The JRP coordination takes advantage of agency leadership of the state clusters (WASH, 
nutrition, food security), something that reinforced the coordination of interventions. 

120 The three agencies focused on the same villages during the JRP period of implementation, 
with activities relying on the collaboration between them: 

• Combined activities: Food for Education is a WFP modality of intervention implemented 
to support some activities led by other agencies, e.g. to strengthen the motivation of 
mothers involved in UNICEF’s mother support group. Another example is FAO’S seed 
distribution, planned to valorize WFP-led mesquite clearance. 

• Strong coordination between WFP and UNICEF was key for GAM treatment. At the 
beginning of the project, WFP and UNICEF worked with different implementing partners 
in the same health centre, with WFP’s partner involved in MAM treatment and UNICEF’s 
partner with SAM treatment. To facilitate the management of CMAM and improve 
coordination between SAM and MAM treatment, the two agencies attempted to work 
through the same implementing partner. Both agencies planned to provide incentives 
to health volunteers. Furthermore, coordination avoided overlaps: for example in some 
villages incentives for volunteers were provided by WFP, in others by UNICEF.

• Shared training: WFP and UNICEF implementing partners were trained by UNICEF 
on IYCF and by WFP on CSBC. Implementing partner capacities were strengthened 
and implementing partners became more aware of implemented activities. This also 
reinforced the relevance of messages and avoided dissonance. 

• Integrated beneficiaries: In some villages, mothers with malnourished children were 
prioritized for home gardens activities; women centres were identified as an entry point 
and an effort was made to give the same beneficiaries a full package of activities in the 
targeted village.54 

• Joint planning for Output 5: According to the JRP team, the villages prioritized for 
the response to drought were those in greater need of livelihood-type interventions. 
Nutrition and Health focused on these villages and, to the extent possible, WASH 
interventions tried to target the same villages selected for the livelihood activities. 

s. Constraints that affected coordination and integration of activities 

121 Coordination of implementing partner interventions: The time frames for the United 
Nations agencies’ agreements with partners were difficult to synchronize because 
procedures differ from one agency to another, and this in turn could limit the convergence 
between activities. 

122 Centralized management: Project management is very centralized for all three agencies: 
procurement, finance, partnership, but also M&E are managed at the national level, and 
the field offices relied on analyses and decisions taken in the capital. 

123 This kind of management is a stronger constraint in the case of a joint programme where 
the project team is relying on information detained by three different agencies located far 
from where the project is being implemented. A project coordinator but no manager: 

54 Joint Mission Togli - March 2016-1331.docx.
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The JRP coordinator is a key position55 for project implementation. Though the coordinator 
could be (and was in fact) solicited through many communication channels - donor, different 
departments of each agency, partners - he did not have direct access to the information he 
needed to respond. Access to information at Kassala level is important to be able to monitor 
allocation and expenditure of the JRP grant. In the absence of a project unit including an 
M&E officer, the coordinator relied on the agencies’ technical staff who were not dedicated 
full-time to the JRP or within his reporting line. Ultimately the coordinator was not even 
the manager of the JRP team56 and this lack of delegation of authority was a bottleneck to 
more efficient functioning of the JRP as a whole including, crucially, coordination between 
agencies and activities. The role and responsibility of the coordinator was widely and often 
discussed in Kassala and its limits were identified by the evaluation team as a constraint for 
JRP management. However the assessment was different at Khartoum level, where agencies 
consider communication to be excellent at all levels and found that the coordinator’s position 
conformed to the plan they had agreed on. The evaluation team found that there was some 
resistance to address the issue of decentralized management of the JRP in Khartoum and 
this did not help to identify solutions to improve management of the project at field level. 

124 Lack of human resources was continuously mentioned by the agencies as a limit, seeing 
that the JRP team was small (four persons) and FAO and WFP national officers who were 
supposed to be fully dedicated to the JRP were in fact also requested to carry out other tasks. 
Furthermore, the JRP was supported by other staff from the three agencies; however, the time 
they could dedicate was neither clearly spelled out nor shared. Thus neither the coordinator nor 
the support staff themselves knew how much time could be requested or dedicated to the JRP. 

Box 7: Design option

For community consultations and implementing partners were involved in four consortiums, each one 
in charge of one locality. This design could have been pursued in phase 2 seeing that it would have 
helped to highlight the integration of activities and facilitated the involvement of local authorities

t.  Collaboration with implementing partners 

125 NGOs met in Kassala and in the field were globally enthusiastic regarding the JRP and the 
way they were involved in the project, some since the beginning, leading or contributing to 
community consultations. They were very appreciative of the skills they gained through this 
process, including training in community consultation and familiarizing with intersectoral 
programming and measuring its stakes and interest.

126 NGOs considered themselves to be more than mere implementing partners: they valued 
the regular coordination meetings that enabled them to gain a holistic vision of the project 
and considered themselves to have contributed to the strategy and orientation of the 
project. Being a JRP implementing partner was thus an important source of satisfaction 
for local NGOs. 

127 Though NGOs are globally satisfied with their role, some complaints were raised about 
lengthy procedures in transfers, which in turn caused delays in the intervention. At the 
same time implementing partners recognized some improvements had taken place. NGOs 
also complained of the lack of human resources fully dedicated to the project, including 
insufficient finance/administrative human resources contributing to delays. 

128 The JRP initial 2014 forecast budget seemed designed to employ two NGOs as implementing 
partners and to cover the salaries of a full project team57 for each of them. This design was 
not maintained and implementing partners were contracted for specific activities during 

55 The JRP coordinator position was occupied ad interim for more than six months at the beginning of the project.

56 The JRP coordinator is the superior of the UNICEF JRP National Officer, but he has no hierarchical responsibility on 
FAO and WFP JRP National Officers who depend on their agencies. 

57 The budget line concerning NGO and partner staff in the initial budget was presented in 2014 as a line to cover 2 
x (one project coordinator; one field supervisor; eight nutritionists/field officers, one admin officer; one finance 
officer; two drivers); (source: Budget Note 2014). This line remained unchanged after 2014, (49.200 GBP per year 
BL 1.3 NGOs/partner staff) but it was allocated to other costs (like partners travel costs). Budget allocated for 
implementing partner staff was included in activity budget lines. 
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the course of the project, Operational cost (activity lines) are dedicated to implementing 
partners. This makes it difficult to analyse resources dedicated to cover implementing 
partner staff and impossible to assess how the change in the number of villages targeted 
was translated in additional resources for implementing partners.

129 Implementing partners were not under contract with the JRP rather with individual 
agencies, which at times translated into three different contracts simultaneously for a 
single NGO to implement JRP activities, leaving them to manage three different procedures 
and coordinate the different contracts. Effective coordination and integration of activities 
thus depended heavily on local NGO. 

130 Agreements between implementing partners and agencies are managed at Khartoum 
level: implementing partners could be identified in Kassala but the validation of the 
partnership happened in Khartoum, and their monthly reports were sent to Khartoum for 
validation and payment. 

131 Partnerships therefore depended on each agency’s procedures: 

• NGOs working with UNICEF signed a two-year agreement and a one-year contract. 
This gave local NGOs the possibility to invest on human resources and helped ensuring 
a continuous presence on the field. This was crucial for some activities like the mother 
support group and was appreciated by implementing partners. 

• With FAO, NGOs signed short-term contracts: five months from September 2015 to 
January 2016, and five additional months the following year, with a gap of several months 
between the two contracts. This design is not appropriate as implementing partners 
could not provide follow-up of the activities unless they obtained further funding to 
work on the area.58 This management of implementing partners is risky to ensure the 
quality of implementation.  

Box 8: Design option

In JRP design single communities had to deal with several implementing partners, for example one 
NGO supporting mesquite clearance, another supporting gardening and a third one nutrition and 
health. Multiplication of interlocutors can be considered a constraint for communities, especially 
since gaining an understanding of all JRP components is already complicated. 

Rhythm is too fast as well, communities have to deal with too many activities. They cannot assimilate so 
much information so quickly. Absorption capacity is not that high in communities. (MOSCA interview) 

Another choice would have been to assign the full responsibility of one village to a single organization 
or to a consortium of NGOs with a leader (as for the CAP). This would have made it easier to monitor 
at village level, and whether and how the initial plan had been implemented or not, also allowing 
reporting at village level.

u. Collaboration with local (and state) authorities

132 Each agency has a long experience of partnership with state ministers. Agencies kept 
working with their usual partners in the departments at State level, according to the usual 
procedures. Involved Ministers appreciated the JRP from their own sectorial perspective 
but did not gain the whole picture of the project. The JRP could have been an opportunity 
to strengthen capacities of ministries to work together in order to develop multisectoral 
strategies, but this was not picked up by project. 

133 Coordination mechanisms mainly concerned coordination between agencies, while 
national counterparts were not included in the coordination. At Khartoum level, the 

58 During field visits, Jasmar, ISRA and SORD activities related to Output 4 were no longer covered by a Letter of 
Agreement. One implementing partner stated: “the NGO is able to manage activities because of other funding 
they obtained on the same area”. The national FAO Officer in Kassala considers contracts with NGOs to be 
long enough to ensure the quality of the intervention as NGOs remain present in the field and, jointly with the 
government, can manage the follow-up of the interventions.
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Steering Committee was initially supposed to facilitate linkages with the government, 
but this role of was suppressed by DFID.59 In Kassala, Ministries did not systematically 
participate in coordination meetings. 

134 Absence of a national counterpart: The JRP documentation does not mention any 
expected commitment of the State in terms of human, material and financial resources, 
though this would have contributed to the development of an exit strategy. 

v. Collaboration with donor 

135 DFID was very invested in the JRP, which is constructed jointly by DFID and the three 
agencies. DFID’s priorities influenced the design of the project; in particular the WASH 
component was under-dimensioned because of the donor’s intention to fund another 
project (see §126). 

136 According to some of the agencies’ interviewed staff, both at central and state level, DFID 
was very involved to the point of micromanaging some issues, and this was considered 
counterproductive. 

3.2 Evaluation Question 2: Results 

Impact and Outcomes: main findings 

The impressive reduction of stunting between 2014 and 2015, supposedly demonstrating the 
impact of the JRP, raises some questions, considering it took place at the end of 2015 when most 
activities had not started yet. 

On the other hand, outcome and impact indicators show interesting changes regarding health 
status and health practices in the 75 targeted villages. Other indicators monitored with annual 
surveys confirm a positive evolution in population practices (see output sections). 

Adaptive capacity was improved according to qualitative assessments done on a sample of villages 
where asset creation activities were conducted since 2016. In these villages, communities feel 
they are now better able to cope with future droughts and floods, an encouraging achievement 
of JRP.

3.2.1 Impact of JRP: Increased resilience to droughts and floods 

Baseline
Dec 2014

Milestone 1
Dec 2015 

Milestone 2 
Dec 2016

Target (Sep 2017)

Planned 67% 57% 57%

Achieved 57% 58.57% of boys and 55.73% 
of girls 

Won't be measured 

Increase resilience to droughts and floods in the  targeted communities in four selected localities (Aroma, Hammashkoreb, North Delta 

Stunting prevalence in children (disaggregated 
by male/female) < 2 years (UNICEF) 67%

137 The expected impact of the JRP was increased resilience to droughts and floods in the 
targeted communities in four selected localities, measured by a reduction of stunting 
prevalence in 6-23 month-old children. Based on the logframe follow-up and the annual 
reports, it would seem that the JRP achieved its objective in terms of impact. Stunting 
prevalence in children 6-24 months of age was reported as having reduced significantly 
from 67 percent in 2014 (Baseline – realized in 93 villages of the four localities) to 57 percent 
in 2016 (End-term survey – realized in 75 JRP villages). 

59 Minutes of 2014 Steering Committee Meeting. 
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138 However stunting improvements were already registered at the end of 2015 (annual 
survey: December 2015) and no improvement was observed between 2015 and 2016. The 
important reduction in stunting (almost ten points of percentage) observed in December 
2015 therefore seems difficult to attribute to the JRP as, to this date, many JRP activities 
were just starting.60

139 Moreover, results presented in the baseline reports are unclear, as the prevalence of 
66.89 percent is presented in figure 761 as referring to children under five rather than 
6-24 months. If the age group surveyed in 2014 is different than the one in 2015 and 2016, 
it becomes difficult to compare stunting rates.  

Figure 7: Prevalence of stunting S3M-2013 and JRP annual survey

140 It should be noted that the stunting rate measured by S3M in the four localities showed 
stunting prevalence ranging from 57 percent to 59.6 percent measured in children of 6-59 
months. It is admitted that stunting prevalence is usually lower in the 6-18 months group 
than in the 18-59 months one. It was therefore to be expected that JRP stunting prevalence 
measured for 6-23 months would be lower than the prevalence measured by the S3M. 
However the JRP baseline registered a prevalence of more than 7  percentage points 
compared to the S3M. This stunting rate measured at baseline level seemed to be very high 
and is difficult to understand. Doubts about baseline stunting raises question regarding 
impacts achieved by the JRP, considering that prevalence of chronic malnutrition was 
considered the impact indicator for the JRP.  

3.2.2 Outcome 1: Improved maternal and child health and nutrition status

Baseline
Dec 2014

Milestone 1
Dec 2015 

Milestone 2 
Dec 2016

Target (Sep 2017)

Planned 65% 75% 80%
Achieved 64% 84% Wont' be measured 

Planned
Baseline maintained = 

73% 
10% decrease against  

baseline   =    65,7%        

20% decrease 
against baseline = 

0,584

Achieved 73% 69,05% 
5% decreased 

Wont' be measured 

Planned Baseline maintained 8% decrease against 
baseline             

15% decrease 
against baseline

Achieved 43% (12% decreased) 32,3% (34% decreased) Wont' be measured 

OUTCOME 1 : Improved maternal and child health & nutrition status

49%

Outcome indicator 1.1 : Proportion of  children under five (disaggregated by 
male/female) with diarrhea that received good diarrhea treatment in the 
last two weeks (UNICEF)

30%

Outcome indicator 1.2 : Reduction in prevalence of anaemia in children 
under five years (disaggregated by male/female) (UNICEF)

73%

Outcome indicator 1.3 : Reduction in prevalence of anaemia in pregnant 
women (UNICEF)

60 In fact, the target planned for milestone 1 (2015) was the baseline prevalence; JRP did not expect any improvement 
between December 2014 and December 2015. 

61 See Baseline report (p. 33) - JRP baseline study 161215.docx.
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141 The first outcome reflected the improvement of maternal and health nutrition status. It 
was monitored with three indicators. 

142 The first indicator measured the quality of health services and registered a significant 
improvement: 84 percent of children under five with diarrhoea received good diarrhoea 
treatment in the last two weeks against 30  percent in 2014. This indicator shows a 
substantial improvement in the quality of health services and healthcare. However, 
it should be mentioned that annual surveys showed a degradation of the prevalence of 
diarrhoea during the period,62 presumably to be attributed to floods (2016). 

143 The second and third indicators for this outcome concerned anaemia. The target was 
achieved regarding the reduction of anaemia prevalence in pregnant women. This 
was not the case for children, even if the trend shows a positive evolution. 

3.2.3 Outcome 2: Improved adaptive capacity

Baseline
Dec 2014

Milestone 1
Dec 2015 

Milestone 2 
June2016

March 2017 Target (Sep 2017)

Planned Not planned  : indicator 
introduced in 2016

100% (of communities 
targeted with asset 

activities) 

100% (of 
communities 

targeted with asset 
activities) 

100% (of 
communities 

targeted with asset 
activities) 

Achieved
Not measured : indicator 

introduced in 2016
100% (all  the 34 targeted 

communities)

100% (all  the 34 
targeted 

communities)
l ikely to be reached 

Outcome indicator 2.1  : Proportion of targeted 
communities reporting improved or stabilized 
capacity to manage climatic shocks and risks 
(WFP)  0%

OUTCOME 2 : Improved adaptive capacity

144  This qualitative indicator was not included in the original design. It was measured for the 
first time in June 2016 and then a second time in April 2017, and it will be measured once 
again at the end of the project. The measurements showed that 100 percent of surveyed 
villages63 reported an improved or stabilized capacity to manage climatic shocks and risks. 
This is a very positive achievement of the JRP. 

Box 9: Qualitative follow-up of community capacity

Introduction of Outcome Indicator 2.1 was a very relevant decision. It would have been interesting 
to register this measure at the beginning of the project. The communities’ initial perception of their 
ability to cope with climatic shocks would have constituted an interesting baseline data. Rather 
than measuring this indicator on a sample of villages, a positive development would have been 
to organize this kind of focus groups sessions every year with all targeted communities. A similar 
approach would have gone beyond monitoring and would have been a way to collect feedback from 
communities on activities carried out during the year and to update action plans.

145 The WFP 2016 Report64 and WFP 2017 raw data65 provided more details on this indicator 
(see Table 4): the average capacity score progressed positively between June 2016 and 
April 2017. One of the components of this indicator showed an impressive progression 
in the feeling of coping better with future drought or floods. Some interpretation 
and comments regarding the evolution of the different components are proposed in the 
table below; more analyses, based on verbatim collected during focus groups, should be 
provided by upcoming focus group reports. 

62 17 percent in 2014, 35 percent in 2015 and 43 percent in 2016.

63 34 villages out of 55 that got asset activities in June 2016; the same 34 villages were surveyed in 2016 and 2017.

64 Joint Resilience Project Focus Group Discussions; July-August 2016.

65 Quantitative data collected in April 2017were shared with the evaluation team by the WFP M&E officer. Qualitative 
data (verbatim) were not available at this stage. 
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Table 4: Evolution of Indicator 2.1 between June 2016 and April 2017 66

Improved 
adaptive capacity 
components

% of villages amongst 
the 34 villages surveyed

Comments66

June 2016 April 2017

Community assets 
have increased due 
to JRP

97% 94% Globally, very positive assessment of JRP 

Functional 
community action 
plan

91% 82% Results in 2017 are less positive than in 2016. This 
might be explained by the fact that the CAP was 
developed in 2015; in 2016, communities felt more 
involved by the CAP than in 2017. 

To be noted: almost no budget on output 1 in year 2 and 3. 

Both women and 
men participate in 
the implementation 
of community action 
plan

76% 47% This significant worsening of community perception 
raises questions and should be investigated with 
Focus Group verbatim.  
One hypothesis could be that communities became 
more aware about gender gaps and more concerned 
regarding gender inequities. 

Communities’ feeling 
of coping better with 
future drought or 
floods

9% 71% Huge improvement. 
In 2016, data were collected after the 2015 drought 
and for some communities during the floods; it might 
have been difficult for communities to be positive 
on this topic. could the data might also indicate that 
this type of outcome needs some time to materialize, 
and that in June 2016, it was too early to measure 
progress. 

Average capacity 
score (from 0 - 4)

2.74 2.94 The average capacity score increased between June 
2016 and April 2017. 

3.2.4 Output 1: Community consultation

Output 1: main findings 

Some important achievements related to Output 1: 

• 75 Community Action Plans are available and implemented.

• Local capacities were reinforced: local NGO trained in community consultation; 
committees strengthened by community consultation and CAP building. 

• Consultations reinforced ownership of the project at committee level: committee leaders 
often showed the document to the evaluation team.

Some challenges are: 

• Time allocated to CAP elaboration (one to two days per village) was short. In larger 
villages at least, some community members were probably excluded from participating. 
Few resources allocated to Output 1 and almost none after the first year. 

• The CAPs created expectations. Committees assumed the JRP would implement all 
the activities in the CAP and referred to targets defined at initial stages that were not 
included in the final version of the CAP. 

• CAPs were partially updated after technical assessment and some activities mentioned 
are out of date (e.g. WASH).

• Harmonization of all project tools after the consultation process was not planned and 
ended being done only partially. 

• Absence of community engagement mentioned in the CAP: focus on activities that will 
be implemented under the responsibility of agencies. 

• Lengthy process: gap between CAPs finalization and implementation of activities.

66  Comments are proposed based on analysis of raw data available in June 2017. More in-depth analysis should be 
conducted considering the reports based on April 2017 data collection and on the final round (July 2017).
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Baseline
Dec 2014
Milestone 1
 (Sep 2015 ) 

Milestone 2 
(Sep 2016)

1/2 Year Report
 Fev 2017

Target 
(Sep 2017)

Planned 14% 18% 29%

Achieved NA 50% of the set target 50%

Planned 75 75 75 75

Achieved 75 75 75 75

Planned 32 75 75 75

Achieved 75 55 75 75

Target Reached 
Target not reached 

OUTPUT 1 :  Community owned action plans to strengthen resilience to floods and droughts and improve gender equality through improved nutrition, sanitation 
and livelihoods are implemented. 

0/ NA

0/NA

0/ NA 

Output Indicator 1.1 : Proportion of women in leadership 
positions in the Village Development Committees (VDCs) (WFP)

Output Indicator 1.2 : Number of targeted villages (communities) 
with resilience plans developed with participation of both 
women and men (WFP)

Output Indicator 1.3 : Number of targeted villages/ 
(communities) implementing action plans with participation of 
both women and men (WFP)

w. Achievement of Output 1

146 100  percent of targeted villages (75) developed a CAP since 2015. This important 
achievement was observed during field visits. In all (15) villages visited, community 
leaders confirmed they developed a CAP, and most of them were able to show the 
document (see picture, Appendix 8). The JRP approach endeavoured to involve women in 
the process, but the part of women’s groups met in villages were not necessarily aware of 
the process that had been implemented two years earlier. 

147 The JRP reported that 50 percent of the women occupy a position of leadership in the Village 
Development Committees.67 This did not reflect what was observed in the field by the 
evaluation team. In most visited villages VDC leaders said there was no woman in the 
VDC. In Hameshkoreb, the leader said they are “exempted” because of cultural tradition.68 
In a few villages, VDC leaders said there were women in the VDC, but they still did not 
represent 50 percent of VDC members and were never present during VDC meetings with 
the evaluation team. Gender issues appeared to be different from one village to another, 
but overall reaching gender parity in the VDCs remains a distant goal in many of the 
targeted villages.

x. An important investment in training 

148 Output 1 was led by WFP and implemented with government technical services together 
with four consortiums of NGOs. The JRP invested in this step with significant partners’ 
training conducted in November-December 2014 to make them able to lead the 
consultation process. The implementing partners mentioned this step as an important one 
for them in terms of capacity building: “We didn’t know how to undertake community 
consultations, we have gained skills and we now understand and are able to implement 
the entire process of a community consultation” (NGO partner - Kassala). Training sessions 
of committee members in Kassala were also mentioned during field visits as a useful and 
appreciated intervention. 

y. CAPs elaborated by community and revised by technicians69 

149 Community consultations only started in 2015 after partner training and village selection. 
The first versions of all CAPs were completed at community level and then shared during a 
workshop in Kassala. Substantial work was done by the NGO consortium in terms of analysis 
and reporting, providing interesting information about the context of the intervention. 

67 As a comment on this indicator in the updated logframe, it is indicated: «Due to the traditional culture in the 
villages, there are 2 committees in all the 75 villages; one for women and one for men. Women have similar 
leadership positions as men in their respective committees, and dialogue is conveyed through community leaders. 
It will be important to monitor if the CP and community leaders involve the committees equally ». In villages visited, 
VDC is leaded by men, no Women Committee, with similar decision power than Men Committee were met. 

68 Initially (ProDoc 2014) willingness to involve women was part of the village selection criteria. 

69 The evaluation team was given the first version of CAP before field work and received the second version in Kassala 
with JRP team. 
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150 Technical assessments70 were then realized in the villages by technical staff from the 
agencies. A second version of the CAP was produced and shared with the agencies in 
Khartoum, where it was validated and then shared with the communities. The JRP matrix 
was built on this base. The logframe and the budget were revised71 before the beginning of 
phase 2; however, in order to gain time the ProDoc was not updated. It is also to be noted 
that the WASH technical assessment was done later on, between October 2015 and March 
2016, but CAPs were not updated after this step. 

151 The second version of the CAPs was adjusted according to the JRP logframe. CAPs 
were obviously focused on JRP implementation:72 they don’t mention community 
engagement, for example, or activities unrelated to JRP outputs; committees consider 
CAPs a planning tool for the three agencies, rather than a list of actions to be implemented 
by different actors, including possibly the community itself. On the other hand, all CAPs 
shared with the evaluation team included WASH activities, while the JRP was not supposed 
to implement Output 3 (WASH) in all localities. 

152 The first versions of the CAPs sometimes present key differences with the second versions:

• Some initial CAPs were quantified action plans while the final versions didn’t provide 
any quantified information regarding activities. Village leaders remembered what had 
been discussed and what they understood to be the engagement of the JRP, but had no 
proof of it. Absence of quantified targets in the CAP was a weakness of the documents 
that could potentially create misunderstandings and tensions between the JRP staff and 
the community. 

• Some activities proposed in the initial CAP were dropped in the second version,73 
while other activities were integrated or added.74 

The revision of the CAP by technical experts reduced potential ownership and buy-in of the 
process by the communities. The second version of the CAP does not present all priorities of the 
communities with information regarding the activities communities would implement on their 
own and that will be supported by the project, and activities that require other support (from the 
state or another project).

z. A reported positive involvement of committees in the process

153 Implementing partners considered that most committees had adhered to the community 
consultation process and appreciated the process of development and implementation 
of the CAP. However, they observed that, mainly due to the personality of the leader, in 
some villages the consultation and the implementation of the project were easier than in 
others. In some places, previous tensions were reanimated by the project, though no major 
conflicts were reported. 

aa. The initial timeline was not respected partly due to the large number of villages 

Problems arose regarding time and resources dedicated to community consultations and CAP 
development. The number of villages targeted had more than doubled but with no additional 
funding clearly allocated to Output 1 or to implementing partners’ budget line to fit with this 
major change in design, also considering that time dedicated to this exercise exceeded what 
was planned: initially community plans should have been completed in six months, with phase 
2 starting in April 2015. However, while more time was allocated to conduct consultations in 75 
villages, time in each village for CAP development was in fact rather limited, amounting to one or 

70 Health and nutrition assessments in May-June 2015, and later for WASH (October 2015 to March 2016, see WASH 
section). 

71 This happened without significant changes to the budget breakdown by component.

72 For Output 2, 3 and 4 the revised CAP mentioned the name of the leading agency responsible for the activity and it 
included a column “link to DFID Budget”. 

73 This is the case of activities in the sector of education that were present in most initial CAPs but not in the revised 
versions.

74 See 3.2.5 for details on health and nutrition. 
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two days. While this might have been manageable in smaller villages, in bigger ones75 it appeared 
that such timing could not guarantee the participation and adhesion of all segments of 
the population. This is problematic in a cultural context where achieving the participation of 
all society members is a challenge to begin with: implementing partners’ reports highlighted 
that achieving real participation of all community members was challenging due to the social 
organization. “The tribal system overshadows and monopolises decision-making processes and 
in most cases the tribal leader is the head of the popular committee”.76 

154 Communities expected implementation to start immediately after the community 
consultation. Instead, the technical revision of the 75 CAPs and adjustment of project 
documentation implied delays that were not sufficiently anticipated and communicated to 
the communities and weakened accountability towards targeted populations. 

bb. Effects of Output 1 

155 A positive contribution to Gender: The evaluation team is doubtful regarding 
achievements reached in gender parity in the VDCs (Indicator 1.1, see also §188), but fully 
recognizes the JRP’s efforts to include women in the decision-making process. In most 
conservative villages, massive changes are not likely to happen in a three-year period. 
Rather, it is a long-term process requiring continuous investments for a long period. 
However, some evolution was perceived by local actors and the JRP clearly contributed 
to this progress. The partnership between WFP and the Ministry of Social and Cultural 
Affairs was a very relevant strategy to reinforce local pro-gender actors and engage JRP 
interventions in a local and sustainable dynamic in favour of women. 

156 Reinforced local committee: Development actors working in Kassala State recognized 
that the effects of JRP were perceptible. For example technical staff from Practical Action 
and Plan Sudan, that implemented the AquaForEast Project in Kassala, in both JRP and 
non-JRP targeted villages considered the impact of the JRP to be visible. VDCs are stronger 
in JRP villages and community awareness increased due to the project. 

Box 10: Implementing partner assessment of community consultation

Consultation helped to create ownership of the project, giving the population competences and skills. 
The population was confident, they were expecting a lot because of the process. The problem is that 
this phase was too long, and the time between consultation and implementation too long as well”. 
(Implementing partner in Hameshkoreb)

157 Some expectations at committee level: Committees developed the CAP and expected 
the JRP to implement the activities that were discussed during the initial phase and 
reported in the first version of CAP. Some frustration occurred when what committees 
considered to be the JRP’s targets were not reached. It is difficult to assess the soundness 
of their complains: VDC continued referring to the quantified activities that were 
discussed during the first round of CAP elaboration, but there is no quantified data on 
the CAPs to verify their claims.

Box 11: The CAP strategy implies transparency and clear communication with beneficiaries

Since the JRP strategy was to consult with communities regarding their preferences in order to plan 
activities, it was of capital importance to clearly define the scope of the CAP and clarify whether all 
the priorities expressed by the community would be embraced, or if the CAP was to be limited within 
the scope of the JRP. Ultimately guidance should have been provided on what was concretely possible 
within the frame of the JRP, how requests would be prioritized by the project and what budget was 
available for each community. Following technical assessments, feedback should have been planned to 
present what was going to be implemented, including quantified targets that could be monitored by the 
VDC and an explanation on why some activities would not be supported by the JRP.

75 See: 50 percent of JRP targeted population lived in villages of more than 5 000 inhabitants. 

76 Source: SORD - Primary results and findings Consolidation session.
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3.2.5 Output 2: Nutrition and Health

Output 2: main findings 

Output 2 activities improved access and quality of health services (medication supplies, additional 
staff, training). The CMAM programme was extended, and good cooperation between WFP and 
UNICEF contributed to ensure quality of the CMAM. The support provided to community health 
workers and mother support groups reinforced community capacity to prevent malnutrition and 
diseases, identify malnutrition and promote good practices. 

Effects of Output 2 activities are perceptible through some key behavioural changes, e.g. care 
seeking in case of child sickness; improvement of health or nutrition status. Output 2 has certainly 
contributed to the reduction of wasting observed in 2016; mother support group supported 
through Output 2 contributed to women empowerment at community level. 

However, cultural barriers are still a constraint to access to good health and nutrition, and low 
capacity of the Ministry of Health raises questions regarding the possibility to continue activities 
without substantial support from partners. 

cc. Achievement of the Nutrition and Health Component (Output 2) 

158 The JRP reported very good achievements regarding the health and nutrition component. 
The last progress report77 stated that almost all final targets planned for September 2017 
had already been reached by February 2017. 

OUTPUT 2 : Increased access to maternal and child health and nutrition services
Baseline

Dec 2014
Milestone 1
 (Sep 2015 ) 

Milestone 2 
(Sep 2016)

1/2 Year Report
 Fev 2017

Target 
(Sep 2017)

Planned 4 000 7 865 12 584
Achieved 7 419 10 550 13
Planned 4 697 6 371 7 287

Achieved 3 294 5,418 
M: 2,384 & F: 3,043)

7,340 
 F 3,740   M 3,600

Planned 4 750 7 125 9 500

Achieved 0 (a) 9,180 
M: 4406; F: 4,774)

11,368 
F 5,911       M 5,457

revised target

Planned 2 330 3495 4660 (4.740 in 1/2 
Year report 2017) 

Achieved 2 179 4753                             
M 2,281; F 2,472)  

5 033

0 Planned 600 900 1 200
NA Achieved 1 382 3 093 3 698 revised target
0 Planned 1 695 2 542 3 390

NA Achieved 1 295 2 558 2 737 should be reached 
16 494 Planned 13 094 4 505 4 740

Achieved 13 142 3,835
 (M: 1856; F: 1879)

5 248

14 136 Planned 15 552 19 588 22 036

NA Achieved 13 000 25,454
M: 12,320; F: 13,134

35 849

Target Reached 
Target not reached 

(a) indicated 4423 in the logframe but, MAM treatement was not started in spt 2015

0

Output Indicator 2.4 Number children under-five (disaggregated 
by male/female) in the targeted villages receiving moderate 
acute malnutrition (MAM) prevention services. (WFP)

Output Indicator 2.7 Number of under 1 year children 
(disaggregated by male/female) who received first dose of 
measles vaccination (UNICEF)
Output Indicator 2.8 : Number of  children  (disaggregated by 
male/female) receiving medical treatment as per IMCI guidelines 
and standards (UNICEF)

Output Indicator 2.5 : Number of PLW in the targeted villages 
receiving moderate acute malnutrition treatment services. (WFP)

Output Indicator 2.6 : Number of  pregnant and lactating women 
in the targeted villages receiving moderate acute malnutrition 
prevention services. (WFP)

Output Indicator 2.3 : Number of children under five 
(disaggregated by male/female) in the targeted villages receiving 
moderate acute malnutrition (MAM) treatment services. (WFP)

0

Output Indicator 2.1 : Number of  mothers of children 0-24 
months with access to infant and young child feeding (IYCF) 
promotion and counselling services in the target ed villages Output Indicator 2.2 : Number children under five (disaggregated 
by male/female) in the targeted villages receiving severe acute 
malnutrition (SAM) treatment services. (UNICEF)

2 022

2 997

159 Targets were achieved but some of them were drastically reduced during the project’s 
lifetime. In 2015, after village selection, as the population catchment was smaller than 
planned, the target population for some activities was reduced. For example, for CMAM 
activities, SAM and MAM children targeted in 2015 were about 70 percent of the 2014 
target, to be consistent with the reduction of the population catchment78 (See ) 

77 Half year report covering the period: October 2016 – March 2017

78 This adjustment is not observed for the number of targeted women.
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Figure 8: GAM treatment: targets and reached beneficiaries

160 For MAM children, a second change of target was operated in 2016 as MAM targets were 
considered overestimated.79 The MAM treatment started with almost one year of delay, 
and the first cases treated were reported in December 2015. It was therefore not possible 
to reach the final target (see ).

161 The forecast number of annual MAM cases treated was also reduced80 (see ): In 2016, 
all targets for the MAM treatment were drastically reduced.81 As a consequence, the 
documentation is difficult to analyse as the figures for some milestones differ from one 
document to the next. 

Figure 9: MAM children treated; revised targets and achievements

79 The reason why the 2015 target was overestimated was not provided in the documentation. 

80 Annual MAM cases treated were more than 12.000 a year in the initial target but only 2.375 new cases with revised 
targets see .

81 Forecast (Milestones 3 and 2, sept 2016) as well as previous Target (Milestone1 Sept 2015) were adjusted. 
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162 The changing targets went some way towards explaining differences in figures in the various 
JRP documents; however, some changes can hardly be explained by such adjustments.82

dd. Activities planned are effective 

163 An important investment at community level: “Infant and Young Child Feeding (IYCF) 
services and mother support groups is one of the most successful components of the 
project”,83 with 640 mother support groups84formed and each group conducting two 
counselling sessions per week.

164 Mother support groups were met by the evaluation team. Women are well trained, they 
master key messages and acute malnutrition screening. They are very proud to be part of 
the groups, were eager to show what they learned and obviously felt gratified to be part 
of a mother support group and to contribute to community health promotion. Selection of 
women to be part of a mother support group was undertaken by the committee. Women 
received food from the JRP but stated that they would carry on the activity without any 
incentive. The mother support group strategy is very relevant in the targeted villages, 
since the MSGs reinforce community capacity to promote good practices, screen acute 
malnutrition, as well as contribute to empower women at community level. 

165 Besides mother support groups, the JRP supported (through a monthly allowance) 700 
community health workers in the targeted villages.

166 Strengthening health centres: In all health centres visited, medical assistants were 
satisfied with the project. They are able to explain the different Output 2 activities, know 
about other components and appreciate the integrated approach. They declare that they 
are regularly visited by implementing partners and considered that the JRP contributed 
to improve health access and quality of the health services. The JRP improved health 
centre supply (nutrition inputs, ORS). Medical assistants receive an incentive from JRP and 
additional health staff are supported by the project. 

167 In most villages, committees don’t spontaneously mention health and nutrition 
activities implemented through Output 2 but can give some details if they are asked about 
them. Some complaints were registered when committees expected health centres to be 
rehabilitated, or when small health centres, only providing MAM treatment, were built, 
while the committee expected “a proper health centre”. 

168 The CMAM programme was well managed: With the JRP, the SAM treatment was scaled 
up and the MAM treatment started. Massive malnutrition screenings were implemented 
in villages every three months. Books and storage rooms were viewed by the evaluation 
team, and no major issues appeared or were raised by the different actors. For CMAM there 
was obviously a willingness on the part of UNICEF (supporting SAM treatment) and WFP 
(supporting MAM treatment) to collaborate. 

169 Maternal and child health component: The project supported the integrated management 
of childhood illnesses, developed jointly by UNICEF and WHO, for reducing childhood 
illnesses, with activities implemented at home, involving community health workers with 
door-to-door Vitamin A, deworming, hygiene promotion and health messages, and at 
health centre level (diarrheal diseases treatment with ORS and zinc supplements; support 
to routine immunization). A very interesting activity supported by the JRP was a year-long 
training of 70 village midwives.

82 For example figures in milestone 2 for MAM treatment are different in the 2016 annual report (Target = 3.395 
and Achieved = 4.753) and in the revised logframe (Target 7 125  = and Achieved =9 180  ) (see (a) and (c) on the ). 
Milestone 1 achievement is zero in the first annual report, but 4.423 in the Logframe, which seems to be an error 
as the Quarterly Report in December 2015 indicated that the MAM treatment had just started, with 790 cases 
treated. (see (b) on the same figure).

83 JRP half year report 2017.

84 There were ten women in each mother support group.
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Box 12: JRP activities and agencies’ strategy for health and nutrition

Activities implemented through Output 2 are aligned with UNICEF and WFP regular activities for 
health and nutrition. They did not differ from activities implemented in other localities in Kassala (cf. 
Letter of Agreement UNICEF and Kassala State work plan 2017) and, as mentioned elsewhere, the 
value of using community consultations to define activities to implement Output 2 is questionable. 

Regarding CMAM, other donors can contribute to GAM treatment. UNICEF receives funds for Plumpy 
Nut supply from ECHO, Office of U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA) and UNICEF grants; JRP 
health centres are partly supplied through these funds (interview with UNICEF Officer in Kassala). 

In this context, reporting can sometimes be challenging: the JRP annual report for 2015 estimated a 
catchment area covering a population of 500 000 individuals (600 000 in the 2017 half year report) 
for preventative and curative activities with 200 000 children aged 6 months to 15 years immunized, 
while the 75 villages counted less than 200 000 inhabitants. This figure (200 000 children) represents 
in fact the achievement of an immunization campaign against measles carried out in the whole of 
Kassala and targeting all localities during an outbreak of measles supported by JRP funds.

ee. Efficiency 

170 Global supply was managed efficiently: The MAM treatment started late, in December 
2015, since the supply of such inputs was delayed because of “temporary government 
restriction on food importations”. But since then, partners considered that the supply 
chain was working well and shortages are very rare. No shortage of nutrition inputs was 
observed in all Health Centres visited, except one.85 

171 The agencies searched for solutions to improve CMAM efficiency, with WFP and UNICEF 
trying to work with the same implementing partners and coordinating to avoid applying 
different fees for the same volunteers. These efforts were appreciated by health staff who 
considered this a good strategy. 

ff. Effect and potential impact of Nutrition and Health Component (Output 2) 

172 Behaviour Change: Change in behaviour is largely reported by health agents met on the 
field who are convinced that JRP had a positive and visible effect on population’s behaviour. 
They observed a greater awareness of the population regarding health issues, changes in 
hygiene practices, in the frequentation of health centres (better attendance to pregnancy 
consultation and better care of children). Some indicators collected during the annual 
survey confirmed improvement in practices: for example, “Care seeking when a child was 
sick” has progressed regularly since 2014. 

Figure 10: Care seeking when a child is sick 

Source: JRP half year report 2017

85 This was a small health centers built by the project providing only MAM treatment. Implementing partner used to 
be an NGO but was replaced by the Ministry of Health a few months earlier. 



Final Evaluation of the Joint Resilience Project in Kassala 

48

173 ON the other hand, it should be noted that some key indicators of prevention of 
child malnutrition, such as breastfeeding practices (see ), did not show any obvious 
improvement compared to the baseline. 

Figure 11: Exclusive breastfeeding children under six months

174 CMAM and malnutrition prevention: Health staff met by the evaluation team considered 
MAM treatment, introduced with the JRP, a very relevant activity, bringing notable 
improvement for children. Previously, SAM children often relapsed after treatment and 
had to be readmitted for a further SAM treatment. According to health staff, thanks to 
the follow-up of discharged SAM cases with MAM treatment, there were fewer cases of 
SAM children on CMAM programme and less relapses after SAM treatment. 

175 The JRP provided fortified complementary food to children (6-23 months) at risk of acute 
malnutrition86 for its prevention. A study implemented by WFP did not demonstrate 
any impact of this approach on the prevalence of acute malnutrition but showed some 
efficiency in the reduction of the number of children at risk of acute malnutrition.87

176 However, prevalence of GAM88 amongst 6-24 months children had decreased in JRP 
villages since the beginning of the project (see ). Prevalence of SAM increased in 2015 
but was lower in 2016 than it was in 2014, when the JRP started. According to the 2017 
JRP survey report, the positive changes noticed in wasting were due to better synergies 
among United Nations partner agencies, Sudan Ministry of Health and implementing 
partners, early case finding, CMAM social mobilization, increased coverage of SAM 
treatment combined with expansion on C-IYCF, reference and follow-up of referred 
cases as well as home visits. The prevention with fortified complementary food was not 
mentioned as a cause of improvement. 

86 Children 6-23 months with mid-upper arm circumference ≥ 125mm and < 135 mm.

87 Impact Evaluation of the World Food Programme’s Moderate Acute Malnutrition Treatment and Prevention 
Programmes in Kassala, Sudan 3ie Impact Evaluation Report 2017 – Draft version. 

88 Measured through mid-upper arm circumference.
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Figure 12: Evolution of severe and global acute malnutrition on JRP area

gg. Sustainability of the effects of health and nutrition activities (Output 2) 

177 Output 2 activities rely a lot on supply and on additional human resources provided to 
the health system; many achievements are likely to collapse after the JRP if the support 
stops. There is no obvious exit strategy in place clarifying how intervention can be 
sustained at the end of the project. 

178 Some achievements such as the control of disease/malnutrition at community level, the 
awareness of population on health/nutrition issues and community empowerment, or 
the presence of midwives trained in the villages, are considered as more sustainable by 
implementing partners and health staff. However most health staff and implementing 
partners have serious doubts about the sustainability of the changes observed. They 
consider the Ministry of Health too weak to continue the activities started with the 
JRP, and many people met considered that “everything will stop with the project” as 
the “Ministry of Health does not have the resources or the capacity to manage such 
programme”. 

179 Persistence of cultural barriers: Even if changes in behaviour are observed, cultural 
barriers remain a constraint to improve health and nutrition at community level. During 
focus groups in North Delta some women recognized that their children, between one and 
one years old, had never been screened for GAM by health staff or by community health 
workers, even though they were members of a JRP women’s group supported for income 
generating activities (Output 4). These young women did not go to health centres because, 
for cultural reasons, they were not allowed to go through the market, which was on the way 
to the hospital; they were also reluctant to let female community health workers enter their 
homes. Overall, cultural barriers are still present and these prevented children to access the 
project - a reason given by the JRP to explain underachievement of some activities (see for 
example 85 percent achievement for measles vaccination in 2016 annual report). The very 
conservative cultural context of Kassala State is an important constraint that would justify 
long-term interventions in order to accompany and consolidate the behavioural changes 
initiated under the JRP.

3.2.6 Output 3: WASH

Output 3: main findings 

Access to water is the priority of most JRP communities (CAPs) and it is a key component of the 
JRP Theory of Change. However in Telkok, Hameshkoreb and North Delta it was beyond the 
mandate of JRP since, as required by DFID, it relied on DFID-funded project AquaForEast whose 
implementation was delayed and whose approach did not allow to systematically prioritize JRP 
villages. 
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JRP WASH targets were revised several times during the project’s lifetime. 

Achievement of the JRP-WASH component in September 2017 is expected to be that 12 or 13 
communities declared Open Defecation Free and improved access to water in seven villages. 
However sensitization on hygiene was implemented in a wider area in all localities through 
Output 2 and Output 5. 

In December 2016 there was no clear improvement of access to water and sanitation in the 
75 JRP villages because of a lack of investment and the impact of floods, but very interesting 
progress in terms of hygiene practices. 

Protection of water sources to avoid water contamination could have been considered in Telkok, 
Hameshkoreb and North Delta. Wash components raised issues of sustainability, considering 
there were no effective water management committee, no systematic collection of fees for 
most water sources and weak institutions (locality services). 

hh. Output 3: Logframe indicators monitoring 

OUTPUT 3 : Increased  availability of improved drinking water, use of improved sanitation facilities, and hand washing practices in Aroma locality

Baseline
Dec 2014

Milestone 1 (Sep 2015 ) Milestone 2 (Sep 2016) 1/2 Year Report
 Fev 2017

Target (Sep 2017)

Planned 2 8 13

Achieved 2 6 8 should be at least 12 

Planned 2 527 7 917 13 306

Achieved 1 907 13425 13425

Planned 4 157 10 644 13 306

Achieved 5974  10,078
 (M 5,140; F: 4,938)

11 657 depending on funds

Planned 4 157 10 644 13 306

Achieved 5533 7,470 
M: 3,810 ; F : 3,660

10 817 depending on funds

0 villages 
Output Indicator 3.1 : Number of targeted villages/ (communities)  that declare 
and are certified Open Defecation Free (ODF) in Aroma locality (UNICEF)

Output Indicator 3.2 : Number of targeted households with mothers and 
children carers (disaggregated by male headed/female headed households) 
washing hands with soap at critical times (after defecation, after cleaning child 
faeces, before eating, before feeding a child and before cooking). (UNICEF)

527

Output Indicator 3.3 Number of targeted households (disaggregated by male 
headed/female headed households) with access to  functional water facilities at 
any given time. (UNICEF)

824

Number of people (disaggregated by gender) who have access to improved 
sanitation facilities (UNICEF) 2 009

180 As previously mentioned, WASH activities were only implemented in Aroma. WASH 
needs in the three other JRP localities were expected to be covered by DFID-funded 
AquaForEast project that adopted a water basin approach, considered by DFID as more 
suitable for sustainable management of water resources than community planning 
at village level. In principle this opinion shared by the evaluation team. AquaForEast, 
however, was delayed, and initial achievements were reached only very recently (see Box 
13 below). 

181 The JRP WASH intervention started after the validation of the first logframe in August 
2015. At this date, there were still two years to implement Output 3. Time was a constraint 
as well as budget. 

182 The budget available for the WASH component could not cover the needs of all JRP 
villages in Aroma. A technical assessment was conducted between September 2015 and 
February 2016. The priority was then given to villages with no access to drinkable water. 
CAPs were not taken into consideration for planning of WASH activity.

183 Technical partners for WASH activities are the Technical Departments of Kassala State. 
(Water Environment and Sanitation and Ministry of Health). It was not possible to involve 
NGOs as initially planned89 because contracting NGOs would have entailed damaging 
delays for the implementation of the project. 

89 JRP ProDoc (2014) mentions the possibility of partnership with several NGOs: Lebena, Practical Action, Rera, 
Moslem Aid, FPPO, Friendship for Peace and Development, SRCS.
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Box 13: AquaForEast in May 2017 90

AquaForEast is coordinated by ZOA and implemented in Kassala by Practical Action and Plan Sudan 
with local partners: some of them (Sudan Vision, Bitaï, Delta) were also JRP implementing partners. 
Using the same field operators is an advantage as information and know-how gathered on 
JRP could be used on AquaForEast, and also helps to coordinate interventions. On the other hand, 
at community level understanding which project is responsible for a specific activity became 
a challenge when population often associated the activity with the NGO rather than with the project. 

AquaForEast is framed through an Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM) approach. 
Communities are not considered at village level (as they are in the JRP) but at catchment level, involving 
catchment committees whose members are villages representatives. For Sanitation, AquaForEast 
adopted a community approach for total sanitation (CATS) strategy like the JRP.

Regarding sanitation: Today seven communities are declared Open Defecation Free: three in North 
Delta and four in Telkok (including Jebel Haboba; Darassta; Haladet East). In Hameshkoreb locality the 
community approach for total sanitation has not started yet. 

Regarding water access: During the field visit, only a single water point built by AquaForEast was 
observed by the evaluation team in JRP villages.90 In several villages leaders declared they didn’t know 
about AquaForEast.

In Telkok locality, which covers nine catchments, AquaForEast is implemented by Practical Action. This 
started working on three catchments in a pilot phase, with priority given to those with high density 
of population. Nine villages are concerned and they involved technicians listed in six villages, five of 
which are also JRP villages (Jebel Haboba; Darassta; Tawait; Haladet East; Haladet West). In a second 
phase, two further catchments will be included, and at the end of the project (2019) five catchments 
out of nine will be covered, and potentially some JRP villages won’t receive any benefits from 
AquaforEast if there is no extension of the AquaForEast programme. 

In Hameshkoreb and North Delta, AquaForEast is implemented by Plan Sudan. A single Catchment 
covers the whole locality of Hameshkoreb. The catchment plan is finalized and the Plan Sudan 
technician thinks (but is not certain) that the seven JRP villages are included in the plan. In North Delta, 
the catchment approach is not applied because villages don’t rely on underground water but on the 
Gash River for water supply. The IWRM plan is still being discussed in this area. 

(Practical Action and Plan Sudan staff interviews and field visits)

184 Moving targets in JRP key documents: The analysis of planned WASH activities in the 
JRP documentation highlighted differences between the documents, proving that targets 
changed during the project’s life time (see Table 5). Some activities described in the work 
plan, such as support to the establishment of spare part supply chain, training of water 
committee structures, construction of water system in schools and health centres are not 
systematically presented in activity reports.91

Table 5: WASH activity in several JRP documents 92

MATRIX 
(2015)

WORK PLAN
(2016)

Last
Logframe

Localities targeted 4 localities Aroma Aroma

Villages Targeted 
for Water access

0
All 75 villages (even Aroma)  
covered by AquaForEast

14 villages 13.306 Households

Villages Targeted 
for CATS

36 villages
with 9 in Aroma

15 villages 13 villages
13.306 persons92

185 Achievement for water access: Considering that 14 interventions for water access 
presented in the work plan are no longer relevant, it can be stated (as in the last JRP 
reports) that in March 2017 “A total of 3 mini water yards were established and 4 water 
yards rehabilitated in 7 villages which led to the achievement of 11 657 people out of 
the targeted 13 306”. Additional access to water was managed in Aroma locality through 
Output 5, leading to 13 villages with improved access to water in the locality. 

90 Jebel Haboba.

91 Water system in schools and health centers are presented in the workplan without mention of any target and 
reported in financial documents, but not in activity reports.

92 There seems to be a mistake regarding targets, as the number of households targeted respectively for 
sensitization/access to water and the number of people targeted for improved sanitation facilities are the same.
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186 Achievement for Sanitation: Aroma villages were targeted  for CLTS. Nine are Open 
Defecation Free in May 2017 but the JRP expected to achieve a target of at least 12 out of 13 
by September 2017. NGOs and Government Departments of Health and Water partners for 
Output 3 consider that the community approach for total sanitation (CATS) component of 
JRP has facilitated behavioural change, which is an important and sustainable achievement 
of the project. (see Box below) 

Box 14: CATS is a relevant approach in Aroma

The evaluation mission visited Goz Ragab, one of the four targeted villages not yet declared Open 
Defecation Free, where 90  percent of households already had their own latrine. The village was 
not yet declared free defecation, but 100 percent coverage should be achieved soon according to 
the leaders. CLTS appeared to be working well in the Aroma context, where latrines are very well 
accepted in the visited villages: “The project showed us the problem, and we were all disgusted, now 
everybody wants a latrine” (Committee Leader - Goz Ragab). 

187 Some improvement required for cleaned water points: As JRP is nutrition-oriented, 
water quality should be a major preoccupation of Output 3 to avoid consumption of 
contaminated water, causing diarrhoea that directly impacts the nutrition status of the 
population. Recent assessments in Hameshkoreb for AquaForEast highlighted the poor 
quality of water: “Contamination of 6 open wells in Hamesh Koreib town is also mentioned. 
The water infrastructure also refers to bacteriological contamination and worms in 
wells”.93 The risk this represents for health and nutrition is obvious. The evaluation mission 
observed that little attention was given to this issue by the population in JRP villages: water 
sources are often shared for livestock and domestic uses (haffir). Some domestic water 
points are soiled by animals who carry water back home (see picture in Appendix 8). Even 
if no WASH interventions were planned in Talkok, Hameskoreb and North Delta, the JRP 
should have developed activities to sensitize communities about this issue and to mitigate 
the risk of contamination. Basic protection of water sources should have been encouraged 
(as a contribution of the community or even through Food Assistance fir Asset) to avoid 
contamination of water sources. These activities would have represented a big potential 
benefit at very little additional cost.

188 Effect and impact of WASH component: JRP follow-up surveys reflect the situation in the 
75 JRP villages, while WASH was only implemented in Aroma locality. 

189 On the whole, water and sanitation access has not improved since 2014 in the area of 
intervention. The last follow-up survey of December 2016 shows a degradation of major 
indicators regarding access to water in the 75 JRP villages: “Improved source of drinking 
water” and “source of drinking water functioning all year declined respectively from 70 
to 47 percent between 2015 and 2016 and from 58 to 54 percent94.” (see )

Figure 13: Evolution of water and sanitation access in 75 JRP villages

93 Acacia Water January 2017. Water for Three States, Sudan. Catchment assessment report Hamesh Koreib 
(AquaForEast Documentation). 

94 Figures 14 and 15 of the last follow-up report do not present data indicated in the text of the report. 
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190 These disappointing figures are considered by the JRP95 as an effect of flood and of the delay 
observed in the implementation of the ZOA programme. It is somehow surprising to see an 
important improvement of these indicators in December 2015 (follow-up 1) compared to the 
baseline when no JRP WASH interventions had started yet. Errors can be suspected either in 
the baseline or in the first follow-up survey. In any case it can be considered that, at the scale 
of the 75 targeted villages, access to water has slightly progressed compared to the initial 
situation, while no improvement was measured in access to improved sanitation. 

191 As previously mentioned, resources allocated to the JRP for WASH activities were too 
limited to achieve a real impact at the scale in all villages. Regarding impact at Aroma level, 
in September 2017, the JRP expected to have improved water access of 13 000 persons,96 
corresponding to about one third of the population targeted by the JRP in Aroma and 
10 percent of the total population of the locality.  

192 However, in the 75 villages practices and behaviour have progressed. JRP invested 
substantially on behaviour change, especially the promotion of good hygiene practices: in 
Aroma (Output 3) in all 75 villages with sensitization (Output 2) and through a campaign 
focusing on drought/flood-affected villages and population (Output 5). Effects of these 
activities are visible in the progression of indicators measuring “hand washing behaviour” 
(see ). Compared to the baseline all indicators show an improvement of behaviour for 
hand-washing.97 This is a very positive effect of the JRP.

Figure 14: Evolution of hygiene behaviour in 75 JRP villages

Sustainability remains an issue for the WASH component 

193 The evaluation team observed that in a village supported by JRP through the construction 
of a water station98 there was no water committee in place to manage it. According to 
the leaders, the JRP didn’t establish any conditions when the water station was delivered, 
and the community was simply advised to contribute in order to have some funds ready if 
reparations were eventually needed; but the population didn’t want to contribute and no 
funds were collected, which in itself questions the sustainability of the investment.

194 In Kassala Sate, paying for water is not accepted by the local population, an issue raised by 
Practical Action and Plan Soudan (AquaForEast) and by government water services as well; 
culturally, people believe water should be free. However, it seems that previous projects 
(Community Development Fund of the World Bank) managed to obtain contributions from 
the population to be managed locally by the community and cover expenditures relating 
to the servicing and maintenance of the water point. The strategy adopted by this project 
should be investigated.

95 Joint Resilience Project: Follow-up survey report Kassala State - March 2017: survey conducted in December 2016.

96 Considering the target is a number of persons and not a number of households. See end page note 94.

97 Like in the preceding figure, some results are difficult to explain: percentage of hand washing after cleaning child 
35 percent in 2015 and 25 percent in 2016. 

98 Goz Ragab (see picture in Appendix 8).



Final Evaluation of the Joint Resilience Project in Kassala 

54

195 The JRP documentation mentioned the establishment of spare part supply chain which is 
key to ensure sustainability of the investment, though this was not implemented. 

3.2.7 Output 4: Food Security and Livelihood 

Output 4: main findings 

The variety/diversity of activities planned on Output 4 in an extended area was challenging. JRP 
managed to implement most activities but quantified targets expected by committees at village 
level were often not achieved.

Most Output 4 activities are relevant as they contribute to household food security and livelihood, 
some being clearly linked to climatic shocks. 

Short-term effects of activities (food supply through Food Assistance for Asset modality) were 
reported, as well as some mid-term effects (better yield after mesquite clearance and improved 
seeds distribution, introduction of new food/social practices through garden; prevention of flood 
damage through gabion walls, but these, as well as long-term effects (e.g. of fodder cooperatives, 
reforestation), should mostly be assessed at a later stage. 

The JRP faced some difficulties for Output 4 as there were too many activities to be managed 
with limited time and human resources. Field teams could not ensure monitoring and follow-up 
of the activities to consolidate the achievements of the programme, and this represented a risk 
for the quality of interventions and their sustainability as well. Delays reported for some activities 
(seeds, check dams) are related to the nature of some of the interventions, external constraints 
and procedural issues. 

Doubling the initial number of sites (from 32 to 75 villages) had an impact on the efficiency of 
Output 4, and a number of delays were observed. For some activities which started at the end of 
the project the required support, monitoring and follow-up will rely on future potential and not 
secured funding. 

ii. Output 4: Logframe monitoring indicators

OUTPUT 4 : Increase the resilience of livelihoods to shocks that impact agriculture, food, nutrition and economic sustainability

Baseline
Dec 2014

Milestone 1 (Sep 2015 ) Milestone 2 (Sep 2016) 1/2 Year Report
 Fev 2017

Target (Sep 2017)

Planned 20 54 75 (a)

Achieved 29 55 55

Planned 12 25 25

Achieved 21 34 40

Planned 5 000 8 000 10 000

Achieved 6732 6732 (d) 7 825

Planned 6 000 12 000 20 000

Achieved 5 916 12 965 14 750

Planned NA 100% 100%
Achieved NA 100% or 73 % (c)  100%

(a) : 77 in the report ; (b) = 3,47 in the report and 0 in logframe  (c)  in the logframe comment = 73% (23 out of 32 villages targeted by asset activities) 
(d) : 12 965 is reported in 2016 annual report 

Output Indicator 4.3.1 :  Number of small holder farmers sustainably producing 
nutritious food (legumes, vegetables,)   from their own home gardens for 
household consumption and income generation (FAO)

4 000

NA

Output Indicator 4.1.1: Number of villages/communities with improved and 
sustainably managed vegetation cover (valuable local tree, shrub and  grass 
species) (FAO) 

0

Output Indicator 4.1.2 : Number of villages/communities with water 
management facilities (terraces, dykes, stone chains, small dams, haffirs and 
basins etc (FAO, WFP)

0

Output Indicator 4.2.1 : Number of small holder agro pastoralists (disaggregated 
by male /female) with more sustainably productive small ruminants and poultry 
producing nutritious food (milk, meat, eggs, etc.) for household consumption 
and income generation (FAO)

3 470 (b)

Output Indicator 4.3.2 : Percentage of JRP supported villages where women 
have increased access to assets (WFP)
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jj. Difficult assessment of activities effectiveness

196 The evaluation team found that almost all the diverse activities planned by the JRP for 
Output 4 were implemented and only a few were cancelled (poultry distribution,99 fuel 
stove).100 However to assess effectiveness it is important to measure activities against 
planned targets. 

197 Based on the logframe indicator follow-up, some Output 4 targets had already been 
achieved: in February 2017, 40 villages had water management facilities (terraces, dykes, 
stone chains, small dams, haffirs and basins), though the plan was to reach 25 of them in 
three years (Indicator 4.1.2). However, as the indicator provided no information about the 
nature of activity or about its importance, this “achievement” did not prove that what 
had been planned was actually carried out. 

198 Village committees compared achievements with what had been decided during the 
community consultation, and by this measure they often considered that targets had not 
been reached. However, since there was no quantified forecast in the CAP, it was not 
possible to base the evaluation analysis on their claims. 

199 Figures in the JRP documentation (matrix, workplan, logframe, reports, budget) were not 
detailed or consistent enough and could not help identify what was the actual target of 
the JRP for each activity of Output 4. The evaluation team therefore decided not to focus 
its analysis on effectiveness rather on other dimensions. 

kk. Natural Resource governance and Management 

200 Mesquite clearance was observed as a JRP activity in all villages visited but one, Maman Al 
Masjid, where it had been undertaken by the community with no support from the project 
(see Box 15). 

Box 15: Mesquite clearance without FFA

In Maman Al Masjid the community cleared all the mesquites around the village after some focused 
awareness campaigns on the huge negative effects of mesquites and the benefits to be gained after 
eradication. There is a strong community commitment to manage the invasion and all community 
members are involved without incentives. The area cleared is an estimated 15 kilometres, from the 
centre of the village in all directions. This example should be promoted, as it demonstrated capacity 
of a community to manage its natural resources on its own. 

201 Mesquite eradication had many potential benefits and was a priority in almost all 
CAPs. In the short-term, FFA and charcoal production improved household income, and 
in the mid-term eradication extended agricultural lands for growing crops, facilitated 
livestock movement and reduced risk of animal injury. Finally, it is expected to improve soil 
characteristics in the longer term. 

202 There were three kinds of beneficiaries: i) the whole community, especially when mesquite 
clearance was conducted on the haffir or community asset; ii) workers who benefited from 
FFA; and iii) the owner of the land, as mesquite clearance was largely conducted on private 
land. 

203 Mesquite eradication was operated by WFP, and FAO was supposed to provide seeds for 
cleared farming land. This intervention was effective in several of the villages visited, and 
yields reported by beneficiaries were improved (combined effect of mesquite eradication 
and improved seed) compared to previous years. However, coordination between 

99 The decision was taken to cancel animal distribution, though 125 households had already been trained on 
improved poultry practices and provided with a poultry cage.

100 Source of combustible is an indicator measured of baseline and the follow-up survey, but related activities were 
not implemented. 
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agencies was challenging in some places where seeds did not arrive on time after the 
clearance, creating frustration amongst beneficiaries and reducing the effects of the 
intervention. 

204 A difficult standardization: As intensity and density of the mesquite trees differ from 
area to area, the number of workers and the amount of food provided should depend on 
the number of trees rather than on the surface cleared. According to WFP, the amount of 
food to be given to a worker for mesquite clearance depended on the number of trees 
removed (five trees for a daily ration of food). However the evaluation team did not observe 
this practice in the field, where prices were always reported to be calculated by feddan101 
cleaned. 

205 Community perception: Mesquite is one of the activities considered by committees to have 
been “promised” more during CAP development than what was actually implemented (see 
Table 6) Without quantified data in the CAPs, triangulation of information provided by the 
population is not possible 

Table 6: Mesquite eradication 102

 Community Planned feddan feddans  
for mesquite clearance

Actual feddans cleared  
by JRP102

Kassala 500 50

18 Eia Alhaj 70 20

Akla Alaabar 700 220

Goaz Rajab 30 12

Eilatiyod 1.500 60

Source: Focus group with committee members

206 Quality of the eradication: In most locations visited, mesquite clearing just meant chopping 
the branches without actually killing the trees. The way the FFA daily rate was calculated 
suggested that the objective was to uproot the mesquite; however, the evaluation team 
only observed uprooting in three villages out of 14, which represents a challenge for the 
quality of the activity monitoring.

207 Haffirs are small artificial lakes constructed in low lying areas to allow water to be stored 
during rainfall. They are used in Kassala to provide water for animals and agriculture, but 
also for human consumption. Besides, they can contribute to recharge underground water. 
The JRP supported rehabilitation of existing haffirs but no construction even though it 
had originally been planned.103 

208 Weak sustainability of some haffir rehabilitation: The Tashallel hafir in Hameshkoreb 
village was built only five years ago and needed rehabilitation provided by the project in 
2016. There were no stones and concrete to withstand the flow of incoming water, and 
during the 2016 floods the water inlet to the haffir was broken down and was again in need 
of rehabilitation during the evaluation mission. Sarar Nawar hafir was rehabilitated mainly 
from the invasion of the mesquite trees that had covered it entirely. It was very likely to be 
invaded again in a very short time frame, as mesquites were not properly uprooted. 

209 Haffir and human water consumption: In some locations, local informers confirmed 
animals and people drank directly from the haffir without provisions to take the water out of 
them for use by animals and people. Not all hafirs are designed to ensure water availability 
far from hafir surroundings to avoid contamination. Regarding the risk for human health 
and nutrition, haffir rehabilitation should be accompanied by the implementation of rules 
to manage access to water and limit risks for human health. 

101 One feddan is equal to 0.42 hectares.

102 Actual feddans referred to what communities considered as cleared by JRP in May 2017 when the field mission 
occurred. According to the JRP team, additional mesquite clearance is planned until July 2017 although in the 
workplan it was supposed to be completed by April 2017.

103 As mentioned in the ProdDc, p. 26, budget: Support the construction of small dams, store chains terraces, hafirs, etc.
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210 Terrace rehabilitation and construction through FFA (WFP) and with machines (see Box 16): 
WFP claimed to have rehabilitated 1  090 terraces. The activity was found in four 
villages out of the 15 villages visited. There were some challenges, including a lack of 
technical support: in Odi (Hameskoreb) terraces appeared to be constructed haphazardly 
and without any technical specifications. About 100 terraces of varying length had been 
rehabilitated, located in open and windy places which resulted in terraces that could not 
stand for long.104

Box 16: Delayed FAO terraces and dam

FAO planned the realization of one dam and terraces for water harvesting that had not yet been 
implemented at the time of the evaluation. After community consultations, FAO started working 
on this activity with state government authorities as well as other partners already present and 
working in the area to identify where it was possible to implement infrastructures. In November 
2016 (eight months before the end of the project) FAO directly contracted a group of engineers from 
the ministry to conduct a reconnaissance survey (November 2016) to guide planning and execution. 
The suitable area for water harvesting they identified had to be re-discussed with the communities 
before developing the design, detailed drawings and bill of quantities for the selected water 
harvesting types. The FAO Office in Khartoum then had to obtain clearance from the regional office 
and from headquarters, which came in May 2017 at the time of the evaluation mission. Expressions 
of interest had been anticipated and FAO was able to start the tender. FAO considered it would 
be possible to complete the work before the end of the project, even with the rain arriving, and is 
fully confident of its capacity to build the terraces; however, it does consider the risk of failing to 
complete the dam before September. 

211 Dykes and Check Dams construction/rehabilitation are other water-related activities 
implemented by JRP (FFA modality). The evaluation team visited two small dams in 
Ediroat Village (Telkok) and Teeshalel (Hamashkoreib locality) where people around the 
area reported the levels of water in the nearby wells had clearly improved. Construction 
of small dams and dykes could improve the agricultural production and the economic 
situation in the villages. The construction of small dams should, however, be coordinated 
and integrated with other JRP interventions to ensure availability of water for nurseries 
and gardens and livestock. 

212 Gabion Walls were constructed through FFA modality. They were found in four villages 
with the objective to facilitate Haffir filling or to protect villages or major wells from rapid 
running water flow. Committees were enthusiastic affirming they gained skills and expect 
gabion walls to protect them from floods. In one village (Maman El Misguid Telkoak) a 
gabion wall was realized before 2016, and according to the committee it managed to 
protect the village from the flood that year. 

213 Reforestation: The JRP has also endeavoured to train women groups in some villages 
and provided them with fruits (citrus and guava) and local tree seedlings as one of the 
means for improving household incomes (2017 half year progress report). Community 
nurseries were almost not existent in most of the visited communities. As garden 
activities, nurseries were suffering from shortage of water and some neglect.

214 JRP supported the creation of Natural Resource Management (NRM) Committees, and 
the evaluation team found one each in Hamashkoreib, Sarar Nawar and in Tahday Osis. 
NRM committees are all part of the village development committees and composed of 
about ten members. At the community level they could be an effective tool to preserve 
the scarce natural resources surrounding the village. 

104 See picture in Appendix 8.
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Box 17: Food for asset as a modality of intervention for Output 4

Many Output 4 activities were implemented through FFA. 

FFA is an interesting modality as food provided supported household food security (immediate 
effect), while it helped to motivate community work on relevant construction, which in turn was 
functional to reach mid-term and long-term effects on food security and natural resources 
management. 

However, some asset construction or rehabilitation required technical skills, and in this sense the 
JRP is sometimes optimistic regarding local capacity: “Now beneficiary communities are able to build 
check dams, gabion walls, etc.” (Annual Report 2016). Labour force availability is often insufficient 
to ensure sustainability and quality of works. Some JRP interventions appeared to the evaluation 
team as weak in terms of technical quality (e: terraces – Odi; haffir rehabilitation - Hameshkoreb). 

FFA requires daily rates to be clearly communicated and understood by all: there are risks of 
inequity in mesquite clearance FFA rate, according to whether mesquite is chopped or uprooted. To 
avoid unintended negative effects, FFA rates should be estimated taking into consideration local 
labour cost. 

Moreover, FFA can be considered as relying on external support for activities that could be 
conducted at community level with no or little input from a project. The Ministry of Agriculture 
was concerned regarding the durability of Food for Work (FFW). Source: Joint Resilience-Building 
Project (JRP) in Kassala State Mission Report) 

When FFA concerned individual assets (e.g. when individual field mesquite clearance was 
undertaken), this modality is relevant when there is a serious targeting of the most vulnerable 
landowner, i.e. farmers who would not be able to clean land on their own or hire workers to do it. In 
this sense, monitoring targeted fields and field ownership is crucial. In several villages visited, 
cleared land often belonged to committee leaders who would have been able either to do it with 
their relatives or to hire workers, and in these cases FFA was not relevant. 

LL. Sustainable livestock rearing:

215 Fodder cooperatives: The JRP introduced the idea of establishing revolving fodder 
through fodder cooperatives. The fodder provided by FAO was to be used as seed capital 
by the fodder cooperative in a sustainable way. The intention was to help the community, 
including those provided by small ruminants, with continuous feed supply even during the 
drought periods.

216 The cooperatives had been established in nearly all the visited communities with varying 
degrees of success: in implementation, in management of the fodder provided by FAO, and 
in the process of sustainability.

217 Unclear target: The JRP work plan suggested the formation of six fodder cooperatives 
in each of the four selected localities. However, this target was more than doubled and 
the evaluation team found fodder cooperatives in 13 out of 14 visited communities. This 
change in target is not mentioned in JRP reports and it is not clear how the JRP managed 
to double the number of cooperatives it supported without any additional budget on this 
line.

218 No standardized design: The design of cooperatives was defined at field level by the 
communities, and modalities were very different from one place to the next: i) members 
went from 20 to more than 200; ii) the average number of sacks per member were from 
1 to 5.8; iii) members’ contributions from Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 50 to SDG 
500. The lack of standards in implementation made it difficult to evaluate activities and will 
also challenge capitalization and drawing of lessons learned. 

219 Sustainability: Some fodder cooperatives are registered with the Cooperative Department 
of the State Ministry of Finance under the Cooperative Law as multipurpose cooperatives 
and should therefore be able to access funds and services from third parties as banks and 
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some organizations. This is a good achievement in terms of sustainability. However, all 
cooperatives were formed in the last year of the project. The impact of the intervention 
could not be easily assessed during this short period, but sustainability will definitely be 
affected by this very short support period as revolving fodder funds management can be a 
difficult task to be carried forward. 

220 Effect: At evaluation stage, no cooperative managed to revolve any round of fodder in the 
visited villages. Some cooperatives attempted to invest in trading and other businesses, 
away from fodder availability. A major concern, however, was the risk of cooperatives 
collapsing when community members received fodder or other trading commodities on 
loan but did not pay back. This situation could lead some JRP cooperatives to bankruptcy. 

221 Restocking: The restocking programme was implemented in most of the visited 
communities. Restocking was conducted as part of Outputs 4 and 5, and seeing that the 
time frame of implementation of the two Outputs partly overlapped interviewees could 
not always distinguish between these two interventions. 

222 Planned beneficiaries of restocking were women in all villages visited except Hameskoreb, 
where 60  percent of beneficiaries were men. Beneficiaries were selected by the VDC 
according to vulnerability criteria. There was no complaint mechanism related to 
targeting (see also section 3.3.2.).

223 Some issues were raised regarding: i) the choice of animals (goat or sheep); ii) the adaptation 
of distributed animals to local climatic and environmental conditions; iii) the involvement 
of local veterinary services throughout the process from the choice of animal type to 
purchase, distribution and its aftermath. However, the evaluation team considered that 
the restocking programme was reasonably well managed

224 In the villages visited, effects of restocking varied. Some households now have up to eight 
heads of these ruminants in less than two years, but on the other hand, some now have less 
than the number of animals they originally received. It is very early to judge the success or 
failure of the restocking programme. 

225 The initial design in the ProDoc 2014 envisaged distribution of animals on credit to allow 
for herd rebuilding of the most impoverished families. Such modality was meant to allow 
the project to target a larger number of households. As a three-year project, the JRP could 
also have planned revolving restocking, as previously and successfully done by FAO. This 
system envisaged that households supplied with animals would give away two or three 
baby animals after a certain period of time to other poor households on the basis of the 
same selection criteria.

226 Animal health workers: It was commended that the JRP had trained some male Community 
Animal Health Workers (CAHW) in most of the targeted communities. The training was 
conducted in the last year of the project, too late for the CAHWs to benefit from inputs 
of knowledge and practice deriving from the training during the lifetime of the project. 
The evaluation team found that most of the trained CAHWs had not started working yet, 
apart from some advice and prescriptions to those benefiting from the FAO free drugs 
(see below). No female had been trained as CAHW yet, though livestock was an activity 
conducted by women in many places. 

227 FAO was providing free medicines and services to a selected number of poor households 
mostly benefitting from the restocking programme. The beneficiaries were selected 
by the VDCs and CAHWs who assessed their needs on a monthly basis and travelled to 
Kassala to be provided by FAO with vouchers for drugs that were valid in specific veterinary 
pharmacies in Kassala. The involvement of, and coordination with the State and locality 
veterinary services was not strong enough and this compromised gains and sustainability 
after the closing of the JRP project.
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mm. Sustainable irrigated gardening 

228 The JRP had tried to establish home gardens in most of the visited communities and 
some community gardens. In March 2017, the JRP reported 14  750 beneficiaries of 
this activity, which the evaluation team considers to be a very high number seeing the 
number of gardens.105 

229 The evaluation mission took place in May during the dry season, when most gardens 
were not productive. In several villages, home gardens were not visited because the 
evaluation team was told gardens had failed as water was not available. Home garden 
design seemed to depend on the judgement of the implementing partners; home 
gardens differed from one village to the other in terms of surface, as well as the number of 
people involved in one; in about 20 percent of the visited communities the implementing 
partner and the VDCs opted for a community garden with about 20 members (men or 
women) and in a large area (up to two feddans). All home gardens were provided with 
seeds, a water/donkey cart, two barrels for water and tools and land ploughing by the 
JRP. 

230 Community gardens visited during the mission also had very different profiles: 

• In Hameshkoreb, the JRP supported a large community garden in a large piece of 
land (about two feddans) owned by the Sheikh. The Hameshkoreb commissioner is 
also helping in the garden by providing the water pump. All inputs are provided by 
the JRP project. The sheikh, owner of the garden, received the income of the crops. 
The labourers were students of the Sheikh. This model was likely to be sustainable but 
could raise question regarding the profile of the direct beneficiaries of the JRP (see 
section 3.3.2).

• The JRP established a community garden/farm in Goaz Rajab community (Aroma 
locality), close to the river Atbara.106 All farm requirements including ploughing, 
weeding and labouring, and all the inputs as seeds, fertilizers, pesticides pumps as well 
as carburant for the pump, etc. are provided free by FAO. The farmland is owned by 
a farmer who should receive 10 percent of the net income, and is managed by more 
than 20 people without clear division of labour between them or somebody assigned 
to manage the produce. As involved people did not invest, they did not express much 
interest for the success or failure of the farm. Beneficiaries were not informed about 
any potential gradual withdrawal of assistance. The sustainability and continuity of this 
farm is questionable unless some measures are put in place to properly manage the 
farm.

231 Establishment of gardens, when functional, was appreciated by the population. People 
could testify that access to uncommon vegetables or fruit (watermelon) was a very 
positive potential effect of the JRP, since the population is likely to improve its diet 
when nutritious food is available and affordable. Home gardening was also an important 
achievement from a gender perspective, seeing that in very conservative communities 
women were planting for the first time in their lives, having been forbidden to do so up 
to then. 

232 However, the extent of this activity and of its effects was reduced by the problem of 
access to water faced in many visited sites. The effectiveness and success of the garden 

105 The 2016 annual report explained that “between October 2015 and September 2016, a total of 12 965 small farmers 
(6 353 male and 6 612 female) out of the total target of 14 000 (93 percent) increased their production of vegetable, 
fruits, legumes and staple foods”. The Output Indicator 4.3.1, however, did not mention “staple food”: “number of 
smallholder farmers (disaggregated by male/female) sustainably producing nutritious food (legumes, vegetables)”. It is 
not clear to the evaluation team whether the indicator to monitor garden activities reflected the number of farmers 
supported to produce nutritious food or just those supported through seed distribution. In the evaluation team’s 
understanding it seems that 1 785 farmers producing legumes and vegetables were reached during the counter 
season 2016-2017, which represents the difference between the number of Output 4.3.1 beneficiaries in February 
2017 (14 750 in March 2017 half year report) and September 2016 (12 965 in 2016 annual report - September 2016). 

106 In the very same village, a garden for the women was established. The interest getting two gardens in the same 
small village is questionable. Moreover, women’s garden was established far away from the river, and women in 
this community were not allowed to go to the river. Women’s garden failed. 
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appeared limited due to the absence of careful planning on where and how to establish 
these gardens. The large size of home gardens appeared to the evaluation team as a 
constraint to their being manageable, especially by women with little or no experience 
in vegetable production. Moreover, the current systems and practices in implementing 
home and community gardens compromised the sustainability of the achievement. 
However when targeting women, this activity, just like other income generating activities 
(see women’s socio-economic empowerment §280 to §285) can be considered positively 
from a gender perspective. 

233 Storage facilities - F2M (WFP)

234 JRP ProDoc proposed to promote improved farm-based processing and storage practices 
and facilities to reduce post-harvest losses in terms of quality and quantity, and where 
feasible, complement these activities with linking Farmers to Markets (F2M) (Ministry 
of Agriculture, Central Bank of Sudan and WFP) where smallholder agro/pastoral 
farmers’ associations are provided with microfinance, extension services and training 
to increase the production and outputs of their crop yield and small ruminants. In the 
budget it is stated every year 24 villages should be targeted with this intervention (with 
a budget of GBP 3 263 per village). Very little information is given in JRP reports about 
this activity: “Training of 420 farmers (420) in North Delta and Aroma localities on 
agricultural operations and post–harvest management, knowledge and practices and 
silo manufacturing techniques” was mentioned in the last quarterly report of 2015, and 
simply repeated verbatim in the following one. 

235 Two visited villages were targeted with Storage facilities – F2M: Hamashkoreib community 
(Hamashkoreib locality) and Matataib (North Delta locality).

236 The JRP allocated 100 small plastic silos to Hamashkoreib village in the beginning of 
2017. The selection of beneficiaries was done by the commissioner and the VDC and silos 
were distributed to 50 of the 54 tribes in the village, each with two silos (the remaining 
four tribes should receive silos in the next phase). This pilot activity could be relevant to 
reduce post-harvest loss, but it should have been tested in more than one community 
to assess its value; it should have also been implemented earlier to gain some idea of its 
effects. 

237 WFP recently assembled two large warehouses (see picture in Appendix 8) in 
Matataib community (40x10 meters each) to store the great quantities of sorghum for a 
large number of farmers (more than 1 000 farmers in Matataib and other neighbouring 
villages according to the committee, and more than 25  000 farmers according to the 
JRP.107 There is a warehouse committee formed by the VDC composed of eight trained 
members. The committee will charge 3 kg of sorghum per sack per annum of storage. It is 
very early to assess the value of this large and expensive crop storage system in the rural 
community to be managed by them. Bearing in mind that the warehouses were only 
assembled this year (2017),108 the management and sustainability of the silos will be in 
great danger as there will not be time for the community to be appropriately trained and 
learn lessons during the life time of the project. 

238 These two warehouses raised question regarding:

• The targeted beneficiaries: the Comprehensive Food security assessment109 considered 
that in this area only “wealthier farmers can market their production”. 

• Respecting the initial budget format (GBP 3 263 per village). 

107 A figure in excess of the whole population of North Delta.

108 One year after the training mentioned in 2015 last quarterly report.

109 WFP/Ministry of Agriculture, Kassala Comprehensive Food Security Assessment (2012),
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Box 18: Sorghum seeds distributions: a key activity, poorly documented

The JRP documentation gave some details for seedlings, vegetable and fodder seeds distribution 
while in the field committees spontaneously mentioned sorghum seeds distribution. It suggested 
that crop seeds were certainly the most important in volume. Unfortunately, sorghum seed 
distribution was not detailed in JRP documentation (budgets, logframe, work plan, reports) 
and the evaluation team could not assess whether implementation (number of beneficiaries, 
quantity delivered) matched with the planned activities. 

Introduction of improved varieties is very much appreciated by the farmers. Sorghum improved 
seeds supplied by JRP were mainly the early maturing and drought resistant varieties, which 
was a relevant choice and produced interesting yields. It was interesting to note that beneficiaries 
still favoured other variety (Aklamoy), not for yield reason but for taste preference and for the large 
amount of straw fodder it produced after harvest. 

Beneficiaries reported seeds were usually distributed too late (after sowing period) in the visited 
villages. Coordination/integration between the mesquite clearance (WFP) and the seed distribution 
(FAO) were weak in many places visited. All crops and vegetable seeds were distributed free of any 
contribution. This raised questions on the sustainability of the intervention after the end of the 
project. 

JRP trained farmers on agricultural practices, improved seeds farming, post-harvest and storage. 
But the evaluation team did not come across any extension workers trained by the JRP project. 

Unfortunately, there was no post-distribution assessment done after seeds distribution to 
measure the satisfaction of beneficiaries in terms of targeting, timeliness, quality and quantity of 
seeds and yields registered with supplied seeds. 

Women’s socio-economic empowerment

239 Women’s groups were found to be involved in different kinds of activities in all visited 
villages but Kassala, including income generating ones like handcraft, food processing, but 
also literacy classes. 

240 Women beneficiaries of these activities were always selected by the committee through 
different criteria: at times vulnerability of the household and at others its skills. Often the 
willingness to include all tribes as beneficiaries was mentioned. Regarding literacy classes, 
men and leaders did not disagree with women literacy courses, provided the woman was 
married. 

241 Some groups existed before the JRP started supporting them and, especially because some 
activities started very late (North Delta) and support to the group was to be short-lived, the 
decision to work with existing groups was a relevant one. 

242 Women members of the groups received “Food for Training” (FFT) as an incentive to 
motivate their participation. According to some actors it could happen that some women 
were not in a hurry to leave the literacy course because of the promised FFT ration, while 
others believed the groups would have still worked without incentive. 

243 Literacy classes conducted in partnership with the Ministry of Social and Cultural Affairs 
were a very relevant activity; food processing and handcraft groups are presented as 
“income generating activities”, though income generated by the activities in the visited 
groups remained very modest when groups were provided with all tools but also all 
ingredients required to cook/process or do handcraft. In the visited villages women were 
not allowed to go to the market, which meant they often relied on their sons to sell their 
production. The sustainability of income generating by the groups is limited and these 
activities are likely to stop with the JRP. 

244 However, the objective of these women groups should be considered from a gender 
perspective and analysed as a long-term process. The gender gap was so important in 
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JRP villages that any activities that contributed to bringing women in a public sphere, 
even if it was in a female-only-environment, should be considered positively. 

Effects of the project on livelihood situation in 75 JRP villages

245 Many indicators are difficult to consider as revealing of JRP effects or impact since they 
were influenced by climatic events in 2015 (drought) and 2016 (floods) (see also Output 5) 
and the results they uncovered were somehow contradictory. Based on annual surveys, the 
effects of JRP on livelihood were not obvious. (see Box 19). 

Box 19: Food security and livelihood indicators in annual surveys

Some 2016 follow-up survey indicators suggested some improvements of livelihood in JRP 
villages: for example, the percentage of households selling livestock products kept increasing from 
2014. The percentage of households that cultivate crops or a home /garden has increased in 2016 
(from 30percent in 2014 and 2015 to 50 percent in 2016), though this could be a consequence of 
changes in weather. 

Some are disappointing: “There is no obvious indication of progress in crop production 
between JRP supported and not supported households in 2016”. 

Food security indicators are difficult to interpret: In JRP villages the food consumption score in 
2016 is unchanged from 2014. The Diet Diversity Score increased from 4.4 to 5.3, from the category 
of low to medium diet diversity. Copying strategy indicators showed vulnerable households in JRP 
are more likely to use negative coping strategies than in 2014. 

In the 2016 follow-up survey report the JRP compared the situation of livestock activities in JRP 
supported households in the 75 targeted villages with non-supported households, and considered 
differences between them as an effect of the JRP. This methodology is not very robust as the initial 
situation of either kind of households is unknown. 

Further analysis would be needed regarding other information emerging from the surveys: for 
example, ownership of livestock dropped by 10 percent, from 78 to 69, between 2014 and 2016, 
while the average number of animals per household slightly increased in the same period (from 5.5 
to 5.9), which could be interpreted as rising inequity between households. 

3.2.8 Output 5: Response to “El Niño”

Output 5: main findings 

Output 5 demonstrates a positive adaptation capacity and flexibility of JRP/agencies/donor: the 
initial design was modified to respond to drought, and then adapted in response to floods. 

Due to internal and external constraints, drought response targets were achieved later than 
intended, or were not fully reached, while interventions to assist flood-affected populations 
performed better. 

Output 5 activities contributed to mitigate the effect of “El Niño” phenomenon, though impacts 
of the 2015-2016 drought and floods still limited JRP achievements. 

Output 5 results highlight the need for a “contingency mechanism” embedded in JRP design 
from the very beginning in order to redefine the allocation of resources (human resources/
implementing partner/logistic/budget) to manage an emergency, including definition of tools 
(early warning system) to trigger emergency response. Better preparedness and anticipation 
would have helped to better respond to needs and especially to provide early assistance for 
livestock owners affected by drought. 

Some overlapping activities could have been envisaged between Output 3 and Output 5 as 
targeted villages and activities seem to be very similar. 
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nn. Achievement on Output 5

Planned 1 300

Achieved 980 (Male: 431 ; Female: 549)
Planned 4 500
Achieved no assessment of this indicator 
Planned 4 500
Achieved 4,679 ( Male: 2,293; Female: 2,386)

Planned 47 000
Achieved Not measured 
Planned 47 000
Achieved 42,885 (Male: 21,014 Female: 21,871)
Planned 47000 and 18.080 (CN October) 
Achieved 51,971 (Male: 25,466 Female: 26,505)

More then 60.000 reported (March 2017)

Planned Drought (March-Aug 2016) 5500 HH (drought)  +  
Flood (october 2016-March 2017) : 80 HH + 1.200 

persons
Achieved 7559 HH reached but l imited activities

Planned 38600 persons (drought)  +  14.288 persons (Flood)

Achieved 38482 (Male: 18,856; Female: 19,626)  : delayed and 
incomplete ration 

 14.288 persons (floods)
Planned 15 440
Achieved 15,393 (Girls: 7,850 Boys: 7,543)

Output 5.1 : HEALTH 

Output 5 : Communities are prepared to respond to droughts caused by El Nino by increasing availability of services 
in nutrition, health, WASH, livelihood and food security. Drought (March-Aug 2016) & Flood (october 2016-March 2017)

Output 5.2 : WASH / (North Delta and Aroma). 

Output Indicator 5.2.3: Number affected population with access to improved 
drinking water sources (UNICEF)

Output Indicator 5.2.1: Number of affected population washing hands with 
soap at critical times in affected vil lages (UNICEF)

Output Indicator 5.2.2: Number of affected population with access to 
improved sanitation facil ities (UNICEF) ;  

Output Indicator 5.3.1: Number of El-Nino affected households with 
enhanced access to l ivestock inputs (water, animal feed, fodder and mineral 
l ick) (FAO)

Output Indicator 5.3.2: Number of people benefiting from General Food 
Distribution in affected households (WFP)

Output Indicator 5.3.3 : Number of children under 5 receiving a preventative 
nutrition ration (WFP)

Output 5.3 : Increase the resilience of livelihoods to shocks that impact agriculture, food, nutrition and economic sustainability 
Drought (March-Aug 2016) and Flood (october 2016-March 2017)

Output Indicator 5.1.3 : Number of children (disaggregated by male/female) 
receiving treatment as per IMCI guidelines and standards (UNICEF)

Output Indicator 5.1.2 : Number of children under five (disaggregated by 
male/female) with diarrhea who receive good diarrhea treatment in affected 
vil lages (UNICEF)

Output Indicator 5.1.1: Number of children under five (disaggregated by 
male/female) in the affected vil lages receiving severe acute malnutrition 
treatment services (SAM)

Details on achievement for each phase (drought/flood) are given in Appendix 9. 

246 Output 5 activities were added to the initial design to answer two different shocks, the 
2015 drought and the July 2016 flood.

oo. Achievement regarding the response/anticipation to drought

247 Responses to the drought were planned in January 2016110 for implementation between 
March and August 2016. Interventions were intended to respond/anticipate the droughts 
of 2015/2016. 

248 Many activities planned in response to drought were not implemented as planned. 
(see details in Appendix 9). 

249 Internal and external constraints affected the drought response: Response to drought 
did not reach all expected results, some targets were not reached and some activities were 
cancelled or partially implemented. Several factors, stated in the flood concept note,111 
can explain the gap between intentions and achievements: late arrival of funds delayed 
implementation of activities planned in March and started in June. Agency-specific 
procedures caused delays in procurement (water trucking); there was a supply issue, with 
unavailability of some inputs (Steering Committee and pulses); planning was unrealistic 
considering the context (animal water trucking) and the human resources available 
for implementation; in July, as usual, the rains started while the drought response was 
underway, at which point some villages were no longer accessible and some activities no 
longer relevant. In some villages rains caused flood and response to drought shifted to 
flood emergency response, which in turn justified cancellation of some activities. 

110 El Niño Concept Note – February 2016

111 Kassala flood response – Concept Note; October 2016. 
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250 An early description was available of the impact of the 2015 drought and its 
consequences in Kassala. 

• In September 2015, the Integrated Food Security Phase Classification considered North 
Delta and Aroma to be in “stressed” situation while Telkok and Hameskoreb were in 
“crisis”.112

• According to WFP,113 at the end of 2015 food security in some JRP intervention areas was 
worrying: “A dramatic decline in purchasing power was seen in Telkok locality, with more 
than half of all households being unable to afford the local food basket” (WFP, December 
2015). 

• According to FAO, there was also a relevant impact on livestock in Hameskoreb because of 
extremely poor pasture conditions with little to no access to water sources. In November 
2015, FAO recommended immediate livestock support interventions in some Sudanese 
localities, including Hameskoreb which is considered a locality at risk of animal loss (FAO 
November 2015).114 

251 However, response to drought through JRP actually started at the end of June 
2016, apparently much delayed especially for livestock support which required early 
interventions. As mentioned, the JRP initial design was not well drafted to facilitate early 
response to a potential emergency (see section 3.1.). This certainly contributed to the delays 
observed in response to the drought. 

Box 20: Weak preparedness to climatic emergency 115

Despite 18 months in the field and a long consultation process to identify priorities and needs to 
strengthen community resilience to climatic shocks, water trucking in response to drought could not 
be implemented in all 24 targeted villages in need of water, because villages lacked water storage 
facilities, or were inaccessible because of landmines.115 A contingency plan at community level 
might have avoided being taken off guard, and helped design a more appropriate response.  

pp. Achievement of the response to floods

252 Abundant rainfalls in July caused floods in Kassala. Agencies and their partners conducted 
flood assessments in august 2016.116. 

253 The JRP rapidly started its response to floods: FFA activities (Output 4) were mobilized 
for the rehabilitation of destroyed assets; some activities, initially planned to respond to 
drought on Output 5, were reoriented to respond to the new emergency. Reports state 
that Output 5, introduced in early 2016, helped to quickly bring support to JRP areas 
affected by floods. This showed a positive capacity of the JRP (agencies and donor) to 
adapt to a change of context. 

254 Needs were identified in three JRP localities117 (two villages in Aroma, three in North Delta 
and Hameshkoreb town) and in one non-JRP village in Rural Kassala.118 About 15  000 
persons were in need of support.119 JRP focused on localities/villages that were not part of 
its 75 targeted villages, and the decision to bring assistance where needs were higher 
was a relevant one. However, when implemented in rural Kassala, activities were not fully 
aligned to the JRP’s global objective of focusing on 75 villages of Aroma, Hameshkoreb, 
North Delta and Telkok. Their effect will be partially measured by the follow-up survey.

112 Integrated Food Security Phase Classification (IPC) Sudan (September 2015). Sudan: Projected Acute Food 
Insecurity Overview – October 2015-March 2016. 

113 WFP, December 2015 Kassala, Sudan. Food Security Monitoring 

114 FAO Sudan, November 23, 2015: Rapid assessment report: Potential impact of El Niño on Livestock in Sudan, 
Assessment done in October 2015.

115 Flood concept note Oct 2016.

116 Assessment on the impact of floods in Kassala State (WFP) - September 2016. 

117 Telkok was not affected by flood.

118 A locality of Kassala State initially not targeted by the JRP. 

119 Assessment on the impact of floods in Kassala State (WFP) - September 2016.
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255 A second concept note was presented to DFID in October 2016 in order to complete the 
response to floods with six more months120 of Output 5 interventions. No needs were 
identified in Telkok, nor was it targeted for global good distribution (flood response). 
However, Telkok was targeted for the Livestock component in the response to flood 
concept note, something which seems hard to justify.

256 Output 5 achievements (see section 3.2.8-a) do not present specific information regarding 
the response to flood. However, more detailed information gathered in the 2016 JRP 
annual report121 is presented in Appendix 9.

257 The JRP performed better in responding to flood than to drought. This difference 
may have been caused by the fact that Output 5 was already part of the design when the 
flood happened, and this helped implement a quick response. The nature and scale of 
the interventions may have also played a role. Activities proposed by FAO for the flood 
response were less ambitious than the ones responding to drought due to the limited 
number of people affected by floods: 50 households targeted for restocking in flood 
response, compared to 5 500 for the drought response. 

qq. Resources allocated to Output 5

258 Output 5 represents a global budget of GBP 2 634 009.and 21 percent of the total JRP 
budget,122 for an intervention lasting less than a year.

259 GFD represented 40  percent of the total Output 5 programme budget. The WASH 
budget allocated to Output 5 exceeded the regular JRP WASH budget (Output 3)( see ). 

Table 7: JRP programme budget for drought and flood responses (Output 5)

   Drought April-
September 

 Floods 
Oct-April 

 Total output 5 

Livelihood (FAO) 383 261   383 261
Livelihood (WFP) = GFD 802 433 199 320 1 001 753
WASH (UNICEF) 559 160 217 497 776 657
Nutrition (UNICEF) 86 310   86 310
HEALTH (UNICEF) 111 826 90 355 202 181
TOTAL Program 1 942 991 507 172 2 450 163
Support Cost 136 009 21 550 157 559
Administrative agency fee (1%) 21 000 5 287 26 287
TOTAL Output 5 2 100 000 534 009 2 634 000

Figure 15: Sector repartition of Output 5 programme budget 

120 October 2016 to March 2017.

121 November 2016.

122 GBP 2 450 163 excluding support cost and human resources.
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260 Global food distribution was introduced in JRP design with Output 5. As the population 
was facing major shocks, GFD was a relevant activity. It represented an important part of 
the budget allocated to Output 5 (almost 40 percent with more than USD 1 million). The 
concept note in January stated that “out of a total targeted population of 193 000 people 
in the four targeted resilience localities, 38 600 (20%) will benefit from General Food 
Distribution (GFD)”. Reported drought response GFD targeted 25 villages representing 
38 482 persons. The whole population of these 25 villages was eligible for GFD. A village 
approach was proposed to avoid “the inconvenience of serving partially a community 
with all the possible contestations around the selection criteria”. 

261 During the evaluation mission, the leader of a village123 targeted by drought-GFD declared 
that they had received nothing in response to the drought. However the JRP received a 
filled-in form from the implementing partner showing that the village had received rations 
during the lean season, as planned. Ultimately, no post-distribution monitoring was 
implemented by the JRP after the drought GFD to ensure the effectiveness and quality 
of the distribution. 

262 WASH activity on Output 5: Based on the budget established for the response to drought,124 
Output 5 was an opportunity to scale-up the WASH component. Many activities planned 
(mentioned in the budget) could have had long-term effects: rehabilitation of four non-
functional hand pumps; rehabilitation of two non-functional Water yards; construction 
of ten new Hand pumps; drilling two boreholes to increase water production in the 
existing water well field; sanitation promotion trough CATS in 16 communities. Late start 
of the activities and the floods forced the JRP to revise this programme and finally those 
implemented were mostly soft or WASH emergency activities (water trucking; emergency 
household latrine).

263 Targeted villages for WASH on Output 5: According to the JRP note describing the village 
targeting process,125 WASH activities under El Niño response, especially water supply, 
should prioritize the other three localities (Hameshkoreb, North Delta and Telkok) as 
Aroma was already covered. However, the planned target defined in the “El Niño” Concept 
Note included interventions in Aroma villages also targeted by Output 3:126. 

rr. Effects of Output 5 and sustainability of the approach 

264 Output 5 certainly contributed to support JRP communities affected by drought and/or 
floods. However, according to the 2016 follow-up survey report127 effects of drought and 
floods were partially mitigated. The drought and floods are presented as an explanation 
for some mixed results recorded in the December 2016 survey.128

265 No anticipation of predictable shocks: Absence of contingency plans at village level 
contributed to the time lag between approval and the actual beginning of the intervention. 
With pre-prepared plans, some activities such as livestock offtake, planned in Output 
5129 but cancelled due to lack of human resources and of timeliness, could have been 
implemented and would have mitigated the effect of drought on livestock, which in turn 
would have been key for livelihoods in Kassala. Though identified as a priority in September 
2015, community-based disaster risk management activities and linking communities with 
existing early warning initiatives operating at the State and national levels130 were not 
implemented.

123 Kassala in North Delta locality. 

124 EL Niño Concept Note-Detailed Budget-FAO-UNICEF-WFP (003) (004) (002).xlsx.

125 SUMMARY OF EL NIÑO VILLAGE SELECTION.docx shared with the evaluation team by JRP team. 

126 Villages like Degain, Makali, Bahar Dabloub were targeted by both Output 5 WASH and by Output 3. 

127 Joint Resilience Project: Follow-up survey report Kassala State - March 2017: survey conducted in December 2016. 

128 These include ten percentage point decrease in the proportion of household owning livestock; a drop in the 
consumption of iron-rich foods (32 percent to 20 percent) and no progress regarding minimum meal frequency 
and minimum acceptable diet; increases in the prevalence of diarrhoea (from 35 to 43 percent) and the prevalence 
of ARI (from 54 to 60 percent); disappointing achievements regarding access to water (see Output 3), negative 
trends in CSI.

129 February concept note.

130 Ministry of Agriculture, FEWSNET, etc.
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Box 21: Carrying out emergency response and resilience activities simultaneously

Emergency response through Output 5 represented an important part of the JRP budget, which had 
to be delivered in about nine months.131 Interviews with the JRP team and implementing partners 
indicated that the response to droughts and floods was time consuming and might have affected 
the implementation of regular JRP components. The integration of both long-term and short-term 
objectives in a single project is relevant, but the issue of their independence one from the other in terms 
of programming and resource mobilization represents a challenge. For example, Output 5 provided 
additional human resources (WASH UNICEF) but the project team remained unchanged. Envisaging 
extra staff to pilot coordination of drought and flood response might have avoided the resilience 
activities being affected by the priority given to the emergency response.

3.3 Evaluation Question 3: Gender and Equity

3.3.1 Gender 

Gender: main findings 

Gender was identified at the outset as a major issue, and the JRP was designed to address 
gender inequity through the inclusion of women and activities responding to their need, which 
is very relevant to this context as well as to the objective of reducing malnutrition. One of the 
programme’s major achievements is its contribution to women’s empowerment through training, 
literacy classes, mother support groups. However, reducing the gender gap will be a long-term 
process in the JRP area. 

The JRP had to confront the ambivalence of certain committees who openly declared being in 
favour of women’s participation or schools for girls, but in practice were more ambivalent about 
these activities. 

The expected impacts of standard activities targeting women (ex: restocking, income generating 
activities, health) cannot be taken for granted in this specific context and should be monitored 
through qualitative methods. 

266 The gender gap, a key characteristic of the context, is addressed in the JRP design. 
The situation of women in most villages targeted by the JRP is quite unique; women face 
many restrictions, for example not being allowed to go the market, farm, fetch water if 
water points are not in a “female area”, go to school or speak to the village committee. 
In many villages women had no space at all in the public sphere.132 This was identified by 
the JRP from the outset as a constraint, and gender was mainstreamed in the JRP design 
and incorporated in the context analysis, outcome indicators, planned activities and the 
M&E system. Gender inequalities are both causes and an outcome of food insecurity 
and improving women’s status is crucial to have an impact on child nutrition status.133 
Contributing to reducing the gender gap was therefore one of the objectives of the project 
as well as a way to enhance the impact on the child stunting rate. The JRP registered very 
encouraging results on gender, even if not all targets were achieved. 

267 A prudent approach to gain support of male leaders: Some local authorities and 
committees who are key actors for the project were not ready to see changes regarding 
gender issues and this was very problematic for the project. The JRP had to maintain 
good relationship with local actors even if they were very conservative, while striving 
to contribute to women’s empowerment. To do so, the JRP tried to implement gradual 
change while avoiding conflict with local authorities. 

131 Implementation of Output 5 activities started at the end of June 2016 (drought) and should have been completed 
in March 2016.

132 However, this doesn’t mean that women have no decision making power at household level – The JRP stocktaking 
reports (2015) showed that women were not forced to undertake any activity by the VDC: Women confirmed that 
they were consulted by men for any new activities proposed and they have the right to refuse them if they believe 
that it was against their interest.

133 Smith and Haddad. 2014. Reducing Child Undernutrition: Past Drivers and Priorities for the Post-MDG Era World 
Development Vol. 68, pp. 180–204, 2015.
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268 While initially (ProDoc 2014) one of the criteria mentioned for village selection was 
“equitable participation of women”, this was obviously abandoned since it would have 
de facto excluded some villages which might otherwise have been eligible to participate in 
the JRP. This change was relevant and appropriate to avoid the exclusion of the most 
conservative villages. 

269 The JRP’s integrated approach is relevant to reduce gender inequalities: The JRP 
proposes a mix of priority interventions for men and village leaders, for example eradication 
of mesquite which is essential to reduce gender inequalities. If male leaders are the direct 
beneficiaries of some activities, they are more likely to accept the inclusion of women in 
the project. The FFT modalities, which envisage the participation of women in training in 
exchange of food security rations to the whole family, also contribute to convince men to 
support interventions in favour of women.

270 The Food for Training modality also facilitated males’ adhesion to JRP gender orientation. 
FFT was introduced with a dual goal: on one hand to encourage women’s participation in 
these centres134. In those visited by the evaluation team women seemed eager to participate 
(with or without an incentive). On the other hand, to increase women’s contribution to 
the household income and secure food for the household.135 This was a way to convince 
men to let women participate in the groups and was certainly relevant to start the process. 
Men’s reaction if the FFT support were to be stopped should be documented. 

271 WFP’s decision to partner with the Ministry of Social and Cultural Affairs in 2015 
was pivotal. The Ministry of Social and Cultural Affairs provided the JRP with a good 
understanding of the situation of women; the partnership also offered the possibility to 
work with the Ministry of Social and Cultural Affairs women centres and integrated the JRP 
in a longer term process. 

272 There are certainly important differences between the targeted villages in terms of gender 
equity. Field visits revealed that some villages benefited from some “exemption” to the 
overarching aim of targeting and empowering women (see §188; §263). For the most 
conservative villages, the JRP gender indicators are not well adapted. It would have been 
interesting to identify some adapted indicators and targets to monitor and follow-up 
changes in these kinds of villages, even internally and through qualitative methodology. 

273 Some activities supported by the JRP are classic gender-oriented activities: in Kassala State 
context relevance of such activities should be analysed. For example income generating 
activities are commonly proposed as such within projects. In a context where women are 
not allowed to go to the market, it would be interesting to set-up a close monitoring system 
to capture the relevance and appropriateness of income generating activities. Gardening 
that requires women to move in and out the village can be difficult to implement: home 
gardens were abandoned in Goz Reijab because women were not allowed to go to the 
river to fetch water. 

274 Despite these challenges, most interventions, such as mother support groups, literacy 
classes and income generating activities groups were appropriate and relevant as they 
gave women the opportunity to exit their homes and meet.   

275 However, the gender gap is not likely to disappear in a couple of year and agencies should 
be realistic in terms of expected impacts. 

3.3.2 Equity 

Equity: main findings

Some questions remain regarding equity issues linked to JRP implementation. Different key 
stages (choice of the village, service provision to the different villages) of the project should be 
better documented to avoid suspicion of unfairness at locality or village level. At community level, 

134 Stoctaking report 2015.

135 Stoctaking report 2015.
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the committee is the key entry point for JRP when its representativeness is just an assumption. 
Selection of beneficiaries is delegated to implementing partners and committees, without 
verification from agencies. There is no complaint and redress mechanisms though in some 
villages a concentration of benefits on a small number of people close to the committee have 
been observed. 

276 Village choice: All actors in the field repeat that villages were chosen on the basis of 
malnutrition rate. As previously mentioned, other criteria were mobilized and the choice of 
targeted villages should have been documented in detail, sharing the various criteria used 
to select villages and documenting the process of decision-making, defining roles of different 
actors involved (locality authority, JRP team, Kassala State representative). 

277 Proportionality in service provision to different villages: There was also a lack of clarity 
regarding the way project resources were shared between the 75 villages. Even without 
the data regarding project cost disaggregated by village, it was clear that some villages 
took great advantage of the intervention while others were less generously supported, 
though the rationale for these differences was not clear or clearly stated. 

278 As the financial resources did not cover all the needs identified by communities, it was 
necessary to define targets by village, by recording who was involved in the process and 
whether everybody agreed with the adopted criteria or not, and why. 

279 Some choices made by the JRP are explained in the documentation. In Aroma, for example, 
villages targeted for water access had no water point. However, other choices were not 
equally obvious. it is not clear why Matateb chose to receive large storage facilities over 
another village in the same area, which haffir rehabilitations were prioritized, and on what 
basis, or if the number of feddans cleaned was determined according to the target defined 
by committees during the consultation phase, to needs assessed by the project’s technical 
staff or to the number of people relying on land. 

280 According to the agencies, choices and decision were based on an assessment of needs, 
consultation in villages and technical consideration. As for the choice of villages, this 
process should be well documented and shared to ensure transparency is respected and 
avoid any suspicion of favouritism or unfairness at locality or village level.   

Box 22: Initial JRP strategy of targeting the most vulnerable

“In order to have a felt impact, priority will be given to the selection and targeting of the vulnerable 
groups, which include poor people, people with disabilities, the elderly and the sick, along with 
minorities, children and indigenous populations, who are likely to be affected most strongly by 
disasters and yet they have the least ability to prepare for or respond to them. On the other hand, 
and within the above-mentioned categories as well as others, women, youth and children will be 
given very special considerations during the community mobilization phase”. (ProDoc 2014) 

281 Choice of beneficiaries: The JRP ProDoc stated the intention to target the most vulnerable 
(see Box 22 above), but the choice of beneficiaries also depended on the nature of the 
activities. Some activities, such as restocking, targeted poor women, while others, such as 
seed distribution, focused on farmers. However, except for the beneficiaries of the health 
and CMAM programmes, who were naturally selected based on national protocols, the 
selection of beneficiaries was delegated to VDCs. In principle this is not an irrelevant 
choice, as VDCs are partners of the project; but committees have their own perception 
of equity, which often translates into ensuring a balanced support to different tribal 
components of the community. This is a rational choice but does not reflect the initial JRP 
criteria. 

282 During field visits the evaluation team measured the weight of committees in resource 
allocation at village level. Some decisions taken by the committee were not relevant, 
and for example a local NGO was pressured into hiring a community health worker who 
had been trained several times and was still incapable of undertaking a mid-upper arm 
circumference screening. The NGO finally had to employ a second volunteer to supplement 
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the weakness of the one imposed by the committee. In another village, the evaluation 
team asked a woman supported by the JRP to start home gardening the reasons for being 
selected, and she candidly answered that her husband was a member of the committee. 
In most villages, need of mesquite clearance was much higher than what the project could 
implement, so selection of which fields to be cleaned was necessary. In one instance, 
interviewees explained that the fields closest to the village were chosen (see Box 23). 

Box 23: Mesquite clearance in Kassala

The committee leader in Kassaka considered there was a need for 500 feddans to be cleared around 
the village, and that concerned 200 farmers. It was decided to start with the fields that are the 
closest to the village, and only 50 feddans were cleared, with 100 farmers benefiting. The remaining 
100 whose land was not cleared from mesquite (see footnote 104) were upset by this “unfair” 
treatment.

283 On the other hand, in other locations it appeared that the committee leaders were amongst 
the few farmers whose land was cleared. 

Box 24: Mesquite clearance in 18 Eisa Elhadj 136

In 18 Eisa Elhadj, (North Delta), the Committee leader, who is also the medical assistant 136claimed 
the needs of the community in terms of mesquite clearance was 90 feddans. Clearance of 70 feddans 
was planned through the project, but only 20 were cleared: ten of community land, including the 
haffir, and ten of private land. Ultimately only three farmers out of 25 benefited from the mesquite 
clearance and the committee leader was amongst these three beneficiaries. The leader farmed 
ten feddans, three of which were cleaned by the project, while he planned to clean another five on 
his own with his relatives and to hire workers to clear the remaining two feddans. This showed he 
was not the most in need of support for mesquite clearing in the village. 

284 The case of Eisa Elhadj (Box 24) is just one example137 and the situation reported in this 
village is not necessarily representative of all JRP villages. However, the design of the project 
exposed the JRP process to the risk of local elite capture. 

285 Asked about this issue, the implementing partners stated that they checked the JRP lists of 
beneficiaries. It is also a responsibility of agencies to set-up a complaint mechanisms 
and to ensure that the targeting strategy of the JRP is respected. Absence of a 
complaint mechanism that could alert the JRP on project benefit predation by non-eligible 
beneficiaries was a weak point of JRP design.

286 Functional complaint mechanisms are certainly not easy to set-up in a context where 
populations are not necessarily used to challenge their committees, and where the project 
relied on the commitment of the committee and/or the local authority. Nonetheless, the 
issue of a complaint and redress mechanism should be discussed to avoid undermining the 
whole JRP strategy.

136 As medical assistant he should receive an incentive from the project.

137 Similar situation was described in Goz Reijab. 
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4. Conclusions and recommendations

4.1 Conclusions

Conclusion 1. The JRP design presented interesting characteristics and demonstrated that 
positive effects of a multisectoral project can be observed shortly after the beginning 
of implementation. The full implications of coordinated planning and implementation 
between agencies were not fully considered, and this ultimately hampered achievement of 
the full potential of joint programming. 

287 The JRP introduced community consultations which are intended to directly involve the 
population and are consistent with a resilience building approach. The design was aligned 
with the malnutrition conceptual framework which is relevant to the context of the 
intervention. 

288 Joint programming served to implement multisectoral interventions delivering 
health, nutrition, livelihood and hygiene services in the same communities during the 
same period. Good practices derived from the collaboration between the three agencies 
contributed to enhance achievements. Close collaboration between agencies has been 
useful in different ways: to implement combined and mutually reinforcing activities 
targeting the same beneficiaries (e.g. Food for Training supporting gender-oriented 
activities, or seed distribution to valorize mesquite clearance); to ensure a better continuum 
between treatment of severe and moderate acute malnutrition; to improve coherence and 
efficiency of the intervention (shared training of implementing partners; joint monitoring 
mission).

289 Important effects were observed during fieldwork: communities feel better prepared to 
face climatic shocks. Interesting trends were observed regarding population practices 
and health and nutrition status (wasting, anaemia) and women’s empowerment. The JRP 
has also contributed to mitigate the impacts of droughts and floods. The positive results 
achieved should be consolidated to ensure a degree of sustainability. 

290 Interagency collaboration was essential to the success of joint programming, but 
greater coordination between involved institutions would have enhanced results and 
increased ownership. Reflections were initiated within the JRP to improve interagency 
collaboration and joint programming in Kassala Sate. The JRP has shown that agencies 
are able to work on the same geographic targets, and in some cases with the same NGO 
partners and beneficiaries, implementing combined activities. This was much appreciated 
by everyone involved. However, joint programming and a multisectoral approach to 
resilience and nutrition remained a challenge for the agencies. The implications of 
coordinating, contracting and implementing arrangements were not fully considered. In 
particular, better planning between the three agencies when engaging with implementing 
partners could have led to more efficient implementation. Partner ministries at the state 
level in Kassala were involved in sectoral activities but were not given the means to better 
understand the overall challenges and aims of the project.

Conclusion 2. Community consultations were a relevant approach that should be capitalized 
upon and further developed. The predefined orientation of the JRP based on extrinsic 
considerations did not allow to fully consider communities’ priorities. Transparency and 
clear feedback mechanisms with communities were also lacking when they would have 
been crucial to a project hinged on consultation with beneficiaries and their participation. 

291 The JRP’s implementation strategy relied on a community-based consultation phase, 
which allowed communities to analyse their own vulnerability to droughts and floods 
and to co-construct action plans taking into account priority needs identified by the 
communities themselves. This approach was relevant to enhance the resilience of 
the targeted communities. Theoretically, such an approach should have led to a “tailor-
made” programme for each village. In fact, the JRP format was mostly defined before the 
community consultation stage:
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• The S3M survey carried out by UNICEF and Valid under DFID-funding in 2014 highlighted 
a severe deterioration of the nutritional situation in the State of Kassala with very high 
rates of chronic malnutrition in certain localities. DFID requested that the agencies give 
a nutrition orientation to the JRP design. This request was welcomed by UNICEF since 
this would make the JRP a means to extend the health nutrition interventions it already 
conducted in the state of Kassala.

• DFID was negotiating the development of the AquaForEast programme with ZOA; to 
avoid duplication, it was established that the JRP WASH component would not cover the 
whole JRP area.

292 Thus, key elements of the architecture of the project were actually established before the 
community consultation, with a dominant health/nutrition component, and a minimal 
WASH component. The community consultation stage loses part of its significance 
when programmatic choices are made in distant places and predefined by priorities 
which are independent of communities. 

293 In a programme hinged on consulting with beneficiaries and asking them what they 
want from it, transparency and clear communication with beneficiaries should have been 
paramount. Guiding and providing feedback to communities on what was possible, how 
requests would be prioritized, and continued communication on progress were not found 
to have been part of the process although they would have been of key importance to the 
consultation process. 

294 These factors limited the relevance and effectiveness of the consultation process and 
curbed its capacity to actually respond closely to communities’ needs, while a full adoption 
of this approach would have been more closely aligned with the resilience objective of the 
programme. A greater consistency is commendable when consulting with communities, 
and this partial failure was a missed opportunity for the project. 

Conclusion 3. The JRP demonstrated significant flexibility on behalf of agencies and their 
partners as well as the donor, and this proved essential to adapt the intervention to the 
context during the course of the project. 

295 Several actions to improve initial design were taken by the actors involved in the JRP in 
order to take into consideration constraints which had not been formerly identified or 
included. For instance: 

• the initial decision to exclude villages most reluctant to involve women in the village 
development committees was reversed in order to be present where there was a greater 
need to reduce the gender gap; 

• the introduction of Outcome 2 and 5 in 2016 illustrates the capacity of different actors to 
improve the relevance of the JRP design;

• allocating part of the budget destined to address the drought to the flood response 
contributed to early action in August-September 2016, demonstrating a flexibility which 
was functional to bring assistance to the most in need. 

296 The capacity to adapt represented a challenge for this kind of joint programme involving 
different partners and the fact that agencies were able to do so is to be commended. 

Conclusion 4. Multiannual projects require a clear evolution in the modality of intervention, 
envisaging different phases including a realistic and feasible exit strategy to secure enduring 
sustainability of achievements. 

297 As a multiannual resilience project, the JRP should have entailed an evolution of 
intervention modalities: from an initial moment of intensive support and infrastructure 
building, principally based on supply-oriented assistance, to a later phase more focused 
on soft-support. The second phase should have consolidated achievements of the 
first phase, in view of putting in place an exit strategy at the end of the project. In this 
second phase, soft activities should have been intensified to strengthen the capacities of 
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committee members, groups and technical staff, to follow-up on activities initiated during 
the first phase, refresh sensitization messages, ensure the continuity of activities and 
assess any difficulties of specific population groups or structures, possibly proposing their 
consolidation and measuring the impact of interventions.

298 However, there was no such phasing in the JRP design and modalities of intervention 
did not evolve from Year 2 to Year 3. At the end of the project, the JRP field teams were 
still initiating new interventions that would not be consolidated before September 2017. 
Furthermore, a clear exit strategy was missing, while it should have been built into the 
programme from the design stage to affect implementation and ensure that long-term 
sustainability would be an outcome of project activities. 

299 The life span of the JRP was probably too short to carry out a phased scenario such 
as the one described above, in particular due to the geographical scope of the project as 
well as the breadth of its activities. The second consolidation phase was therefore missing, 
representing a risk for the sustainability of achievements. 

Conclusion 5. The risk of droughts and floods failed to be at the centre of a project focused 
on resilience to climate shocks.

300 Implementation of the JRP was affected by the drought of 2015 and the floods of 2016. 
To respond to these events, the agencies and DFID modified the design of the project. 
Considering that shocks were likely to occur during implementation, the initial design of 
the JRP lacked a preparedness, anticipation and crisis management component, which 
would have been critical to preserve the progress achieved.

301 The frequency of climate crises in the Kassala State makes the inclusion of a number of related 
activities essential to a project with resilience at its core, including context monitoring and 
early response mechanisms to mitigate the effects of crises and to maximize the results of 
medium-term projects. 

302 The focus on a single outcome indicator led the programme to be centred on nutrition, to 
the exclusion of other short- and long-term outcomes of the programme which should have 
been represented by other indicators and targets, clarifying the full scale of the programme 
and allowing for better planning and synergies between different components. 

4.2 Recommendations 

303 Though DFID decided not to extend the programme, the agencies were present in Kassala 
State before the JRP and will continue to operate there in the future. The recommendations are 
intended to guide them to this end, as well as provide learning for the design and implementation 
of similar programmes in other settings to DFID and the three partner agencies.

304 The first recommendation concerns the closure of the programme; the second one is 
centred on activities to be carried out to consolidate the JRP’s achievements; the third 
recommendation is directed to other joint programmes aimed at strengthening resilience 
to climate shocks in Kassala State or similar contexts.

305 Recommendations 1 and 2 are essential for the sustainability of JRP achievements. It 
should be noted that resources need to be made available to ensure the feasibility of these 
recommendations, and that it would be a strategic decision for DFID to provide funding at 
least for some of these activities to maximize its investment in the JRP.

Recommendation 1. Provide feedback on JRP results to the 75 targeted communities, 
the four localities and the Kassala Government138 through resources made available by 
DFID to strengthen the project’s accountability to communities, in line with its design and 

138 This recommendation is subordinate to actions already taken during the final round of consultations in June, after 
the evaluation mission took place.
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goals. Furthermore, this kind of exercise could go towards building a baseline for future 
interventions in Kassala. 

306 As soon as possible agencies should communicate quantified results achieved by the JRP, 
specifying which achievements are yet to be consolidated in each single community/locality. 
It is strongly advised that resources be provided to this end, and DFID is recommended 
to make this a priority. Final feedback to communities would be aligned to the initial 
consultation process which is embedded in the design of the JRP and which is critical to its 
resilience-building goal. This step would build accountability of the project to communities 
who are entitled to be informed and to provide feedback to the project. It would also be a 
means to build a baseline for further interventions by the agencies or other actors. 

Recommendation 2. Consolidate the project’s substantial results by continuing collaboration 
of the three agencies in the field and by strengthening the capacities of national stakeholders 
through soft activities. In order to gauge impact on resilience and the effectiveness of the 
JRP’s approach to WASH, the 75 communities should continue to be monitored in the future.

307 Financial mobilization capacities vary from one agency to another: during the evaluation 
mission it emerged that it was highly probable that UNICEF and WFP would carry on 
activities in the JRP area, while future engagement was more uncertain for FAO. There is 
therefore a risk that joint work between agencies and partners will come to an end or be 
diluted with the closure of the JRP, and that project achievements will be lost. To avoid this, 
it is advisable that the positive field collaboration among agencies developed during JRP 
continue in the frame of either an overall joint programme or single interventions. 

308 The three agencies should, either individually or jointly, plan to allocate resources to 
reinforce the JRP’s achievements through the programmes they already implement in the 
Kassala State, or by designing programmes with the specific purpose to consolidate the 
JRP’s achievements.

309 Strengthening JRP achievements is not so much a question of providing further 
supply side interventions, but rather of implementing “soft” actions to strengthen the 
capacities of stakeholders and in particular of groups constituted or supported during 
the JRP. Soft activities should be intensified to strengthen the capacities of committee 
members, groups and technical staff in order to follow-up on initiatives initiated during 
JRP and ensure their continuity to refresh sensitization messages, assess any difficulties 
of specific population groups or structures, possibly suggesting actions towards their 
consolidation and measuring the impact of these interventions.

310 Early Warning System and community level contingency plans should be prepared in 
collaboration with relevant state technical services in order to ensure sustainability and 
ultimately provide a tool for enhanced resilience of the communities. 

311 As mentioned throughout the report, the present final evaluation cannot claim to measure 
an overall impact, as the implementation of some activities just started as the report was 
being drafted. Present and future monitoring of the 75 communities supported by the 
JRP should be scheduled individually or jointly by the agencies to assess the impact of the 
project on community resilience. Furthermore, at the end of the DFID-funded AquaForEast 
project, DFID should require an analysis of its contribution to access to water and sanitation 
in the 62 JRP villages in Telkuk, Hameskhoreb and North Delta, to assess the effectiveness 
of the approach that was promoted. 

Recommendation 3. Capitalize on lessons learned from the JRP for further programmes 
building resilience to drought and floods in Kassala or other similar contexts. This includes 
assessing the capacities of partners to actually work jointly; making sure that national 
counterparts are involved from the beginning and that they are firmly part of the project’s exit 
strategy; embedding the evolution of intervention modalities over the course of the project 
in its design; putting climate at the core of the project’s design; being clear over priorities 
and trade-offs between components of such a complex intervention and include provisions 
to manage their implications for the community consultation processes and the expectations 
they engender. 
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312 In order to maximize synergies among activities and ensure effectiveness, any future jointly 
managed and implemented programme needs take into consideration  the capacity 
of all partner agencies to actually implement activities jointly from the design stage. 
Furthermore, the programme should last long enough to consolidate achievements and 
ensure transfer of responsibility to national counterparts and communities. 

313 A multiyear, multisectoral programme to strengthen resilience to climate shocks needs 
to be developed with the Government (in Sudan this would include the Federal level as 
well as the concerned State) and with decentralized authorities. The responsibility of 
national counterparts in financial and human resources terms should be clearly defined 
from the outset, as well as their contribution to the programme. Different capacity building 
plans should be designed for different partners (State, NGO and local committees) and 
associated with an exit strategy that envisages progressively increasing responsibilities 
of national actors, together with progressive reduction of international agency support. 

314 A multiannual resilience programme should entail an evolution of intervention 
modalities: from an initial phase of intensive support and infrastructure building, with 
major use of “supply”-oriented assistance, to a successive more “soft-support”-oriented 
phase. The second phase should consolidate the achievements of the first phase to 
accompany the exit strategy at the end of the project. “Soft” activities should be intensified 
to strengthen the capacities of committee members, groups and technical staff, to enable 
them to follow-up on activities initiated during the first phase and ensure their continuity, 
to refresh sensitization messages, assess any difficulties faced by specific population groups 
or structures and measure the impact of the interventions.

315 While it is important to include a strong “nutritional security” component in this kind 
of programme, climate issues must be at the core of the design of a project aiming 
to increase resilience to climatic shocks and stresses, constituting the main rationale 
in targeting communities, and should strongly orient activities. For example, the 
establishment of Early Warning Systems and contingency plans at village level should be 
a priority. Modalities to address climate crises arising during the implementation of the 
project must be predefined (including additional human resource requirements at project 
coordination level) to facilitate adaptation of the project to changes in context.

316 The strategic choice to envisage an in-depth community consultation processes, as was 
done with the JRP, is very positive and consistent with the resilience building aim. However, 
priorities and trade-offs between different components within a programme aiming to 
improve something as broad as ‘resilience’ need to be managed, providing concrete 
solutions to the challenges of integrating different activities targeting, for example, WASH, 
nutrition, livelihoods or community preparedness, and delivering them simultaneously. 

317 It is therefore recommended for further programmes to:

a. Clearly define and communicate the CAP validation process, indicating from the 
design stage which criteria will be adopted to validate action plans. The roles and 
responsibilities of different stakeholders, including committee, NGOs, agencies and state 
technical department should also be clearly defined. 

b. Schedule annual formal updates of each CAP. This would enable documentation of 
the project’s progress at community level, organization of feedback in every community 
and eventually revision of the CAP if necessary, to take into consideration any contextual 
changes, including new constraint and new opportunities. 

c. CAPs should therefore include and distinguish between: 

• a description of all the priorities identified by the community to improve resilience 
to climatic shocks, including those that will not be covered by the programme. For 
example, in the case of the JRP these would have been road infrastructure, access to 
energy, educational needs etc.; 

• those activities to which the programme has committed; these should be 
systematically quantified and linked to a programming calendar;

• those activities that communities will implement without external support, such 
as the rehabilitation of certain kinds of community assets (e.g. the establishment of 
a traditional system for the protection of a well/borehole), provision of premises for 
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women’s groups’ activities, facilitating the activities of volunteers or mother support 
groups. Note that the involvement of the community may positively affect the 
implementation of the project itself. 

318 Activities that are decided and piloted by government departments (such as integrated 
management of childhood illnesses, CMAM, vaccination campaigns) do not have to be 
included in the CAP and may be part of another component of the project.
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5. Appendices

Appendix 1. List of documents consulted

General documentation about Kassala and Sudan Population
• 5th Sudan Population and Housing Census 2008. Priority results (2009). 

• Ahmed M. Malik Abu Sin; 2008. Triangle of Network and Influence: Indigenous NGOs, 
Civil Society and the State as Strategic Development Actors in Sudan: 1983 – 2003 & 
Interviews of different stakeholders. 

• Darfur Relief and Documentation Centre. 2010. 5th population and housing census in 
Sudan - an incomplete exercise. Geneva: DRDC. 

• John Young: Beja Local conflict, marginalisation, and the threat to regional security. 
Researching local conflicts and regional security

• Catherine Miller. Power, land and Ethnicity in the Kassala-Gedaref States. Catherine 
Miller. Land, ethnicity and political legitimacy in Eastern Sudan. Le Caire, CEDEJ, pp.3-58, 
2005.

• Widad Mahmoud Saeed Bament 2011. The Role of Women in Conflict Transformation 
and Peace Building in the Sudan Case Study Kassala and Rea Sea states

Health and nutrition
• Sudan National S3M (2013): Report of a Simple Spatial Surveying Method (S3M) survey in 

Sudan. Federal Ministry of Health, Sudan. 2013. 

• Federal Ministry of Health and Central Bureau of Statistics, 2012. Sudan Household and 
Health Survey -2, 2012, National report. Khartoum, Republic of Sudan: 

• Valid-Impact Evaluation of the World Food Programme’s Moderate Acute Malnutrition 
Treatment and Prevention Programmes in Kassala, Sudan 3ie Impact Evaluation Report 
2017 – Draft version.

• Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS), UNICEF Sudan. 2016, Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey 
2014 of Sudan, Final Report. Khartoum, Sudan: UNICEF and Central Bureau of Statistics 
(CBS), February 2016.

• FMOH, SMOH, UNICEF and GOAL-Ireland 2011 Rural Kassala CMAM program Coverage 
survey and training using SQUEAC tools & SAM causal analysis 7 – 30 September 2011

Food security and Livelihood
• FEWSNET 2015: Sudan, Rural Livelihood Profiles for Eastern, Central, and Northern Sudan 

January 2015

• WFP/MoA, Kassala Comprehensive Food Security Assessment (2012)

Natural resource management 
• Talaat Dafalla Abdel Magid: An Approach Towards Mesquite Management in Kassala 

State, 

• Acacia Water January 2017. Water for Three States, Sudan. Catchment assessment report 
Hamesh Koreib (AquaForEast Documentation) 

• Mesquite Tree Infestation on Gash Spate Irrigation System. Impacts and Remedial 
Measures_ Presented by: _ Hamisi Said Nzumira _ UNESCO IHE-Institute for Water 
Education, Delft, Netherlands Regional Conference on Invasive Species in ASAL-
Managing Prosopis Juliflora (Mesquite) for better(agro-) pastoral livelihoods in the Horn 
of Africa Addis Ababa, Ethiopia May 1st, 2014

• Talaat Dafalla Abdel Magid et al. 2014. Mesquite in Sudan: A Boon or Bane for Dry lands? 
It’s Socioeconomic and Management Aspects in Kassala State, Sudan Journal of Forest 
products and Industries. 2014, 3(4), 182-190 ISSN:2325–4513(PRINT) ISSN 2325 - 453X 
(ONLINE)
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Resilience 
• FSIN Food Security Information Network: Resilience Measurement technical working 

group. Working papers. 

• ODI 2015. E. Lisa F. Schipper & Lara Langston A comparative overview of resilience 
measurement frameworks analysing indicators and approaches Working paper 422 July 
2015

• DFID 2011; Defining Disaster Resilience: A DFID Approach Paper

Livestock/pastoralism
• Livestock, Livelihoods, and Disaster Response: PART TWO: Three Case Studies of Livestock 

Emergency Programmes in Sudan, and Lessons Learned. Getachew Gebru, Hanan Yousif, 
Abdelhafiz Mohamed, Belihu Negesse, and Helen Young (including: KASSALA CASE 
STUDY)

• Roy Behnke, Odessa Centre 2012. The Economics of Pastoral Livestock Production and Its 
Contribution to the Wider Economy of Sudan

• Salah Shazali Abdel Ghaffar M. Ahmed 1999 Pastoral land tenure and agricultural 
expansion: Sudan and the Horn of Africa (DFID workshop on Land Rights and Sustainable 
Development in sub-Saharan Africa Berkshire, UK 16th –19th Feb 1999.

El Niño phenomenon/2015-2016 I Kassala State 
• WFP Assessment on the impact of floods in Kassala State (WFP) - September 2016 (5 

pages)

• Welthungerhilfe e.V. (WHH) (German Agro Action/GAA) 07.08.2016 Needs Assessment 
Report - Floods HK 27.08.2016 Harmeshkorieb Locality Kassala State, Eastern Sudan

• WFP 2016. FOOD SECURITY MONITORING SYSTEM SUDAN, KASSALA MAY 2016

• WFP 2015 Kassala, Sudan Food Security Monitoring, December 2015

• Integrated Food Security Phase Classification Republic of Sudan Acute Food Insecurity 
Situation Overview Created to Mid-September 2015; valid until End of November 2015

• FAO 2015: RAPID ASSESSMENT REPORT: POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF EL NIÑO ON LIVESTOCK 
IN SUDAN NOVEMBER 23, 2015 KHARTOUM – FAO SUDAN

• INTER-AGENCY NEED ASSESSMENT OF THE HUMANITARIAN RESPONSE TO THE FLOOD 
AFFECTED AREAS IN AROMA LOCLAITY Current as of 28 July 2016

JRP Documentation 

Proposal 
• Prodoc 2014 – Joint Resilience Project in Kassala (July 2014) 52 pages Joint resilience 

project Kassala prodoc.docx

• CN Draught 2016: EL Niño joint response for Kassala -Concept note submitted to DFID. 
January 2016. (22 pages)

• CN Flood 2016: Kassala flood response; Concept note submitted to DFID. Oct 2016. (16 
pages)

• Problem Tree: 23 July DFID Joint Resilience Problem Tree - .pdf

LogFrame 

MARS 215: Updated Logframe Matrix.xlsx (just one outcome)

MARS 2016: Updated Logframe Matrix 17 March-2016 (002).xlsx

Matrix of activity: Matrix action activities.xlsx

Work Plan: JRP WORK PLAN.xlsx Revised.xlsx (1).xlsx

Consultation Process: 

Community Profiles and Report on community consultation 
Hameshkoreb
Annex I CBPP_Hameshkoreib Locality village profiling.xlsm
Annex III CBPP_Villages Resource mapping Excercise.docx
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Community consultation process Hameshkorieb Final Report - SDN 1124 - April 2015.docx
Telkuk 
Community Dialogue _Telkook final report.doc
Aroma
Community dialogue Rural Aroma final report.doc
North Delta 
North Delta community profiles without Maps.zip (included 20 villages profiles)

1st version of CAP
• Hameshkoreb : Annex IV CBPP Action Plans by village.docx

2nd version of CAP
• GAA Consortuim plan Hamshkorib .xlsx (7 villages)

• P.A ACTION PLAN Telkuk .xlsx (26 villages)

• SORD ACTION PLAN Aroma.xlsx (18 villages)

• TOD Consortuim plan.xlsx (20 villages)

Annual Surveys
• Baseline 2014. Baseline Study for the Joint Resilience-building Project (JRP) in 4 localities 

in Kassala State September 2015 JRP baseline study 161215.docx

• FU survey 2015. FOLLOW UP SURVEY REPORT KASSALA STATE May 2016 (77 pages) 
Final_JRP_Report_May2016.pdf

• FU survey 2016. FOLLOW UP SURVEY REPORT KASSALA STATE March 2017 54 pages JRP 
2017 report DRAFT v2.pdf

JRP Reports 

Annual report 
• 1st annual report: Reporting Period of: September 2014 – September 2015 (21 pages)

• Snd annual report: Reporting period: October 2015 – September 2016 (31 pages)

Half year report: 
• Reporting period: October 2015 – March 2016 (21 pages)

• Last progress report: Reporting period: October 2016 – March 2017 (30 pages)

• First Progress Report: Reporting period: September 2014 – August 2017

Quarterly report 
• Reporting period: Oct – Dec 2015 (12 pages)

• Reporting period: January – March 2016 (22 pages)

JRP stocktaking report – 2015.

JRP Budget and financial reports 
• Initial budget 2014: 

15 Sept Resilience joint proposal Budget-by agency including modified 1%....xlsx
• Revised budget 2016:

JRP summary budget_ Annex D for MOU Amendment after budget cut-2 (2).xlsx
• Draught Budget Forecast 

EL Niño Concept Note-Detailed Budget-FAO-UNICEF-WFP (003) (004) (002).xlsx
• Last Financial report 

Expenditure October 2016-March 2017-1800.xlsx

JRP Contracts with partners 
• LOA UNICEF and Kassala State work plan 2017

• Several LoA signed between FAO and MoA

• Several contracts signed beween NGO and agencies

JRP Steering Committee and coordination meeting reports 

1-Amended Ad HOC Steering Commitee Meeting 18_11-Minutes_25_11_2014

2- Minutes JRP SC Meeting 5.5.2015 - FINAL.docx
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3- Revised Minutes-5 JRS SC Meeting 3 11 15 DFID comments 09112015-Fin.docx

5- Minutes JRP SC Meeting 5.5.2015 - DFID edits.docx

6- Minutes JRP SC Meeting-6 21-06-2016-1000-Final.docx

7- Minutes JRP SC Meeting-7 06-10-2016-FINAL.docx

8- Minutes JRP SC Meeting-8 15-12-2016-FINAL.docx

9- Draft Minutes JRP Ad Hoc SC Meeting 13 April-21-04-2017-1239.docx

JRP meetings Coordination meeting.docx 15th of April2015

Meeting notes Jan 22-2017-1 -Final.docx (Technical committee Khartoum Jan 2017.

Minutes of the JRP Coordination Meeting.docx (JRP coordination meeting Kassala)

Field visit reports RP 

20 reports transmitted by the different agencies with several of them being joint reports: 

Other JRP Tools and documents 
• Joint resilience Project Focus Group Discussions; July-August 2016. (assessment of 

outcome 2 indicator)

• Joint Resilience-building Project Monitoring & Evaluation plan – 22/08/2016.

• SUMMARY OF EL NIÑO VILLAGE SELECTION.docx shared with ET by JRP team.

• WFP: summary of activities work = norm and work days calculation. (FFW - Kassala 
Document (2).pdf (1page)

• WFP Workdays calculation: FFW Standardized Work norms (2).doc

• Reconnaissance Survey for Identification of Suitable type, size, and location of Water 
Harvesting Structures in Telkuk, Aroma and North Delta localities For The Joint Resilience 
Building Project in Kassala State December 2016
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Appendix 2. List of people interviewed

Name role Organization/
Institution

Location

KHARTOUM
Veronica Quattrola Deputy Rep Sudan and FAO-JRP 

supervisor
FAO Khartoum

Elwathig Mukhtar Assistant FAO Representative 
(Programme)

FAO Khartoum

Mohamed Faisal 
Ashraf Gameel

Operations team FAO Khartoum

Firoj Ahmed M&E officer FAO Khartoum
Emma Conlan Head of Resilience WFP Khartoum
Rihab Ibrahim Senior Programme Assistant WFP Khartoum
Inkeri Kantola M&E Officer WFP Khartoum 
Medoune Diop Nutrition specialist and JRP 

Coordinator
UNICEF Kassala

Adene Bekele WASH manager UNICEF Khartoum
Talal Maghoub Nutrition Specialist UNICEF Khartoum
Mueni Mutunga Chief of Nutrition Section UNICEF Khartoum
Inan Saleh DFID Khartoum
Tarig Dafallah Elhassan Deputy Programme Manager DFID Khartoum
Steve Burton DFID Khartoum
Mohamed Hamid Taadoud Programme Manager CRS Khartoum 
Dr Timmo Gassbeek Coordinator (WASH Adviser and 

Head of the PCU)
ZOA Khartoum

KASSALA and Localities 
Mohammed Ali el Amin Nutrition Officer UNICEF Kassala
Zuhair Suliman Health Officer UNICEF Kassala
Imad Eldin Hasan Wash Officer UNICEF Kassala

Wisa Ali Abdallah Monitoring Officer UNICEF Kassala
Eljaili Rahamtalla JRP Nutrition Officer UNICEF Kassala
Wegdan Abdulrahman JRP officer/NPO FAO Kassala
Rafaele Del Cima Head of office FAO Kassala
Bannaga Hago Technical officer FAO Kassala
Alazim Imam Technical officer FAO Kassala
Ahmed Lummumba Head of office WFP Kassala
Salih Orabi JRP officer WFP Kassala
Doao Osman Mohamed Program Associate WFP Kassala
Fatima Baleed Hussein Monitoring WFP Kassala
Afkar Osman Monitoring assistant WFP Kassala
Hasan Yusuf Eisa Programme Associate for Food 

Security
WFP Kassala

Isam Eldein Omer Mustafa  Director MOH Kassala
Dr Abdulgadier Altahir Arduli   Primary health Care Director MhO Kassala
Khadija Hassan Nutrition Deputy MOH Kassala
Aischa Mohamed Osman EPI MOH Kassala
Zainab Mohamed Ali IMCI MOH Kassala
Khadija Moussa Hygiene promotion? MOH Kassala
Hashim Mohamed DG SWE Kassala
Idriss Mohamed Ali M&E WES Kassala 
Idriss Alkaki Minister of Agriculture and Animal 

Resources
MOA Kassala

Ebtissam Nimir Hortic Dpt MOA Kassala
Ahlam Oli Osman Vet MOA Kassala
Nagat Ali Osman Range and Pasture MOA Kassala
Tahany Hassan Hussain Kassala Forestry MOA Kassala
Mohamed Salih Danaod Vet MOA Kassala
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Aïcha Adam Sidi Minister of Social Welfare MOSCA Kassala 
Buthina Akasha (+ technicians) Director rural women dev MOSCA Kassala
Ahmed Hadi Telkuk Adult Education Coordinator 

Eddiroat
MOSCA Kassala

Khlowel Khalil Mon PM assistant TOD Kassala
Zemzem Yeosd Adam Program Manager TOD Kassala
Hmid Tirik Talaweit Kassala
Mohamed Ahmed Hussein Betay Kassala
Ali Mahmoud Betay Kassala
Ali AlKarar Head of Office Sudan Vision Kassala
Amar Abdel Hameed Manager WOD Kassala
Nour Osman Programme Manager WOD Kassala
Sawsan Ahmend Aldegar Nutrition Manager WOD Kassala
Mustafa Mohamed AlHassan Head of Office SORD Kassala
Ghada Ahmed Batran General Manager JASMAR Kassala
Ahmed Salem JASMAR Kassala
Ahmed Abdalla Community Supervisor ISRA Kassala
Sara Khalil Gaidon ISRA Kassala
Abdallah Abdelrahman Project Manager ISRA Kassala
Ahmed Gasim ISRA Kassala
Mohamed Elamin Karar Hameshkoreb GAA Kassala
Monanans Adam SRCS Kassala
Reham Alknier SRCS Kassala
Nagos Hamed SRCS Kassala
Abdelmageed Jaber Programme officer SRCS Kassala
Mazen Abdurahman WASH coordinator Plan International Kassala

Almedani Alhassan Project coordinator Plan International Kassala

Mohamed Toum Area Coordinator Practical Action Kassala

Musa Ibrahim Project coordinator Practical Action Kassala

Mohmed Eisa Abdulgadir Commissioner Hameshkoreb 
Locality

Kassala

Ali Hashim Locality Executive Manager North Delta locality Kassala
Mohammed Eisa Taha Executive Manager Hamashkoreib 

Locality
Kassala

Cheikh Ali Bitai Hamashkoreib Khalwas Sheikh Hameskoreb Kassala
Committee leaders VDC in the selected sites JRP selected 

villages
4 localties

Medical assistants, Nutritionist 
and volunteers 

Health Centres supported by JRP MoH 4 localities
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Appendix 3. JRP timeline 
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Appendix 4. List of visited villages 

HAMESHKOREB LOCALITY

Hameshkoreb

Hashaiab

Odi 

TELKOK LOCALITY

Tahadai Osis

Eylatyout Elmasjid

Maman Elmasjid

Edrut

Jebbel Haboba

NORTH DELTA LOCALITY

Kassala 

Hadaly 

SararNour 

18 Eisa Elhaj

Matateb Alsarai

AROMA LOCALITY

Goz Rajab

Umbarakat

Akla Alabar
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Appendix 5. Theory of Change 
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Appendix 6. Coordination frame for JRP
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Appendix 7. JRP M&E workplan

Timing Activity Leading/Responsible 
Organization

Regular basis Collect data and information on activities and related 
indicators
-> Report to the Project Coordination Team

All three UN agencies, 
State Ministries and 
partner organizations 

Conduct field visit
-> Report to the Project Coordination Team with the Field 
Visit Report format

All three UN agencies, 
State Ministries and 
partner organizations 

Quarterly basis Conduct quarterly review
-> Report the review results to the Project Coordination 
Team

All three UN agencies

Produce periodical review reports Project Coordination 
Team

Annual basis Conduct annual review
-> Report the review results to the Project Coordination 
Team

All three UN agencies

Produce periodical review reports Project Coordination 
Team

Mid-Term Conduct periodical survey (Follow-up Survey)
-> Produce analytical report

WFP

End-Term Conduct periodical Survey (End-Term Survey)
-> Produce analytical report

WFP

Conduct final evaluation FAO

Source: Joint Resilience-building Project Monitoring & Evaluation plan – 22/08/2016
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Appendix 8. Selection of pictures 

CAPs (Arabic version) are available in JRP villages 

Groups of women were met in all villages visited. It is not allowed to take pictures of women in JRP area. 

Certificate received by women from Odi received 
after a training in Hameshkoreb. 

Women centre in Telkok locality,  
supported by JRP. 
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Terraces Odi (HK): sustainability of terraces in Odi is not obvious. 

Community Garden: Hameshkoreb; Cheikh Ali Bitai 
(landowner) showed the production of the community 
garden 

Unprotected Water source in a JRP Village 
(Telkok) 



Final Evaluation of the Joint Resilience Project in Kassala 

91

Gabion Wall - Maman El Misguit that 
protected the village from the floods in 2016. 

Hameshkoreb: Haffir Rehabilitation supported by 
JRP did not resist to 2016 floods. 
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F2M in Matateb, North Delta: large storage facilities provided by JRP to facilitate access to market to 
“small farmers”

Goz Rajab (Aroma): Mini Water Yard Provided by JRP, as well as an horticulture farm. 
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Appendix 9. Response to drought and floods (details on Output 5)

1 Response to drought: Table based on the second JRP annual report that covered October 
2015-September 2016, and was submitted in November 2016

OUTPUT 5: March –August 2016; first period: Assistance to population exposed to drought.

Outputs 5: Based on concept note – 
January 2016

Target Achievement 

5.1: HEALTH

Number of children under five in the 
affected villages receiving severe acute 
malnutrition treatment services.

1 300 980 – overestimated target.

Number of children under five 
(disaggregated by male/female) with 
diarrhoea who receive good diarrhoea 
treatment in affected villages.

4 500 Not informed. The 2016 annual report 
mentioned that this figure would be provided 
by the annual survey, planned in November-
December 2016. But the follow-up survey 
provided a percentage of children (not a 
number) with diarrhoea who receive good 
diarrhoea treatment in JRP targeted localities 
and no details regarding this rate in the 
affected villages. 

Number of children (disaggregated by 
male/female) receiving treatment as per 
IMCI guidelines and standards.

4 500 4 679 (Male: 2 293; Female: 2 386) source: 
logframe follow-up. 

5.2: WASH North Delta and Aroma

Population affected washing hands with 
soap at critical times in affected villages.

47 000 27 815 persons; underachievement may be due 
to delays and activity reorientation after floods 
(no information in reports).

Population with access to improved 
sanitation facilities: 
Building of emergency latrines for 40 000 
temporarily displaced populations. 
Improved latrines promotion for 38 000 
non-displaced affected population 
through Community Approaches to Total 
Sanitation. 

47 000 No latrine building or CATs promotion reported, 
however soft activities of hygiene promotion 
and latrine disinfection (2 805 households). 

Population affected with access to 
improved drinking water sources.
In the concept note 47 000 affected 
population. 
Rehabilitation of non-functional hand 
pumps and motorized water systems, 
drilling of wells and construction of onsite 
distribution systems and water trucking 
for 12 000 displaced persons.

47 000 Water chlorination of 178 water systems 
(drought and floods) - bladders and water 
trucking in 13 flood-affected villages.
One rehabilitation of water source and the 
distribution systems (Hameshkoreb).
JRP staff claimed that ten new handpumps 
were established and five were rehabilitated, 
but neither were mentioned in the 2016 or 
2017 reports. 
No wells drilled. 

5.3 LIVELIHOOD 

Number of El Niño affected households 
with enhanced access to livestock inputs 
(water, animal feed, fodder and mineral 
lick).

33 000  
(5 500 
households)

Animal feed concentrate is reported as 
achieved. Water trucking: 29 percent, in 15 
villages out of the 24 planned. Market off-take 
and mineral lick distribution: 0 percent.

Number of people benefiting from 
general food distribution in affected 
households (120 days: May-August 2016).

38 600 Beneficiary target achieved but activities 
delayed; incomplete rations on the first round 
(supply issue for CSB and pulse).

Number of children under five receiving a 
preventative nutrition ration.

15 440 Achieved: 15 393 reported.



Final Evaluation of the Joint Resilience Project in Kassala 

94

2 Response to floods: The table below was constructed using information from the second 
JRP annual report that covered October 2015-September 2016 and was submitted in 
November 2016 as some drought response activities were reoriented to take into account 
the change in context and the JRP Half-year Progress Report.139

OUTPUT 5: synthesis of the achievements of flood response October 2016 to March 
2017 Assistance to population exposed to flood March

Outputs 5140 Indicator Target Achieved141 

Prevent the spreading of 
Acute Watery diarrhoea 
(AWD) in the targeted 
communities in six localities. 

AWD cases 
lower during the 
intervention.

64 986 26 243 people benefited from 
curative and preventative services. 
AWD: “Cases were successfully 
contained”.

Number of people with 
access to and use of 
safe water supply for 
drinking.

18 080 More than 60 000 beneficiaries 
reported, mainly “soft 
intervention”: cleaning campaign, 
hygiene promotion sessions, + 
Construction of 2 250 emergency 
household latrine. 

Also mentioned in the 
concept note: rehabilitation 
of destroyed pipeline and 
emergency latrines will be 
built for 40 000 temporarily 
displaced populations.

Regarding water access: The 
rehabilitation of the pipeline is not 
complete but should be by end of 
April 2017. 

Prevent hunger and 
malnutrition through the 
provision of food rations. 

Number of people who 
received food rations.

14 288 14 288 persons reported as 
reached. 

Restock households 
(including 40 women 
headed households) who 
lost their animals with five 
small ruminants (three 
sheep and two goats).

Number of households 
who received small 
ruminants. 

80 240 sheep and 160 goats: 80 
targeted households affected by 
the impact of El Niño are reached. 

Build the capacity of 1 200 
people (480 women and 
720 men), members of 12 
cooperatives in order to 
replace lost fodder and 
prevent future fodder losses 

Percentage target 
who benefit from 
fodder management 
infrastructures. 

95 percent 
of 1 200

No data in the report. 

Percentage target who 
benefit from fodder 
management trainings.

98 percent 
of 1 200

The drawing and bills of quantities 
for the fodder stores was 
completed.

140 141

139 March 2017, covering the October-March period

140 Based on CN Flood Oct2016- October 2016 to March 2017

141 Based on 6month report October 2016-March 2017
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