WFP/EB.1/2009/7-B Summary Evaluation Report Nicaragua Emergency Operation 10700.0 and Immediate Response Emergency Operation 10695.0
Background 

Following Hurricane Felix on 4 September 2007 in the Autonomous Region of the Northern Atlantic in Nicaragua, WFP started: i) immediate response emergency operation 10695.0 to assist 38,000 victims; and ii) emergency operation 10700.0 to provide general food distributions for 80,000 people, supplementary feeding for 35,000 women and children under 5, and food for work for 55,000 people. The operations were 90 percent resourced. [par.1-3]
Initially, 1,202 mt of food was borrowed from country programme 10044.0 and protracted relief and recovery operation 10212.0; it was subsequently imported because local sourcing was expensive. Following an emergency food security assessment in March 2008, a no-cost extension was made to emergency operation 10700.0 until 30 November 2008. [par.5-7]
Performance Highlights

Operational Design: Relevance and Appropriateness

Objective – 10700.0 sought to provide immediate food assistance, prevent deterioration of nutritional status and preserve and restore livelihoods and community assets through FFW. [par.10] 
Internal coherence – the operation was in line with policies and priorities of WFP, donors and the Government. [par.11]
External coherence – Coordinated with the National System for Disaster Prevention, Mitigation and Response and the government of RAAN to identify areas for food distribution. [par.13]

Project design – the food security objectives included indicators that could be collected by monitoring households and communities and allowed identification of way in which food provided under FFW complemented the recovery activities of other agencies. Limitations in terms of indicators were due to the logical framework which allowed superficial monitoring of logistics rather than outcome or outputs. [par.14-18]
Appropriateness – WFP responded to the hurricane by rapidly providing GFD, then moving from selective relief according to need, to the recovery phase. [par.19]
Results
10695.0 successfully delivered appropriate food aid. 10700.0 was planned to assist 80,000 of the 185,000 people affected by the hurricane; SINAPRED covered the rest. FFW activities started slowly with shortfalls in deliveries, but in supporting livelihood recovery and the rebuilding of infrastructures they assisted recovery and were appropriate to the context. Impacts were generally positive. FFW is expected to have lasting effects through the infrastructures it leaves: the “build back better” approach made houses more resistant to hurricanes, and new houses will not need repair or replacement for a decade. [par.31-37]

Conclusions and Recommendations

Relevance and appropriateness – The design was suitable for addressing the needs of the rural population affected. Communities participated in targeting and distributing food, and used GFD and FFW to support recovery. Food assistance for vulnerable groups was less appropriate because it used MCH clinics to distribute food, bypassing community structures; but it revived support for clinics and thus helped to improve nutrition. [par.45]
Effectiveness – Rapid intervention enabled immediate provision of food, but the two-month gap between GFD and FFW was unfortunate. WFP was less successful in achieving food security when some beneficiaries prioritized housing. The food security objectives included measurable indicators of success but these were not monitored. [par.46]
Efficiency – 10700.0 was well funded and started quickly; the logistics unit moved food rapidly in spite of logistics challenges. Transport was expensive, but WFP responded innovatively to logistics problems. Better food security indicators would have improved efficiency. Delays in starting and developing FFW and the SFP reflected problems in finding suitable cooperating partners. [par.47]
Impact – Impacts were mainly positive [par.48]
Sustainability of results or connectedness of processes – The EMOP is likely to improve nutrition and food security. Partnerships were enhanced, infrastructures were improved and local capacity was developed. But chronic problems relating to food required long-term solutions that address the causes of malnutrition. [par.49]
Recommendations 
Higher-priority recommendations are in bold.

Preparedness
Rec. 1: maintain and improve its emergency preparedness by building on experience gained in EMOPs 10695.0 and 10700.0; with the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, it should undertake an after-action review of WFP and cooperating partner performance as soon as possible after the end of EMOP 10700.0, possibly including the regional bureau and cooperating partners; this should be used to develop the contingency plan and to inform preparedness and the planning of post-EMOP activities. [par.63]
Intervention design
Rec. 2: maintain the quality of initial EFSAs by training in anticipation of emergencies, and of subsequent EFSAs by training such as that carried out for the second EFSA;

Rec. 3: continue to involve the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry in EFSAs, and consider multi-agency EFSAs; and

Rec. 4: develop a communications strategy, including rapid dissemination of EFSA results, to support advocacy, inform the work of other agencies and avoid duplication; formal and informal networks could be used. [par.64]
Logical Framework
Rec. 5: consider the selective participation of cooperating partners, and particularly the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, in preparing logical frameworks;

Rec. 6: link the design of monitoring and reporting systems with the development of logical frameworks, bearing in mind the capacities of implementers and monitors, and build capacity as required to support this;

Rec. 7: assess the risk of emergencies thoroughly, with attention to probability, urgency and possible seriousness, and prioritize the risks;

Rec. 8: work with the Programme Design and Support Division to develop nutrition and food security indicators for short-term interventions (or, if this is not possible, approaches using proxy indicators such as food consumption surveys or household interviews could be developed); and

Rec. 9: review the logical framework in the light of EFSA findings, routine monitoring of food security and nutrition, other contextual risk factors and information about the work of other actors. [par.65]
Implementation

Monitoring
Rec. 10: consider monitoring in greater depth a few sentinel sites representative of livelihoods, environments and social structures, to identify food sources other than WFP which should provide information on the extent of recovery and would be in addition to routine monitoring (the method used in the second EFSA is a model); sentinel sites could be monitored under the CP and PRRO, bearing seasonality in mind;
Rec. 11: negotiate the design of the monitoring system with partners in anticipation of emergencies, maintaining compatibility with PRRO and CP activities as far as possible;

Rec. 12: ensure that monitoring is related more to outcomes;

Rec. 13: prioritize monitoring of market prices, given the 67 percent dependence on market purchases of food; and

Rec. 14: ensure that the quality of the products of FFW is monitored, and that FFW supports the full range of recovery activities. [par.66]
Partnerships
Rec. 15: continue to seek longer-term partnerships to improve EMOP and PRRO interventions; and

Rec. 16: support institutional development of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry with training for monitoring, including a computerized monitoring and evaluation system and database that enables the collection of timeline data. [par.67]
Programme delivery
Rec. 17: factor seasonal aspects of food security into interventions, for example by planning EMOP hand-over strategies in relation to harvests to enhance the probability of recovery;

Rec. 18: ensure that EMOPs aim where feasible to maintain modalities from pre-emergency activities to secure continuity; and

Rec. 19: record the rationale for variations in the coverage of distributions, for example by modifying EMOPs through extensions. [par.68]
